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Abstract 

The urban is most often constructed in our imaginaries, policies, and practices as a human space, 

understood in dualistic opposition to ‘nature’, ‘wilderness’, or the ‘rural’. This thesis aims to 

(re)story the city as a place of more-than-human belonging in three registers: theoretically, 

methodologically, and in practice. It does so using a case study of urban coyotes in Ontario as a 

point of entry, mobilizing ‘hybrid’ socio-ecological methods including: participant observation 

with Coyote Watch Canada, document review, semi-structured interviews, secondary analyses of 

GPS collar data, field investigations, and trail cameras. First, it (re)stories the city in urban theory 

by advancing a more-than-human everyday urbanism as a useful analytic for articulating a less 

anthropocentric reading of the city. It first performs a rhythmanalysis, demonstrating the 

importance of linear and cyclical rhythms in the spacetimes of human-coyote encounters. It then 

delves into coyote sensory worlds, illustrating the acoustic and olfactory ecologies which shape 

urban atmospheres, navigations, and inhabitations. Everyday urbanism shifts the focus from 

spectacular moments of conflict with wildlife, to a consideration of more-than-human place-

making, resituating urban animals as neighbours rather than invaders. Second, this thesis 

(re)stories the city through a methodological focus on individual animals’ geographies. It relays 

narratives of two urban coyotes and their kin, Urban10 and Blondie, whose unique experiences are 

gleaned through hybrid socio-ecological research methods. Their stories become ones of 

synanthropy and cynanthropy – of animals learning to thrive in ‘human-dominated’ environments, 

and of the imaginative exercises of ‘becoming coyote’ required of multispecies researchers 

endeavouring to generate knowledge collaboratively with other-than-humans. Third, it (re)stories 

coyotes within urban wildlife management scholarship and practice by advancing a set of best 

practices for aversion conditioning (humane hazing) to mitigate human-coyote conflicts in urban 
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areas. It challenges traditional language, characterizations of behaviours, and policy options, 

enabling an alternate set of compassionate responses that do not presume coyotes as incongruous 

with urban life, or the inevitability of animal death for human convenience. Overall, this thesis 

contributes to emerging dialogues at the intersection of more-than-human, animal, and urban 

geographies, as well as wildlife management, (re)storying the city towards livable multispecies 

futures. 
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Authorship and Publication Statement 

This thesis follows a manuscript-style format in accordance with the guidelines of the Queen’s 

University Department of Geography and Planning and the School of Graduate Studies. Chapter 

5 is published, Chapter 4 is forthcoming, and Chapter 3 is in preparation. Chapter 5 is a co-authored 

manuscript. 

Chapter 3 

The manuscript that appears in Chapter 3 is single-authored and in preparation for submission to 

a geography journal.  

Chapter 4 

The manuscript that appears in Chapter 4 is single-authored and is forthcoming in Environment 

and Planning E: Nature & Space, under the title ‘Individual animal geographies for the more-than-

human city: Storying synanthropy and cynanthropy with urban coyotes’. 

Chapter 5 

The manuscript in Chapter 5 is co-authored with Lesley Sampson. It has been published as follows: 

Sampson, L., and Van Patter, L. (2020). Advancing Best Practices for Aversion Conditioning 

(Humane Hazing) to Mitigate Human–Coyote Conflicts in Urban Areas. Human–Wildlife 

Interactions, 14(2), 166-183. DOI: https://doi.org/10.26077/5cbf-f8f9 

This manuscript was developed based on a workshop organized by myself with members of 

Coyote Watch Canada’s Canid Response Team. It translates decades of organizational knowledge 

and experiences to a wide audience of wildlife management scholars and practitioners. Although 

I spearheaded the initial concept for the manuscript and the bulk of its drafting, it was most 

appropriate for Lesley Sampson, as Founding Executive Director of Coyote Watch Canada, to take 
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the role of first author, as it is based on decades of her work. Lesley Sampson assisted in drafting 

the manuscript, providing key insights, amendments, and responses to reviewer comments.  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1 The more-than-human city  

cities are always and everywhere orchestrated by human and 

nonhuman means  

– Amin & Thrift (2017, 64) 

We are living in the age of the urban, with over 55% the planet’s human population now 

estimated to inhabit cities (Welford & Yarbrough, 2021). The urban is most often 

constructed in our imaginaries, policies, and practices as a human space, created by 

humans, for humans, and understood in dualistic opposition to ‘nature’ or ‘wilderness’. 

Where ‘nature’ enters into the city, it is primarily as obstacle or asset, both understood in 

terms of human agendas. In the context of climate change, biodiversity crises, and rampant 

social and ecological injustices of colonial-capitalism, learning to ‘live well’ with other-

than-humans is a key task of our time. This thesis takes as its starting point an 

understanding that a key site of such negotiations is urban environments, and a productive 

point of entry is transgressive bodies, such as ‘liminal’ feral and synurbic animals: 

Liminal animals exist somewhere between wild and tame: neither 

domesticated companion or farmed animals, nor autonomous 

wildlife living in ‘nature’ (Donaldson and Kymlicka, 2011). This 

indeterminacy causes controversy concerning whether such 

animals belong as urban biodiversity or are nuisance pests 

disruptive to city life. Two common types of liminal animals are 

feral animals and synurbic animals. Feral animals were once-

domesticated but have ‘gone wild’, no longer dependent on 
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humans for survival. Synurbic wildlife … are wild animal species 

that thrive in cities. (Van Patter et al., 2022) 

These transgressive bodies – like feral cats (Van Patter & Hovorka, 2018), street dogs 

(Narayanan, 2017; Srinivasan, 2019), racoons (Taylor & Pacini-Ketchabaw, 2017), 

cormorants (Sandilands, 2017), and coyotes (Rutherford, 2018) – push us to reconsider 

urban actors, processes, and politics beyond narrow anthropocentric and humanist frames.  

Animal geographer Jennifer Wolch (2002, 734) asked nearly two decades ago how 

we can “handle and practise the radical proposition of moving towards a post-humanist 

city?” In many ways, this question has only just begun to be addressed. And to it, we can 

add: what does it mean to coexist with other-than-humans amidst Anthropocene precarity, 

of which the urban is both a central driver and outcome (Amin & Thrift, 2017; Ruddick, 

2015)? The challenges of the Anthropocene – of ecological crises and global urbanization 

– “require in-depth, textured, and detailed case studies that can situate the study of urban 

ecology and its politics within cultural, social, and environmental contexts” (Ernston & 

Sörlin, 2019, 4). 

Geography and urban theory remain overwhelmingly anthropocentric. There is 

great scope and pressing need for explorations that develop alternate modes of sensing, 

mapping, and articulating the city as more-than-human1, attendant to the diverse 

 

1 This thesis employs the terms ‘more-than-human’ and ‘other-than-human’. The former is employed in 

discussions relevant to humans, but also to other entities, and especially to signal the impossibility of isolating 

‘The Human’ as sole subject of inquiry. In the context of this scholarly field, ‘more-than-human geographies’ 

are so termed to highlight that what has conventionally been the subject of inquiry for Human Geography is 

inextricably linked with other species and entities; that cultural, spatial, social, political, etc. inquiry equally 
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configurations and experiences which too often remain homogenized as ‘nature’ or the 

‘nonhuman’. Combatting nature/culture dualisms and recovering the more-than-human in 

our urban imaginaries requires that we “reveal the diverse urban worlds that have been 

edited out of contention” (Amin & Thrift, 2002, 4). This imperative is being addressed 

through several avenues, including within the natural science field of urban ecologies, 

social science and humanities realms of animal and multispecies studies, and more-than-

human geographical approaches which undertake more integrative modes of socio-

ecological inquiry. The contributions of each of these in expanding our understandings of 

the more-than-human city are briefly detailed below. 

Urban Ecologies 

Ecology as a discipline has historically focused on the study of ‘natural’ spaces and 

processes, but there has been increasing engagement over the last several decades with the 

city-as-nature – as its own unique ecology worthy of study (Francis et al., 2013). Research 

has endeavoured to characterize biophysical and ecological processes taking place in cities, 

including: species evolutions in urban environments (Schilthuizen, 2019), urban 

biodiversity (Dearborn & Kark, 2010) and species synurbization (Luniak, 2004; Francis & 

Chadwick, 2012); bio-physical/chemical climate, soil, and water processes (Grimm et al., 

 

depends upon and is relevant to our relations with the world more broadly. ‘Other-than-human’ is employed 

in the place of ‘nonhuman’, because, as Pugliese (2020) delineates, ‘nonhuman’ risks further reinscribing 

human centrality by invoking a positive/negative hierarchy. 
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2008); and energetic pathways, in terms of food webs (Faeth et al., 2005) or urban 

metabolism (Pincetl, Bunjeb, & Holmes, 2012). 

 Despite the growing prevalence of approaches that resituate the city as nature and 

take the urban as ecological from the outset, urban ecologies as a field could be considered 

as anthropocentric in focus and agenda. For example, urban ecologies research often 

focuses on the maximization of ‘ecosystem services’ by nonhuman urban constituents. The 

question of services by whom, for whom, can most often be answered straightforwardly as 

by ‘nature’ for ‘us’ – humans. There is little in the way of meaningful acknowledgement 

that humans are part of nature, co-participants in ecological relationalities, or that the 

whole notion of ‘ecosystem services’ is steeped in colonial-capitalist logics, wherein 

‘nature’ is valued only insofar as it can be appropriated in the service of particular modes 

of valuation (Collard & Dempsey, 2013; Lorimer, 2010). Humans become interpreted as 

either threats to, or managers of, altered (unnatural, urban) environments. Thus, urban 

ecologies as a field is largely underlain by a paradox wherein the city is recognized as 

nature, but simultaneously maintained as unnatural. The goal of better understanding urban 

ecologies is frequently presented along the lines of “improving urban sustainability and 

resilience, conserving urban biodiversity, and promoting human well-being on an 

urbanizing planet” (McPhearson et al., 2016, 198). There is little mention of multispecies 

justice, or that other species or ecological entities should also be considered as worthy of 

thriving in and of themselves. 

Animal & multispecies studies 
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Interdisciplinary engagements with animals and ‘nature’ more broadly across the social 

sciences and humanities have resulted in the emergence of animal and multispecies 

studies. Animal studies explores the:  

ways that human individuals and cultures are now interreacting 

with and exploring other-than-human animals, in the past have 

engaged the living beings beyond our own species, and in the 

future might develop ways of living in a world shared with other 

animals. (Waldau, 2013, 1) 

It comprises a number of fields, including human-animal studies, animal geographies, 

anthrozoology, and critical animal studies. Multispecies studies emerged more recently 

from within the environmental humanities, and explores more-than-human lives and 

relations beyond animal taxa. It “focuses on the multitudes of lively agents that bring one 

another into being through entangled relations that include, but always also exceed, 

dynamics of predator and prey, parasite and host, researcher and researched, symbiotic 

partner, or indifferent neighbor” (van Dooren et al., 2016, 3).  

Animal or multispecies studies approaches to the urban tend to centre the cultural, 

socio-spatial, or politico-ethical dimensions of human relations with other species in cities. 

Culturally-oriented inquiries explore how different social groups understand and interact 

with animals2 in urban spaces. These have included ethno-methodological approaches to 

interspecies relations in cities – what has come to be termed ‘multispecies ethnography’ 

(Kirksey & Helmreich, 2010; Ogden et al., 2013). Examples of this include Fuentes’ (2010) 

 

2 Along with plants, microbes, fungi, etc., but in the literatures detailed herein, largely animals 
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exploration of macaques’ interactions with local communities and tourists around temples 

in Bali, or Baynes-Rock’s (2013) account of the practice of hyena feeding within the city 

of Harar, Ethiopia.  

Socio-spatial approaches have stemmed largely from the subfield of animal 

geographies, which foregrounds animals as actors and place-based human-animal 

relationships. Explorations have illustrated the ways in which animals shape urban 

planning, for instance in the case of dog parks in Kansas, USA (Urbanik & Morgan, 2013). 

Animals are acknowledged as agents of urban change and development, for instance 

influencing everyday lives and economic opportunities in the case of poultry 

entrepreneurship in Gaborone, Botswana (Hovorka, 2008). Animals are also seen as 

contributing to experiences of space, such as the links between dwelling with possums and 

experiences of non-/hominess in Sydney, Australia (Power, 2009). 

 Ethico-political questions central to sharing space with other-than-humans in cities 

have been approached from within environmental humanities and philosophy. Some have 

delineated rights-based frameworks for diverse animal groups, asking what responsibilities 

we may have towards them within the ‘Zoopolis’ (Palmer, 2003b; Donaldson & Kymlicka, 

2011). Others have explored how animals can be given a ‘political voice’ (Meijer, 2013) 

and acknowledged as actors in the realm of urban planning and policy (Metzger, 2016). 

Such approaches ask, “how can we learn to make places for living well, and sustainably, 

together with humans, more-than-humans, and vibrant matter of all kinds” (Duhn, 2017, 

45)? There is a tendency to approach questions of ethics and politics from a liberal 
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humanist frame, rather than taking a more radical starting point which interrogates the 

human/animal divide without centring human abilities, assumptions, and experiences3. 

Approaches within animal and multispecies studies typically aim at deconstructing 

anthropocentric, speciesist, and humanist understandings of the city, but tend not to 

integrate disparate methodologies across social and natural sciences, rarely engaging with 

the ecological in a meaningful fashion.  

More-than-human socio-ecological approaches 

Geography as a discipline has been both defined by, and grappled with, a nature-society 

separation. As Sarah Whatmore (2002, 2) notes,  

Geography stakes its identity on attending to ‘the interface 

between social and natural worlds’. In practice, the separateness 

of these worlds has been intensified by a disciplinary division of 

labour between ‘human’ and ‘physical’ geography, each of which 

tends to pay more allegiance to the divergent research cultures of 

the social and natural sciences respectively than to the other. There 

is a sense, too, in which the life seems to have been sucked out of 

the worlds that Geography has come to inhabit, at least in its 

efforts to become a spatial science… 

Work in more-than-human geographies over the last two decades has endeavoured to 

reconcile these traditionally dualistic approaches to culture/nature and human/animal 

inquiries, advancing hybrid socio-ecological methodologies and theorizations which 

 

3 Calarco (2015) terms this radical posthuman approach an ‘ethics of indistinction’, which runs counter to 

prevailing ‘ethics of identification’ central to liberal humanist animal rights discourses, and goes beyond 

Derridean ‘ethics of difference’ which still maintain the separate categories of human and animal.  
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‘animate’4, or attend to the liveliness of the world (Amin, 2014; Barua, 2014a; Francis et 

al., 2012; Lorimer, 2010; Swyngedouw & Kaika, 2014; Whatmore, 2002). In this context, 

urbanization, rather than presented as antithetical to nature, becomes understood as just 

one spatialization of nature (Braun, 2005; Gandy, 2003).  

 Contained in such an approach is an inherent understanding that most accounts of 

the urban fail to consider “much of what exists – the world beyond how it appears to us” 

(Amin & Thrift, 2002, 59). This then becomes a political, methodological, and theoretical 

imperative: to expand our understandings of the city and urbanization to include other-

than-human processes, lifeways, interactions, and experiences. As Steele et al. (2019, 413) 

summarize,  

The political project on which Zoopolis… is focused on involves: 

de-centering humans as part of a broader entanglement of living 

and non-living entities; challenging the dominant ways of seeing, 

knowing and doing that harmfully separate humans from non-

humans; and generating new more inclusive trans-species 

lexicons, lines of enquiry and practices. 

Examining both human spatial orderings and more-than-human practices and lifeways 

makes visible the “ongoing production of complex and emergent socio-ecological 

spatialities of the city” (Cooke et al., 2019, 169). This involves reconceptualizations which 

 

4 This language of ‘animating’ can be traced to several sources. Wolch, Emel, and Wilbert (2002) write of 

animal geographies as ‘reanimating cultural geography’. Sarah Whatmore (2002, 14) takes as a central 

project in her Hybrid Geographies: “Animating the creatures mobilized in these networks as active subjects 

in the geographies they help to fashion”. In particular, Barua and Sinha (2019, 1161) detail that: “a central 

aspect of early calls for animating the urban still remain neglected. Little has been done to elicit 

understandings of what urbanisation might entail and mean for animals themselves… particularly how 

sentient creatures negotiate and learn to inhabit complex, dynamic environments, apprehending them 

according to their own knowledges, speeds and rhythms, with or against the grain of urban design”. 
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challenge embedded assumptions, as well as novel and experimental methodological 

approaches to urban research. As an example of the former, Krithika Srinivasan (2019) 

explores street dogs in India as ‘unintentional natures’ (drawing on Gandy, 2013, 2016), 

highlighting the spontaneous more-than-human urban forms and lives which trouble 

modernist planning’s agendas of purification and hygiene, and conservation’s prioritization 

of narrowly valued endemic, wild, and rare natures. She argues that attending to relations 

with animals such as the ubiquitous and transgressive street dog enable us to rescript 

understandings of certain other-than-humans (pests, ferals, invasives, etc.) not as 

“‘inauthentic’ natures but as cosmopolitan ecologies” (Srinivasan, 2019, 388). 

Methodologically, Amin and Thrift (2017, 10) write that “understanding cities 

requires knowledge practices that are distributed and combinatorial”, and, I would add, 

more-than-human. There are exciting possibilities of animating understandings of the city 

by engaging other-than-human urban inhabitants to generate new knowledges. As one 

example, Hinchliffe et al. (2005) follow ‘traces’ of water voles in Birmingham, UK, 

tracking footprints and latrines to identify their spaces and learn about their ecologies. They 

describe this process of learning to ‘read’ water vole ‘writings’, becoming attuned, through 

sight and smell, to the more-than-human stories present on the landscape. Barua and Sinha 

(2017) write about the potentials of engaging ethological approaches in the study of urban 

animals. Bringing ethology and geography into dialogue enables a greater understanding 

of the relational coproduction of human and animal spaces and socialities. In their case 

study of macaques in India, elucidating the impacts of urbanization on macaque 
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behavioural repertoires, life history strategies, cultures, and skills highlights the potential 

for a “more ecological politics of governing the urban” (Barua & Sinha, 2019, 1167). 

There is great scope for continued dialogue within more-than-human geographies 

developing methodological and theoretical avenues to challenge and expand our 

understandings of urbanization, highlighting that life in the city is, from the outset, a 

multispecies achievement. The focus in several passages above on ‘storying’ and ‘lexicons’ 

of urbanization are key to this project. As Whatmore (2002, 7) – drawing on de Certeau 

(1988) – writes, “stories are spatial practices that bear within them ghostly reminders of 

our journeying to and fro; they convey in words a sense of the body subject occupying, 

inhabiting and traversing space, transforming it into places and specific presences”. From 

a more-than-human geographic perspective, the pairing of social-scientific understandings 

of space, sociality, and culture with ecological understandings of more-than-human 

processes and lifeways opens up space for approaching multispecies stories of the city. 

Discursive or narrative dimensions become implicated with the ecological, as “the stories 

we tell about other species are active agencies in urban ecology”, and “our approach to the 

city has to proceed from the premise that other animals help write the metropolis” (Howell 

& Taves, 2019, 16).  
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Thus, as detailed further in sections 1.3 and 1.4, this thesis takes as its central aim 

to (re)story5 the (anthropocentric) city as a place of more-than-human belonging, drawing 

on and contributing to recent work in the subfields of more-than-human and animal 

geographies, as well as the urban wildlife literature. In doing so it furthers understandings 

that “[t]he city is not so much an objective fact as it is a specific material mode of storying 

– a way of understanding relating and becoming. It is a story, told and enacted by many 

creatures” (van Dooren & Rose, 2012, 18), including coyote. 

1.2 Case study: urban coyotes in Ontario 

In North America urban expansion and synurbization6 bring wild animals into contact with 

urban centres, creating the potential for conflict due to concerns surrounding nuisance, 

zoonoses, and human and companion animal safety. An interesting case of urban wildlife 

in North America that has garnered much attention in the last several decades – from local 

governments, biologists, wildlife organizations, and in news and social media – is the 

coyote (Canis latrans). Historically, coyotes have been subject to concerted extermination 

efforts in predator management strategies to protect farmed animals as ‘lively 

commodities’ (Collard & Dempsey, 2013). They have been subject to bounties and 

 

5 I articulate my project as ‘(re)storying’ as opposed to either ‘storying’ or ‘restorying’, as there are ways in 

which the stories told about the (more-than-human) city through this research are both novel and self-

contained, as well as do work in speaking back to anthropocentric assumptions, casting the city in a new 

light. Therefore (re)storying can both create fresh understandings as well as reshaping existing narratives. 
6 The colonization of urban areas by wild animals. Animals who have become synurbic can do as well, or 

even better, in urban areas that in ‘natural’ wildland habitats. Synurbic species tend to be ‘behaviourally-

plastic’, successfully adapting to new environments (Luniak, 2004). 
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biological warfare in the form of intentional mange infection (Knowles, 1909; Pence et al., 

1983; Niedringhaus et al., 2019). Over the last 200 years, coyotes’ range has expanded 

dramatically north and east, likely stemming from widespread extirpation of the grey wolf 

(a direct competitor) across much of North America as a result of colonial persecution and 

land conversions resulting in habitat less favourable for wolves and more favourable for 

coyotes (Gompper, 2002).  

Recently, public awareness of the presence of coyotes in and around cities has been 

growing (e.g. Goffin, 2017). Public meetings have brought together city officials, coyote 

experts, and concerned citizens in an effort to promote public education and assess 

management goals and needs. As wildlife managers attempt to balance community 

concerns with a growing desire for humane wildlife management, more information is 

needed on coyotes’ and humans’ entwined socio-spatial and ecological relations and 

experiences.  

Urban coyote literature 

Literature on urban coyotes has focussed on two primary topics: coyote behaviour and 

ecology, and human-coyote conflict. In terms of urban coyote behaviour and ecology, 

behavioural modifications have included smaller home ranges and a shift towards nocturnal 

activity to avoid humans (Gehrt, 2007; Grinder & Krausman, 2001). Coyotes are generalist 

omnivores who can exploit a variety of natural and anthropogenic food sources (Murray et 

al., 2015). Diets of urban coyotes are comprised primarily of rodents, rabbits, birds, and 

vegetative sources like crab-apples, other fruits, and herbaceous plants (Lukasik & 
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Alexander, 2012; Murray et al., 2015). Estimates of composition of anthropogenic food 

sources in coyote diets have varied widely, ranging from 2% to 35% (Gehrt, 2007). Coyotes 

can play important roles in urban ecologies by preventing or combating mesopredator 

release7 (Gompper, 2002) and limiting the populations of prey species such as rodents 

(Murray et al., 2015). Coyotes’ success has been demonstrated by enhanced survival rates 

when compared to rural populations (Gehrt, 2007; Gehrt et al., 2011). This has led some to 

call for their designation as a ‘flagship’ species8, representative of the adaptability and 

resilience needed for sustainability in our increasingly urbanized world (Weckel & 

Wincorn, 2016). 

In terms of human-coyote conflicts in urban areas, their larger size and perception 

as a risk to humans and companion animals contribute to increasing incidences of conflict. 

Studies of conflict have employed media and document analyses, and municipal surveys. 

The literature on human-coyote conflicts concludes that: the risk of coyote attacks on 

humans is very low, and disproportionately represented in the media (Alexander & Quinn, 

2011); a primary contributor to human-coyote conflict is intentional or incidental human 

food provisioning (Alexander & Quinn, 2011; Timm & Baker, 2007; White & Gehrt, 

2009); and there is a need for context-specific research on coyote-human interactions in 

order to target education campaigns aimed at modifying human behaviours, especially with 

 

7 A dramatic increase in populations of mid-sized predators that occurs when large or apex predators are 

absent from an ecosystem 
8 Flagship species can be defined as “popular, charismatic species that serve as symbols and rallying points 

to stimulate conservation awareness and action” (Heywood & Watson, 1995) 
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respect to companion animal practices and managing food attractants (Poessel et al., 2013; 

Weckel et al., 2010; White & Gehrt, 2009). 

Treatment of human-wildlife ‘conflict’ in conservation biology and wildlife 

management has tended to foreground species’ biological needs and technocratic solutions. 

In recent years there has been increasing acknowledgement that understanding the socio-

cultural and political context of human-animal interactions is key to fostering human-

wildlife coexistence (Madden, 2004). This growing attention to human-dimensions of 

wildlife has highlighted the need to integrate social and natural science approaches 

(Dickman, 2010; Madden, 2004; Treves & Karanth, 2003). Both individual- (attitudes, 

norms, and values) and cultural-level factors influence tolerance for the presence of 

wildlife and associated risks, as well as management preferences and outcomes (Manfredo 

& Dayer, 2004). Although there is abundant research on human-wildlife conflict in general, 

in many instances context-specific data needed to make informed policy decisions is 

lacking (Messmer, 2000). This includes behavioural and ecological data concerning the 

animals involved, but also the socio-spatial and cultural context of the conflict. Such 

information is necessary both to understand the root of conflicts and their complexities, 

and to identify coexistence strategies that are most likely to be effective and supported by 

the public within a given context (Treves & Karanth, 2003).  

Only a small number of publications have approached human-coyote interactions 

through a critical social science lens. Blue and Alexander (2017) consider the ‘gastro-

ethics’ of dwelling with non-domesticated carnivores like coyotes, whose dietary habits 
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both call us to respond in particular ways – like securing our waste – and challenge our 

assumptions about convivial cohabitations – for instance, by possibly preying on our small 

companion animals. Hunold and Lloro (2019; and Lloro & Hunold, 2020) examine 

perceptions of urban coyotes in social media discourses and consequences for cohabitation. 

Interpretive media analyses of Facebook community pages in Chino/Chino Hills, 

California, and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania highlight that specific geographies result in 

divergent constructions of coyotes, with implications for their belonging. Residents of 

Chino/Chino Hills, where coyotes have long been part of the landscape, were more 

accepting of coyotes as belonging and having a legitimate claim to shared spaces. 

Conversely, although coyotes were admired as encounterable wildlife and for their 

ecological roles by some, their relatively newer arrival, and the perceived ‘hybrid’ status 

as eastern coyotes was also used to claim they were not native species and challenge their 

belonging. Rutherford (2018) explores the indeterminacy of ‘coywolves’ – the other name 

given by some to eastern coyotes due to the historic hybridization of western coyotes, 

eastern or Algonquin wolves, and domestic dogs during coyotes’ range expansion. She 

terms them the ‘Anthropocene’s animal’, whose hybridization and urbanization transgress 

both phylogenetic and spatial divides in an unsettling ferality. Ultimately, Rutherford calls 

for future work that attends to indeterminate Anthropocene animals such as the eastern 

coyote/‘coywolf’: 

Paying attention to one another in ways that are both intimate but 

also allow for autonomy will be difficult. The likely result will be 
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an inevitably flawed effort to come to know another animal in a 

way that grants it has lifeways that we may not understand, but are 

worth attending to. (219) 

This research seeks to give eastern coyotes and their lifeways such intimate attention. 

Coyotes in Ontario 

In Ontario there are several regulations by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Forestry (OMNRF) which concern coyote governance. First, the OMNRF stipulates that 

“[i]t is illegal to abandon or otherwise allow the pelt of a furbearing mammal to spoil or to 

be destroyed”9. Second, regulations around coyote ‘harvest’ are tied to Algonquin wolves. 

It is difficult to visually differentiate between eastern coyotes and Algonquin wolves, 

which have been designated as ‘Threatened’ under the Species at Risk in Ontario List since 

201610. Thus, in an effort to protect Algonquin wolves, within Wildlife Management Units 

(WMU) potentially inhabited by Algonquin wolves hunting of coyotes and wolves are both 

restricted to September 15-March 31, and only with purchase of a wolf/coyote tag. In the 

majority of southern Ontario (WMU 43-95) residents and non-residents can hunt coyotes 

or wolves (with the presumption that there are no wolves in these areas, so, in practice, 

coyotes) all year, and with no tag requirements. These regulations reveal: (1) a distaste for 

wasting a valuable resource, positioning animals as commodities to be ‘harvested’; and (2) 

a logic of biodiversity conservation which imposes a sharp distinction between rare 

 

9 https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-hunting-regulations-summary/wolf-and-coyote#section-0 
10 https://www.ontario.ca/page/algonquin-

wolf#:~:text=The%20Eastern%20Wolf%20was%20listed,threatened%20on%20June%2015%2C%202016. 

https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontario-hunting-regulations-summary/wolf-and-coyote#section-0
https://www.ontario.ca/page/algonquin-wolf#:~:text=The%20Eastern%20Wolf%20was%20listed,threatened%20on%20June%2015%2C%202016
https://www.ontario.ca/page/algonquin-wolf#:~:text=The%20Eastern%20Wolf%20was%20listed,threatened%20on%20June%2015%2C%202016
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Algonquin wolves and abundant coyotes, who may be phenotypically indistinguishable, 

but are valued in terms of their perceived distinct genetic composition, manifested in 

species membership.  

In urban areas there are several regulations which govern how coyotes can be 

managed. First, private trappers can be hired to trap and ‘humanely euthanize’ animals. 

Second, OMNRF regulations stipulate that no animal can be relocated more than one 

kilometer from the site of capture11. This regulation is in place primarily to prevent the 

transmission of wildlife diseases, such as rabies. Thus, coyote governance hinges on twin 

logics of animal welfare and biosecurity. This aligns with other discussions of wild animal 

management in urban areas as biosecurity. As Collard (2012, 25) writes, “whose or which 

lives are policed or made safe is a matter of biopolitical calculation”. Power operates to 

story, discursively and materially, the city as a space of safety and belonging for certain 

bodies, both human12 and other-than-human13. Most frequently, coyotes, like many other 

liminal animals, come to be storied as out-of-place in urban areas, as space is maintained 

for the safety and convenience of humans and domestic animal companions.  

 

11 https://www.ontario.ca/page/harass-capture-or-kill-wild-animal-damaging-private-property 
12 For instance white, male, able-bodied, straight, etc., as delineated, for instance, by England & Simon 

(2010), Kitchin (1998), Rosenberg (2017), Valentine (1989), and countless others 
13 E.g. domesticated animals valued for companionship – ‘pet’ dogs and cats – and aesthetically valued 

wildlife species like songbirds (Van Patter, 2021); see also Philo (1998), Jerolmack (2008) 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/harass-capture-or-kill-wild-animal-damaging-private-property
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1.3 Research question and objectives 

The overall question driving this research is: how can we (re)story the city as a place of 

more-than-human belonging? Using a case study of urban coyotes in Ontario, this thesis 

addresses this question through three objectives: 

1. (re)story the city theoretically, animating urban theory through a more-than-human 

everyday urbanism; 

2. (re)story the city methodologically, engaging a hybrid approach to individual 

animal geographies which foregrounds other-than-human urban experiences; 

3. (re)story the city in practice, advancing tools to facilitate human-coyote coexistence 

in urban areas for a wildlife management audience. 

1.4 Thesis outline: (Re)storying in three registers 

This thesis aims to (re)story the city as a place of more-than-human belonging in three 

registers: theoretically, methodologically, and in wildlife management practices. Chapter 

3 fulfils Objective 1, animating urban theory in the manuscript ‘Towards a more-than-

human everyday urbanism: Rhythms & sensoria in the multispecies city’. It advances a 

more-than-human everyday urbanism which centres coyote experiences, ecological 

relations, and encounters with human community members by considering their rhythms 

and sensory worlds. It represents an effort at moving towards a less anthropocentric urban 

theory by bringing promising theoretical avenues from social theory and philosophy 
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(rhythmanalysis, scent- and soundscapes, affective atmospheres) into conversation with 

ecological and ethological insights on coyote practices from both the literature and 

empirical research findings. It represents a sort of thought experiment, an imaginative foray 

into coyote umwelten – lifeworlds (von Uexküll, 1982) – aimed at animating (Barua & 

Sinha, 2019), or ecologizing (Hinchliffe et al., 2005) urban theory by seeing the city in 

terms of its varied materialities, corporealities, and phenomenologies beyond the human.  

Chapter 4 fulfils Objective 2, (re)storying the city through a methodological focus 

on individual animals’ geographies and other-than-human experiences of urban life. The 

manuscript, ‘Individual animal geographies for the more-than-human city: Storying 

synanthropy and cynanthropy with urban coyotes’, relays narratives of two urban coyotes 

and their kin, Urban10 and Blondie. Their stories become ones of synanthropy and 

cynanthropy – of animals learning to thrive in ‘human-dominated’ environments, and of 

the imaginative exercises of ‘becoming-coyote’ required of multispecies researchers 

seeking to generate knowledge collaboratively with other-than-humans. Central to this 

endeavour was a focus on ‘hybrid’ socio-ecological research methods, and the potentials 

of storying individual animal lives to generate less-anthropocentric understandings of 

urban cohabitations. 

Chapter 5 fulfils Objective 3, (re)storying urban wildlife management practices. 

The manuscript, ‘Advancing Best Practices for Aversion Conditioning (Humane Hazing) 

to Mitigate Human-Coyote Conflicts in Urban Areas’, co-authored with Lesley Sampson 

of Coyote Watch Canada (CWC), speaks to dialogues in urban wildlife management, 
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specifically concerning nonlethal approaches. It (re)stories urban coyotes by challenging 

traditional language, characterizations of animal behaviour, and policy options. For 

instance, we challenge the common use of the terms ‘bold’, ‘aggressive’, and ‘habituated’, 

as they present coyotes as certain types of beings, and invoke lethal methods as the only 

policy option. In so doing we set in motion an alternate set of compassionate management 

options that do not presume coyotes as incongruous with urban life, and the inevitability 

of animal death. This third objective is based on my conviction that (re)storying the more-

than-human city cannot remain a methodological and theoretical question alone, but needs 

to be brought into the practice/policy realm in an effort to make a tangible difference in the 

lives of vulnerable – in this case, animal – community members. Chapter 5 is an endeavour 

to take a modest step in this direction. 

Together, these three interventions perform disparate, but complimentary, exercises 

in (re)storying the city as a place of more-than-human belonging. As their aims and 

audiences differ, there are inevitably tensions and discontinuities. In particular, the 

practice- or management-oriented agenda of Chapter 5 diverges from the theoretical aims 

of Chapters 3 and 4. This may be interpreted as a disjuncture, but I feel strongly that this 

intervention’s entry into the mainstream wildlife management literature does essential 

work in (re)storying coyote, and thus aligns with the broad aims of this project and thesis. 

Overall, throughout this thesis the complex lives and entanglements of coyotes and 

humans become foregrounded through novel theoretical lenses, innovative methodological 

approaches, and practical tools for coexistence. I expand on these contributions to more-
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than-human, urban, and animal geographies, as well as wildlife management in the 

concluding chapter, discussing research limitations along with promising areas of future 

inquiry. Prior to presenting study manuscripts, Chapter 2 summarizes research 

methodology and data collection and analysis tools, delineating how the stories contained 

herein came to be. 

Finally, there are theoretical threads that run through this thesis, but are not 

foregrounded within the manuscripts. They emerge at times, or remain below the surface, 

and some I felt were deserving of brief discussion. Thus, Appendix A and B briefly 

consider the topics Becoming-Coyote and the Social Constructions of Coyotes, 

respectively. I hope to pick up these and other threads stemming from this research in future 

interventions. 
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Chapter 2 

Methodology 

2.1 Methodological approach 

there is no spirit in science, but that is all I have ever known 

in nature  

– Lesley Sampson, personal communication, October 23, 2018 

There are a number of ways in which my methodological approach can be characterized: 

mixed-methods, hybrid, socio-ecological, multispecies, ethnographic, phenomenological, 

etho-ethnological. By socio-ecological, multispecies, or hybrid, I mean it endeavoured to 

dialogue human and animal research methods in a holistic investigation where neither the 

human nor the animal perspective was privileged over the other. In particular, I draw on 

Whatmore’s (2002, 3) delineation of ‘hybrid geographies’, which “exercise other modes 

of travelling through the heterogeneous entanglements of social life that refuse the choice 

between word and world by fleshing out a different conception of fabric-ation”. Drawing 

on posthuman work in Science and Technology Studies and allied fields, notably the 

writings of Bruno Latour and Donna Haraway, Whatmore aims towards a geographical 

practice that does not separate the natural from the social. Rather, she enlists ‘hybrdity’ as 

a “device to negotiate the temptations of the ‘one plus one’ logic or ‘mixture of two pure 

forms’… in journeying between natures and societies; objects and subjects; humans and 

non-humans and into their excesses” (3). Thus hybrid geographical practices aim towards 

a holism which rejects this binary separation as a starting point. It does so “by attending 
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simultaneously to the inter-corporeal conduct of human knowing and doing and to the 

affects of a multitude of other ‘message-bearers’ that make their presence felt in the fabric 

of social life” (3). In practice these efforts required a mobilization of diverse 

methodological approaches commonly practiced in the realms of both social and ecological 

science, which are further detailed below.  

Elements of data collection could be considered as multispecies ethnography 

(Kirksey & Helmreich, 2010; Ogden et al., 2013), as I conducted participant observation 

with CWC to learn about the practices of both humans and coyotes during instances of 

community conflict and outreach, as well as coyote aversion conditioning and rescue work. 

The research could also be situated as ethological, with its focus on animal behaviour and 

interactions (Barua & Sinha, 2019), or etho-ethnological, as it explores “how humans and 

animals live together in hybrid communities sharing meaning, interests and affects, 

articulated around jointly negotiated significations” (Lestel et al., 2006, 173).  

Similarly, it could be termed phenomenological, as observational, interview, and 

anecdotal data prioritized individual (more-than-human) experiences. More-than-human 

phenomenological approaches often take as their starting point the work of von Uexküll 

(1982), who advanced that animals’ interactions with their environments can be thought of 

through the concept of the Umwelt, or the perceptual ‘bubble’ that surrounds each being, 

delineating their realm of awareness and response. Understanding the ‘perception-world’ 

(Merkwelt) and ‘effect-world’ (Wirkungswelt) of an individual creature creates what 

Shores (2017) terms ‘transpositional’ opportunities, wherein we can attempt to ‘map’ 
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diverse perceptual capabilities and experiences of other-than-humans onto our own 

subjective experience to imaginatively engage with their lifeworlds. Such a 

phenomenological approach has been taken up by a range of animal scholars. For example, 

Shapiro (1990, 2003) delineates a ‘kinaesthetic empathy’ as a methodology for engaging 

animal lifeworlds, writing that “the animal’s experience is of a phenomenal field, of a 

possible lived space with respect to which he [sic] is a center of action” (2003, 90). 

Concepts such as embodied empathy (Despret, 2013), somatic sensibility (Acampora, 

2006), and interkinaesthetic comportment (Behnke, 1999) have been mobilized to explore 

the ways in which we (humans, researchers) can practice empathetic and intuitive 

interpretations of another’s (often an other-than-human animal’s) embodied experiences 

and communications, including through attending to postures, movements, gestures, 

behaviours, and attitude. 

Approaches to animals’ geographies and multispecies anthropologies are stretching 

in the direction of integrating disparate ethological, ethnomethodological, and 

phenomenological methodologies. For instance, Lestel et al.’s (2014, 130) bi-constructivist 

paradigm advances a phenomenological ethology that acknowledges the subjectivity of the 

observer, and the relation between them and the animal under observation, or the “social 

dynamics at play in intersubjective contexts of co-presence, co-observation and co-

constitution”. The authors write that “[t]he attention to emplacement, intertwining and the 

sharing of existence in phenomenology and ethnography provides precisely the horizon 

that has been systematically excluded from realist-Cartesian ethology, thereby foreclosing 
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its scope of vital inquiry” (141). Similarly, Lorimer et al. (2019, 34) advance that “[a] more 

innovative, post-phenomenological take on the ethogram would expand analysis to the 

broader range of encounters with bodies, materials, and sensations that humans and other 

animals make meaning from”. Thus, this project sought not simply to understand coyote 

and human behaviours, spatial practices, or ecological interconnections as separate 

phenomena, but chiefly coyote and human experiences of encounter and cohabitation. This 

involved hybrid and experimental approaches detailed in Section 2.3 (see also the extended 

discussion on ‘Becoming-Coyote’ in Appendix A). 

In experimenting with and integrating these disparate methodologies, I would say 

this project took an ‘assemblage’ (McLeod, 2014) or ‘bricolage’ (Kincheloe, 2005) 

approach – one that was open to opportunistically exploring emergent data collection 

opportunities through a variety of methods and lenses, attempting first and foremost a 

balanced, hybrid, inquiry of more-than-human worlds and human and coyote participants’ 

experiences and interactions.  

More tangibly, this project took a case study approach, entailing two focal species, 

coyotes and humans. As a case study, it explores the contexts and nuances of a small 

number of instances of a phenomena in an effort to provide both practical insights and 

develop wider theories (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Methodologically, coyotes as a focal species 

provided a valuable opportunity to collaborate with OMNRF researchers, non-

governmental wildlife practitioners, and community scientists.  
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Data collection proceeded opportunistically and in partnership with CWC. Thus, 

research took place primarily in communities in which Canid Response Teams14 were 

engaged in community coyote responses at the time, which ended up being Oakville, 

London, and Niagara Falls (see Figure 1). Each of these communities represent diverse 

contexts, where coyote management has been: extensive, ongoing, and highly successful 

for a decade in Niagara Falls; active for several years in London; and very recent and 

intensive in Oakville. They are also diverse in terms of geographic considerations. Niagara 

Falls (population 88,07115) is a smaller city with a high degree of urban-rural interface. 

London is a much larger city (population 655,366), sprawling in area and surrounded by 

an intensive agricultural landscape. Oakville is still formally considered a ‘Town’, in spite 

of its relatively large population (193,832). It is located on the shore of Lake Ontario, and 

is one of the sprawling (sub)urban communities composing the Greater Toronto Area 

(GTA). Southwestern Ontario is the ancestral lands and continues to be home to many 

Indigenous peoples, including the Hatiwendaronk, Anishinaabeg, Haudenosaunee, and 

Lunaapeewak16. This land has a complex history of Indigenous dispossessions and treaties, 

 

14 The Canid Response Team consists of volunteers trained in CWC’s field-tested methodology who consult 

and collaborate to implement on-the-ground response such as investigation, rescue, and conflict resolution. 

The CRTs provide on-site investigation, wildlife rescue and release assistance, and assessment and mitigation 

directives, including deployment of aversion conditioning.  
15 All population data is from Statistics Canada 2016 census; https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-

recensement/index-eng.cfm  
16 Within my three case study communities, see: https://www.oakville.ca/culturerec/indigenous-

community.html; https://www.niagararegion.ca/health/equity/indigenous-engagement.aspx; 

https://london.ca/city-london-land-acknowledgement  

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/index-eng.cfm
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/index-eng.cfm
https://www.oakville.ca/culturerec/indigenous-community.html
https://www.oakville.ca/culturerec/indigenous-community.html
https://www.niagararegion.ca/health/equity/indigenous-engagement.aspx
https://london.ca/city-london-land-acknowledgement
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and is governed by the Dish With One Spoon Wampum, which stipulates that we take only 

what we need, we leave some for others, and we keep the dish clean (Simpson, 2008).  

 
Figure 1. Map of study sites 

 

2.2 Research methods 

This research engaged a mixed socio-ecological approach assembling diverse methods to 

collect data on human (document review, interview, participant observation) and coyote 

(trail cameras, GPS collar data, field investigation, participant observation) residents 

within Oakville, London, and Niagara Falls, with varying degrees of success. Each of these 
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methods is briefly described below in terms of how data were collected and analysed. 

Ethics approval was sought prior to data collection from both the General Research Ethics 

Board (see Appendix C), the Animal Care Committee (see Appendix D), as well as through 

a supplementary ethical review from an arm’s length committee (see Appendix E). 

A. Document review 

A general review of relevant municipal government documents (wildlife strategies, etc.) 

and NGO materials (CWC & Toronto Wildlife Centre [TWC] websites, publications, etc.) 

informed the broad context for this research. Targeted review of media (news and social) 

items within the three focal communities provided further information concerning the local 

contexts and histories. Documents were located through Google searches or shared by 

participating organizations and municipalities. Identified topics and themes were used to 

inform Key Informant and Participant interview guide design (see Appendix F). 

Documents on the use of aversion conditioning/ humane hazing were qualitatively coded 

using QSR International’s NVivo (QSR International Pty Ltd., Version 12, 2018) (methods 

further discussed in Chapter 5). There was also a coyote reporting page on a news media 

website which became relevant in the case of one of the focal individuals (Urban10, see 

Chapter 4).  

B. Key informant interviews 

Semi-structured telephone or in-person interviews were conducted with 18 individuals who 

had expert or in-depth knowledge of urban coyotes in Ontario communities in a 

professional capacity. Informants were selected using purposive and snowball sampling, 
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and included municipal government employees, wildlife organization employees or 

volunteers, community scientists, city councillors, local police, animal services employees, 

and one trapper. Key informants were located primarily within the three focal communities 

(4 in Oakville, 4 in Niagara Falls, and 5 in London), but several (5) were not, having 

knowledge of or experiences with urban coyotes in Ontario more broadly. Data were 

analysed qualitatively using NVivo 12 software (QSR International Pty Ltd., 2020). This 

constituted both a thematic and discourse analysis, involving several coding passes. A first 

coding pass constituted a thematic analysis and was used to inform a Summary of Results 

for Participants. It identified key themes which emerged in conversations. A second pass 

was more characteristic of a discourse analysis, in that its aim was to go beyond superficial 

meanings and themes, and identify deeper situated meanings and their connections to 

particular ontologies, epistemologies, systems of thought, or meaning-making practices. 

This pass was used to inform the manuscripts in Chapters 3 and 4. 

C. Participant interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13 individuals, primarily in Oakville 

within the key areas of field investigation and participant observation (see Figure 3). 

Individuals were passively recruited using opportunistic and purposive sampling. This 

involved posting recruitment advertisements within urban parks with known or suspected 

coyote activity, as well as diverse locations within the community, including libraries, 

community centres, arenas, pet stores, dog parks, and shopping malls. Most of these met 

with poor recruitment success, with the majority of individuals contacting me after seeing 
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posters in parks in their neighbourhood. Considerations and limitations of this sampling 

method are addressed within the conclusion in Section 6.2. I ceased efforts to intensify 

recruitment for two reasons. First, I felt I had reached saturation in many ways, hearing 

similar viewpoints repeatedly, and would have had to strategize about how to target 

individuals with divergent opinion types. In particular, the majority of views solicited 

through recruitment strategies tended to view coyotes favourably, or at least were ‘neutral’ 

on the subject, rather than the negative opinion types I was anticipating (see further 

discussion in Section 6.2). More important, a month of intensive participant observation 

yielded much deeper insights into residents’ perspectives, behaviours, and experiences 

with urban coyotes, and thus I decided to focus less on Participant interview recruitment 

and more on participant observation opportunities. Participant interview transcripts were 

analysed alongside those of Key Informants, and the process described above applies 

equally here.  

 
Figure 2. Participants by focal community 
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D. Participant observation 

Participant observation took place by accompanying, and more actively collaborating with 

in several instances, members of CWC’s Canid Response Team. This included: observing 

education and outreach activities including community meetings and presentations, and 

training with agencies such as municipal animal services; participating in internal CWC 

meetings and training; and assisting in more active coyote management and rescue efforts 

than I had originally anticipated. My most intensive experiences of participant observation 

took place over the month of June 2019, when I took on a dual role as researcher and 

member of the Canid Response Team. As detailed in Turnbull & Van Patter (forthcoming):  

I was compelled to take on a more active role than I had intended. 

I communicated both with human residents about the situation, 

and directly with the coyotes, the father in particular, in an attempt 

to reshape his behaviour and aid the family’s chances of survival. 

He had become highly protective of his two remaining pups, 

behaving defensively towards approaching domestic canines, and 

his efforts to scare them off often frightened accompanying 

humans. I began to use ‘aversion conditioning’, or ‘humane 

hazing’, techniques to interrupt any interactions, as further 

altercations posed risks to both him and the dog, and increased the 

chances of residents demanding the family’s lethal removal. 

Participant observation was uncontrolled and designed to produce contextual 

understandings and evidence complementary to interview and ecological data (Kearns, 

2016). Data collection resulted in 221 pages of written fieldnotes (both written or audio-

recorded during field events, and post hoc reflections), dozens of videos, and thousands of 

pictures. Data analysis involved qualitative narrative coding in NVivo 12, and reviewing 
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photographs and videos alongside written notes to generate insights on human and coyote 

behaviours, experiences, and interactions. 

E. GPS collar data 

An existing GPS collar dataset was provided by the OMNRF for 16 coyotes rehabilitated 

at TWC and subsequently released within the GTA. Telemetry data allows for connections 

to be made between an animals’ behaviours, movements, and their environments (Cagnacci 

et al., 2010), and patterns of activity and mobility (Fuller & Fuller, 2012). My approach to 

this spatial analysis was qualitative (Cope & Elwood, 2009), and through it I hoped to 

generate “animal-cultural insights through monitoring animals’ use of space” (Hodgetts & 

Lorimer, 2015, 288). I decided to perform an in-depth analysis of one individual: Urban10 

(see Chapter 4), for which there were 1,196 points recorded over 228 days between January 

and August 2018. This was the only collared individual located within one of my focal 

communities, and thus for whom I could pair movement data with information from 

participants and key informants. Indeed, a number of participants and key informants had 

experiences with this individual or her kin, providing a fruitful opportunity to use anecdotal 

data as a jumping off point for exploring the spatial data, and vice versa. Spatial analysis 

was conducted in ArcGIS 10 (ESRI, 2011), and involved asking targeted questions of the 

data, for instance: (1) how far did Urban10 travel and what was her trajectory in the first 

few days after release? This was answered by querying the specific dates and connecting 

point features with a line to – coarsely and somewhat problematically – represent her 

journey (Figure 12). (2) What were her activities at the end of June when public reports 



 

 

 

33 

 

 

 

began noting concerns about coyote pups in neighbourhood backyards? This was answered 

by querying date ranges around the time, connecting point features with lines to visually 

represent movement, and confirming that her movements suggested ventures out foraging 

and returning to around the same locales in residential backyards to provision the pups she 

had relocated to these spaces (Figure 13). 

F. Field investigation 

On the ground investigations within urban greenspaces were used to identify coyote habitat 

patches and travel routes, site trail cameras, and provide some qualitative data about the 

lives of coyotes within focal communities. I learned to identify coyote tracks and scat 

thanks to the mentoring of CWC partners. Tracking was easiest in winter, when prints in 

snow left clear trails through urban parks, making identifying sites for trail cameras easier. 

A visual analysis17 of located scats was used to coarsely characterise coyote diets where 

possible. Visual analyses could identify the presence of natural foods such as mammalian 

bones and fur, or fruits and vegetation which make up a portion of coyotes’ diets. They 

could also occasionally suggest intentional or incidental anthropogenic food provisioning, 

such as the presence of birdseed frequently noted in one urban forest, and what looked like 

beans on another occasion (see Figure 3). Qualitative findings supported data from trail 

 

17 Although initially there was discussion of more extensive scat collection and analysis, this quickly became 

unfeasible, primarily due to the difficulties in locating laboratory space in which to store and analyse scats. 

This was made more challenging as a result of regulations pertaining to the potential of Echinococcus 

multilocularis parasite within coyote scats, which requires Level 2 biosecurity facilities and the need to 

expose the scats to extreme temperatures to prevent the risk of transmission (Catalano et al., 2012). 
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cameras and anecdotal accounts from participant interviews. For instance, I noted in my 

fieldnotes on one occasion that coyote tracks through the snow looked different, as if a paw 

were dragging, and learned the following week from a participant that they had seen one 

of the coyotes limping. I also observed coyotes in the field on several occasions (separate 

from my participant observation work with CWC). During such encounters I maintained a 

respectful distance, recording audio notes, photographs, and/or videos about coyote 

attributes and behaviours. The most extensive field investigations took place in Urban10’s 

forest (see Chapter 4). Data were analysed by triangulating fieldnotes from investigations 

along with photographs and videos of tracks, scats, and environmental features with trail 

camera, GPS collar, and interview data. 
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Figure 3. Field investigations yielded insights into coyote diets, for instance natural foods 

indicated by small mammal fur, bones, and teeth (a), or anthropogenic provisioning, for instance 

birdseed (b); tracking identified coyote travel routes, as well as qualitative attributes such as the 

limp demonstrated in rightmost coyote trail indicative of a dragging leg, compared with the 

normal tracks on the left (c); on several occasions members of Urban10’s family were 

encountered during field investigations, always from a respectful distance and often with mutual 

curiosity (d) 

 

G. Trail cameras 

Trail cameras were mounted in urban greenspaces with confirmed or suspected coyote 

activity with the aim of gaining glimpses into coyotes’ daily practices. Trail cameras can 

be practically advantageous as they provide accurate data without the need for direct 
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observation, as observations can be logistically challenging and have the potential to 

disturb animals and alter their behaviours (Bridges & Noss, 2011; Swann et al., 2011). 

Although trail cameras are limited in that they cannot provide data concerning the context 

prior to or following the image, they can inform inferences concerning activity patterns 

and resource access, if placed in locations where animals are expected to forage (Bridges 

& Noss, 2011). Six trail cameras (Reconyx Hyperfire model) were provided by the 

OMNRF for this research. I employed default settings, aside from setting the cameras to 

capture 5 images per trigger (as opposed to 3), and setting the picture interval to ‘rapidfire’, 

where images are taken in quick succession following a trigger, as opposed to having a one 

second pause between pictures. This allowed me to witness coyotes in motion, including 

trajectory and some behavioural notes (e.g. vocalization, pausing, looking around, ear 

movement, etc.; see Figures 4 & 5).  

Trail cameras were sited based on field investigations and coyote tracking, 

attempting to balance the greatest chance of coyote captures along travel routes, while 

minimizing potential incidental human captures by placing them away from human trails 

and informal pathways for privacy reasons. All incidental human captures were 

immediately and permanently deleted upon downloading images, after the time and 

number of humans were logged. Siting also aimed to avoid human detection to prevent 

vandalism, though one camera was destroyed in Oakville. Permissions were obtained in 

each community (from Parks Departments or Council) prior to mounting cameras. Cameras 

relocated nearby to optimize captures were labelled alphabetically (i.e. B, C if simply 
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moved to adjacent trees); cameras that were relocated to a new area entirely due to failure 

to successfully capture coyote activity were given a new number (thus how the 4 cameras 

employed in one park became identified as SF1-SF8). Methodological challenges are 

briefly addressed in Section 6.2. Photos were analysed by reviewing and logging captures 

in Microsoft Excel. In total 214 unique coyote events were captured across 12 camera 

locations, and 16 other species were identified (bat, beaver, cardinal, deer, domestic dog, 

dove, hawk, human, mouse, opossum, rabbit, racoon, robin, skunk, squirrel, turkey; see 

Table 1 & Figure 6). Distinguishing individual coyotes based on morphology and markings 

from trail camera images was more challenging than anticipated, especially due to 

variations in appearance between summer and winter coats, and as most images were 

captured around dawn, dusk, or overnight when light was limited. Thus in Oakville, at least 

three adults and two juveniles were identified through trail cameras, but a total count was 

not possible. 

Table 1. Trail camera details & findings 

Comm-

unity Code 

Date 

mounted 

Date 

removed 

Days 

active 

# 

coyote 

events Other species 

Oakville BVP1 2019-03-03 2019-03-08 5 0 squirrel 

Oakville BVP2 2019-03-03 2019-03-08 5 0 rabbit 

Oakville BVP3 2019-03-08 2019-03-14 6 0 beaver, rabbit, squirrel 

Oakville SF1 2019-03-01 2019-03-14 13 3 squirrel 

Oakville SF1B 2019-03-14 2019-03-28 14 0 squirrel 

Oakville SF2 2019-03-01 2019-05-02 62 74 rabbit, racoon, squirrel 

Oakville SF3 2019-03-01 2019-03-14 13 1 N/A 

Oakville SF4 2019-03-01 2019-03-03 2 3 N/A 

Oakville SF4B 2019-03-03 2019-04-22 50 6 rabbit 

Oakville SF4C 2019-04-22 2019-05-02 10 0 N/A 
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Oakville SF5 2019-03-08 2019-08-29 174 33 

bat, hawk, opossum, racoon, 

squirrel 

Oakville SF6 2019-03-14 2019-03-28 14 1 racoon 

Oakville SF6B 2019-03-28 2019-04-30 33 37 squirrel 

Oakville SF7 2019-03-14 2019-03-19 5 1 racoon, squirrel 

Oakville SF7B 2019-03-19 2019-03-28 9 0 rabbit, racoon, squirrel 

Oakville SF7C 2019-03-28 2019-05-02 35 2 rabbit, racoon, squirrel 

Oakville SF8 2019-03-19 2019-08-29 163 52 mouse, rabbit, racoon, squirrel 

London WP1 2019-06-12 2019-08-28 77 0 
deer, mouse, rabbit, racoon, 

squirrel, turkey 

London WP2 2019-06-12 2019-08-28 77 0 
cardinal, deer, domestic dog, 

dove, rabbit, racoon, robin, skunk 

Niagara 

Falls FP1 
2019-05-06 

2019-07-11 66 0 deer, rabbit 

Niagara 

Falls 
CP1 2019-05-06 2019-05-23 17 0 

opossum, rabbit, racoon, robin, 

squirrel 

Niagara 

Falls CP2 2019-05-23 2019-07-11 49 1 cardinal 
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Figure 4. Example photos of coyotes from trail cameras in Oakville: a. from camera SF2 April 5, 

2019; b. from camera SF8 March 28, 2019; c. from camera SF5 May 17, 2019; d. from camera 

SF5 June 6, 2019 
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Figure 5. Behavioural and familial information gleaned from trail cameras allowed for insights 

into the lives of coyotes, for instance the howl captured in series a. from SF2 March 6, 2019, and 

the confirmation of (at least) two pups, with a parent, in b. from SF8 August 9, 2019 
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Figure 6. Other wildlife captured on trail cameras included: a. opossum (SF5, 2019-04-29); b. 

racoons (SF5, 2019-04-16); c. turkeys (WP1, 2019-07-06); and d. deer (WP1, 2019-08-09) 
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Chapter 3 

(Re)storying urban theory 

3.1 Introduction to manuscript 

This solo-authored chapter is being prepared for submission to a geography journal. This 

chapter addresses Objective 1: (re)story the city theoretically, animating urban theory 

through a more-than-human everyday urbanism.  

3.2 Manuscript: Towards a more-than-human everyday urbanism: Rhythms & 

sensoria in the multispecies city 

Abstract 

This paper advances a more-than-human everyday urbanism as a useful analytic for 

articulating a less anthropocentric reading of the city. Using a case study of eastern coyotes 

(Canis latrans) in the Greater Toronto Area, Canada, it draws on empirical data and 

ethological literatures to consider everyday life in multispecies cities through two registers: 

rhythms and sensoria. It first performs an experimental rhythmanalysis, demonstrating the 

import of linear and cyclical rhythms in the spacetimes of human-coyote encounters. It 

then delves into coyote sensory worlds, illustrating the acoustic and olfactory ecologies 

which shape urban atmospheres and place-making. The paper argues that a more-than-

human everyday urbanism holds ethico-political value in terms of shifting the focus from 

spectacular moments of conflict with wildlife, to a consideration of more-than-human 
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place-making, resituating urban animals as neighbours rather than invaders. This analysis 

contributes to emergent conversations in more-than-human and urban geographies aimed 

at making visible other-than-human spaces, practices, and experiences, a project central to 

recuperating the urban as an existing and potential site of multispecies flourishing.  

Introduction 

In 2002 a coyote boarded the MAX light rail in Portland, Oregon, traveling from the airport 

to the city centre. The incident inspired a short film title ‘Passenger’ which served as music 

video for the 2015 song ‘Coyotes’ by the popular artist Modest Mouse18. In 2018, the world 

watched with bated breath as a ‘daredevil’ racoon scaled, partially descended, then 

summited a 25-story skyscraper in St. Paul, Minnesota, become a viral sensation19. Such 

spectacular events featuring urban animal protagonists capture imaginaries, causing us to 

reflect on the realities that the city – the metropolis of modernity, typically conceived as 

the quintessential human space – is in fact teeming with other-than-human life. This paper 

concerns itself with the project of articulating the city as more-than-human, “bringing these 

‘hidden masses’ out of the shadows” (Braun, 2005, 646). However, counter to the instances 

described above, it takes as its point of entry not the dramatic and spectacular, but rather 

the everyday: the banal and overlooked realities of more-than-human urban cohabitations. 

It advances a ‘more-than-human everyday urbanism’ grounded in rhythms and sensoria of 

 

18 See: https://www.publicpressure.org/the-legend-of-the-train-riding-coyote/; https://vimeo.com/7324026; 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UW5Or7bIVJk&ab_channel=MODESTMOUSEVEVO 
19 See: https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/13/us/mpr-raccoon-building-climb.html 

https://www.publicpressure.org/the-legend-of-the-train-riding-coyote/
https://vimeo.com/7324026
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UW5Or7bIVJk&ab_channel=MODESTMOUSEVEVO
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/13/us/mpr-raccoon-building-climb.html
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the multispecies city, applying it to an empirical case study of urban coyotes (Canis 

latrans). 

 Theoretically, such an approach contributes to emergent conversations in more-

than-human and urban geographies aimed at making visible other-than-human spaces, 

practices, knowledges, and lifeways. More-than-human geographies have become 

productive sites for ‘biogeographic boundary crossings’ (Francis et al., 2012), bringing 

socio-cultural approaches to understanding the city into conversation with natural scientific 

insights into the urban-as-ecosystem. As geographers explore the ‘recombinant’ 

(Hinchliffe et al., 2005) or ‘cosmopolitan’ (Gandy, 2013) ecologies of cities, more-than-

human actors are increasingly recognized as central to urban form, function, and 

phenomenologies: how the city is composed, operates, and is experienced.  

 This project also holds ethico-political significance. The Convention on Biological 

Diversity’s 2012 Cities and Biodiversity Outlook concludes that urban areas can be rich 

sites of biodiversity, and hold opportunities as well as challenges for global conservation. 

However, as Palmer (2003a, 55) notes, “much writing on urban sustainability emphasizes 

the importance of wildlife in the city; though this tends to focus on biodiversity rather than 

relations with individual animals”. To foster tolerance for coexistence in urban human 

residents and shape urban wildlife policies that are effective, compassionate, and 

sustainable, we need to understand the city not only from a human perspective, but in terms 

of everyday life for other-than-human urban residents. Engaging with the diversity of 
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multispecies cohabitations and other-than-human experiences of the city is key to 

recuperating the urban as an existing and potential site of multispecies flourishing. 

  This paper draws on research conducted in Ontario, Canada from 2018-19 which 

engaged a ‘hybrid’ methodology – following Whatmore (2002) and Hovorka (2018) – 

mobilizing social and ecological tools to consider urban ‘coyote-worlds’. In particular, it 

took methodological inspiration from Barua and Sinha’s (2019) ‘etho-geographical’ 

approach, which advances that careful attention to animals’ lifeworlds, knowledges, and 

practices has the potential create new understandings of urban political ecologies, urban 

governance, and the production of space. It mobilized four primary data collection 

techniques: 

(1) Social research included semi-structured key informant interviews (n=18) with 

members of the local government and organizations involved with coyote 

management, and semi-structured participant interviews (n=13) with 

individuals residing in areas with coyote activity; 

(2) Ecological data were generated through fieldwork in urban parks and forests 

which included tracking to delineate mobility patterns, visually analysing scat 

to glean insights into diet, and mounting six trail cameras, which generated 214 

unique coyote capture events; 

(3) Spatial data in the form of GPS collar datasets were provided by the Ontario 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry for ten coyotes rehabilitated at 

Toronto Wildlife Centre and released in the Greater Toronto Area; 

(4) Ethnographic and ethological explorations were grounded in participant 

observation with Coyote Watch Canada’s Canid Response Team.  

 

Findings generated through these hybrid methods are considered alongside literature on 

coyote ethologies to explore urban coyotes’ everyday lives, experiences, and interactions 

with humans. The exploration is, at times, speculative and experimental, but I advance that 
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creativity is required pushing past the bounds of anthropocentric urban scholarship and 

moving towards a more expansive reading of the city. 

This paper begins by briefly articulating the value of a more-than-human everyday 

urbanism before performing an experimental analysis in two registers: (1) a rhythmanalysis 

(Lefebvre, 2004) of coyote experiences and interactions with humans as related to both 

linear repetitions and cyclical temporalities; and (2) a foray into the city as sensoria, 

considering coyote scent- and soundscapes. It then reflects on the value of a more-than-

human everyday urbanism in creating more just multispecies urban cohabitations. 

A more-than-human everyday urbanism 

Urban theory is increasingly engaging with the ‘more-than-human’. For instance, recent 

efforts to delineate less-anthropocentric accounts of urbanization have detailed the 

‘liveliness’ of urban infrastructures (Amin, 2014; Barua, 2021), and the ways in which 

plants and animals participate as actors in spatial and (bio)political realms (Collard, 2012; 

Cooke et al., 2019; Hovorka, 2008; Urbanik & Morgan, 2013; Wolch, 1996). Despite such 

engagements, “existing analytical frameworks have yet to fully engage with the multiple 

space‐times that inhere in post‐humanist conceptualizations of urban nature” (Gandy, 

2019, 393). We require innovative theoretical lenses and methodological approaches which 

enable more generous readings of the multispecies city. 

Everyday urbanism entails approaching the city through the familiar and fleeting 

patterns of everyday life by foregrounding the embodied and affective dimensions of lived 

experiences of particular spaces and times (Amin & Thrift, 2002). It is concerned with 
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rescuing the mundane and quotidian which, though easily overlooked, is essential to how 

the city is experienced through routines, practices, embodied movements, and encounters. 

Inspired by the works of Lefebvre (1991; 2004), Benjamin (1999), and De Certeau (1988), 

everyday urbanism is an approach to urban theory which foregrounds the experiential 

components of city life, especially for those living in circumstances of precarity and 

informality (McFarlane & Silver, 2017). It has not explicitly been employed to 

conceptualise other-than-human experiences of the urban. 

Despite the epistemological and political challenges of extending traditional 

anthropocentric frames of analysis to other-than-humans, there are also fruitful 

opportunities for furthering our understandings of the urban and the diversity of lifeways 

cities engender. As Amin and Thrift (2002, 9) write,  

“[a]n everyday urbanism has to get into the intermesh between 

flesh and stone, humans and non-humans, fixes and flows, 

emotions and practices … It needs to know the city beyond the 

powers of cognition, venturing into the realms of poetic 

invocation and sensory intimation”.  

In particular, everyday urbanism’s focus on ‘marginality’ – life on the margins – is an apt 

characterization of the experiences of many ‘liminal’ urban animals (Narayanan, 2017; 

Srinivasan, 2019; Van Patter et al., 2022).  

This paper advances more-than-human everyday urbanism as an analytic for the 

multispecies city through two avenues: rhythmanalysis (Lefebvre, 2004), and sensoria. 

First, characterising multispecies interactions through the lens of rhythms illustrates the 

ways in which the temporal, not simply the spatial, comes to shape human-wildlife 
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interactions in the city. Second, approaching the city as sensoria provides a window into 

more-than-human ‘umwelten’ (von Uexküll, 1982), or lifeworlds, and their consequences 

for multispecies urban affective atmospheres (drawing on Lorimer et al., 2019). Taken 

together, these accounts illustrate the reality that multispecies worlds come into being “in 

the tissue of the lived, of the everyday” (Lefebvre, 2004, 21). 

Rhythms 

Rhythmanalysis 

Geography has often backgrounded the temporal in favour of the spatial (May & Thrift, 

2003; Massey, 1992; Thrift & Pred, 1981). The philosophy of Henri Lefebvre has been 

central to recuperating understandings of ‘spacetimes’ in the discipline. In mobilizing 

Lefebvre’s rhythmanalysis, and especially its extensions to the more-than-human realm, 

we can begin to articulate the ways in which the urban is produced and experienced in and 

through diversely situated bodies of all kinds, through a complex interplay of more-than-

human rhythms: the patterning of mobilities, temporalities, and materialities. As Lefebvre 

writes, “[e]verywhere where there is an interaction between a place, a time and an 

expenditure of energy, there is rhythm” (2004, 15, emphasis in original). A rhythmanalysis 

attends to these patterns and the movements of bodies that produce them, using one’s own 

body in conjunction with interdisciplinary tools and data to explore the spatiotemporal 

dynamics of life. In conducting rhythmanalysis, the aim is to grasp “every body, both living 

and nonliving, ‘symphonically’ or ‘polyrhythmically’… grasp it in its space-time, in its 

place and its approximate becoming” (Lefebvre, 2004, 80). A rhythmanalysis of everyday 
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life in the more-than-human city aims to characterise the polyrhythmic intensities of 

multispecies interactions.  

The city is comprised of ‘linear’ rhythms of the ‘daily grind’ – the to-and-fro – 

which intersect with cyclical rhythms characterized by commencement, waxing, climax, 

waning, recommencement: natural cycles of planetary rotation, days, nights, seasons, 

moon-phases, and tides (Lefebvre, 2004). As Crang (2003, 189) argues, “it may be we need 

to refigure the idea of the urban not as a singular abstract temporality but as the site where 

multiple temporalities collide”. These temporalities are not all human, but understandings 

of temporality and rhythms are too often conceptualized in narrow anthropocentric frames, 

dictated by the particularities of modernity and capital. Increasingly, modernist (and 

colonial, heteropatriarchal, capitalist) understandings of time have been challenged by 

approaches which reclaim temporality in its plurality, including from Indigenous (Rifkin, 

2017), feminist (Forman & Sowton, 1989), queer (Halberstam, 2005), and critical 

disability/crip (Samuels, 2017) standpoints. Environmental humanities scholars have also 

critiqued the “time-distanciated” political-economic systems of late capitalism (Adam, 

1998, 55), arguing that alternate temporalities are required to engage with the ‘slow 

violence’ of unfolding ecological crises (Adam et al., 1997; Bastian, 2012; Fitz-Henry, 

2017; Nixon, 2011; Ruddick, 2020).  

Very few explorations have explicitly foregrounded specific more-than-human 

rhythms as sites of analyses. Phillips (2020, 323) explores the more-than-human 

temporalities of beekeeping, noting that attending to the practices of bees precludes “any 



 

 

 

50 

 

 

 

sense of singular, unitary, or universal accounts of time or temporality”. Holmberg (2019) 

employs rhythmanalysis to illustrate the centrality of daily routines and mundane practices 

in creating human/dog intimacies in the domestic sphere. Despite limited engagement, 

there is growing recognition that “an expanded understanding of the social requires us to 

account for the complex array of non-human rhythms that impose upon, exist separately 

and are entangled with human rhythms” (Edensor, 2010, 7). Herein I contribute to such 

efforts by conducting a rhythmanalysis of human-coyote cohabitations in suburban 

Ontario, Canada.  

Linear repetitions  

Research took place primarily in affluent or rapidly gentrifying neighbourhoods in 

the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), where the intersecting temporalities and mobilities of 

humans and coyotes were shaped by the distinct rhythms of North American suburbia. 

Bodies flow in a suburban exodus and rejoinder, imposing linear repetitions of 9-5 

workdays and Monday-Friday workweeks as car- and transit-dependent commuters make 

their way from bedroom communities before sunrise to places of work in the central 

business district4. As increasingly viscous traffic and intensified demands of late capitalism 

push commuter departure and return times earlier and later, respectively, we see that “[s]o-

called natural rhythms change for multiple, technological, socio-economic reasons … 

nocturnal activities multiply, overturning circadian rhythms” (Lefebvre, 2004, 74). Many 

wildlife species, including coyotes, practice temporal avoidance, adapting their activity 

patterns to become increasingly nocturnal within cities (Gaynor et al., 2018). However, as 
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dog walks are shifted to early predawn hours and late evenings, when typically crepuscular 

coyotes tend to be most active, the likelihood of encounter is increased.  

Within this study, trail camera data from one coyote family suggest illustrative 

mirroring of human rhythms (see Figure 7). The family’s home range centred on a small 

urban forest across from an elementary school. Findings reflect a pattern of least activity 

from 9-10 a.m. and 3-4 p.m., at the commencement and termination of the school day, 

suggesting reduced mobility when humans are most active through the area. Thus, coyote 

rhythms become tied to the linear repetitions of the clock time of human work and school 

schedules. This has been noted in other cities, for instance “[c]oyotes in Chicago and 

Denver have learned to ‘hide in plain sight’ in very close proximity to people by paying 

close attention to human behavioral patterns, recurring schedules, and traffic patterns, and 

then adjusting their movements accordingly” (Hunold, 2019, 95). 
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Figure 7. Percentage of total coyote trail camera captures (n = 192) in an urban forest across from 

an elementary school in the GTA occurring during each hour of the day from 6 cameras mounted 

March 3-June 23 (last day of school), 2019 

 

Coyotes’ daily rhythms are also subject to circadian regulation, the 

chronobiological system which organizes activity around day and night in (most) animals. 

Activity levels peak between 5-7 a.m. and 5-7 p.m. demonstrating a crepuscular rhythm of 

greatest activity in the hours surrounding dawn and dusk, with more limited nocturnal 

activity, contrary to the findings of other studies (e.g. Grinder & Krausman, 2001; Riley et 

al., 2003). Encounters during the day often provoke anxiety, with myths pathologizing 

daytime activity in animals like racoons, skunks, and coyotes, as visibility is attributed to 

illnesses like rabies or mange. Despite such assumptions, there are many reasons why 
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individuals may be active during daylight hours, including foraging needs and 

opportunities. For instance, in the case of this particular coyote family (see Figure 8), there 

was evidence of food provisioning, and therefore their activity patterns could have been 

partially dependent on the routines of feeders. These findings illustrate that part of animals’ 

learning to ‘hack’ the city (Dell’amore, 2016) involves modifying their rhythms to practice 

avoidance and exploit available resources, responding to the day-to-day habits of humans. 

Patterns of everyday life take shape around routines of feeders, the school bell, and 

schedules of a commuting workforce.  
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Figure 8. Trail camera capture of one member of the family in the urban forest from mid-day, 

June 6, 2019. 

 

Cyclical temporalities 

Cyclical temporalities, especially seasonality in this temperate climate, also shape 

the rhythms of human-coyote interactions in a number of ways. Recreational use of the 

parks, forests, and ravines coyotes typically inhabit vary with the season, with infrequent 

use in winter when unmaintained trails become mired in snow and ice. Visibilities are also 

in flux. During the winter, denuded foliation means that coyotes are perceptible at a much 

greater distance as they navigate a sparse understory. Not only is their physical presence 
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more available to visual encounter, but so too are the traces they leave as they move across 

the landscape, with tracks in freshly fallen snow serving as clear indicators to the discerning 

eye.  

Although coyotes may be more visible in winter, they are often less present: life 

stages during the fall and winter permit greater mobility, allowing individuals to be more 

elusive and practice avoidance. Through the spring and summer when families are securing 

their territories, denning, and rearing pups, they may be less visible due to seasonal 

landscape changes as the foliage emerges and the underbrush is increasingly experienced 

as an impenetrable (to humans) thicket. However, they may become more present – more 

encounterable – within communities due to reduced mobility when denning, provisioning, 

and safeguarding growing pups. Patterns of everyday life during this time are oriented 

around more conspicuous rhythms: out foraging and returning to the den at semi-regular 

intervals to suckle or regurgitate food for their young. Rhythms of provisioning map onto 

the landscape as star-shaped patterns of mobility – venturings out-and-back – both 

travelling to reliable and familiar resource sites and taking advantage of emergent foraging 

opportunities. Encounters with humans tend to increase due to higher energetic needs, and 

encounters with domestic dogs may escalate with heightened territorial practices, as 

protecting young from rival canids and potential predators becomes a primary imperative. 

This intensification of inter-canid encounters can further lead to increased coyote presence 

from the perspective of humans, altering the atmosphere of a neighbourhood (see further 
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below). Thus, seasonal changes shape landscape, mobilities, everyday practices, and 

ultimately human-animal encounters. 

Other less perceptible rhythms may also be significant for more-than-human 

everyday urban experiences. First, there are the slowly shifting macro-scale patterns of 

climate and weather, which are likely to have “dramatic implications for animals’ 

biogeographical envelopes and seasonal rhythms” (Lorimer et al., 2019, 37). In Ontario, 

warmer winters and longer warm seasons may result in increased abundance of, and contact 

with, rodents (Parsons et al., 2017). While this could mean more prey for coyotes, greater 

numbers or visibility of ‘pest’ species like rats within the city often leads to intensified 

urban purification efforts (Jerolmack, 2008; Yeo & Neo, 2010). Increases in rodenticide 

use expose coyotes and other urban predators to secondary poisoning and bioaccumulation 

of toxins. In addition to death there is evidence linking rodenticide exposure to mange, as 

toxins weaken the immune system increasing susceptibility to illness (Riley et al., 2007; 

Poessel et al., 2015; Uzal et al., 2007). Mange also makes individuals more visible, causing 

responses as varied as rehabilitation efforts, sympathy and concern amongst the public, or 

calls to cull sick individuals, with perceptions that the illness stems from overpopulation. 

Such interconnections make visible the material (climate, viruses, toxins), corporeal 

(encounters, immunity, rehabilitation), phenomenological (experience of sickness), and 

biopolitical (perceptions of illness, health, risk, and control) entanglements of everyday life 

in the multispecies city.  
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Coyote survival and experiences of everyday life within a given community are 

also impacted by shifting rhythms of biopolitical animal management. Acceptable 

interventions into the lives of animals fluctuate with public opinion, encounters, landscape 

change, and media coverage. As Lefebvre (2014, 31) writes, the media “amplifies the 

present”, but one which “is composed of simulacra” and devoid of true presence. The 

media makes coyotes present (re-presents them) in particular manners, very different from 

the presence of actual encounters. The coyote which is made present through the media is 

overwhelmingly the ‘vicious’, ‘aggressive’ or ‘bold’ ‘coywolf’, while the eastern coyote, 

the material presence in interactions, most often turns tail and flees, or monitors curiously 

or discerningly from a distance. There are rhythms to the ‘fabulous ecologies’ (Howell & 

Taves, 2019) of new cycles which shape perceptions, encounters, and chances for urban 

animals such as coyotes: event, panic, stabilization, subsidence… 

Suburban arrythmias 

What can these observations into the linear and cyclical rhythms of human-coyote 

interactions tell us about urban ecologies and more-than-human experiences of the city? 

For one, they help us to “refigure the idea of the urban not as a singular abstract temporality 

but as the site where multiple temporalities collide” (Crang, 2003, 189). For another, they 

foreground the spacetime arrhythmias which introduce tensions into everyday life for many 

species. Lefebvre (2004, 67, emphases in original) writes that “[i]n arrhythmia, rhythms 

break apart, alter and bypass synchronisation … A pathological situation … interventions 

are made, or should be made, through rhythms”. In the case of urban coyotes, when 
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avoidance of humans becomes impossible due to foraging needs or limited mobility of 

pups, this leads to rhythms of interactions: heightened patterns of encounter tied to 

mobilities and visibilities.  

As one salient illustration, research suggests that urban coyotes’ risk for ‘conflict’ 

with humans, in the form of road mortality, is based on successful patterns of avoidance 

“in time but not in space” (Murray & St. Clair, 2015, 1523, emphasis added). It is not only 

certain spaces, like busy roads, that present danger to urban animals’ survival, but the 

spacetimes of human movements20. Road mortality was highest in the spring and fall as a 

result of the “rapid change in the relationship between traffic volume and the exogenous 

cue of … dusk” (1524). At higher latitudes where dawn and dusk fluctuate cyclically 

throughout the year (and most dramatically in spring and fall), but the ‘clock time’ of 

commuter traffic remains constant, avoidance cues become mismatched: darkness is not a 

reliable marker for reduced traffic and safety when work hours remain constant throughout 

the year, but dawn and dusk do not. Arrhythmias between cyclical and linear rhythms 

makes “postindustrial human activity a potential ecological trap” (Murray & St. Clair, 

2015, 1525). Idiosyncrasies like daylight savings time further disrupt anticipated patterns, 

suddenly and inexplicably altering animals’ learned expectation of human rhythms: 

“[e]veryday life becomes a stage upon which the conflict between the indestructible nature-

 

20 Temporal considerations such as seasonality have also been demonstrated as a key factor in road 

mortality in other species, leading for calls to better identify ‘hot times’ as well as spatial ‘hot spots’ 

(Garrah et al., 2015) 
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rhythms and the socio-economic processes are played out in dramatic fashion” (Meyer, 

2008, 159).  

Interestingly, an outcome of Murray and St. Clair’s (2015) study is an argument for 

temporal rather than spatial human-wildlife segregations to promote coexistence. Within 

such a strategy, rather than capturing and translocating coyotes beyond the urban bounds, 

‘hazing’ during the day could intensify a rhythmic displacement to nocturnality – animals 

would be ‘relocated’ to the night. 

In sharing space there are inevitably tensions, exclusions, dissonances: arrhythmias, 

or pathologies in navigating coexistence. Lefebvre (2004, 67) writes that “conflict supposes 

arrhythmia: a divergence in time, in space, in the use of energies”, and “[i]ntervention 

through rhythm… has a goal, an objective: to strengthen or re-establish eurhythmia”. 

Should urban ‘problem’ animals like coyotes be relegated to the night, and what 

implications might such projects have for the lives of, and our relationships with, diverse 

more-than-human Others? More equitable everyday cohabitations in multispecies cities 

requires a commitment to “creating ‘temporal belongings’ for humans and nonhumans” 

(Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017, 176), something further considered below.  

Sensoria 

Urban umwelten 

A second point of entry into everyday life in the more-than-human city is animal 

‘umwelten’: a concept developed by biologist Jacob von Uexküll (1982) to describe the 

perceptual bubbles which surround each organism and within which meaning is attributed 
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in the world. Although most (sighted) humans experience the world through predominantly 

visual fields, coyote-world is differentiated and navigated through visual, olfactory, and 

aural milieus. This section focuses on the latter two. 

Scents are an often-neglected component of humans’ everyday life and experiences 

of space, but scentscapes of the city have received some attention. Śliwa and Riach (2012) 

discuss Poland’s past and present political landscape and its relation to the scents of 

disinfectant, boiled cabbage, or perfume. Henshaw’s (2013) work on urban smellscapes 

details how scents in the city are experienced and managed, becoming important sites for 

urban negotiations and design. As Lefebvre (2004, 21) writes, “smells are a part of 

rhythms, reveal them: odours of the morning and evening, of hours of sunlight or darkness, 

of rain or fine weather. The rhythmanalyst observes and retains smells as traces that mark 

out rhythms”. Other-than-human scentscapes have received even less attention in the 

geographic scholarship. 

The realm of the aural is a more closely shared atmosphere between humans and 

coyotes. The city, more often than not, is a place of noise and clamour. As Amin and Thrift 

(2017, 52) note, “[c]ities are chockful of noises which form their own acoustic ecology, 

noises which become their own associative landscapes intensifying and fading as we move 

around”. In Anthropocene environments like the metropolis, anthrophony – noise 

generated by humans and our technologies – is supplanting biophony and geophony – the 

sounds of organisms and natural processes – with consequences for other-than-human 

communication and navigational practices (Cabrera‐Cruz et al., 2019; Joo et al., 2011). 
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Many animals adapt to urban soundscapes by modifying their vocal communication 

(Patricelli & Blickley, 2006), but this has yet to be researched in the case of coyotes.  

While there are challenges and limitations inherent in translating to text not only 

other-than-human phenomenologies, but the perceptual, affective, and embodied 

(Anderson & Ash, 2015; Lorimer, 2008; Lorimer et al., 2019), I attempt an experimental 

exercise in imaginatively dwelling in coyote-world, grounded in ethological sciences, first-

hand observations, and a responsible anthropomorphism (Johnston, 2008). The discussion 

of canid scentscapes and more-than-human soundscapes gives rise to reflections on 

‘affective atmospheres’ of the city, which Lorimer et al. (2019, 27) define as the “intensities 

of a particular space that gives rise to events, actions, feelings and emotions”. Attending to 

canid scentscapes, more-than-human soundscapes, and the resultant atmospheres, 

contributes to growing efforts to “expand a multispecies sensorium of engagements and 

encounters” (Ávila & Ernstson, 2019, 153). 

Canid scentscapes 

Compared with humans, coyotes’ everyday life is experienced as a rich olfactory field. 

Scent-marking is an important practice conducted by coyotes through urination, defecation, 

and glandular secretions. It serves to communicate information remotely and spatially, 

signalling to conspecifics in ways that are not possible through visual and aural 

communication alone. As a territorial practice, scent-marking signals inhabitation to 

transients, dispersers, and adjacent families. But creating these scentscapes also 

communicates information to kin which is vital to everyday life, contributing to pair-bond 
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maintenance, synchronization of reproductive behaviour, and identification of depleted 

food caches, as well as providing an “internal map of territory” (Gese & Ruff, 1997, 1155; 

Bekoff & Wells, 1986). Fecal depositions accumulate at crossroads where there is high 

probability of detection (Barja & List, 2014), middens serving as waypoints. 

Dwelling in canid scentscapes is an experimental exercise of being-in-the-world in 

a radically different manner. Novelist André Alexis (2015, 19) illustrates such imaginative 

dwelling in Fifteen Dogs, painting Toronto’s landscape through the nose of domestic dogs, 

who were: 

almost instinctively drawn to the Lakeshore. Its confluence of 

reeks was as bewitching to the dogs as the smell of an early-

morning bakery is to humans. There was, first, the lake itself: sour, 

vegetal, fishy. Then there was the smell of geese, ducks, and other 

birds. More enticing still, there was the smell of bird shit, which 

was like a kind of hard salad sautéed in goose fat. Finally, there 

were the more evanescent whiffs: cooked pork, tomatoes, grease 

from cow’s meat, corn, bread, sweetness and milk. None of them 

could resist it… 

 

Though quite anthropomorphic, we can similarly speculate on the urban scentscapes 

central to the everyday lives of coyotes. Several examples from this research hint at such 

potentials. Participants speculated on the role of olfaction in coyote mobilities, for instance 

describing a passing coyote wayfinding fixatedly through the landscape, being drawn 

forward by a thread of scent: 

You know how dogs sniff, they kind of put their heads down? It 

was zigzagging, probably scenting something… He may have 

been preoccupied and not even aware, I might have been 
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somebody off his radar… he just continued on whatever was 

driving him. (Sharon, Oakville) 

Another participant (Jason, London) commented on coyotes’ propensity to circumnavigate 

via sidewalk, hypothesizing that olfactory cues served to code these spaces as thoroughfare 

(see Figure 9). Coyotes’ keen sense of smell was a commonly advanced explanation for 

the extremely low success rates in the use of live traps for capture in rehabilitation and 

translocation. Rehabilitators noted that they had only been successful a smattering of times, 

and only with fresh traps. If a trap had been previously used or housed at the rehabilitation 

centre, even if extensive efforts were made to sanitize and treat with descenting spray, these 

efforts were not sufficient to overcome coyote scent-sitivities. Their olfaction was also 

mentioned as a challenge in terms of ‘wildlife-proofing’ one’s property, creating the need 

for everyday practices like diligent barbeque hygiene to prevent unwanted encounters.  
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Figure 9. A coyote from this research travelling via sidewalk next to a fairly busy suburban road, 

June 21, 2019. 

 

Human olfaction also seeps into relations with urban coyotes in a number of ways. 

In this study, coyote presences were at times perceived through olfaction, even if not 

consciously. My research collaborator who had extensive experience working with coyotes 

possessed an uncanny – from the perspective of the average urbanite, who tends to be 

unskilled in decoding more than the most obvious floral and faunal scents – ability to not 

only interpret canid presence, but to differentiate between coyote and fox urine, and 

identify qualitative states such as mange infection, by smell. Tracking coyotes with her was 

more than an exercise in looking for visual traces of prints and scat, but a multisensory 

immersion into coyote-world in which the nose was central. While endeavouring to rescue 
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coyote pups with mange at a golf course, we followed the dense brush adjacent to the green, 

me listening closely and focusing my gaze into the underbrush, her sniffing along the edge. 

She described the characteristic scent – yeasty and with the strong putrid-sweet smell of 

decay – and affirmed that she was more likely to smell than to see or hear the ill pups: 

scentscapes presencing rhythms of illness and health, cycles of life and death, labours of 

parasites and bacteria (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10. A coyote pup with mange rescued from a golf course, July 10, 2019 

 

Odours also influence experiences of space. In this study an urban forest long 

inhabited by a coyote family was located adjacent to a wastewater treatment plant. While 

at first the lack of human activity within the forest was a notable absence during my 

fieldwork, my collaborator noted that the smell from the plant likely lessened human 

occupation of the space, especially in the summer months. Implicating seasonality 
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highlights the interfering conditions of scent and temperature, where what is mildly 

unpleasant in the crisp coolness of winter has the potential to becomes a nauseating, 

unrelenting presence when combined with heat and humidity. One can only speculate as to 

the experience of this space through the very different sensory faculties of a canid, and 

whether they might find it unpleasant, appealing, or neutral. Aside from potentially 

mitigating human presence in the immediate vicinity, might the sewage scentscape have 

additional implications for coyotes’ everyday life? Perhaps it masks their own scents, 

making it easier to hunt. Or might it present barriers for tracking prey, or for intra-specific 

communication via scent marking? Such questions illustrate the ways in which olfaction 

shapes urban ecologies, influencing experiences of space and interspecies encounters.  

More-than-human soundscapes  

How might coyotes experience the anthrophony of urban soundscapes, and how do they 

contribute to the acoustic ecologies of the city? Coyotes are highly social and have been 

characterized as the most vocal North American mammal (Gier, 1975), resulting in the 

nickname ‘song dog’. They have a diverse array of vocalizations, illustrated by scientific 

typologies which include: ‘growl’, ‘huff’, ‘woof’, ‘bark’, ‘bark-howl’, ‘whine’, ‘wow-oo-

wow’, ‘yelp’, ‘lone howl’, ‘group howl’, ‘group yip-howl’, ‘flat howl’, ‘short-howl’, ‘yip’, 

‘yipe’, ‘warble’, ‘laugh’, ‘scream’, and ‘gargle’ (Lehner, 1978; McCarley, 1975). Coyotes’ 

particular ethologies, physiologies, and socialities shape their vocal communications, 

which are designed to cover vast distances, resonating across the landscape to clearly 

demarcate territorial claims, communicate location, and maintain family bonds and 



 

 

 

68 

 

 

 

coordination across space. Information is conveyed through variations in “(1) type of call 

or variant thereof, (2) duration, (3) variation in Hz and amplitude of any of the harmonic 

components, and (4) sequences and combinations of two or more different sound types” 

(McCarley, 1975, 856). Various vocal techniques serve different purposes: the primary 

function of the ‘group yip-howl’ is to communicate territorial occupancy, whereas that of 

the ‘group howl’ is to announce location (Lehner, 1978, 1982).  

Vocalizations are also subject to cyclical rhythms: clustered around dawn and dusk 

(Laundré, 1981), waxing during times of winter dispersal and breeding when maintenance 

of pair bonds and territory are most essential, and waning during pup-rearing when there 

is interest in minimizing visibility (Gese & Ruff, 1998). They also fluctuate with the lunar 

cycle, with heightened group- and group-yip-howling around the new moon (Bender et al., 

1996). Animals’ practices of vocal communication are more than instinctive or mechanical 

responses. As Whitehouse (2015, 58) writes of birds, “sound-making is also place-making; 

it is an act of territorialising space… continually re-weaving the context of their lives”. 

Further, these are “sounds in place”, which occur “in relation to other sounds and to the 

acoustic conditions” (Whitehouse, 2015, 58, italics in original). Coyote soundscapes story 

meaning and familiarity in relation to place. 

Coyote vocalizations are one of the primary means through which hearing humans 

sense the presence of their wild canid neighbours. The experience is often encountered as 

uncanny, or threatening, described as ‘eerie’, ‘troubling’, ‘bloodcurdling’, and as “guttural 

screams and howling” which “put a shrill down your back” (James, Oakville) or raise the 
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hair on your neck (Nick, Oakville). Myths surround what vocalizations signify, common 

amongst them that coyotes are celebrating a kill, or “calling in the pack” (Thomas, local 

politician). Wildlife educators try to reframe these meanings. They emphasize that “a 

coyote’s is a happy song”, translating as “‘we’ll meet you over in the far corner today’, or 

‘where are the kids, have you seen the kids?’” (Ann Brokelman, Coyote Watch Canada), 

situating the calls as a banal practice within everyday urban lives.  

Coyotes’ vocalizations make their presence felt in a way that other signs, such as 

tracks, or even visual sightings, do not. Temporality enters into the equation, as one most 

often hears them at night, in the dark, when our keenest sense is most compromised: “[you] 

hear them at night time, the howling, and then you can’t see anything, so it’s just hearing 

it, sometimes that’s fearful for people too, because you can’t see, it’s just the sound” 

(Kristine Elia, City of Niagara Falls). Another participant described the atmosphere of fear 

while hearing coyotes en route to the pre-dawn commuter train: “it’s getting louder and 

I’m getting closer to them and I’m not really sure where they are. It’s dark” (James, 

Oakville). The reach of their voices engenders misleading impressions of both proximity 

and abundance. Due to their complex vocalizations – termed the ‘Beau Geste effect’ 

(Harrington, 1989) – humans consistently overestimate the number of coyotes calling by 

twofold (Brewster et al., 2017). This incites imaginaries of swarming masses of wild canid 

bodies just out of sight, reminiscent of “pack or affect animals that form a multiplicity, a 

becoming, a population, a tale” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, 241). Visions of these “more 

demonic animals” (241) highlight the affective and political dimensions of the 
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physiological and territorial. Within the ‘anxious semiotics’ of more-than-human 

soundscapes, either presence or absence can be disconcerting, pointing to loss, uncertainty, 

and ecological reconfiguration in the Anthropocene, from the ‘silent spring’ of insect and 

bird declines (Whitehouse, 2015), to the suburban coyote cacophony. But these cultural 

interpretations are susceptible to reinscription, for instance through ‘urban coyote howls’21. 

Eliciting coyote response through human mimicry is both an established scientific method 

in studying coyote behaviour (McCarley, 1975), and a means of (re)storying canid 

vocalizations and enacting a ‘re-enchantment’ (Wolch, 1996) of the everyday city through 

more-than-human aural encounters22. 

Along with considering the affective consequences of coyote vocalizations for 

human residents, we can also ask how coyotes experience the hustle and bustle of the city. 

Adaptations to the urban cacophony means that frequently advocated sonic hazing 

techniques such as whistles and shaker cans can be ineffectual deterrents in areas where 

coyotes are accustomed to higher intensities of anthrophony. This may become especially 

relevant where food provisioning shapes human-coyote encounters. As one example from 

this research, a coyote was regularly fed at a recreational sports field around practice and 

game times. As a result, whereas some recommend whistles as acoustic deterrents for 

coyotes, in this instance they became a stimulus signifying food availability. 

 

21 See, for instance: http://www.ontarioparks.com/parksblog/bronte-creek-coyote-howl/ 
22 Similar to the reinscription noted by Rutherford (2020) in the case of wolf howls in Algonquin Park, 

Ontario, which have become a popular tourist attraction symbolizing Canadian wilderness 
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Thinking in terms of rhythms can also help us to consider what diverse anthrophony 

may signify to coyotes. There are the linear, repetitive sounds to which one becomes 

accustomed: the daily ebbs and flows of commuter traffic funnelled through tributaries to 

highways and back again; the periodic school bells and screams of playing children; the 

operation of machinery during daylight hours at ever-present construction sites as the city 

metabolizes onwards. Then there are the anomalous, the unexpected which disrupt routine, 

and to which coyotes often respond: the horn honk which successfully signals danger and 

causes a scampering away from the road; the frequent reports of coyotes howling at 

ambulance sirens – re-percussions in the confused semiotics of the more-than-human city.  

One participant (Robert, Oakville) recounted that for many years they lived on the 

outskirts of the city where hearing coyote vocalizations was an almost nightly occurrence, 

but coyotes were almost never spotted. Upon moving to an older neighbourhood near the 

city centre, they began to frequently spot coyotes, but would very rarely hear them. Coyotes 

in the denser urban area were apparently much more physically encounterable than in the 

urban-rural fringe, but with significantly less aural presence. What might these silences 

mean, and what can they tell us of coyotes’ everyday life in the city? This presumed 

avoidance, attempts at reduced aural ‘visibility’ within the city, is at first counterintuitive. 

Coyotes generally experience much heavier persecution in rural environments, with cities 

potentially serving as a source population for surrounding areas (Gehrt et al., 2011). But 

such a divergence could align with the function of vocalizations as territorial practices 

against canid incursion: in dense urban areas, coyotes must learn to live in a sea of strange 
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(domestic) canines, and thus advertising territorial bounds becomes a confused process 

embroiled in messy cohabitation, with both parties subject to relations ranging from kinship 

and hybridization, to conflict and death. One can only speculate as to how coyotes’ reduced 

vocal communication in cities may impact practices of everyday life surrounding social 

coordination, foraging, and territoriality. 

Affective urban atmospheres 

More-than-human scent- and soundscapes influence everyday life by giving rise to 

particular affective atmospheres. Atmospheres are “distributed yet palpable, a quality of 

environmental immersion that registers in and through sensing bodies while also remaining 

diffuse, in the air, ethereal” (McCormack, 2008, 413). Lorimer et al. (2019, 39) extend 

recent work in atmospheric geographies to animals, highlighting that there is great scope 

for research which “thinks with animals as conceptual guides to alternative atmospheres”. 

Considering coyotes’ atmospheres in terms of scent- and soundscapes calls us to reflect on 

practices of territoriality. Olfactory and acoustic ecologies are central to everyday social-

spatial practices of place-making, in ways that cross species lines. From middens to 

wastewater treatment plants, group yip-howls to ambulance sirens, coyotes both experience 

and create spacetimes as individual and collective atmospheres.  

When we consider the “effects of anthropogenic atmospheric disruption or 

decoding” (Lorimer et al., 2019, 32) on the place-making experiences of animals, we can 

imagine coyotes as embroiled within urban ‘landscapes of fear’ (Laundré et al., 2010) 

induced by unwelcoming humans or inter-canid territorial interactions where domestic 
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dogs roam freely. Coyotes’ atmospheres are subject to biopolitical spatiotemporal 

interventions, whether intentional or consequential, as motion-triggered lights and large 

barking dogs work as technologies to deter wildlife from property. Coyotes have proven 

themselves as highly adaptable and proficient urbanites nonetheless, but considering the 

more-than-human city as sensoria emphasizes that the lives they live in cities feel much 

different from their rural counterparts – for better or for worse. 

For human inhabitants, dwelling with wild canids in the city can have dramatic 

impact on the affective atmospheres of everyday life – in a positive or negative manner. 

As Tănăsescu and Constantinescu (2019, 682) relay in the case of jackals in Romania, “the 

safety of the neighbourhood is seemingly undermined by eerie voices of the night… Each 

evening, villagers are reminded upon hearing the jackals that not everything in their space 

is under their control.” Experiencing urban canid soundscapes can alter human mobilities 

and rhythms, dramatically reconfiguring experiences of space. It is imperative to consider 

these “space-times (or topologies) of animals’ atmospheres” as they can be “linked to wider 

political ecological dynamics” (Lorimer et al., 2019). For one, atmospheres of human fear 

and suspicion, amplified through the ‘fabulous ecologies’ (Howell & Taves, 2019) of 

media sensationalism, quickly function to render animals like coyotes killable.  

Everyday life and multispecies cohabitations 

What does a focus on more-than-human rhythms, sensoria, and everyday life contribute to 

understandings of the city, and opportunities for more just multispecies cohabitations? As 

urbanization rapidly reconfigures global ecologies and possibilities for many other-than-
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humans, there is pressing need to develop “multiple, life enhancing ways of sharing and 

co-producing meaningful and enduring multispecies cities” (van Dooren & Rose 2012, 17). 

More expansive and generous modes of ‘seeing’ the city can open space for radical and 

inclusive knowledges and practices for urban life.  

Animals are routinely made invisible in urban planning and scholarship (Arcari et 

al., 2020; Emel & Wolch, 1998; Palmer, 2003). Prouse (2019, 126) writes that “capitalist 

modernities depend on invisibilizing particular peoples and ‘natures’”, and thus “it is 

necessary to follow the flows of people and things … historically and contemporarily as 

well as geographically”. When animals do enter into consideration, it is most often in the 

service of capitalist modes of valuation – as ‘lively commodities’ (Barua, 2016; Collard, 

2020) or ecosystem service providers (Collard & Dempsey, 2013). Thus it is not only that 

animals often remain invisible, but also the way in which they are made visible, that has a 

bearing on their experiences, interactions, and chances for survival. In the case of wild 

animals, and especially predators, discussions of coexistence are framed predominantly 

around conflict mitigation, as opposed to everyday practices of cohabitation. Everyday 

urbanism shifts the focus to consider what life in the city entails for nonhuman residents, 

outside of the dramatic moments of ‘conflict’. It encourages us to consider in a more 

nuanced manner the many ways in which animals do make their homes in the city – in 

terms of the tangible, material, sensory spatiotemporalities of everyday life. 

This shift of focus has bearing on questions of multispecies justice. Shingne (2020) 

draws on Lefebvre to develop a theory of more-than-human rights to the city. Key to this 
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project is working “to redefine urban human and nonhuman Others as fellow residents, no 

longer as ‘invaders,’ ‘pests’” (12). A focus on everyday lives and practices of coyotes helps 

to resituate them as urban residents, subverting the dominant discourses of conflict which 

continuously inscribe their presence in cities as inherently problematic. More specifically, 

a rhythmanalysis calls us to consider if there might be ways in which we can amend our 

rhythms to better accommodate animals’ lifeways and needs; to create both spatial and 

temporal belongings. In the case of coyotes, such efforts towards ‘eurhythmia’ could 

include being better attuned to their shifting seasonal needs, for instance fostering 

spatiotemporal separation from domestic dogs in spring as coyote families go about 

everyday care labours of parenting. Considering the sensory and atmospheric elements of 

everyday life brings to the fore the biopolitical implications of olfactory and acoustic 

ecologies. Animals like coyotes are attracted or deterred, made welcome or unwelcome in 

particular spaces through atmospheric technologies. These can be deployed with intention 

in the pursuit of coexistence (for instance ‘wildlife proofing’ one’s property to prevent 

conflicts), but we must not neglect their impacts on everyday experiences and practices of 

place-making, through which city spaces become territorialized as home.  

Overall, as Shingne (2021, 16) writes, “when we redefine our understandings of 

space, social relationships, and access, and extend our considerations across species lines, 

we can approximate a more equitable, accessible urban space”. A more-than-human 

everyday urbanism is a valuable contribution to this ethico-political project, enabling more 
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nuanced and immersive accounts of other-than-human lifeways counter to oversimplistic 

understandings and one-size-fits-all wildlife ‘management’ practices.  

Conclusion 

This paper develops more-than-human everyday urbanism as a useful analytic to the 

multispecies city. It mobilizes empirical data and ethological literatures to delve into 

everyday life in urban coyote-worlds through two points of entry. First, a rhythmanalysis 

illustrates that it is not simply spaces of encounter and avoidance which are relevant to 

human-animal interactions, but spacetimes – as made visible through considerations of 

both linear and cyclical rhythms. Coyotes’ seasonal cycles of mating, denning, pupping, 

and dispersing give shape to diverse temporalities and mobilities, presencing coyotes 

within communities in manners which alter the intensities of encounter. Diel rhythms – 

diurnal, crepuscular, nocturnal – are woven around foraging needs and opportunities, as 

well as human patterns. In this case, coyotes’ everyday life was tied to linear temporalities 

of suburbia, the ‘clock time’ of capitalist modernity: the school-day, work-day, work-week, 

daily commute, dog walk. Lifeways and potentials are also entangled in rhythms of climate, 

prey, toxins, biopolitical management, and media discourses, which illustrate the 

complexities of the material, corporeal, and phenomenological dynamics of everyday life 

in the more-than-human city. 

Second, delving into a sensory world of shared and divergent scent- and 

soundscapes mediates the interface between the consequences of urbanization on animal 

communication and lifeways, and the ways in which their practices are interpreted by 



 

 

 

77 

 

 

 

humans, shaping communities’ experiences of space. Coyotes are made welcome or 

unwelcome in particular spaces through atmospheric technologies which impact their 

everyday experiences and practices of place-making. We see that life in the multispecies 

city is configured not only around physical layout, environmental features, and 

infrastructures, but through elements like acoustic and olfactory ecologies which shape 

urban atmospheres, navigations, and inhabitations.  

 A more-than-human everyday urbanism holds value not only in terms of fostering 

a less anthropocentric urban theory, but also for the ethico-political project of thinking and 

working towards a more just multispecies city. Discussions of coexistence with urban 

wildlife are framed most often through the lens of conflict mitigation, rather than attending 

to everyday practices of cohabitation. Everyday urbanism enables a more nuanced 

approach to more-than-human place-making in the city, helping us to see urban animals as 

neighbours, as opposed to invaders (Shingne, 2020). In this case, engendering more 

accurate and compassionate understandings of coyotes’ everyday life – their mundane 

routines and rhythms, sensory experiences, and urban negotiations – is a crucial step toward 

cultivating atmospheres of tolerance and respectful curiosity necessary for coexistence. 

Overall, this paper contributes to nascent dialogues in more-than-human and urban 

geographies which aim to diversify engagements with the materialities, corporealities, and 

phenomenologies of the multispecies city. Exploring everyday negotiations in the more-

than-human city requires that we consider not only species’ ecological relationships and 

needs, nor human dimensions in terms of views, values, and educational opportunities, in 
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isolation. Rather, building on Barua and Sinha (2019), bringing the ecological and 

ethological into conversation with the spatial and political enables us to see the city as 

materially and phenomenologically co-constituted through an assemblage of diversely 

situated more-than-human bodies and processes – a project central to recuperating the 

urban as an existing and potential site of multispecies flourishing. Many of the theoretical 

trajectories charted in this paper remain nascent, exploratory, and experimental. There is 

great scope to further develop more-than-human everyday urbanisms, theoretically and 

empirically, as part of a broader project of reanimating the urban. There is exciting work 

extending such analyses towards, for instance, the infrastructural (Krieg et al., 2020), 

digital (Turnbull et al., 2020), and metabolic (Barua et al., 2020), all with great promise. 
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Chapter 4 

(Re)storying through individual animal geographies 

4.1 Introduction to manuscript 

This solo-authored manuscript is forthcoming in the journal Environment and Planning E: 

Nature & Space under the title ‘Individual animal geographies for the more-than-human 

city: Storying synanthropy and cynanthropy with urban coyotes’ (DOI: 

10.1177/25148486211049441). It addresses Objective 2: (re)story the city 

methodologically, engaging a hybrid approach to individual animal geographies which 

foregrounds other-than-human urban experiences. 

4.2 Manuscript: Individual animal geographies for the more-than-human city: 

Storying synanthropy and cynanthropy with urban coyotes 

Abstract 

Recent efforts within geography to deconstruct anthropocentric readings of the urban and 

explore the city as ‘multispecies’ or ‘more-than-human’ face substantial methodological 

challenges. This paper contributes an empirical case study of human-coyote urban 

cohabitations in the Greater Toronto Area, Canada, using a ‘hybrid’ methodological 

approach to individual animal geographies. It builds on dialogues surrounding animals’ 

geographies that centre individual animal lifeworlds and experiences, exploring coyotes as 

subjects and actors who participate in the co-creation of shared urban worlds. A 
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methodological approach based on collaboration and storying recounts the tales of two 

coyotes – Urban10 and Blondie – and their kin whose stories are gleaned by weaving 

together diverse social and ecological research tools, including: participant observation 

with Coyote Watch Canada, document review, semi-structured interviews, GPS collar data, 

field investigations, ethological observations, and trail cameras. The discussion details 

implications in terms of cynanthropy – ‘becoming canid’ as methodology, delving into 

coyote lifeworlds using hybrid tools – as well as synanthropy – coyote synurbization and 

more-than-human urban belongings. Dwelling with Urban10 and Blondie in cynanthropic 

exploration makes visible opportunities for multispecies researchers to generate knowledge 

collaboratively with other-than-humans. Findings surrounding synanthropy highlight the 

practices involved in adapting to and participating, ecologically and socially, in life in the 

multispecies city. Overall, this paper advances efforts aimed at developing innovative and 

experimental hybrid methodologies for animal geographies, and theoretical discussions 

around (re)storying the more-than-human city towards livable multispecies futures. 

Introduction 

In our rapidly urbanising world animals are increasingly sharing space with us in 

cities. Within these ‘recombinant’ urban ecologies, novel niches, species assemblages, and 

challenges for cohabitation are constantly being negotiated (Barker, 2000; Barua and 

Sinha, 2019; Hinchliffe and Whatmore, 2006). As Narayanan (2017, 488) notes, too often 

cities represent “battlespaces of violence” for nonhuman inhabitants, and taking seriously 
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more-than-human spatial claims and multispecies justice requires that we deconstruct 

assumptions that cities are inherently human spaces, (re)storying cities towards livable 

multispecies futures. 

Traditional dialogues around managing urban natures remain resolutely 

anthropocentric, encountering nonhumans as inert matter – as bodies that become impacted 

by human decision-making practices, but are rarely seen to actively participate in shared 

understandings, practices, or cultures (Gibbs, 2020; Metzger, 2016; Steele et al., 2019). To 

combat this anthropocentrism, efforts within animal geographies and broader fields of 

animal and multispecies studies endeavour to engage animals23 as actors within ecological, 

socio-spatial, and politico-ethical realms. Nonhuman actors and agencies are 

acknowledged as shaping experiences of place, shared understandings, political discourses, 

and material practices. Explorations allow us to see, for example, how companion dogs’ 

agencies impact urban planning decisions and socio-spatial outcomes in the United States 

(Urbanik and Morgan, 2013); how chickens in Botswana shape how the city looks, 

functions, and is experienced (Hovorka, 2008); and how possums in Australia shape urban 

residents’ perceptions of home (Power, 2009). 

 As noted by Lloro and Hunold (2020, 190), “[h]ow wild animals become encoded 

into the urban fabric is not well understood and is undoubtedly shaped by the animals 

themselves”. This paper contributes to such understandings by exploring coyotes (Canis 

 

23 And other other-than-humans, though the focus of this paper is on animals 
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latrans) as actors who participate in the co-creation of shared urban worlds. It builds on 

approaches to animals’ geographies (Hodgetts and Lorimer, 2015) that centre animals’ 

lifeworlds and experiences of place through novel hybrid methodologies. It aims to 

advance dialogues in individual animal geographies, engaging meaningfully with 

nonhuman difference (Bear, 2011). It does so by recounting the stories of two individuals, 

Urban10 and Blondie, as a means of disaggregating ‘the animal’ or ‘the coyote’ as Figures 

who so often remain backgrounded, stereotyped, or homogenized within both popular 

discourse and social research (Philo and Wilbert, 2000; Rutherford, 2018).  

Specifically, this paper mobilizes empirical case studies of human-coyote 

cohabitations in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA)2, Canada, through stories grounded in 

the dual frameworks of synanthropy, and cynanthropy. Synanthropy is an ecological term 

used to describe species who thrive in proximity to humans (Luniak, 2004; Francis and 

Chadwick, 2012). Crows, gulls, rats, racoons, and countless other wildlife have become 

synanthropic, taking advantage of the opportunities afforded around human settlements. 

Coyotes are one of the most recent, conspicuous, and unsettling North American 

synanthropes, disrupting expectations around urban cohabitations (Gehrt et al., 2011; 

Rutherford, 2018). Whether due to increasing numbers, or increased visibility – either 

physically or discursively – the contested definition of this animal and its place within the 

urban environment is a source of ongoing tension. Eastern coyotes in urban areas are 

viewed variously as dangerous predators, invasive hybrid ‘coywolves’, or valued wildlife 

who provide essential ecosystem services. Competing definitions result in conflicting 



 

 

 

83 

 

 

 

management priorities: lethal removal, translocation, or more humane efforts to coexist. 

As Blue and Alexander (2015, 153) note, “[t]he first response to coyote conflicts tends to 

involve removal of the animal by trapping, poisoning, or extermination”. However, lethal 

measures often prove contentious, and some urban residents advocate on behalf of their 

coyote neighbours. Coyotes are a fascinating ‘companion species’ – in the sense delineated 

by Haraway (2008) and taken up by J. Lorimer (2010), Tsing (2012), and others – with 

long shared histories with humans and ever-evolving relations with us within novel 

Anthropocene environments. Indeed, Rutherford (2018) terms them the ‘Anthropocene’s 

animal’, ‘feral cotravelers’: adaptable, indeterminate, provocative. Theoretically, this 

paper contributes a situated and nuanced understanding of coyote synurbization and its 

implications for re-thinking the city as a co-constructed more-than-human world. 

Cynanthropy is a psychiatric and anthropological term for becoming-canid: for 

those humans who think they are dogs, or who can shape-shift into them. This paper can 

also be thought of as a story of becoming-canid as methodology, taking inspiration from 

Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) writings on ‘becoming-animal’, which involves a 

deterritorialization of the human, the subject, or any self-contained stable identity, with an 

aim “to achieve a form of ‘molecular proximity’ with the chosen organism” (Lorimer, 

2008, 384). It is concerned with ‘learning to be affected’ (Latour, 2004; Lorimer, 2008) 

through intimate encounters with nonhuman Others, and the practices of imaginative 

dwelling required to allow animals to “speak for themselves” (Bear et al., 2017, 225) within 
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multispecies research24. Thus, this paper reflects on the opportunities and challenges 

involved in mobilizing hybrid approaches to animals’ geographies based on a methodology 

grounded in collaboration and storying. 

 This paper begins by detailing the emergence of individual approaches to animals’ 

geographies and the need for hybrid methodologies before relaying the stories of Urban10 

and Blondie. The divergent data collection tools employed in each case illustrate diverse 

opportunities for collaboratively storying more-than-human lives and experiences through 

individual animal geographies. The discussion reflects on the methodological significance 

of these case studies in terms of cynanthropy – imaginatively dwelling in ‘coyote world’ – 

and the theoretical insights into synanthropy – coyotes’ becoming cohabitants of a shared 

urban world. 

Hybrid methods for individual animal geographies 

The ‘animal’, ‘more-than-human’, ‘materialist’, and ‘multispecies’ turns in the 

social sciences and humanities over the past several decades have led to a diversity of 

approaches aimed at complexifying, deconstructing, and recoding previously-

anthropocentric understandings of space, sociality, and culture. Despite exciting empirical 

and theoretical advancements, there has been “a tendency to consider what other species 

mean to humans rather than considering or seeking to understand how humans and animals 

co-constitute the world” (Hamilton and Taylor, 2017, 2). In response to this, within the 

 

24 See extended discussion in Appendix A 
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field of geography animal geographers have increasingly turned their attention to the 

‘beastly places’ forged by animals, “reflective of their own ‘beastly’ ways, ends, doings, 

joys and sufferings” (Philo and Wilbert, 2000, 14). In foregrounding the agencies, 

subjectivities, and lived experiences of animals, the importance of, and opportunities 

offered through, individual animal geographies have become central. Bear (2011, 303) first 

advanced individual animal geographies in his exploration of the octopus Angelica in a UK 

aquarium, concluding that “[e]ngaging the individual is, then, part of a wider ethical and 

political project to move animals from the shadows”. Rather than focusing on the scale of 

species or other collectivities, or on animals as abstracted Figures, animals are engaged as 

“embodied individuals living their lives entangled with humans and their own wider 

environment” (Taylor, 2012, 40).  

A key challenge to advancing individual animal geographies is methodological, and 

“developing methodologies that allow animal geographers to move closer to the animals 

themselves as individual, subjective beings remains a vital trajectory for the subdiscipline” 

(Hovorka, 2020, 130). A range of approaches have been advanced to promote “hybrid 

concepts and practice” (Hovorka, 2018, 459) for centring animals’ geographies (Hodgetts 

and Lorimer, 2015) using innovative and interdisciplinary tools. These approaches have 

typically followed two trajectories. The first is the extension of social research methods to 

consider other-than-human lives, experiences, and practices. Most notably, multispecies 

ethnography engages ethnographic tools of participant observation and immersion into 

more-than-human relations and cultures. Such interventions have varied widely in terms of 
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the species and relation under investigation, from an ‘ethnoherpetology’ of human-Nile 

crocodile relations in Africa (Pooley, 2016) to a ‘sensuous and spatial’ multispecies 

ethnography of urban bees (Ellis, 2021). Ethnographic research with animal participants 

presents both opportunities and challenges. These include the ethical tensions and 

ambiguities involved in witnessing and participating in complex and contested animal 

practices (Collard, 2015; Gillespie, 2016; Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming), and the 

transformative possibilities of an ‘intimate’ (Gillespie, 2017) or ‘politicized’ approach to 

observing or interacting with animal participants that is “gentler, more caring, and ethically 

attuned” (Gillespie, 2019, 17). 

The second approach is the creative mobilization of natural science research tools. 

This has included the use of tracking technologies to map the ecological, social, and 

political dynamics of animal movements (Evans and Adams, 2018), animal welfare 

assessments to characterise individual animals’ physical and emotional states (Geiger and 

Hovorka, 2015), and ethological approaches to understanding animal behaviours, 

communication, and cultures (Barua and Sinha, 2019; H. Lorimer, 2010). The challenge in 

enrolling bio-, eco-, or ethological tools lies in crafting a qualitative approach to data 

collection and analysis which avoids the objectification of animals, remaining attentive to 

their experiences, emotions, and individuality. 

This research sought to bring together these two approaches in a ‘hybrid’ 

methodology – following Whatmore (2002) and Hovorka (2018) – dialoguing mixed social 

and ecological research tools in a way that is politicized, intimate, qualitative, and, 
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ultimately, focused on the individual. It aimed to ecologize the ethnographic, and explore 

ecological data through a qualitative social science lens. The resultant case studies detail 

the lives of two coyotes, advancing collaboration and storying as two useful orientations 

to individual animal geographies. First, and similar to the endeavours of other multispecies 

researcher, such as Baynes-Rock’s (2015) work with hyenas in Ethiopia, I sought to 

encounter coyotes as key informants or collaborators, rather than objects or subjects of 

research (Van Patter et al., forthcoming). This requires acknowledging animals as “agents 

and active participants in socioecological and knowledge production realms” (Hovorka 

2018, 459), who become enrolled in the research process as active participants (e.g. Bastian 

et al., 2016; Locke, 2017). To do so I mobilized an etho-geographical approach (Barua and 

Sinha, 2019) to foreground my coyote collaborators’ sensory experiences, embodied 

practices, communication, and knowledges.  

Second, I approached my data collection and presentation through the lens of 

storying. Conceptually, this involves acknowledging that animals dwell in ‘storied places’, 

with place and subjectivity emerging relationally in the narratives performed between 

bodies and lively terrains (van Dooren and Rose, 2012). Methodologically, storying 

involves tracking animals using disparate tools and evidence, becoming attuned to the ways 

in which more-than-human traces can be read as articulations which teach about often 

unnoticed ecologies and lifeworlds (Hinchliffe et al., 2005). As praxis, such an approach 

foregrounds the ethical imperative to (re)story animals as unique thinking, feeling beings, 

and to interrogate the spatial politics through which belonging and coexistence are 
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negotiated (Barua, 2016a). Overall, mobilizing hybrid methodologies to story-with animals 

offers a promising “opening into a mode of encounter” (van Dooren and Rose, 2016, 83) 

useful to individual animal geographies. 

Collaboration and storying both also emphasize my active role in knowledge 

production. I understand knowledge creation as a form of world-building, an endeavor 

stemming as much from my embodied experiences of following canid tracks through the 

snowy landscape as from raw locational data. The narratives contained herein aim towards 

a degree of polyvocality – to ‘articulate with’ rather than merely ‘speaking for’ coyotes 

(Haraway, 1992). This account remains inevitably one-sided, but I have endeavoured to 

provide a rich sense of Urban10 and Blondie by pairing textual and visual data in the form 

of maps, images, and excerpts directly from my field notes.  

Tools differed for each case, but included: participant observation with Coyote 

Watch Canada (CWC), document review, semi-structured interviews, GPS collar data, 

field investigations, ethological observations, and trail cameras. Specific methods for each 

case are relayed in greater detail in the subsequent sections. Overall, I advance that hybrid 

methodological experimentations and innovations are necessary for advancing individual 

animals’ geographies and (re)storying the more-than-human city. 

Case study 1: Urban10 

Methods 

 Urban10’s story became central to this research after obtaining GPS collar datasets 

from the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) for 11 urban 
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coyotes released following rehabilitation at Toronto Wildlife Centre (TWC). She was 

selected as a focal individual since CWC and other key informants had been aware of her 

the previous year, and thus I had the opportunity to pair anecdotal evidence with spatial 

data to weave her story.  

 Assembled data fell into three broad categories: spatial, anecdotal, and ecological. 

Her spatial dataset comprised 1,196 locations recorded over 228 days between January and 

August 2018. This was complimented by anecdotal data, including: document review of 

community coyote sighting reports from a local news media outlet reported within her 

range; semi-structured key informant interviews with members of the local government 

and organizations who had knowledge of her family; and semi-structured participant 

interviews with individuals residing in the area. Additionally, I collected ecological data 

through fieldwork within the urban forest central to her range: tracking to delineate 

mobility patterns, visually analysing scat to glean insights into diet, and mounting six trail 

cameras from March to August 2019, with 212 unique coyote capture events.  

 Data analysis involved triangulating disparate sources to weave a narrative of the 

life of Urban10 and her kin. I explored spatial data using ArcGIS 10 (ESRI, 2011), 

visualizing her movements during temporal windows of interest identified through 

interviews and sighting reports. Field notes and interview transcripts were qualitatively 

coded in NVivo 12 (QSR International Pty Ltd., 2018). Camera trap data were logged, 

noting species, date, and time of capture, and analysed for trends using Microsoft Excel. 
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Overall analysis was an iterative process, where explorations of spatial data gave rise to 

questions that I then posed to key informants and the field, and vice versa.  

Story 

 Urban10’s family have been living around the same urban forest in the GTA for 

close to a decade, according to neighbourhood residents. A primary concern surrounding 

coyotes in the area is mange, with residents noting: “It’s their fur, they’re skinny, you can 

see their wounds” (James, Oakville), and that they were “just basically skeletons walking 

around” (Chris, Oakville). Sarcoptic mange (Sarcoptes scabiei) is a contagious skin 

infection spread by mites. It was employed in the early 1900s in the United States and 

Canada as a biological weapon in the war against predators, with coyotes and wolves 

intentionally infected to spread the disease to their families (Knowles, 1909; Niedringhaus 

et al., 2019). Mange causes hair loss, skin lesions, and can be fatal due to starvation and 

compromised immunity. 

 Urban10 was caught by a team from the Humane Society in late October 2018 and 

was in care at TWC for 80 days (see Figure 11). Along with treatment for mange, she 

underwent eye surgery to remedy a split eyelid and ingrown eyelashes that had caused 

painful ulcerations and could have compromised her ability to hunt. In mid-January she 

was collared and released back into the city. OMNRF regulations stipulate that no animal 

may be translocated more than one kilometer. TWC staff try to be as strategic as possible 

while adhering to these regulations, locating a habitat patch with optimal resources and 

minimal threats like busy roads or densely populated areas. This requires that one ‘think 
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like a coyote’, looking for corridors and barriers, endeavouring to discern what a particular 

individual might know about the landscape, and releasing them somewhere with 

connectivity to familiar and safe navigation routes (S. Castillo and A. Wight, personal 

communication, February 28, 2019). 

 
Figure 11. Urban10: a. at time of capture (photograph screen capture from TWC video: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4kwsRE5PEYo&feature=youtu.be); and b. post mange 

treatment undergoing eye surgery (photo courtesy of TWC) 

 

 Post-release, Urban10 spent the first afternoon and evening resting before 

beginning to travel northwest. Over the next three days she journeyed more than 50 

kilometres. This is likely a significant underestimate due to the artificiality of simply 

connecting three-hour interval point data linearly. Her path took her out of the city into the 

surrounding farmlands, where she travelled southwest parallel to the urban perimeter. 

Sometime after 6am on the second day, she reversed her trajectory and charted her way 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4kwsRE5PEYo&feature=youtu.be
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back east then north, circling around and ending up only five kilometres from her release 

site, within her original home range prior to capture three months earlier (see Figure 12). 

 

 
Figure 12. Urban10’s movements during the three days after post-rehabilitation release; her first 

day’s journey is represented in orange, her second in blue, and her third in green 

 

Her final destination was a residential area between an industrial strip and the 

lakeshore. Houses encircle several small parks, an urban forest, and ravine – recreational 

spaces frequently used by humans and domestic dogs. Reports from that winter describe 

Urban10 as ‘lovely’, ‘healthy’, and ‘healthy-sized’, frequently placing her with another 
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individual who is described as ‘sickly’, ‘mangy’, ‘thin’, and ‘lacking fur’. Residents 

recount stories of the two of them walking or running down streets, lounging under park 

slides, sleeping, howling, hunting, scavenging on garbage day, and being scared away by 

dogs. Since coyotes generally partner for life, it seems likely that this second individual 

was her mate prior to rehabilitation. 

That spring they had a litter of five pups. Coyotes practice biparental care, with 

both parents foraging and returning food to the den (Schell et al., 2018). The map in Figure 

13 illustrates the classic star-shaped pattern of foraging and provisioning pups. During this 

period, there were some concerns reported by residents, which frequently centred on fear 

for pets and children. Individuals note changes in daily routines and patterns of mobilities, 

as dog walks are skipped or rerouted along paths that are perceived as safer. Around the 

end of June, a crisis erupted, as reports came in that pups had been found under a resident’s 

back deck. We can only speculate as to what caused her to move her family from its 

previous location, which had successfully managed to avoid notice in the preceding 

months. Perhaps humans, or more likely dogs, located her den, and the stress of this 

encounter precipitated the move. In the following weeks she searched for a safe place, 

moving her pups repeatedly, each time leading to concerns about this wild family, which 

was perceived either as a risk, or as at risk by neighbouring humans. OMNRF biologists 

began recording her location every 90 minutes to better assess her whereabouts and the 

potential need for a response. By mid-July reports from concerned residents ceased, likely 

as pups became more mobile and were able to venture to less conspicuous rendezvous sites. 
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No reports during this time or subsequently mention her partner, and his fate remains a 

mystery. Her movements tell a story of searching for a safe refuge amidst a landscape of 

fear (Laundré et al., 2010). Although this may paint the city as inhospitable, the reality of 

coyotes’ success in urban environments (Gehrt et al., 2011) suggests that perhaps the 

threats of cars and domestic dogs are easier to predict and respond to than the guns, poison, 

and traps that await in the surrounding rural areas. 

 

 
Figure 13. The star-shaped pattern of foraging and return to feed pups; June 27-30, 2018 
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Urban10’s collar auto-released on August 31st, and, for a time, we lose sight of her. 

Her movements provide insights into the encounters and possibilities that wild canids 

living in a city can experience. Her home range covered approximately 8 km2,25 with much 

of her time spent around a single urban forest and ravine. These spaces provide ample food 

resources, including rodents, rabbits, and the fruits of apple and pear trees that line the 

streets. There is also evidence of anthropogenic provisioning, from bird seed observed in 

scats, and tales from residents of turkey and vegetables left in the park after Thanksgiving. 

Two months after I mounted trail cameras, Urban10 appeared for the first time (that 

could be confirmed with certainty), visibly pregnant (see Figure 14). This confirmation that 

she was alive and well, still dwelling in the same forest and expecting another litter of pups 

any day, was a magical presence after months of following her tracks, in space, through a 

six-month temporal disjuncture. She became real to the research in a way that had not been 

possible through tracking data alone.  

 

25 Slightly larger than the 4.95 km2 average home range size of resident coyotes in Chicago reported by Gehrt 

et al., 2011 
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Figure 14. A pregnant Urban10 captured on trail cameras in the urban forest on March 27, 2019; 

identification is based on facial markings, and distinctive scar on her left ear 

 

I did encounter other of Urban10’s kin on my frequent visits to their forest, which 

I always experienced with a mixture of excitement, gratitude, and ambivalence: 

I heard a noise and looked up, and there was a coyote walking 

towards me from within the thick dense brush area… she probably 

walked up to about three car lengths from me behind that brush, 

and she obviously didn’t see me… I really didn’t want to startle 

her, so as soon as I saw that she was walking towards me, I moved 

and made a noise just to alert her to my presence… when she heard 

me move, she looked at me, her head was lowered below shoulder 

height and sort of sticking out forward, and she focused on me, 

and then immediately, she didn’t run, but she turned around and 

went back the direction she had come as soon as she knew I was 

there. I think she’s still back there, just a ways off and I can’t see 

her, because I heard some noise after. (Fieldnotes, April 10, 2019) 
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I saw a flicker of movement through the trees. A flash of beige… 

I had never seen her in this area before… I wondered if maybe, 

rather than me (unbeknownst) following her to this patch, if she 

had in fact been the one following me, perhaps curious, checking 

out what I was doing, or ensuring that I was leaving the den area 

– the ‘stalking’ behaviour that is so often (mis)reported. A queer 

feeling came over me, that for the first time I really felt, in my 

body, like this whole forest was her space. It was her home, and 

she moved through it according to her routines, needs, and whims. 

It was right that she should be concerned about what I was up to 

in her forest… She fit here, and her shadowing me, or us 

shadowing each other, regardless of the degree of intentionality, 

felt like a new kind of encounter. (Fieldnotes, May 27, 2019) 

 

As for Urban10, I could say that since we never came face to face, my feelings over the 

knowledge of her existence were not reciprocated – she did not know me. But this fails to 

account for the different ways of knowing across species, wherein my tracks, trails, and 

scents perhaps revealed a great deal about me to her during my frequent visits, and it is 

possible that at any of those times, she could have been tracking me just as closely without 

my knowledge. 

Case study 2: Blondie 

Methods  

The story of Blondie is based on a closer ethnographic encounter: 80 hours of 

participant observation with CWC over a month working to promote coexistence, which 

included personal experience of aversive conditioning26. Participant observation involved 

noting humans’ and coyotes’ material-discursive practices: where they go, what they do, 

 

26 Also called ‘humane hazing’; see Chapter 5 
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with whom and how they interact, and what is being articulated – in a broad sense. It was 

grounded in background knowledge of coyote behaviour, aimed in particular at an 

“ethology concerned with non-human learning, knowledges and cultures” (Barua & Sinha, 

2019, 1166). Collected data included 66,000 words of fieldnotes, 1,074 photographs, and 

38 videos. A qualitative narrative analysis of textual data was undertaken using NVivo 12 

(QSR International Pty Ltd., 2018), and photographs and videos were examined alongside 

written notes to generate insights into human and coyote behaviours, experiences, and 

interactions. While unpacking human discourses and practices was generally 

straightforward and grounded in well-established qualitative social research techniques, 

often more creativity was required to interpret what my coyote collaborators were ‘saying’ 

– though not always. At times, I felt very confident in my understandings of what Blondie 

was communicating and why, whereas certain behaviours I witnessed of human residents, 

I was unable to fathom. 

Story 

In early June 2019 CWC received reports that a coyote family had moved their pups 

to a culvert under a road in an affluent suburban neighbourhood. We learned that 

altercations with domestic dogs had occurred, and many residents were a combination of 

concerned, confused, and angry. Field investigation revealed a nearby park and ravine with 

possible den sites, and recently-commenced construction on a new housing development. 

We surmised that the family may have been denning in the park and were disrupted by the 

construction. We then learned that they had moved the pups several days ago to underneath 
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a cement front porch – where the property owner was tolerant to their presence – but other 

residents had harassed the family with sticks and dogs to displace them. The culvert was a 

second move necessitated by impending danger. We do not know if there may have at one 

point been more than two pups, given that litter sizes are typically larger27. Residents 

informed us that at least one dog had been bitten while they were denning under the porch. 

Due to construction, plastic fencing had been placed along the length of the boulevard 

adjacent to the sidewalk approximately five metres from the opening under the porch. Thus, 

if anyone had been walking with a dog on the sidewalk while a parent was present, the 

coyote would have felt cornered and unable to escape this canine incursion so close to the 

denning pups.  

 I, along with members of CWC’s Canid Response Team, the City, and local 

Humane Society staff, spend the next three weeks working to mitigate conflict and ensure 

community safety – for this coyote family, humans, and domestic dogs. In our first days it 

became apparent that the largest concern was the father’s – who came to be known as 

Blondie due to his colouration (see Figure 15) – defensive behaviours towards domestic 

dogs in the area surrounding the den. When a dog approached, he would crouch down, tail 

tucked and hackles up, and charge the dog. If the dog moved away, he would shadow until 

they were a block away from the den. Most residents, unaware of the coyote’s need to 

 

27 Average litter sizes of 4.5 and 5.3 in urban areas reported by Way et al. (2001) and Hennessy et al. (2012), 

respectively 
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protect his nearby pups, interpreted this as an aggressive attack on them, and him as a threat 

to their safety. The presence of nearby elementary and high schools, and a school bus stop 

across the street from the den, exacerbated these fears. However, observations made 

evident that he was relaxed and unconcerned with human pedestrian and cyclist traffic on 

the street and sidewalk. Our approach to promoting coexistence became two pronged: 

attempt to educate both residents and Blondie to reshape behaviours and interactions. Our 

aim was to cultivate patience and tolerance for the several weeks needed until the pups 

were mobile. Signage was implemented, the bus stop was temporarily relocated, and 

residents with dogs were asked to walk them elsewhere temporarily and be respectful of 

the space around the den. 
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Figure 15. Blondie and his two pups; June 15, 2019 

 

 Coyote education involved applying aversion conditioning to reshape two of 

Blondie’s behaviours. The first was his habit of lying immediately next to the sidewalk 

across the road from the den, and the second, his defensive approaching of domestic dogs. 

By ‘thinking like a coyote’, we surmised that his preferred daytime resting location 

presented an ideal vantage point for his primary parenting need: to protect the den. The 

culvert was located under a T-intersection, and by lying at the ‘top’ of the T, he could 

monitor activity down all three avenues leading to the den. As there was only a sidewalk 
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on this one side of the street, pedestrian traffic passed within a few feet of his resting place. 

Pedestrians largely passed by without noticing him, or saw him and crossed the boulevard 

to walk on the street. Some saw him and passed by within a few feet, unconcerned. Blondie, 

for the most part, remained tucked under the spreading branches of a spruce tree, assuming 

he had not been seen. When a resident obviously saw and made eye contact with him, he 

would swiftly get up and move several metres away until they had passed by, at which 

point he would return to his vigil, or depart the area for a time. In over 80-hours of close 

observation28, we never witnessed him approaching a human who was not accompanied by 

a domestic dog. Thus, although we were not concerned about him posing a threat to 

pedestrians, we still felt it was best to discourage him from occupying this space to maintain 

healthy boundaries with residents navigating the sidewalk.  

Our practice became to displace him from this spot by sitting there ourselves, trying 

to recode this area as ‘our’ territory rather than his. When we found him lying there, we 

would use the ‘bag method’ – walking towards him while loudly snapping a garbage bag 

filled with air – to get him to move away, and would sit in the grass ourselves (see Figure 

16):  

I went and sat back in my new spot. Around 10-15 minutes later a 

couple crossed [the road] and stopped a few metres from me, 

saying “do you know there’s a coyote behind you?” I say “oh good 

he’s getting brave enough to sneak around me to the den”, and 

explain what I’m doing here and why. We chat for a minute, and 

they tell me they’ve seen these guys around for years… While 

 

28 Plus more by CWC collaborators 
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we’re talking dad walks cautiously across onto [the neighbour’s] 

lawn, crosses [the road], then goes over behind the trees. The man 

asks me “you were crouched here with the coyote right behind you 

and you really weren’t worried?” “No, he’s terrified of me” I 

replied. The man seems surprised, in a thoughtful way. The couple 

walks on. The pups come out and play and dad curls up on the 

lawn. I’m surprised again about him getting them out to play and 

relaxing while I’m right across from them. Clearly he doesn’t want 

to interact with me, but he doesn’t see me at all as a threat to his 

family. (Fieldnotes, June 11, 2019) 

 

 
Figure 16. Blondie across the road by the den after I had ‘taken over’ his spot by the sidewalk; 

June 11, 2019 
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We also intervened in his defensive approaching of dogs, placing ourselves in 

between and snapping a garbage bag to prevent him from following as residents moved 

their dogs away from the area: 

The collie was jumping at the end of the leash and barking, clearly 

very much wanting to be coming over this way, but they brought 

him away and turned down the next street. And this whole time 

again the coyote was watching me, looking at the collie, looking 

at me, and I was standing on the sidewalk firmly. I had my one 

hand out in a stop gesture… whether the hand signal was anything 

significant to the coyote, or whether it just helped my whole body 

convey the message I was trying to convey to him most 

effectively, I’m not sure… But there was a real attitude in the 

posture of his body of apprehension, or uncertainty, or 

indecision… but I don’t know whether it was entirely about 

whether or not to go after this collie, or whether those attitudes 

were about me and what I was doing and my intention there… But 

then he sort of half sat, and I relaxed my body, and turned away 

from him, and then he laid down, and I backed away. (Fieldnotes, 

June 6, 2019) 

 

Over the course of three weeks we witnessed drastic change in the overall 

atmosphere of the neighbourhood. Upon arrival there was a palpable tension as we heard 

from vocal and frustrated residents who wanted the family gone. Residents discussed 

feeling like ‘prisoners’ in their own neighbourhood, afraid to leave the house with their 

dogs, and insistent that the coyotes needed to be relocated. Rarely did we hear that they 

should be killed, most often residents wanted the family to continue living, just somewhere 

else. We patiently explained that relocation was both unfeasible and ineffective. Trapping 

or tranquilization are difficult and dangerous, translocated animals are rarely successful, 

and if the ecological niche remains viable, other families will simply move in to make use 
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of available habitat and resources. Translocation is simply not an effective nor humane 

wildlife management tool (Craven et al., 1998; Massei et al, 2010). Residents had to come 

to terms with the reality that this was the family’s habitat, their home: the only option was 

coexistence.  

With time and education, the overall more-than-human ‘atmosphere’ (Lorimer et 

al., 2019) of the neighbourhood began shifting from one of tension and fear, to mutual 

tolerance. As the days went by, we began increasingly to hear from residents who were 

very concerned about the welfare of the family, liked having them in the neighbourhood, 

and were willing to take action to ensure that they went unharmed. Our task quickly 

became, rather than calming incensed individuals who wanted them gone, keeping away 

the constant stream of people who wanted to approach the family to observe and take 

photographs. The majority of residents were willing to temporarily alter their dog walking 

routes, and became less concerned about the coyotes as a threat to children as more time 

passed without incident.  

 In terms of Blondie and his family, I also observed a dramatic change over the 

weeks. When we arrived they had been twice traumatized, struggling to find safety. Five 

days later I noted that: 

my gut assessment is that he seems less desperate today than on 

Monday. On Monday it seemed like he had a [frantic] need to 

ward off dogs. He was triggered immediately. Now he seems 

calmer, and like it’s a more calculated assessment of whether or 

not the situation (a passing dog) requires intervention. He is more 

settled in his decision not to move when he sees me, and relaxes 
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more quickly once the dog has moved a ways off. (Fieldnotes, 

June 8, 2019) 

 

Over the weeks I watched closely as he met up with his mate and went hunting, returned 

to regurgitate food for the pups, curled up into a ball and took naps, called his pups up out 

of the culvert and bathed them (see Figure 17), carefully watched over them while they 

played and chased one another through the grass, and generally went about daily tasks of 

protecting, provisioning, and teaching his young. Even while we worked to aversively 

condition him, he still had a great deal of tolerance and trust towards his human neighbours, 

including us. I noted on several occasions my surprise that he did not generally perceive 

humans as a threat to his pups, as long as they did not approach:  

Amazing, dad is resting with his head down while I am closer than 

him to his playing pups. (Fieldnotes, June 11, 2019) 

 

Despite this tolerance, he did communicate warnings, or what I interpreted as displeasure, 

at our interference, especially when the pups were out. On one occasion I prevented him 

from pursuing two large poodles accompanying a pair of joggers, standing between him 

and them: 

I said ‘stay!’ and then he barked, he gave a little ‘woof!’, deep in 

his throat… the people were running further and further away, and 

I said ‘it’s okay, it’s okay’, and then once they had gotten a little 

ways off, he seemed to relax a little bit. (Fieldnotes, June 8, 2019) 
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Figure 17. Blondie grooming one of his pups; June 15, 2019 

 

 Along with learning to communicate with him to mitigate potential conflicts in the 

neighbourhood, we also learned from him, observing idiosyncrasies in his behaviours that 

alluded to his unique experiences and knowledge of survival in the city. For example, on 

several occasions I observed him chasing vehicles passing by the den: 

A car drove slowly by and he chased after it. Why? Because the 

pups were out? But they stayed out for around 10 minutes 

wrestling and he didn’t chase after any of the other (~6) cars that 

drove by before the pups went away (Fieldnotes, June 3, 2019) 
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We were puzzled by this behaviour, and his interpretation of vehicles as threats that needed 

to be chased away from the den. But as we found, his assessment of risk was based on 

firsthand experience: 

I just saw someone try to hit the coyote with their car. He was 

standing on the road, and the car came up behind me, speeding up 

when they saw him. He dashed down [the road] and the person 

swerved abruptly, speeding after him and turning into the left lane. 

The coyote got onto the grass and the car turned around and drove 

off. (Fieldnotes, June 3, 2019) 

 

Witnessing this gave meaning to his actions, but we were still puzzled about his pursuit of 

certain vehicles and not others: 

he chased one car that turned the corner but he didn’t chase the 

second car that did (Fieldnotes, June 8, 2019) 

 

We further learned from the local Humane Society that there had been reports of a limping 

coyote in this neighbourhood several months ago. They surmised that Blondie or his mate 

were likely struck by a vehicle and injured, though apparently had healed well since. Given 

Blondie’s defensive actions towards certain vehicles, it is likely that his experiences of 

violence and injury informed his assessment of vehicles-as-risk on an individual basis. 

A final puzzling observation surrounded his decision whether to pursue, and the 

intensity with which he would pursue, various dogs who approached the den. On one 

occasion I observed an older couple with a golden retriever walk down the street across 

from the den, ready to intervene if needed: 
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When they passed dad looked back and forth between the dog and 

myself. He didn’t seem too driven to pursue the dog. I wonder 

why he is so driven to pursue some dogs but not others. This dog 

did have a very placid attitude, totally oblivious or unconcerned 

with the coyote. I wonder if he’s particularly targeting dogs he has 

had encounters with in the past (like the small grey shih tzu I saw 

him pursue the 1st day), and very energetic/young dogs, like that 

akita and the collie who both jumped at the ends of their leash and 

barked. (Fieldnotes, June 8, 2019) 

 

Some dogs passing by the den he seemed to nearly ignore, while others he would 

immediately approach to scare off, and shadow the length of a block to ensure they were 

departing the vicinity. What we might take as relevant factors in assessing risks to his pups, 

such as the dog’s size, did not appear to correlate to the intensity of his reaction – as 

demonstrated by a very active defensive display against a small shih tzu, and apparent 

disregard of a retriever. Thus we hypothesized that previous experience with a dog (e.g. 

the Shih Tzu lived several houses down and this was not their first interaction, perhaps 

previously this dog had approached the den too closely or energetically), or perception of 

the dog’s attitude or energy (placid versus straining to approach and barking) were more 

relevant to his decision-making and response. 

 Over the course of three weeks of close observation, I watched as the two pups 

grew and became more confident and adventurous, eventually witnessing their departure 

from the den on June 21st. During the final days they followed Blondie further from the 

culvert, crossing the street, venturing onto neighbouring lawns, but ultimately getting 

spooked and running back to the safety of the den. On this final evening, I observed as 
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Blondie and his partner encouraged them to follow, trotting several metres down the street, 

turning around and waiting for them to catch up. Just like that, they made it down the block, 

around the corner, and off into the evening (see Figure 18). There has been no escalation 

of coyote concerns in the neighbourhood since the family’s departure from this den site. 

 

 
Figure 18. Blondie and his pups departing the den for the last time; June 21, 2019 

 

Discussion 

 What do these narratives of Urban10 and Blondie, unique stories gathered through 

disparate methods, tell us about living with urban animals and (re)storying the city through 

individual animal geographies? There are implications for our theoretical understandings 

of synanthropy – of coyote synurbization and more-than-human urban belonging – as well 

as for cynanthropy – delving into canid lifeworlds and piecing together narratives using 

hybrid tools. Each of these are briefly reflected upon below.  
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Synanthropy 

The stories of both Urban10 and Blondie help us to see the city as an always more-

than-human achievement. They make visible the reality that “urban landscapes jointly 

inhabited by coyotes and humans… are formed, materially and discursively, through 

interspecies encounters (Hunold & Lloro, 2019, 6, italics in original). Though Urban10 

may not represent an average urban coyote, her story makes visible the moments of 

dramatic restructuring through which the animal-as-subject becomes reconfigured, in terms 

of their subjective experiences, and their construction by and relations with human 

neighbours. Namely, the occurrences that led to her capture and rehabilitation, collaring 

and release, and eventual disruption and relocation of her pups. Urban10’s story also 

highlights that efforts to remap the city as more-than-human require perceptual 

experiments in thinking about how other beings sense, and make sense of, the city. The 

hybrid methodologies enrolled in this case study permits an experimental delineation of 

meaningful spaces for Urban10, presented in Figure 19, which translates her locational data 

into places of safety, resource, or danger. This is an imaginative exercise, but also 

potentially a political counter-cartography (Peluso, 1995; Counter Cartographies 

Collective et al., 2012). Amin and Thrift (2017, 4) write that “the city produces a sense of 

direction … the city literally directs its inhabitants’ lives, allowing them access to, and 

egress from, some spaces, while simultaneously banning them from others”. Considering 

the spaces Urban10 accessed and avoided calls into question not only how urban spaces 

are experienced, but the politics and ethics of inclusions and exclusions. As Shingne (2020, 
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9) notes, a more-than-human right to the city includes not only using city spaces as 

allocated by those in power, but “occupying and engaging those spaces and resources that 

will allow one to thrive”, whether or not this aligns with dominant (human) visions of how 

city spaces should be inhabited and by whom. 

 
Figure 19. Urban10’s aggregated locational data (a) used to create a speculative mapping of her 

dwelt spatial experiences, including resources, sites of danger, and key safe places of home (b) 

  

In Blondie’s case, there are insights into how environments, behaviours, and 

assumptions all factor into the creation of a ‘problem’ animal. The built environment was 

a key factor in creating conflict scenarios: first in terms of the construction and disruptive 
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displacement from the family’s original den; and second in terms of the fencing which 

channelled (unknowing) humans and domestic dogs into proximate contact with a 

protective parent with no means of escape. Interventions involving the physical and digital 

environment attempted to mitigate some sources of conflict. Barricades and signage around 

the den were erected to keep people from approaching. At one point, the road was virtually 

closed, such that mapping software would redirect vehicular traffic to alternate routes in 

hopes that this would stem the constant flow of vehicles who, incidentally or intentionally, 

stopped by the den to catch glimpses or photographs of the family. Responses to ‘conflicts’ 

with urban coyotes vary widely, determined by each local government. In this case 

partnerships between the City and CWC enabled the responses required to promote 

coexistence: reshaping both humans’ and coyotes’ understandings and behaviours. Not all 

coyote families are afforded the resources required to promote patience and tolerance in 

their human neighbours. 

There is a common assumption within wildlife management literature and practices 

that a ‘habituated’, or ‘problem’ animal is a fixed state requiring, most often, lethal removal 

(e.g. Baker & Timm, 2017). This has been challenged in some cases, for instance in 

Bogan’s (2012, 104) study of urban coyotes, which reported that “conflict interactions may 

result from short-lived, situation-specific events in which an animal quickly reverts back 

to an avoidance state”. Ultimately, in attributing fixed characteristics to individual animals, 

we neglect the fluidity of coproduced more-than-human social and spatial interactions. In 

this case, neighbourhood residents were incensed about Blondie’s defensive behaviour 
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towards dogs, but had harassed the family using dogs, forcing them to relocate their pups. 

Some residents refused to temporarily keep dogs away from the new den site. These factors 

shaped Blondie’s behaviour, teaching him that dogs were a threat that required vigilance, 

whereas patience and respecting the family’s space might have created a very different 

culture of coyote-dog-human interactions in the neighbourhood. In constructing the coyote 

as a threat, residents undertook practices which influenced his behaviours, ultimately 

reinforcing their assumptions about who or what he was. 

Assumptions about urban spaces also shape human-wildlife conflict, outcomes, and 

opportunities for coexistence. Many individuals understand the inherent risks of taking 

one’s companion animals into ‘wildlife areas’, especially off-leash. Should your dog be in 

an altercation with an animal like a coyote while roaming freely in a ravine, trail system, 

or other space perceived as ‘nature’, most people would feel responsible for not having 

implemented best practices for companion animal supervision within these spaces. 

However, when a dog is nipped while on a sidewalk in one’s own neighbourhood, or in a 

backyard that is insufficiently fenced, there is a perception that this act is an act of 

transgression – that the coyote has crossed a line and become a problem. Hunold and Lloro 

(2019, 13) report similar findings: “many participants view natural areas (woods and 

meadows for wildlife) and residential areas (yards for people and pets) as distinct and 

separate, materially and symbolically, with the imagined boundaries between the two 

landscapes being crossed by coyotes”. Yet if we revise our thinking to see the city in its 

entirety as nature – as wildlife habitat, or human-animal ‘borderland’ (Gullo et al., 1998) 
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– it reshapes perceptions of these interactions and human responsibilities, rather than the 

oversimplistic and culturally-contextual process of constructing ‘problem animals’ 

(Jerolmack, 2008; Taylor & Pacini-Ketchabaw, 2017). In this case, it challenges us to 

consider how we can keep our companion animals safe, while acknowledging places like 

sidewalks and recreational spaces as ‘legitimate’ coyote territories, and locales where 

interactions are possible. There are moments when these ways of understanding the city 

become restructured through animal encounters, such as when I realized I was being 

shadowed, and “really felt, in my body, like this whole forest was her space”. Thus coyotes, 

themselves, come to (re)story the city for others. 

Cynanthropy 

Each case mobilized disparate methods to piece together narratives about individual 

coyote’s lives and experiences. They had the common aim of (re)storying the city through 

the point of view of a wild animal, a liminal inhabitant frequently encountered as out of 

place in the urban environment. In both cases, methods were drawn together in an effort to 

‘think like a coyote’, to capture fleeting glimpses of an urban ‘coyote-world’. In the case 

of Urban10, the lack of firsthand observations and reliance on ecological data such as trail 

camera records and GPS collar locations from the preceding year was a limitation. As noted 

by my collaborator Lesley Sampson of CWC (personal communication, March 10, 2019), 

spatial data provides only a “shadow environment”, requiring augmentation through on-

the-ground, immersive methods which reveal richer contextual insights. Field 

investigations, tracking, and the occasional encounter with her kin helped me to better 
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understand and envision her environment, and anecdotal data from interviews and sighting 

reports further augmented details of her story. This pairing of techniques was necessary to 

construct her story, but still did not permit the same type of knowing as the close 

ethnographic encounters with Blondie. I knew of Urban10, but I did not know her, not in 

the personal, reciprocal register in which I came to know Blondie. 

Urban10’s story also highlights the active role of technologies of surveillance in 

making certain subjects visible and thereby governable (Adams, 2019; Blue, 2016). The 

collar made her identifiable to her human neighbours and the City. It made the Ministry 

responsible for her behaviours and any perceived conflicts. And finally, it has made her 

story visible to ‘science’, to this research, permitting this window into another manner of 

inhabiting the city. As Adams (2020, 18) writes, tracking technologies give animals “a 

digital presence, a second life lived through the continuous unspooling of location data… 

This digital life is thin, a trace in space and time”. Urban10’s second life was initially aimed 

at creating knowledge for science, then at monitoring potential conflict scenarios – to 

assess the degree to which she might represent a ‘problem animal’ in need of removal – 

and now to remap the city from a less anthropocentric standpoint, highlighting the diverse 

aims of animal surveillance in serving the interests of both care and control (Blue, 2016).  

In the case of Blondie, closer ethnographic and ethological observations allowed 

me to ‘get to know’ Blondie in a manner that was not as possible with Urban10. I came to 

understand him firsthand as a devoted parent – with a careful and often joyful mien in his 

interactions with his pups – and a discerning urbanite – able to proficiently assess risk, 
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respond to challenges, and keep himself and his family safe within a complicated landscape 

of multispecies threats and opportunities. In terms of cynanthropy – of becoming-coyote – 

my experience in ‘participant observation’ with Blondie in particular changed my 

orientation to the world in a way that is relevant to, and exceeds, my role as a researcher. 

My understanding of conflict, coexistence, and priorities for reshaping relationships with 

urban wildlife are a direct result of our interactions and mutual becomings. I don’t believe 

there is any straightforward way to invoke or prescribe what it means to ‘become-animal’ 

as a multispecies researcher. But it requires being open to the possibility that separations 

between researcher and nonhuman subject/participant/collaborator may break down in 

surprising ways, transforming each body and creating understandings that are not easy to 

articulate as research methodologies. This discussion is nascent and speculative, but one I 

feel would be fruitful to pursue in greater depth in future more-than-human research 

engagements. 

In participating in a more active manner than anticipated – interacting with him and 

mitigating potential conflicts with domestic dogs – I was filled with ambivalence and 

uncertainty about my dual role as researcher-practitioner: 

What is my purpose here? What good am I doing? I try to comfort 

myself that I’m here to witness the negotiations and struggles, 

which is important. But I’ve done more than merely witness here. 

I’ve intervened and helped to shape the course of events, which 

makes me feel uncomfortably responsible for the outcomes. I 

know researchers can never be detached observers, but my level 

of activity in this whole scenario crosses so many boundaries of 

what I am comfortable with and what I had envisioned doing 

during my research (fieldnotes, June 13, 2019). 
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This resonates with Collard’s (2015) concerns with the primacy of observational methods 

in animal geographies: what does this mean for animals who would be better served by 

remaining unencounterable? Even when research is guided by best intentions, a key 

challenge is “the deep uncertainties we often face in navigating the complex and emotional 

terrain of multispecies fieldwork that requires us to make care-full, yet spontaneous, 

decisions that, however big or small, touch the lives of our more-than-human interlocutors” 

(Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming). These fraught ethical dilemmas involved in not only 

observing, but shaping the unfolding events in this neighbourhood, are discussed in greater 

detail elsewhere (Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming). Ultimately, “We need to hold 

ourselves accountable to the disruptions and burdens caused by our research, even if we 

feel the outcomes we are striving to cultivate for a well-balanced constellation of 

beneficiaries are worth the risks” (Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming). Despite these 

challenges, in the context of this research the methodology deployed provided a unique 

opportunity to encounter Blondie as a collaborator in the research: a co-producer of shared 

knowledges. It challenged me to take seriously his actions as teaching or evidence, as an 

integral part of a story of his knowledge and experiences. Learning not simply about, but 

from him provided insights into the multispecies histories of the space, including his 

previous interactions with vehicles, dogs, and humans.  

Overall, investigating, experiencing, and relaying these two individual animal 

geographies foregrounds the necessity of experimental and integrative hybrid 

methodologies. It makes clear that storying more-than-human worlds requires an 
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assemblage (McLeod, 2014) or bricolage (Kincheloe, 2005) approach oriented towards 

“engaging with animal worlds in more embodied, interactive and exploratory ways opens 

new avenues for developing richer accounts of animal lifeworlds” (Hodgetts & Lorimer, 

2015, 289). Practically, promising avenues include collaboration with animal researchers 

or practitioners, as has been previously noted (Hodgetts & Lorimer, 2015; Hovorka, 2018), 

as the stories contained herein would not have been visible without the cooperation of the 

OMNRF and CWC Canid Response Team. Ethological methods grounded in 

understandings of animal behaviours are an important starting point, but it is crucial to 

remain open to more experimental ethnographic and interpretive approaches, where the 

focus is the “social dynamics at play in intersubjective contexts of co-presence, co-

observation and co-constitution” (Lestel et al., 2014, 130). Combining such approaches 

with ethnographic and other social research tools affords a mode of multispecies storying 

that is open-ended and transdisciplinary, generative and generous, passionate and 

polyvocal (Tsing, 2011; van Dooren & Rose, 2016). 

Conclusion 

 This paper contributes to efforts in developing individual animals’ geographies by 

relaying the findings of two tales of urban coyotes. Bringing these disparate case studies 

together has both theoretical and methodological significance. Methodologically, there is 

pressing need to continue developing practices for animals’ geographies and extend 

dialogue concerning specific tools, challenges, and opportunities. Dwelling with Urban10 

and Blondie in cynanthropic exploration allows for experimentations in ‘becoming-
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coyote’, in seeing the city and learning to intra-act within an urban world that is as much 

coyote as human. Collaboration and storying offer a path towards crafting a careful and 

responsible “way of doing knowledge” which is centred on “finding ways to re-affect an 

objectified world” (Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017, 64). Engaging with the behaviours, 

decisions, and interactions of animals as articulations which shed light on situated 

knowledges and diverse narratives of being is necessary in developing meaningful 

approaches to individual animals’ geographies. There is great scope for animal geographers 

to continue extending such experimental and hybrid methodologies. 

 These methodological contributions intersect with theoretical questions concerning 

how storying-with Blondie and Urban10 might provide insights into synanthropy and the 

practices involved in adapting to and participating, ecologically and socially, in life in the 

multispecies city. The narratives contained herein story individual nonhuman animals as 

social and political beings, and individual coyotes as adaptive, diverse, perceptive, 

communicative, and often misunderstood urban cohabitants. The cases of these two 

coyotes illustrate that problem animals are not simply socially constructed, they are created 

through practices based too often on human assumptions, and not sufficiently grounded in 

acknowledgement of animals’ unique circumstances, needs, and experiences. Attending to 

this individuality is part of a broader political agenda of (re)storying the more-than-human 

city to “redefine urban human and nonhuman Others as fellow residents, no longer as 

‘invaders,’ ‘pests,’” (Shingne, 2020, 12). As Duhn (2017, 54) notes, “[m]aking our 

multispecies natures visible in unexpected ways is a powerful gesture. It invites 
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engagement”. Hopefully future efforts in storying individual animal geographies will 

similarly invite and deepen engagements with the more-than-human city. 
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Chapter 5 

(Re)storying urban wildlife management practices 

5.1 Introduction to manuscript 

This co-authored chapter has been published as follows: 

Sampson, L., and Van Patter, L. (2020). Advancing Best Practices for Aversion 

Conditioning (Humane Hazing) to Mitigate Human–Coyote Conflicts in Urban 

Areas. Human–Wildlife Interactions, 14(2), 166-183. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.26077/5cbf-f8f9 

 

Whereas the manuscripts in Chapters 3 and 4 target a social sciences and humanities 

audience, this manuscript (re)stories urban coyotes and human-wild canid conflict 

mitigation opportunities for a broad audience of wildlife management scholars and 

practitioners. It addresses Objective 3: (re)story the city in practice, advancing tools to 

facilitate human-coyote coexistence in urban areas for a wildlife management audience. 

As my research collaborator and co-author, Lesley Sampson of Coyote Watch 

Canada, often highlighted throughout our work together, ethical research practices in more-

than-human worlds demand of us that we move beyond theoretical contributions, and ask 

what, in this case, serves coyote. This manuscript was guided by a desire to serve coyote – 

the coyote participants in this study, and coyotes living in cities across North America – to 

whom we owe more patience, understanding, and compassion than presently granted – 

more concerted efforts to do the hard work of forging tangible paths to coexistence. 

https://doi.org/10.26077/5cbf-f8f9
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5.2 Manuscript: Advancing best practices for aversion conditioning (humane hazing) 

to mitigate human-coyote conflicts in urban areas 

Abstract 

Coyotes (Canis latrans) are now recognized as a permanent feature in urban environments 

across much of North America. Behavioral ‘aversion conditioning’, or ‘humane hazing’, is 

increasingly advocated as an effective and compassionate alternative to wildlife 

management strategies, such as trap and removal. Given a growing public interest in 

humane hazing, there is a need to synthesize the science regarding methods, outcomes, 

efficacy, and other relevant considerations to better manage human-coyote conflicts in 

urban areas. This paper was prepared as an outcome of a workshop held in July of 2019 by 

Coyote Watch Canada (CWC) to synthesize the literature on aversion conditioning. The 

paper also includes the deployment experiences of members of the CWC Canid Response 

Team. Herein, we propose best practices to enhance the efficacy of aversion conditioning 

for the management of urban wildlife, particularly coyotes. We detail recommendations 

concerning: the importance of consistency, adaptability, humaneness, and clear goals; 

training and proactive implementation; and the need for a comprehensive wildlife 

coexistence program. We further detail additional considerations surrounding domestic 

dogs (C. lupus familiaris), public perceptions, and defining behavior and conflict. We hope 

this synthesis will assist wildlife managers and local governments identify and deploy 



 

 

 

124 

 

 

 

nonlethal human-coyote conflict mitigation strategies that are effective, humane, and 

community supported. 

Introduction 

Coyotes (Canis latrans) are increasingly recognized as a permanent feature of the urban 

environments across much of North America (Hody & Kays, 2018). As highly adaptable 

generalist omnivores, they are proficient foragers who make use of a range of natural and 

anthropogenic foods within cities (Gehrt et al., 2011; Murray et al., 2015; Poessel et al., 

2017). Heightened public awareness of their presence and concern over the potential for 

negative interactions, especially with domestic pets, has increased community interest and 

the dialogue surrounding human-coyote conflict (Draheim et al., 2009; Alexander & 

Quinn, 2011; Elliot et al., 2016). At the same time, the public may be increasingly 

concerned with the use of lethal control options, which have been the status quo for 

managing predators and other ‘nuisance’ wildlife (Wittmann et al., 1998; Messmer et al., 

1997a; Messmer et al., 1999; Martínez-Espiñeira, 2006; Jackman & Rutberg, 2015). In 

addition to public perceptions, there are ethical, scientific, and legal considerations 

affecting the use of lethal control options in urban environments (e.g. Sterling et al., 1983; 

Messmer et al., 1997b; Treves & Karanth, 2003; Treves et al., 2016; Bergstrom, 2017).  

Concomitantly, behavioral ‘aversion conditioning’, also termed ‘humane hazing’, 

is increasingly advocated as an effective and compassionate alternative to wildlife 

management strategies such as trap and removal (involving translocation or lethal 

interventions; Shivik, 2004; Bonnell & Breck, 2016; Breck et al., 2017). Bonnell and Breck 
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(2017) defined aversion conditioning as “deliberate negative conditioning. A training 

method that employs immediate use of deterrents or negative stimulus to move an animal 

out of an area, away from a person or discourage an undesirable behavior or activity. 

Hazing is conducted to sensitize coyotes to the presence of humans or human spaces such 

as backyards and play spaces. Hazing does not harm animals, humans, or property.” 

Among the approaches commonly termed ‘hazing’, there are a number of 

competing definitions. Project Coyote 

(http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf) differentiates 

between ‘passive hazing,’ or making an area unsuitable for coyotes (i.e., habitat 

modification, attractant removal, deterrents), and ‘active hazing,’ or responding to coyote 

activity to reshape their behaviors and create avoidance. Breck et al. (2017) stated that 

nonlethal (as well as lethal) approaches also may be either ‘proactive’ or ‘reactive.’  In 

proactive hazing, all coyotes in an area are conditioned to avoid interactions with humans 

prior to any specific concerns. Conversely, reactive hazing targets specific individuals who 

have already started to demonstrate behaviors which are viewed as undesirable by the 

community. The City of Chicago Coyote Management Plan 

(https://www.chicago.gov/content/dam/city/depts/cacc/PDFiles/CACC_Coyote_Manage

ment_FINAL.pdf) differentiates between basic hazing, in which residents routinely appear 

‘big and loud’ to scare coyotes away, versus high-intensity hazing, in which trained 

professionals respond to particular incidents using a variety of tools such as projectiles or 

pepper spray. A number of additional deterrent strategies are employed in rural settings, 

http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf
https://www.chicago.gov/content/dam/city/depts/cacc/PDFiles/CACC_Coyote_Management_FINAL.pdf
https://www.chicago.gov/content/dam/city/depts/cacc/PDFiles/CACC_Coyote_Management_FINAL.pdf
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including fladry29, conditioned taste aversion, and guard animals, but are either less 

implementable, or have yet to be explored, in urban settings (Parr et al., 2017; Shivik, 2004; 

Shivik & Martin, 2000). 

Despite increased public interest in the use of hazing to manage human-coyote 

conflicts, the evidence available regarding the methods, outcomes, efficacy, and relevant 

considerations is conflicting and poorly-supported (Shivik, 2004; Grant et al., 2011; Breck 

et al., 2017; Bonnell & Breck, 2017). The lack of published data on the efficacy of aversion 

conditioning and the factors that influence its success have been used to argue against the 

widespread implementation of nonlethal conflict-mitigation strategies (e.g. Brady, 2016). 

However, studies which report mixed results of hazing efficacy have acknowledged 

limitations, including: 1) difficulty in quantifying coyotes’ behavioral responses to hazing; 

2) no standard approach for assuring and assessing the competency of those administering 

the treatment, especially if conducted by members of the lay public; 3) difficulty in relating 

short-term behavioral responses of coyotes to long-term changes in behavioral patterns; 

and 4) pronounced differences between treatment and control sites that likely confound 

study results (Bonnell & Breck, 2017; Breck et al., 2017). 

As local governments and wildlife managers attempt to develop human-wildlife 

conflict mitigation strategies that are effective, humane, and community supported, there 

 

29 A rope line of flags or fabric strips that serves as a visual barrier  
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is need for guidance regarding if and how aversion conditioning can be successfully 

implemented as a nonlethal response strategy (Young et al., 2019).  

To respond to this need, in July 2019 Coyote Watch Canada (CWC) convened an 

Aversion Conditioning Best Practices Workshop to discuss existing evidence and 

recommendations on aversion conditioning. CWC is a community-based and volunteer-

driven federal not-for-profit wildlife organization which collaborates with a broad range of 

stakeholders to develop and implement nonlethal human-wildlife conflict solutions. We 

have demonstrated success in facilitating the development and implementation of 

sustainable, effective, and compassionate wildlife coexistence programs, with a focus on 

canids (coyote and fox). We provide: multilevel educational programming; private, 

municipal, and provincial level consultation; on-site and in-office training; and support for 

municipal wildlife conflict mitigation policy development. Our methods are field tested 

and have evolved through decades of implementation and experimentation. Our longest 

running program is in the Niagara Region, of Ontario, Canada, which after over a decade 

of collaboration now represents a flagship model for our Wildlife Strategy Framework 

(Coyote Watch Canada, 2013, n.d., https://niagarafalls.ca/coyote/).  

Workshop participants included researchers and members of the CWC Canid 

Response Team (CRT). The CRTs consists of volunteers trained in CWC’s field-tested 

methodology who consult and collaborate to implement on-the-ground response such as 

investigation, rescue, and conflict resolution. Team members have a combined total of over 

35 years of experience in implementing humane wildlife strategies. The CRTs provide on-

https://niagarafalls.ca/coyote/


 

 

 

128 

 

 

 

site investigation, wildlife rescue and release assistance, and assessment and mitigation 

directives, including deployment of aversion conditioning.  

In this paper we synthesize the results of the 2019 workshop with contemporary 

literature to advance a set of recommendations and considerations (i.e., best practices; BP) 

for using aversion conditioning as a nonlethal management tool for mitigating human-

coyote conflicts in urban areas. We briefly describe the methods employed to generate 

coyote aversive hazing BPs, relay the key recommendations in terms of the what, when, 

who, and how of implementing aversion conditioning for urban canid management, and 

conclude by describing additional relevant considerations concerning domestic dogs, 

public perceptions, and defining behavior and conflict.  

Methods 

To conduct the literature review, we compiled peer-reviewed sources using the Google 

Scholar search engine. We included only sources published since the year 2000, as we 

aimed to synthesize recent literature reflective of the current state of knowledge on aversion 

conditioning. For details on search parameters and results see Table 2. We reviewed 

reference lists of included articles to identify further sources that aligned with the search. 

Combined methods yielded 27 unique articles.  

Table 2. Terms used and the results of a Google Scholar search to compile literature on aversion 

conditioning for coyote (Canis latrans) management published between 2000-2019 

Search term Date range 
Results 

yielded 

Results pages 

scanned 

Papers 

included 

coyote “aversion conditioning” Since 2000 283 10 2 

coyote “aversive conditioning” Since 2000 556 10 12 
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coyote hazing Since 2000 903 10 4 

coyote deterrent Since 2000 3460 10 1 

coyote repellant Since 2000 2170 10 1 

coyote haze Since 2000 4290 10 0 

coyote harass Since 2000 2340 10 3 

coyote harassment Since 2000 3900 10 2 

coyote nonlethal Since 2000 3030 10 1 

Mined from reference lists Since 2000 N/A N/A 2 

 

 Secondly, we identified relevant grey literature by first searching for “coyote 

humane hazing” and “coyote aversion conditioning” in the Google search engine. This 

search identified possibly useful organizations and locales with relevant recommendations 

or other documents on aversion conditioning. This search resulted in the following 

secondary searches: “project coyote”; “Stanley park coyote”; “city of Calgary coyote”; 

“San Francisco coyote”; “Chicago coyote management and coexistence plan”; “humane 

society coyote hazing guidelines”. Searches resulted in five unique documents for coding.  

 We analysed the documents generated by our searches by qualitative coding in QSR 

International’s NVivo (QSR International Pty Ltd., Version 12, 2018). We established 

nodes (themes) a priori and others emerged as the data were analysed. Nodes included: 

considerations, definitions, failures, gaps, limitations, and recommendations, as well as 

specific approaches (dogs, noise, projectiles, visual; Table 3). 

 
Table 3. Coding nodes (themes) employed in NVivo 12 coding; emergent codes in italics, 2019 

peer-reviewed and grey literature search on aversion conditioning for coyote (Canis latrans) 

Primary Nodes Secondary Nodes 

Considerations 

 

Humane 

Geography 

Public safety 
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Pups/den 

Other 

Definition 

Dogs 

Failure 

Food attractants 

Gaps 

Limitations 

Noise 

Projectiles 

Recommendations 

Visual 

Other 

 

We synthesized literature review findings into a Workshop Package, which was 

distributed to participants in advance of the workshop. The one-day workshop consisted of 

2 parts, each with distinct goals: 1) to draft a set of Best Practices; and 2) to discuss the 

tensions, gaps, and responses to existing literature and recommendations. There were 7 

workshop participants, with a total of over 35 combined years of experience in deploying 

response protocols to reshape interactions with canids, including aversion conditioning 

techniques. We present key BP recommendations and additional considerations below 

(Table 4). 

Table 4. Summary of best practices for aversion conditioning (humane hazing) to mitigate 

human-coyote conflicts in urban areas 

Aversion conditioning methods should be adaptable, humane, and applied consistently. We 

recommend the ‘garbage bag’ method, and do not support the use of dogs or projectiles in hazing. 

All members of the public should be encouraged to implement basic hazing techniques where 

appropriate, but high intensity hazing involving targeted responses to hotspots should only be 

conducted by personnel who have been trained by someone with firsthand experience deploying 

the methodology. 
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Mitigation measures should be implemented proactively, rather than reacting to escalating 

conflict scenarios, and after investigating the circumstances and planning the most effective 

response. 

Aversion conditioning should not be implemented in isolation, but rather as part of a 

comprehensive wildlife coexistence program that attends to the four cornerstones of: 

investigation, education, enforcement, and prevention. 

Coyote management goals should be clearly defined, approaches consistently deployed, and 

effects monitored to measure efficacy based on an agreed upon definition of success. 

Interactions between coyotes and domestic dogs should not be classified as ‘conflict’, and efforts 

should be made to educate and enforce responsible pet practices, including not allowing dogs to 

roam freely in wildlife areas. It should be acknowledged that hazing may be less effective when 

domestic dogs are present, and the priority should be to remove the dog from areas where coyotes 

may be denning. 

When implementing aversion conditioning, public outreach and education should prioritize 

ensuring that residents understand the purpose of hazing as a humane wildlife response tool, and 

that it not inadvertently validate unnecessary and inappropriately high levels of wildlife 

harassment. 

‘Proximity tolerance’ should replace ‘habituation’ in wildlife research, management, and policy 

vocabularies. 

Nonlethal interventions such as aversion conditioning should be seen as an appropriate response 

and mitigation tool for coyotes engaging in any behavior that is deemed undesirable by the 

community. 

 

Results 

What: Rigorous methods that are consistent, adaptable, and humane 

In terms of what constitutes effective aversion conditioning, methods should be consistent, 

humane, deliver clear messaging, and be flexible in adapting to novel scenarios. Many 

sources note that hazing must be applied consistently and persistently in order to be 

effective (Timm et al., 2004; Grant et al., 2011), and our experience supports this. If it is 

only performed by one or two individuals in a neighborhood, while other residents continue 

to make their property or company comfortable and appealing to coyotes, this mixed 

messaging risks eliciting poor results. Targeted education campaigns within community 
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‘hotspots’ are therefore critical in terms of ensuring residents work together to apply 

mitigation measures consistently. There is evidence that domestic dogs can differentiate 

humans both by scent (Schoon & De Bruin, 1994) and visually (Huber et al., 2013). 

Anecdotal observations from our CRTs and in the literature (Grant et al., 2011) similarly 

suggest that coyotes can recognize individual humans, and therefore if there are only the 

same few individuals hazing, coyotes may learn to avoid only them. Where aversion 

conditioning is being conducted by individuals in a professional role who wear a uniforms 

(e.g. animal control, humane society, police) we will at times recommend that officers 

practice aversion conditioning without the uniform if the coyote has adapted to responding 

to those in uniform but does not act in a consistent manner with members of the public. 

Aversion conditioning is not one specific method, but rather a collection of 

interventions designed for a certain aim: to communicate to coyotes to move and/or stay 

away; it is a toolkit of actions and gestures designed to maintain healthy boundaries 

between wildlife and humans. A wide variety of stimuli have been employed and can be 

successful (e.g. shaker cans, umbrellas, garbage bags – see below). Generally, deployment 

involves using one’s body, along with additional visual or auditory stimuli/tools to send a 

clear message. The key to success lies not in the specific tool used, but rather the intention 

of the deployer, effective communication, and persistence. Clear messaging is integral to 

communicating effectively with canids. In domestic dog training, body language and 

gestural communication are key, and more effective than visual or auditory communication 

alone (D’Aniello et al., 2016; Scandurra et al., 2017). Thus, yelling at a coyote from a 
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window may not always be effective, and physically advancing towards the coyote with 

purpose is often required. What works in one situation may not be effective in another 

(Grant et al., 2011), so some degree of persistence and adaptability may be required. 

Because each coyote will have a different history and there may be inherent differences in 

behavior, not all coyotes will respond similarly to the same stimuli. Efficacy requires 

creativity, flexibility, and innovation, along with skills to analyse the context and respond 

accordingly, which is why we emphasize the importance of experience and training in the 

following section. 

One technique CWC frequently recommends is the ‘garbage bag’ method (Figure 

20). Quite simply, it involves unfurling and rapidly snapping a large, air-filled garbage bag 

loudly. It can be accompanied by walking towards the coyote and using a firm, loud voice 

to encourage the coyote to move away. Benefits of this method include: coyotes are often 

averse to loud and unfamiliar noises (Darrow & Shivik, 2009), and this, if done properly, 

can be quite dramatic; and unlike whistles or airhorns, this method has the added benefit 

of providing a visual stimulus, which is why we recommend a black or green garbage bag 

rather than clear. It creates a visual barrier, and shiny billowing plastic can be an alarming 

sight to an animal. Finally, it is accessible, and simple to carry and use. While other 

methods might have a similar effect, such as popping open an umbrella, garbage bags can 

fit easily into your pocket, they are cheap, and available anywhere. This method can be 

easily used by any member of the public regardless of age or ability. It has been used 

extensively in the communities in which we work, both by members of our team, first 
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responders (animal control or services, bylaw, humane society, law enforcement, etc.), and 

the public, achieving the desired outcome (e.g. immediate: the coyote is redirected out of 

the area in an encounter; long term: coyote behavior is reshaped to avoidance, leading to a 

reduction in coyote complaints in an area).  

 
Figure 20. A member of Coyote Watch Canada demonstrates the ‘garbage bag’ method 

  

Concerns have been raised that coyotes may become tolerant to a single tool; for 

instance, that over time they may learn that snapping a garbage bag does not present a 
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threat and stop responding to it. We have not encountered this in our experiences, and feel 

it is important to reiterate that effective mobilization of aversion conditioning is less about 

any one specific tool, and more about intention and persistence. Our high degree of success 

in this method is because if an individual coyote does not respond to a given stimulus, we 

immediately employ another tactic and follow through until the desired response is elicited. 

If insufficient response is generated through snapping the garbage bag, then one should 

walk quickly and with purpose towards the coyote while snapping it, and/or vocalize loudly 

and firmly. Clear and confident body language and assertive voice is more important than 

sophisticated tools or body size in obtaining desired results. Thus, evolving public 

perceptions from fear and misinformation to understanding and empowerment is key to 

human-coyote coexistence. 

Finally, although recommendations for aversion conditioning generally specify that 

methods should not harm coyotes, a discussion of what constitutes ‘harm’ and how to avoid 

it is often lacking. Hazing, by definition, induces fear, which could constitute psychological 

harm, but which is preferable to the lethal control measures that are often implemented if 

conflicts remain unresolved. Generally, the aim of hazing is not to cause physical harm to 

coyotes. This means, for instance, throwing objects near, not at, them. It means being 

mindful of the circumstances and possible risks to coyotes, for instance not hazing them 

onto a road. Humane practices also mean not forcing a family to relocate their den, unless 

the situation is dire. Most sources recommend that hazing not be conducted near pups or 

an active den site (Bonnell & Breck, 2017; Project Coyote, 
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http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf). In addition to 

welfare considerations, there is a risk that new den sites that result from forced relocation 

may be even more problematic than the original site (Colorado Parks and Wildlife, 

https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/WildlifeSpecies/LivingWithWildlife/Coyote-

Exclusions-Deterrents-Repellents.pdf). Finally, it is commonly advocated that sick or 

injured coyotes should not be hazed (Bonnell & Breck, 2017; Project Coyote, 

http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf). We agree with the 

former, because of the possible harms associated with additional stress, but would add that 

appropriately responding to sick or injured coyotes should entail efforts to rescue and 

rehabilitate where such opportunities and resources are available. 

 We advocate against the use of dogs or projectiles such as clay bullets in hazing 

because these methods are inhumane, and we challenge their efficacy. In terms of dogs, 

intentionally creating conflict between two canids puts both at risk and is unethical. 

Furthermore, given that domestic canines are key drivers of human-coyote conflict in urban 

areas (Bombieri et al., 2018), enabling an augmentation of this conflict by intentionally 

creating antagonistic situations is irresponsible. We suggest that in any situation where 

dogs are currently used to haze coyotes, a person could deploy the aversion conditioning 

methodologies described here with less risk to all involved, and likely with greater efficacy. 

In terms of projectiles such as clay bullets or paintball guns, the risk of injuring the animal 

is an important welfare concern. We also question the intention of hazing done at such a 

http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/WildlifeSpecies/LivingWithWildlife/Coyote-Exclusions-Deterrents-Repellents.pdf
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/WildlifeSpecies/LivingWithWildlife/Coyote-Exclusions-Deterrents-Repellents.pdf
http://www.projectcoyote.org/CoyoteHazingBrochureFieldGuide.pdf
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distance, as it is misaligned with the goal of preventing proximate encounters, making it 

difficult for the coyote in question to link stimulus to response (Shivik, 2004).  

Best Practice: Aversion conditioning methods should be adaptable, humane, and 

applied consistently. We recommend the ‘garbage bag’ method, and do not support the 

use of dogs or projectiles in hazing.  

Who: training 

 One of the more challenging questions related to aversion conditioning is who 

should be deploying it. Often hazing is undertaken by those in a professional roles or 

official capacities, such as individuals working in animal control, parks staff, police, etc. 

Some recommendations target broad audiences, suggesting that all members of the public 

haze coyotes. There is increasing discussion of ‘hazing crews’ who can respond to 

‘hotspots’ and apply aversion conditioning (see for instance: 

https://www.dailycamera.com/2017/12/28/erie-rallies-citizen-crew-after-32-reports-of-

coyotes-attacking-pets/). Bonnell and Breck (2017) recruited 207 volunteer citizen 

scientists around the Denver Metropolitan Area, who were then trained in hazing and asked 

to record any coyote encounters or instances of deployment. But questions of who should 

be trained and how, as well as who should do the training, remain unaddressed. 

 The approach advocated by our organization aligns with The City of Chicago 

Coyote Management Plan’s (n.d.) differentiation of basic versus high-intensity hazing. All 

member of the public should be encouraged to practice basic hazing techniques, such as 

https://www.dailycamera.com/2017/12/28/erie-rallies-citizen-crew-after-32-reports-of-coyotes-attacking-pets/
https://www.dailycamera.com/2017/12/28/erie-rallies-citizen-crew-after-32-reports-of-coyotes-attacking-pets/
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the garbage bag method, where appropriate (see below). Our organization’s educational 

literature includes a brochure on ‘Keeping Coyotes Away’, which details basic hazing 

techniques 

(https://www.coyotewatchcanada.com/files/KeepingCoyotesAwayCWCHAZING-

BROCHURE09162-1.pdf). Some jurisdictions have incorporated instructional videos on 

hazing within their educational materials, such as the Town of Oakville, Ontario 

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V0CS4_-sQDE&feature=youtu.be). However, in 

situations of ‘hotspots’ where concerns have escalated, effective aversion conditioning to 

mitigate the situation may require high intensity hazing (in conjunction with thorough 

investigation – see below). High intensity hazing should be deployed only by trained 

personnel, such as animal control, humane society, parks staff, or wildlife organization 

employees or volunteers. Those deploying high intensity hazing should have received 

comprehensive training on assessing conflict scenarios and effective use of the appropriate 

mitigation techniques. As noted by Bonnell and Breck (2017, 154), “hazing is a complex 

concept and is difficult to teach using non-personal media such as on-site signs” and 

therefore in-person training is recommended. We recommend that training on aversion 

conditioning only be conducted by those who have firsthand experience deploying the 

methodology. For instance, CWC regularly holds training sessions for municipal 

employees in animal management or first response roles. We do not support the formation 

of ‘hazing crews’ by members of the lay public. Any targeted or high intensity hazing 

response should only be undertaken by skilled professionals or volunteers capable of 

https://www.coyotewatchcanada.com/files/KeepingCoyotesAwayCWCHAZING-BROCHURE09162-1.pdf
https://www.coyotewatchcanada.com/files/KeepingCoyotesAwayCWCHAZING-BROCHURE09162-1.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V0CS4_-sQDE&feature=youtu.be
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assessing and responding to the potential complexity of each situation, and who are trained 

and supported by those with expertise and firsthand experience. 

Best Practice: All members of the public should be encouraged to implement basic 

hazing techniques where appropriate, but high intensity hazing involving targeted 

responses to hotspots should only be conducted by personnel who have been trained by 

someone with firsthand experience deploying the methodology. 

When: monitoring and timely response 

Often there has already been an escalation of concerns over a period of weeks or months 

by the time interventions are deployed (Carillo et al., 2007). This is not ideal, but rather 

mitigation measures should be implemented proactively (Fox, 2006; Breck et al., 2017). A 

system for reporting and monitoring encounters or concerns is invaluable in identifying 

and responding to possible emerging hotspots before conflicts can escalate. Ideally hazing 

should be implemented after an investigation of contextual factors, so that an understanding 

of drivers of conflict, goals of intervention, and effective mitigation techniques can be 

assessed and strategized (see next section). 

Best Practice: Mitigation measures should be implemented proactively, rather than 

reacting to escalating conflict scenarios, and after investigating the circumstances and 

planning the most effective response. 

How: As part of comprehensive coexistence framework 
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In terms of how aversion conditioning should be implemented, our central recommendation 

is that it should not be used in isolation, but rather as part of a comprehensive wildlife 

coexistence framework. Aversion conditioning is often presented and assessed as a lone 

measure (e.g. Brady, 2016; Bonnell & Breck, 2017; Breck et al., 2017), despite the 

acknowledged imperative to address additional concerns such as anthropogenic food 

provisioning (Timm et al., 2004; Baker, 2007; Elliot et al., 2016; Baker & Timm, 2017). 

Rather than advocating for the implementation of aversion conditioning as a solitary 

measure, CWC’s four cornerstone approach to coexisting with wildlife entails prevention, 

investigation, education, and enforcement, each of which are briefly detailed below. 

 Investigation is key, as implementing appropriate responses requires an assessment 

of contextual factors relevant to each situation. Without understanding the root cause of 

conflicts, interventions may be inappropriate or ineffective, responding to symptoms rather 

than causes. Usually when there is a ‘problem’ situation, conflict, or hotspot, feeding is the 

root issue (though other considerations may be relevant, such as off-leash dogs, or 

infrastructure changes which disrupt foraging opportunities or travel routes and corridors; 

Alexander & Quinn, 2012). Investigation might entail ground truthing, tracking, 

interviewing residents, and identifying food attractants (Figure 21). The aim is to establish 

the relevant factors contributing to instances of concern or conflict to help inform the most 

appropriate course of action. Aversion conditioning is an important tool in responding to 

many situations. However, implementing additional concurrent strategies such as 

community outreach and education, or enforcement of wildlife feeding bylaws (see below), 
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may be equally important to ensuring a successful outcome. Without some investigation, 

it is impossible to understand the context, source of the issue, goal of the intervention, and 

how to best ensure its outcome. 

 
Figure 21. Investigation entails learning about the behaviors of coyotes and human residents, and 

the context of interactions. This could involve: tracking coyotes (a); identifying any food 

attractants, such as garbage (b); and characterizing coyote diet, for instance looking for natural 

foods like fur and small mammal bones (c), or anthropogenic foods such as birdseed (d) 
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 Education is integral to coexisting with wildlife in cities. It is particularly important 

to raise awareness of the consequences of intentional or unintentional food provisioning, 

including pet food, bird feeders, compost piles, accessible urban food gardens, and fallen 

fruit from trees. The urban coyote conflict literature emphasizes the importance of 

education about the consequences of feeding as well as wildlife proofing property (Timm 

et al., 2004; Baker, 2007; Carillo et al., 2007; Baker & Timm, 2017). Education campaigns 

should be targeted and strategic. In a recent survey undertaken in Chicago and Los Angeles, 

knowledge of and attitudes towards coyotes was highly variable, highlighting the 

challenges involved in reaching a consensus for appropriate management interventions 

(Elliot et al., 2016). Most respondents reported that when encountering a coyote, they were 

more likely to stand still or walk away than to try to scare the coyote away. The authors 

conclude that nature lovers may equally contribute to coyote conflict, as they are less likely 

to engage in hazing and more likely to participate in activities which attract wildlife 

(gardening, composting, bird feeding, etc.).  

Thus, education efforts should target specific behaviors (i.e. what to do and not do), 

as opposed to attempting to shift broader attitudes concerning coyotes or other wildlife 

(Elliot et al., 2016). Along with conducting an investigation, one of the first responses 

undertaken by CWC when we are called into a community or made aware of an emerging 

‘hotspot’ is to schedule outreach meetings and/or circulate educational materials to the 

surrounding community, such as our ‘Coexisting with Canids’ doorhanger 

(https://www.coyotewatchcanada.com/files/CWCDoorHangerMay122018.pdf).  

https://www.coyotewatchcanada.com/files/CWCDoorHangerMay122018.pdf
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 Enforcement of wildlife related bylaws and ordinances, such as those that prohibit 

feeding, should be consistent to prevent coyotes from becoming used to frequenting 

anthropogenic resources or spaces (Fox, 2006). Although education is often effective, one 

key question is “how many ‘cheaters’ does it take to change a coyote’s behavior?” 

(Schmidt & Timm, 2007, 299). Despite education, some individuals may still be inclined 

to provide food, and therefore the creation and enforcement of bylaws and ordinances to 

prevent such behaviors and ensuing conflict scenarios is key. Partnerships and coordination 

between agencies are central to the success of human-wildlife conflict responses (Fox, 

2006). Relationship building across agencies and within communities ensures that 

information transfer and response occurs in a timely and effective manner. Within partner 

communities, CWC forges relationships with law enforcement, animal control, 

environmental/parks staff, neighborhood associations, and other relevant bodies to ensure 

alignment of expectations, efficient division of responsibilities, and clear communication 

and response pathways. 

Ultimately, strategies should prioritize prevention, as opposed to response. 

Proactive nonlethal strategies entail “[a]ltering the behavior of coyotes prior to the onset 

of conflict” (Breck et al., 2017, 134). Proactive interventions are preferable to reactive, 

wherein one responds to a situation after significant conflict has emerged. Proactive 

preventative strategies include education and enforcement, but there are also ways in which 

aversion condition can be used proactively. Generally, this involves practicing wider-scale 
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basic hazing to maintain healthy boundaries between coyotes and humans sharing space in 

an urban environment. 

Best Practice: Aversion conditioning should not be implemented in isolation, but rather 

as part of a comprehensive wildlife coexistence program that attends to the four 

cornerstones of: investigation, education, enforcement, and prevention. 

 A final best practice in terms of how aversion conditioning is implemented pertains 

to defining and measuring success. It is imperative to clearly define the goals of response 

efforts from the outset. Grant et al. (2011, 21) note that a common mistake is that “hazing 

is employed regardless of the specific behaviors or actions of the coyote… hazing should 

only be used if a coyote is behaving in a way that is unacceptable to the public or is using 

an area that residents deem unacceptable”. Therefore, communities need to define which 

spaces are and are not acceptable for coyotes to occupy, and determine levels of tolerance 

for specific behaviors. Ideal scenarios will involve community consensus and consistent 

application of techniques to discourage the presence of coyotes where they are deemed 

unacceptable, and intervention in response to behaviors that are viewed as problematic. 

Coyotes need to live somewhere, and they need to make a living. If a coyote is walking 

across a field into a treed area, there is no need to haze it. If it is resting next to a sidewalk 

during a busy time of day, there will likely be community interest in discouraging this 

behavior. What is acceptable or not is subjective and will vary by community. The ultimate 
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goals of management will vary accordingly, as will the strategies employed to attain these 

goals.  

 Finally, measuring success of aversion conditioning efforts is also a challenge. In 

our organization’s experience, deployment of basic or high intensity hazing along with 

other relevant mitigation efforts (i.e. education and enforcement to remove food attractants) 

will result in a decrease of incidents reported and frequency of encounters or conflicts. 

However, it is important to note that individual coyote response to hazing may vary, and a 

lack of immediate decrease in sightings does not indicate failure, but rather that persistent 

action may be required. We caution against oversimplification of anticipated outcomes, 

such as Bonnell and Breck’s (2017, 150) “Response coding of coyotes (Canis latrans) 

being hazed by citizen scientists to rank individual coyote response to hazing from -4 (most 

averse) to 1 (coyote approaches)”. Although some manner of typology may be useful, 

individual coyote responses to hazing techniques will depend greatly on contextual factors 

such as the presence of dogs (see below), food resource being accessed, age of individual, 

proximity of den site, and the coyote’s history of interactions with humans. If a coyote fails 

to move away, this may not indicate that hazing is ineffective, but rather that they are 

reluctant to leave a nearby den site or pups. If a coyote “moves <10 feet away after input, 

stops and looks back in the direction of stimulus <10 feet from the original starting point” 

(Rank -1 on Bonnell & Breck’s, 2017, responses), they may be confused about the 

intentions of the deployer, or reluctant to leave a valuable food resource. If a coyote 

approaches, is the deployer with a dog that is perceived as a threat to their territory or 
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family? Individuals’ responses will depend greatly on their history and food conditioning, 

as well as the efficacy of the specific treatment being employed. Individuals who are not 

confident and committed, and who do not sufficiently follow-through are not 

communicating effectively to the animal, and lack of response should not be seen as 

problematic coyote behavior nor a failure of the methodology itself. This highlights the 

importance of training to response success. 

Best Practice: Coyote management goals should be clearly defined, approaches 

consistently deployed, and effects monitored to measure efficacy based on an agreed 

upon definition of success. 

Additional considerations 

Along with the BPs discussed above, there are several additional factors which are 

important to consider when implementing aversion conditioning; these are: presence of 

domestic dogs, public perceptions, and consistent definition of behavior and conflict. We 

detail each of these briefly below and advance several further BPs which incorporate 

considerations of the complexities surrounding these factors. 

Domestic dogs 

A key consideration both from the literature and our experience involves the presence of 

domestic dogs, which can exacerbate human-wildlife conflict (Alexander & Quinn, 2012; 

Lukasik & Alexander, 2011; Bowes et al., 2015). In the case of coyotes, an analysis of 

Canadian print media between 1995-2010 found that 23.8% of articles reporting on 
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conflicts with coyotes pertained to coyote-dog interactions specifically, and were 

characteristic of territorial conflicts (Alexander & Quinn, 2011). In our experiences, 

territorial conflicts with off-leash dogs is one of the primary drivers of human-coyote 

conflicts in urban areas. In terms of mitigating conflict, education pertaining to the risks to 

dogs, wildlife, and humans of allowing dogs to roam is important, along with the creation 

and enforcement of leash laws. This is important for protecting not only dogs and coyotes, 

but the many other wildlife species which are at risk from roaming dogs, which are an 

increasingly recognized conservation threat (Lenth et al., 2008; Young et al., 2011; Hughes 

& Macdonald, 2013; Doherty et al., 2017). 

 In terms of aversion conditioning, the presence of domestic dogs can present 

complications for deployment. Where a coyote is behaving defensively towards a roaming 

dog, they may be less responsive to human hazing attempts, as their primary focus is on 

protecting their territory, resources, or family from encroaching canines. In this context, 

the priority is to maintain or create space between the dog and coyote. This can be done by 

calling the dog near, putting them on a leash, and slowly backing out of the area while 

deploying basic hazing techniques, such as the bag method described above. Bonnell and 

Breck (2017) reported that outcomes of hazing were negatively impacted by the presence 

of domestic dogs. In their research, “Coyotes moved ≥10 feet away from the person hazing 

49% of the time when no dog was present, but only 23% of the time when a domestic dog 

was present… dogs were present during 4 of 5 occasions when coyotes approached the 

person attempting to haze it” (Bonnell & Breck, 2017; 153). The authors conclude, and we 
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concur, that hazing can still be performed if an individual with a dog encounters a coyote, 

but that expectations of reduced efficacy in the presence of dogs should be clearly 

communicated to residents being educated about aversion conditioning. The response of 

individual coyotes to hazing in the presence of dogs will depend greatly on contextual 

factors, including proximity to a den, presence of pups, presence of food resource, and 

history of interactions with the individual dog, or other domestic dogs. 

 Overall, education and enforcement concerning responsible pet practices are 

priorities for mitigating one of the largest sources of human-coyote conflict in urban areas. 

Where roaming dogs threaten coyotes’ territories, resources, or families, we can expect 

coyotes to respond defensively. In instances where citizens report behavior such as coyotes 

approaching or shadowing them while domestic dogs are present, the best practice is not 

necessarily to haze coyotes, but rather to ensure dogs are on leash, or to keep dogs out of 

an area with known dens during pup rearing season. For instance, the Presidio Trust in 

California will temporarily close sections of trails to humans and/or domestic dogs when 

there are known active den sites (https://www.presidio.gov/presidio-

trust/planning/coyotes-in-the-presidio). 

 Finally, we contend that interactions between domestic dogs and coyotes should 

not automatically be defined as conflicts or result in a coyote being designated as a 

‘problem’ individual. Contexts surrounding interactions need to be assessed on a case-by-

case basis. As noted above, territorial interactions between animals is a natural process. If 

a dog is injured by a goose protecting their young, the goose is not a ‘problem’ animal, the 

https://www.presidio.gov/presidio-trust/planning/coyotes-in-the-presidio
https://www.presidio.gov/presidio-trust/planning/coyotes-in-the-presidio
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problem is inappropriate human behavior in allowing domestic pets to harass wildlife. The 

same should hold true in instances of altercations between coyotes and domestic dogs. This 

is common practice in many of the communities in which we work, including the City of 

Toronto, where the Coyote Response Strategy stipulates that “A bite to another animal is 

not grounds for removal – it is normal coyote behaviour” 

(https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/animals-pets/wildlife-in-the-city/coyotes/). 

Best Practice: Interactions between coyotes and domestic dogs should not be classified 

as ‘conflict’, and efforts should be made to educate and enforce responsible pet 

practices, including not allowing dogs to roam freely in wildlife areas. It should be 

acknowledged that hazing may be less effective when domestic dogs are present, and 

the priority should be to remove the dog from areas where coyotes may be denning. 

Public perceptions 

One consideration that has received scant attention in the peer reviewed and grey literatures 

is public perception. How the public perceives aversion conditioning will influence both 

uptake and willingness to conduct such practices at the community-level, and has the 

potential to present a risk to animal welfare. If members of the public do not understand 

the aims of hazing, they may be concerned about what they interpret as harassment or harm 

to wildlife. These concerns may be valid if best practices are not followed. Bonnell and 

Breck (2017) noted a reluctance to haze by some participants as a result of this perception, 

and Elliot et al. (2016) similarly report that individuals who do not see coyotes as a problem 

https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/animals-pets/wildlife-in-the-city/coyotes/
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are unlikely to haze them. There is need to educate the public that if they see wildlife 

responders conducting aversion conditioning, the aim is not to harm or harass the animal, 

but rather that this action represents a humane, nonlethal intervention aimed at cultivating 

healthy human-wildlife boundaries by reshaping canid behavior.  

 Just as perceived harassment will offend those who have positive views of coyotes 

or concerns for animal welfare, such actions, if carelessly applied or insufficiently 

accompanied by educational efforts, may embolden those who wish to harm coyotes. We 

have observed communities wherein what was presented as ‘hazing crews’ have functioned 

primarily as vigilantes attempting to harass resident coyotes. An example of the latter 

would be teams that market themselves as nonlethal and humane, but who use weapons, 

projectiles, or dogs indiscriminately across space, and even around dens. The inappropriate 

nature of such applications and the risks they pose to both human and coyote safety 

highlight the importance of education, and the need to carefully assess how aversion 

conditioning programs and practices are applied, perceived, and communicated. 

Best Practice: When implementing aversion conditioning, public outreach and 

education should prioritize ensuring that residents understand the purpose of hazing as 

a humane wildlife response tool, and that it not inadvertently validate unnecessary and 

inappropriately high levels of wildlife harassment. 

Defining behavior and conflict 
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A limitation in the existing literature is the inaccurate and sometimes inappropriate 

characterization of coyote behavior. We address several terms, and consider how they 

impact practices and perceptions around success and failure in aversion conditioning 

delivery. The first of these is the concept of habituation. Habituation is defined as an 

“animals’ decreased responsiveness to humans due to repeated Contact” (Geist, 2007, 35). 

Most often the term ‘habituation’, rather than being used a neutral behavioral descriptor, is 

normatively loaded as an undesirable, permanent state of a ‘problem animal’. For instance, 

in the claim that: “habituated animals, those who have developed a psychological patience 

with our presence, are potentially much more dangerous than non-habituated, or ‘wild’ 

animals, because habituation is a state of unconsummated interest on the part of the animal, 

expressing itself as tolerance of and even an attraction to humans” (Geist, 2007, 35). 

‘Habituation’ as a descriptor of a fixed state is problematic due to the challenges in 

contextually defining a given animal’s behavior, and the limited evidence to support the 

prevailing assumptions that it is both a permanent state and inherently dangerous. 

 Based on CWC CRT field experiences deploying wildlife response measures, we 

advance that ‘proximity tolerance’ is a more accurate description of coyote behavior which 

reflects the complex and contextual interrelationship between individual coyotes and 

humans. Over time and based on experiences, coyotes’ proximity tolerance with respect to 

humans (as well as other species, like domestic dogs), may change. This tolerance will 

depend on contextual factors, including the number, characteristics, and behaviors of the 

humans present, presence of dogs, if there is a food resource being accessed, and history 
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of food provisioning and interactions. Just as experiences of food provisioning and positive 

interactions with humans may increase an individual’s proximity tolerance, negative 

interactions such as hazing can effectively decrease this tolerance. Our experiences 

challenge the assertion that coyotes with high human proximity tolerance are always 

inherently dangerous. Our observations in the field have yielded no evidence that links 

proximity tolerance and aggression towards humans. However, it is in a community’s 

interest to establish healthy boundaries with all wildlife, including coyotes’, and restoring 

natural avoidance behaviors can be an important part of this. Unlike ‘habituation’, 

‘proximity tolerance’ highlights that these behavioral characteristics do not represent a 

fixed state, but rather a fluid relationship which can, with proper response, be reshaped.  

Best Practice: ‘Proximity tolerance’ should replace ‘habituation’ in wildlife research, 

management, and policy vocabularies. 

A further consideration is how ‘conflict’ scenarios or ‘problem’ coyotes are 

defined. A current limitation in both the scholarship and for wildlife practitioners is that 

“the definition of a ‘problem coyote’, and what behaviors that coyote displays, varies 

greatly” (Draheim et al., 2019). A frequently-cited conceptualization of problematic coyote 

interactions is Baker and Timm’s (1998) ‘Behavioral Progression of increasing coyote 

habituation to suburban environments’. It progresses from Level 1, ‘Increase in coyotes on 

streets and in yards at night’, to Level 7, ‘Coyotes acting aggressively toward adults in mid-

day’. The common assertion stemming from this classification is that once a situation has 
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attained Stage 3 – ‘Coyotes on streets, and in parks and yards, in early morning/late 

afternoon’ – or greater, ‘problem’ individuals will need to be lethally removed as nonlethal 

interventions such as aversion conditioning alone will not sufficiently address the problem 

(Baker & Timm, 2017). For instance, Timm et al. (2004, 55) concluded: “Once coyotes 

have begun acting boldly or aggressively around humans, it is unlikely that any attempts 

at hazing can be applied with sufficient consistency or intensity to reverse the coyote 

habituation. In these circumstances, removal of the offending animals is probably the only 

effective strategy”. Due to the difficulties of testing such a claim in a non-experimental 

(naturalistic) setting, it is difficult to either support or challenge this widespread belief.  

Coyote Watch Canada observations and experiences in deploying aversion 

conditioning do not support the assumption that it is not possible to reshape the behavior 

of coyotes who are beyond a certain level of ‘habituation’. Our CRTs have experienced 

regular success in mitigating instances of human-coyote conflict even when encounters 

would have ranked highly on this scale, even at Stages 5 or 6. The reason we do not include 

Stage 7 is twofold. First, no member of our Canid Response Team has encountered a 

situation in which a coyote has acted aggressively towards humans. Second, the definition 

of ‘aggression’ in the context of human-coyote interactions remains ill-defined within 

public discourse, policy and management realms, as well as the scientific literature. We 

need more nuanced approaches to characterizing specific, contextual behavioral responses, 

as opposed to assumptions and generalizations. Often ‘defensive-aggressive’ behavior (as 

defined in the canid behavior literature; Fox, 1970) is misinterpreted as ‘offensive-
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aggression’, which can be frightening to those who do not understand what they are seeing. 

For instance, a coyote may demonstrate defensive behaviors towards domestic dogs within 

their home ranges, or shadow humans with dogs to ensure they leave an area with pups or 

an active den, and such behaviors are often incorrectly interpreted as ‘aggressive’ coyotes 

‘threatening’ or ‘stalking’ humans. Rather than ‘aggression’, these are naturally protective 

behaviors in response to threats to self, family, or territory. There is also a noted trend of 

humans being bitten by coyotes while intervening in an encounter between a coyote and 

domestic dog (White & Gehrt, 2009; Alexander & Quinn, 2011), but as we noted above, 

incidental injuries as a result of canid-canid conflict should not be defined as ‘aggression’ 

towards humans. 

Furthermore, we find Baker and Timm’s (1998) Behavioral Progression 

classification to be arbitrary. Why should 6, ‘Coyotes seen in and around children’s play 

areas, school grounds, and parks in mid-day’, be ranked as ‘more habituated’ than 5, 

‘Coyotes attacking and taking pets on leash or near owners; chasing joggers, bicyclists, 

other adults’? School grounds and parks often represent resource-rich areas containing 

human refuse and the small animals it attracts, so we would question why the presence of 

coyotes exploiting these resources in such areas would be characterized as highly 

problematic ‘habituation’, rather than simply signaling the need to manage direct human 

feeding and anthropogenic food attractants within such spaces.  

Again, we assert that food conditioning and proximity tolerance should not be seen 

as fixed states, but rather as fluid, contextual relationships between individual humans and 
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coyotes which can be reshaped. Similar findings have been noted elsewhere, for instance 

in Bogan’s (2012, 103) research where “the 1 case of emboldened behaviors was sustained 

as a tendency for 4 weeks, and then transitioned back to avoidance behavior”. Thus, we 

agree with Bogan’s (2012, 104) assessment that “[c]onflict interactions may result from 

short-lived, situation-specific events in which an animal quickly reverts back to an 

avoidance state”. Along with attractant removal and responsible pet care practices, aversion 

conditioning can be an important part of reshaping coyote behaviors within such temporary 

‘conflict’ scenarios. 

Best Practice: Nonlethal interventions such as aversion conditioning should be seen as 

an appropriate response and mitigation tool for coyotes engaging in any behavior that 

is deemed undesirable by the community.  

Conclusions 

Our recommendations and considerations for aversion conditioning center on key 

questions wildlife researchers and practitioners grapple with in implementing this 

increasingly promoted tool. In terms of what aversion conditioning should entail, we detail 

the importance of consistency, adaptability, humaneness, and clear goals. In terms of who 

should implement these techniques and when, we speak to the difference between basic 

and high intensity hazing, outlining recommendations in terms of training and proactive 

implementation. In terms of the how, we contend that aversion conditioning should not be 



 

 

 

156 

 

 

 

implemented in isolation, but rather as part of a comprehensive wildlife coexistence 

program which centers on prevention, investigation, education, and enforcement.  

 In terms of the why, our underlying assumption is that, where possible, nonlethal 

interventions are always preferable to lethal control, as is increasingly advocated by the 

conservation community (Dubois et al., 2017). Not only is this an ethical imperative, but 

nonlethal methods have the potential to be more sustainable and effective in the long term. 

Lethal coyote management has been the status quo for hundreds of years, and the evidence 

of its inadequacy in mitigating human-coyote conflict is increasingly dramatic (Sterling et 

al., 1983; Knowlton et al., 1999; Kilgo et al., 2017).  

Coyotes are part of the fabric of our urban communities and will remain as such, 

whether humans wish it or not. Whether grounded in utilitarian arguments of ecosystem 

service provision, or based on ethical claims about our obligations to other species, we 

have an opportunity to reshape the nature of our relationships with urban canids into one 

that is based on promoting compassionate coexistence, and aversion conditioning is a key 

tool in working towards this end. Wildlife managers should not automatically conclude 

that there are fixed states of advanced ‘habituation’ which require lethal removal. Further 

research based on field observations and community engagement should be conducted to 

better understand behavioral plasticity in coyotes and the efficacy of appropriately 

deployed nonlethal interventions such as aversion conditioning. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

6.1 Summary of contributions 

The starting point for this research was an understanding that learning to ‘live well’ with 

other-than-humans is a key task of our time, and that urban environments and transgressive 

bodies – like coyote – serve as productive points of entry. This thesis aimed to address the 

question ‘how can we (re)story the city as a place of more-than-human belonging’, and the 

resultant manuscripts demonstrate that the city can be (re)storied through theoretical 

experimentation, methodological innovation, and best practices. Key theoretical, 

methodological, and practical contributions of this research are briefly detailed below, 

before discussing research limitations, future research directions, and final concluding 

thoughts. 

Theoretical contributions: animating urban theory 

This thesis advances nascent dialogues within more-than-human and urban geographies. 

In particular, Chapter 3 extends urban theory by advancing a more-than-human everyday 

urbanism – something which has not yet been delineated in the scholarship. Although 

more-than-human geographers have examined other-than-human actors as significant 

participants in the spatial, infrastructural, and (bio)political realms within cities (e.g. Amin, 

2014; Barua & Sinha, 2019; Collard, 2012; Cooke et al., 2019; Gandy, 2013; Hinchliffe et 

al., 2005; Hovorka, 2008; Urbanik & Morgan, 2013), there are few studies which approach 
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the materialities, corporealities, and phenomenologies of the multispecies city in greater 

detail, and through less anthropocentric lenses. In particular, the ecological relations and 

lived realities of other-than-humans tend to be obfuscated by abstract theorizations. For 

instance, there have been incredibly insightful writings about urban domestic canines in 

terms of biopolitics (Srinivasan, 2013), urban planning (Urbanik & Morgan, 2013), and 

informality (Narayanan, 2017), but such works do not foreground the lives and experiences 

of individual animals (as this is not their project). This paper sought to both advance 

theoretical dialogues and foreground particular animals’ experiences and ecologies, 

drawing on empirical research and ethological literature to imagine how other-than-human 

individuals might experience the city. 

Chapter 3 introduces several novel approaches to the more-than-human city. First, 

it draws on the work of Lefebvre (2004) to present an experimental rhythmanalysis which 

delineates the linear and cyclical temporalities and mobilities through which human-coyote 

encounters are mediated. I argue that characterising the polyrhythmic intensities of 

multispecies interactions animates the city through a more nuanced approach to the 

corporeal and experiential, illustrating that the temporal, not simply the spatial, is central 

to shaping human-wildlife interactions. Second, the manuscript animates urban 

geographies by approaching the city as sensoria through coyote and human umwelten, 

demonstrating that everyday social-spatial practices of place-making in the multispecies 

city are configured through elements like acoustic and olfactory ecologies. We see that 

coyotes both experience and create spacetimes as individual and collective atmospheres. 
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By bringing empirical findings on animals’ geographies into conversation with emergent 

dialogues in urban theory, this thesis contributes to efforts which elucidate the city as 

materially and phenomenologically co-constituted through an assemblage of diversely 

situated more-than-human bodies and processes. 

These theoretical contributions intersect with the ethico-political project of 

resituating urban animals as neighbours rather than invaders, shifting the focus from 

spectacular moments of conflict with wildlife to a consideration of more-than-human 

place-making. By foregrounding the mundane routines and rhythms, sensory experiences, 

and urban negotiations of other-than-human residents, this thesis enables more accurate 

and compassionate readings of the multispecies city. It hopes to cultivate atmospheres of 

tolerance and respectful curiosity necessary for recuperating the urban as an existing and 

potential site of multispecies flourishing.  

Methodological contributions: advancing hybrid methodologies for individual animal 

geographies 

This thesis also advances key agendas in animal geographies which seek to foreground the 

experiences and lifeworlds of other-than-human animals through methodological 

innovation. Too often real, material, flesh-and-blood animals with unique experiences, 

knowledges, and interests continue to be backgrounded in animal geographic scholarship, 

and finding means of bringing them front-and-centre remains a methodological challenge 

(Hodgetts & Lorimer, 2015; Hovorka, 2020). Thus, in designing this research my aim was 

a more integrative, holistic, and transdisciplinary ‘hybrid’ socio-ecological methodology 
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that could speak to the lives, experiences, and interactions of both human and coyote 

participants, without privileging one over the other – to the extent possible. This required 

experimentation and flexibility, which, as is detailed in Section 6.2, did not always proceed 

as planned. Although there could have been deeper engagement with the ecological data 

generated in particular, the attempt to bring ethnographic, ethological, and ecological 

research tools into dialogue to weave a narrative is the type of approach animal geographers 

have been calling for for years, but still remains infrequently practiced. 

 In particular, Chapter 4 demonstrates the potentials of this mixed methodological 

approach in advancing individual animal geographies, performing it through the narratives 

of Urban10 and Blondie. My concern was that in many accounts of human-animal 

interactions and animals in society, we are left with the question: but who are these 

animals? Chapters 3 and 5 could similarly face this question: who are the coyotes 

embroiled in these spatial, socio-ecological, and management discourses and practices? 

Thus, it was a priority to ensure that one chapter could ‘give a face’, so to speak, to who 

these animals – so often now the objects of ecological fascination, media sensationalism, 

and biopolitical control – actually are. Endeavouring to permit the ‘voices’ of Urban10 and 

Blondie to permeate a narrative of coyote lifeworlds demonstrates the potentials of mixed 

ethnographic, ethological, and ecological approaches to more-than-human research. Such 

narratives allow us to “imagine worlds differently, to listen beyond newspaper headlines 

to hear those quiet stories about the Anthropocene whispered in small encounters” 

(Swanson et al., 2017, M9). 
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 Though only two empirical case studies, necessarily idiographic and by no means 

universally generalizable, the findings reported in Chapter 4 give rise to an understanding 

of coyotes-as-individuals that is absent in many of the recent explorations of human-coyote 

interactions. This is permitted as a result of the methodology employed, making it a 

valuable addition to the animal geographies scholarship in terms of providing an example 

of what is possible through methodological experimentation and innovation. It also 

discusses the challenges and advantages of various methodologies, first in terms of the 

limitations inherent to employing spatial data in isolation, and how these can be augmented 

through triangulating on-the-ground and anecdotal data. Second, it delineates the potentials 

of etho-geographical approaches (building on Barua & Sinha, 2019) when animal practices 

are encountered as articulations, and animals themselves as key informants or 

collaborators. This contributes to the project of “finding creative and rigorous means of 

orienting towards, elucidating and communicating more-than-human experiences, needs, 

and knowledges”, a key research agenda within animal geographies (Hovorka et al., 2021, 

9-10). 

Though peripheral to the questions explored in this thesis, I have written elsewhere 

on the ethical dilemmas and emotional challenges of immersion into other-than-human 

lifeworlds in multispecies research, a topic which also advances methodological dialogues 

in animal geographies and multispecies studies (Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming). 

Practical contributions: best practices for nonlethal urban coyote responses 



 

 

 

162 

 

 

 

Finally, this thesis makes practical contributions to wildlife management scholarship and 

practices by advancing a set of best practices for aversion conditioning to promote human-

coyote coexistence in urban areas. There is at times a tendency within more-than-human 

and animal geographic scholarship to present theorizations divorced from real-world 

implications or recommendations. Advancing theory, and challenging entrenched systems 

of thought including anthropocentrism, are surely valuable endeavours, but often I find 

myself asking: how does this benefit the animals in question? How does this research take 

steps towards improving their lives? Thus, while I derived great enjoyment from the 

thought experiments and discussions comprising Chapters 3 and 4, one of the guiding aims 

of this research was to use my voice to serve coyote, in whatever shape that ended up 

taking. 

 Thus, the manuscript comprising Chapter 5 aimed to challenge status quo (lethal) 

practices in wildlife management, advancing compassionate alternatives that would be of 

practical use to wildlife managers. After firsthand experience mobilizing aversion 

conditioning while working with CWC in Blondie’s case, the complexity of questions 

surrounding its use quickly became apparent, along with the stakes involved, and the 

degree to which best practices were needed. Previous research rarely discusses central 

questions such as: training, public perceptions, methods employed, and outcomes and 

goals. The resultant best practices both question long-held and problematic assumptions 

surrounding understandings of coyote behaviours including ‘aggression’ and ‘habituation’, 

but provide tools that wildlife managers can employ to be more effective and humane in 
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their approach to human-coyote coexistence. By restorying ‘bold’ as curious, or having 

developed a higher human proximity tolerance, ‘aggressive’ as most often in a position 

requiring defensiveness and directed towards domestic canines not humans, and 

‘habituated’ as food conditioned, it functions to change the discourse for audiences who 

participate in decision-making and implement management practices. It represents an 

internal subversion, challenging language and understandings of animal behaviour so as to 

change practices and outcomes. It acknowledges coyotes as individuals in wildlife 

management by contending that one-size-fits-all approaches are inappropriate, recognizing 

that individual animals’ histories and dispositions will shape intervention outcomes. It also 

attends to the complexities of interacting social and ecological dynamics – from discourses 

to food sources – in responding to urban wildlife concerns and promoting coexistence. 

 The manuscript addresses significant gaps in the scholarship, and is timely given 

the rapid increase in both the advocacy surrounding and use of coyote aversion 

conditioning. One popular coyote blog from San Francisco writes of our manuscript30: 

The paper is logically and well written, and emphasizes 

precision in use of language as well as precision in defining 

and dealing with human-coyote conflicts. Most importantly for 

me, it counters the misconception that there is a “progression 

in habituation which leads to aggression” — a fabricated 

dictum that suggests “removal” of coyotes is appropriate when 

an arbitrary “threshold” of “habituation” is reached — 

something that has no basis in reality. “Habituation” is a 

nebulous term which has been misused and has been 

historically convoluted so badly, that Lesley and Lauren 

eschew it entirely and instead use the term “proximity 

 

30 https://coyoteyipps.com/2020/10/28/advancing-best-practices-by-lesley-sampson-lauren-van-patter/  

https://coyoteyipps.com/2020/10/28/advancing-best-practices-by-lesley-sampson-lauren-van-patter/
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tolerance” which is a much more accurate term. This will 

become clear to you as you read the paper. If your community 

is looking for a ‘coyote management plan’, this paper alone 

could serve as the backbone of such a plan. 

 

The timeliness of this research is further demonstrated by recent projects mobilizing 

problematic, in our view, coyote management programs in Canadian communities31, and 

the reception of our subsequent article in The Conversation (Van Patter & Sampson, 2020), 

which at the time of writing, has been read over 17,800 times, and picked up by at least 23 

other media outlets. 

 This intervention has the potential to advance urban wildlife policies at the level of 

municipal governance. Local governments are increasingly developing strategies to 

promote human-wildlife coexistence, including specific measures for coyotes. As one 

example, while this research was underway, the Town of Oakville finalized a set of Coyote 

Education and Response procedures, which provides a detailed account of possible coyote 

behaviours and responses32. This strategy includes recommendations for community 

education, the demonstration of proper hazing techniques, and the mobilization of ‘high-

intensity hazing’ in the case of escalated conflicts, reflecting recommendations found in 

the manuscript comprising Chapter 5. As a second example, the City of Toronto recently 

partnered with Coyote Watch Canada to develop an eLearning module on “Coyote in the 

 

31 For example, see: https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/edmonton-urban-coyote-project-patrols-

1.5810391?fbclid=IwAR2GW3yGqncXCn6jFrUfLDhBugtLeRTj1ll7D1bx20AhhmfcGf6Ghy4neUc  
32 Available at: https://www.oakville.ca/townhall/coyote-education-and-response-procedure.html  

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/edmonton-urban-coyote-project-patrols-1.5810391?fbclid=IwAR2GW3yGqncXCn6jFrUfLDhBugtLeRTj1ll7D1bx20AhhmfcGf6Ghy4neUc
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/edmonton-urban-coyote-project-patrols-1.5810391?fbclid=IwAR2GW3yGqncXCn6jFrUfLDhBugtLeRTj1ll7D1bx20AhhmfcGf6Ghy4neUc
https://www.oakville.ca/townhall/coyote-education-and-response-procedure.html
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Urban Landscape: An Information Module for Urban Residents”33. Part of this module 

tackles common myths about coyotes, a practical effort to restory coyotes through 

community education. This research, particularly Chapter 5, will be useful in guiding other 

communities as they develop and implement similar wildlife strategies and education 

initiatives. In supporting the development of nonlethal approaches to urban coyote 

management and facilitating practices grounded in a desire for coexistence, this thesis will 

hopefully contribute to reshaping our relationships with urban coyotes in a manner that 

improves their chances. Furthermore, the set of best practices could easily be translated to 

other contexts and species, for instance urban foxes, bears, etc.34  

As Hovorka et al. (2021, 3) note, two of the key Research Agendas for Animal 

Geographies are “ensuring relevance amidst socio-ecological crises and engaging further 

with public dialogues and actions”. Chapter 5 aligns with this by providing practical tools 

that are relevant to the socio-ecological issue of human-wildlife conflict and with the 

potential to be made actionable in improving the lives of animals by combating lethal 

removal as status quo within public discourse and wildlife response. 

 

33 Available at: https://www.toronto.ca/ext/digital_comm/mls/coyotes-in-the-urban-

landscape/story_html5.html  
34 Aversive conditioning is currently employed and advocated for other species including foxes, geese, and 

bears, but there are, of course, species-specific differences in lifeways and behaviours which should be 

considered. That being said, basic principles and practices contained in this manuscript, including managing 

food attractants, educating the public about behaviours and opportunities for coexistence, and implementing 

holistic wildlife strategies are relevant to promoting coexistence with many species in urban areas.  

https://www.toronto.ca/ext/digital_comm/mls/coyotes-in-the-urban-landscape/story_html5.html
https://www.toronto.ca/ext/digital_comm/mls/coyotes-in-the-urban-landscape/story_html5.html
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6.2 Research notes, limitations, and tensions 

As with any research, there are a number of limitations and tensions which should be 

acknowledged. As research was undertaken in an opportunistic fashion, following lines of 

inquiry made possible through emergent events and the ever-evolving work of 

collaborators at CWC, data collection did not proceed evenly across communities. 

Fieldwork and participant observation opportunities were varied, as were responses to 

inquiries and success in Key Informant and Participant recruitment across communities. 

Despite efforts to locate habitat patches based on the knowledge of CWC’s Canid Response 

Team members, as well as information from Participants and Key Informants, trail camera 

and field investigations met with much less success in Niagara Falls and London. In 

Niagara Falls, initiation of camera use was delayed due to the necessity of seeking 

permission through City Council. After permission was granted, public use and landscape 

features of parks with likely coyote activity made trail camera placement challenging and 

largely unsuccessful. Though we attempted to locate likely travel routes, 2,169 images over 

six weeks in one park in which we knew there was coyote activity yielded only a single 

coyote photo, during the final week before terminating data collection. In London, despite 

successful field investigations identifying coyote scat and likely travel corridors through 

an urban greenspace, 11 weeks of trail camera monitoring was not successful in capturing 

any coyote activity. 
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 Despite these challenges, Niagara Falls and London provided other data collection 

opportunities, and the lack of certain data was informative in itself. In Niagara Falls, due 

to a very successful and longstanding partnership with CWC, interviews with municipal 

employees and community scientists were very helpful in detailing key opportunities for 

developing wildlife coexistence programs. And due to the success of their wildlife 

program, there were fewer ‘hotspots’ within which to recruit participants and collect coyote 

data. Similarly, due to the recent work fostering productive partnerships within the 

community, London proved an excellent data collection locale in terms of securing diverse 

Key Informant interviews across relevant agencies, which highlighted the importance of 

partnerships and communication for wildlife response strategies.  

This study has a number of limitations. It was designed as a qualitative, intensive 

study, and the small sample size means that there are viewpoints which are poorly 

represented. Further, due to the opportunistic nature of sampling, the data are notably 

skewed as a result of self-selection bias. My assumption upon commencing this research 

was that those with more extreme, rather than neutral, opinions would be most likely to 

participate. I hypothesized based on news and social media that the most vocal, and 

therefore likely to participate, individuals would be those with negative perceptions of 

coyotes. However, I found the opposite, in that only two participants were more afraid or 

uncertain about coyotes, whereas the vast majority were, in the words of one participant 

“neutral to favourable” (Robert, Oakville). A number of participants noted that they were 

worried about the overrepresentation of negative views in my study, and thus wanted to 
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participate so that there would be “a voice for the coyotes” (Jason, London). This was a 

surprising finding, but in many ways provided a useful counterpoint to the 

overrepresentation of negative views within spaces such as news and social media and 

public meetings. This study also did not explore the significance of demographic factors 

such as gender, education, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, etc. on experiences, 

perceptions, and values surrounding urban coyote cohabitations. These would be valuable 

lines of inquiry for future studies which engage extensive, quantitative approaches to these 

questions.  

As with any research, particular lines of inquiry must be pursued at the expense of 

others. As Whatmore (2002, 7) writes, “hybrid geographies… are inescapably partial, 

provisional and incomplete”. In the context of this research, much more work could be 

done analysing and interpreting the ecological data in particular. Analysis of data from trail 

cameras, GPS collar data, and field investigations was nowhere near exhaustive, but in 

pursing the agenda of (re)storying the city theoretically, methodologically, and in practice, 

other avenues were followed, where details within these particular data became less 

relevant. However, I hope to return to them in future interventions, as I continue bringing 

urban ecologies and more-than-human geographies into productive conversation. 

Similarly, much more could be said in terms of the findings of Participant and Key 

Informant interviews, speaking to how communities perceive, value, and live alongside 

coyotes, and opportunities and barriers for coexistence. These human dimensions of 
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wildlife have not yet been synthesized for peer-reviewed publication, but are discussed in 

Appendix B: Social Constructions of Coyotes. 

There is also a tension that must be noted between Chapters 3 & 4, and 5. The 

manuscripts comprising Chapters 3 and 4 aim to (re)story urban spaces and coyotes in ways 

that are experimental and provocative. They argue that we need radical shifts in how we 

imagine and relate to the more-than-human city, including to our wild other-than-human 

neighbours like coyotes. In some ways the nuts-and-bolts best practices in Chapter 5 fall 

well short of, or may indeed be seen as in tension with, the relations envisioned in Chapters 

3 and 4. My concerns with Chapter 5 in this respect resonate with those of Collard (2015), 

who writes of the tensions involved in hazing animals as part of rehabilitation from the 

exotic pet trade, where the aim is to reinstill a fear of humans to promote avoidance 

behaviours necessary for survival in the wild. She describes her undertaking of hazing 

practices as “performing the role of the aggressive, dominant human – a subject position 

that I centrally aim to unsettle” (128). Similarly, aversion conditioning arguably reinstates 

human/animal dualisms Chapters 3 and 4 seek to disrupt, by positioning coyotes as beings 

to be managed by humans, and managed through a separation – a relationship which could 

be seen as one of fear. We position it as maintaining “healthy boundaries between wildlife 

and humans”, but I can imagine more-than/post-human/multispecies scholars challenging 

this notion of boundaries. 

My response to this tension is pragmatic: I strongly believe that we need both types 

of interventions: experimental imaginings towards radically different futures; and 
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pragmatic tools for today’s less-than-perfect reality. Thus, Chapter 5 is a response to the 

question: what can be done right here, today, to improve our relations with urban coyotes, 

whereas Chapters 3 and 4 attempt to story the coyote and the urban differently as a means 

of challenging the status quo and thinking-towards alternate ways of living with difference 

in the more-than-human city.  

Another possible critique of this work is the use of the term ‘multispecies’, when 

in truth the relations under investigation are predominantly human-coyote, i.e. dyadic. This 

has been noted as a limitation in multispecies and animal geographic research, wherein 

most often human relations with one specific other species are foregrounded, thus 

perpetuating the centrality of the human and potentially limiting the insights related to a 

more expansive, ecological, or truly ‘multispecies’ exploration. As Hamilton & Taylor 

(2017, 12) note, multispecies scholarship should endeavour to further “move away from 

anthropocentric conceptions of human-animal relations (that infer the necessity of humans 

to the dyad)”. I acknowledge this as a limitation of this thesis. Other species and ecological 

relations did emerge throughout the research and found their way into the analysis: 

domestic dogs, especially in the story of Blondie in Chapter 4; the squirrels, rabbits, and 

voles encountered during fieldwork and confirmed as prey, carried in coyote mouths in 

trail camera images; networks of toxins, parasites, and pathogens that flow between coyote, 

domestic dog, and countless other bodies; the ecological and social networks of waste and 

resources that bring coyotes and humans together at particular points: garbage bins, 

compost piles, birdfeeders, picnic areas, etc.; infrastructural networks of roads, ravines, 
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green spaces and corridors which structure human and animal mobilities; and on and on. 

Certainly these material and multispecies interconnections could have been more actively 

foregrounded to further ‘ecologize’ this thesis, but the primary project of attending to 

coyote as urban inhabitant again meant that some stories became more prominent and 

others less so. As these stories were still integral to the thesis, even if not fully made central, 

I do maintain that it is appropriate to characterise the exploration as ‘multispecies’. 

Finally, a notable gap – an inexcusable void – in this thesis is the lack of 

engagement with decolonial and Indigenous perspectives on this topic. I write of coyotes 

as ‘companion species’, of the long shared histories and ongoing relations with humans, 

but remain problematically ambiguous about whose histories and what geographies are at 

stake in this. The importance of coyote to many Indigenous Nations in North America has 

been written of extensively in both popular and academic writing by non-Indigenous 

writers (e.g. Flores, 2016; Haraway, 1991). These are important (hi)stories, but not mine 

to recount. As Hupa, Yurok and Karuk scholar Cutcha Risling Baldy (2015, 2) writes in 

‘Coyote is not a metaphor: On decolonizing, (re)claiming and (re)naming Coyote’: 

scholarship has often relied on what I call “colonial parallelism” 

to discuss and analyze the role of Coyote First Person in 

Indigenous oral traditions as part of a universal trickster archetype 

which, I argue, renders Coyote First Person as a metaphor and 

erases how Coyote First Person actually builds and supports 

Indigenous ideas about the world and unsettles western ideas 

about the world.  

My awareness of and commitment to decolonial imperatives have grown 

significantly since the time this research was designed and executed. While working 
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through findings and drafting manuscripts for this thesis, I did find myself writing about 

colonial histories, Indigenous dispossessions and erasures, and how the story of coyote 

synurbization cannot be disentangled from colonial-capitalism. These writings did not feel 

ready, yet, to share, and I have much work to do unlearning and learning in order to speak 

to this in a way that does justice to these histories, ongoing injustices, and struggles over 

the land and relations with other-than-human kin. I am committed to prioritizing the vital 

work of decolonizing my thinking, scholarship, and relations with the land in all future 

projects, but I understand and take responsibility for the ways in which this omission 

contributes to Indigenous urban erasures (Grandinetti, 2019; Tomiak, 2017), which is a 

significant failure. 

6.3 Future research directions 

This thesis advances theoretical, methodological, and practical dialogues within the fields 

of more-than-human, animal, and urban geographies, as well as on the topics of coyotes 

and human-wildlife coexistence. There is scope to build on this research and advance future 

inquiries in each of these directions, which are briefly detailed below. 

Theoretical directions 

Many of the theoretical trajectories charted in this thesis remain nascent, exploratory, and 

experimental. Other-than-human matter, bodies, and experiences are receiving increasing 

attention in urban, environmental, and cultural geographies, including recent work which 

seeks to animate or ecologize the infrastructural (Krieg et al., 2020), digital (Turnbull et 
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al., 2020), and metabolic (Barua et al., 2020). In this thesis, the mobilization of 

rhythmanalysis, scent- and soundscapes, and affective atmospheres to more-than-human 

urban actors in Chapter 3 contribute to these developments, and could be profitably 

extended and applied to other species and contexts. Additionally, within both popular and 

academic discourses much of the focus on urban animals remains on the spectacular: the 

anomalous, or dramatic, and especially on conflict. Chapter 3 endeavours to rescue ‘the 

mundane and quotidian’, which I see as central to projects aiming to (re)story animals in 

the city as residents and neighbours. As Shingne (2020) articulates, this is an important 

step in delineating more-than-human rights to the city, an approach which also invites 

greater engagement.  

Urban coyote biopolitics is a theme that underlies this exploration, but did not 

become central. Rutherford (2020, 341) asks in the case of the wolf bounty: “what 

ideological and affective work did the bounty do? How did it produce specific ways of 

understanding the relationship between human and canids? What I suggest is that the 

bounty created populations of animals to be managed”. Similarly with urban coyotes, we 

can ask: what ideological and affective work do existing regulations (or the lack thereof) 

and practices do? Future interventions could explore such lines of inquiry, for instance, 

drawing on Collard’s (2012) work on human-wildlife spatial networks as grounded in 

biosecurity practices aimed at securing space for ‘safe life’ – for some (in the case of 

coyotes, humans and companion animals). A second avenue would be a consideration of 

the ways in which individual coyotes are behaviourally disciplined through technologies 
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of deterrence and avoidance. Most notably, aversion conditioning aims to create a subject 

that is cautious of humans and will themself maintain the boundaries (perceived as) 

necessary for cohabitation, rather than disrupting the urban/wilderness and domestic/wild 

dualisms that structure relationships with species in particular spaces. Thus, even when 

coyotes are not made killable, they are made to live in particular ways. Srinivasan (2014) 

notes that in conservation, practices of control come to be positioned or internalized as care 

– as humane welfare practices. In this case, what could be conceived of as harm – scaring 

an individual – comes to be positioned as care: coyotes are disciplined for their own good, 

wherein aversion conditioning permits a type of “stay of execution” (Blue & Alexander, 

2015, 160) for individuals deemed as ‘problems’ but able to be rehabilitated. These are 

complex questions which merit further attention. 

A final theoretical avenue I feel has promise is exploring the feral ecologies of the 

Anthropocene through human-canid relations (building on Rutherford, 2018 and 

Srinivasan 2019), in particular as related to the domestication and feralization of dogs, and 

synurbization of other canids such as coyotes and jackals. The bodies of these canids make 

visible the complexity of human-animal relations within the Anthropocene. Canids are 

central to both global de-feralization projects, in terms of the reclamation or re-

domestication of stray/street/community/feral dogs, and rewildling efforts aimed at bodies 

and landscapes (through, for instance, urban coyote aversion conditioning and wolf 

reintroductions). Central to such de-feralization and rewilding projects are modernist, 

colonial understandings of human-animal relations, alternatives to which are important 
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sites of future dialogue – as so beautifully demonstrated by Boisseron’s (2018) discussion 

of ‘Creole commensalism’ in Afro-Dog. This is a topic I plan to pursue in a future 

collaborative manuscript.  

Methodological directions 

There are ample opportunities to continue developing the experimental hybrid 

methodologies mobilized herein to explore more-than-human lifeworlds. By integrating 

ethological, ecological, phenomenological, and ethnomethodological modes of inquiry, we 

can further centre the more-than-representational dimensions of multispecies relations and 

experiences, including the sensory, processual, embodied, and affective (Arathoon, 2021; 

Hodgetts & Lorimer, 2020; H. Lorimer, 2005; Lorimer et al., 2019). 

There is also scope to deepen our engagement with the ethico-political 

considerations and demands central to exploring animal lifeworlds, in terms of processes, 

aims, and outcomes. One promising area for future dialogue is the potential for more-than-

human collaborations as a research approach, wherein knowledge production is more 

explicitly recognized as a process of co-generation: 

…collaborative more-than-human storying is not an insular 

learning and re-telling, nor a lonely anthro-progression wherein 

we observe, understand, and generate the world upon a species-

exclusive trajectory. Rather, our knowledge and our identities 

emerge and are transformed through our storying with and 

alongside nonhumans: more-than-human collaborative 

storytellers should be acutely aware of and sensitive to the ways 

in which worlds become together, collaboratively and creatively, 

from the outset, and the ways in which the stories we tell are both 

worldly themselves and world-building. (Van Patter et al., 

forthcoming) 
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 This thesis takes a small step in this direction, but many methodological and ethical 

questions remain to be pursued. 

Finally, critical animal geographers have highlighted that it is not enough to explore 

and relay more-than-human experiences, but this must be an explicitly political project 

which engages fraught relations of power and the opportunities and sufferings of real 

beings (Collard & Gillespie, 2015; Gillespie, 2019). Van Dooren and Rose (2016, 89) 

explain that “[a]t the core of this notion of storytelling as an ethical practice is the 

understanding that the stories we tell are powerful contributors to the becoming of our 

shared world”. There were moments within this research where I was filled with 

uncertainty and anxiety about whether or how I should proceed, and what the implications 

of my research would be for human and coyote collaborators and varied audiences. I 

discuss these moments of tension in greater depth elsewhere (Turnbull & Van Patter, 

forthcoming), but animal geographies and multispecies studies scholars must continue 

deepening dialogues around methodological questions of encounter, representation, and 

responsibility. In exploring and relaying more-than-human lifeworlds, we must continue 

asking what realities our research brings into being, and what their consequences might be 

in terms of liveable futures for diversely-situated bodies. 

Practical directions 

In terms of coyotes in particular, there are ever-increasing studies and writings on 

human-coyote relations and coyote synurbization, from both the biological (e.g. Breck et 

al., 2017; Gehrt et al., 2011; Lukasik & Alexander, 2011, 2012; Murray et al., 2015) and 
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social sciences (e.g. Blue & Alexander, 2015; Hunold & Lloro, 2019; Lloro & Hunold, 

2020; Rutherford, 2018). However, these realms are rarely brought into productive 

dialogue. Future work could continue doing so, helping us ‘get to know’ coyotes on their 

own terms. This will hopefully lead to improved understandings of how to promote human-

coyote coexistence within urban areas and beyond. Coyote management continues to 

proceed on an ad hoc basis, generating outcomes which are, more often than not, 

ineffective, inhumane, and/or unsustainable (Alagona, 2015). Future research avenues 

include strategies for public outreach and education on human-wildlife coexistence, 

barriers to living with urban wildlife, and best practices for management approaches that 

are humane, effective, community supported, and sustainable.  

Building off of the best practices advanced in Chapter 5, there is also scope to 

continue developing and assessing nonlethal management tools such as aversion 

conditioning. We raise questions about the appropriateness of programs which include 

community hazing crews, and the use of projectiles and dogs in aversion conditioning, yet 

these strategies are advocated and implemented in numerous communities, most recently 

Edmonton. Any deployment should be carefully assessed, not only for short-term efficacy 

measures, but also animal welfare considerations and long-term impacts on the coyote 

community along with coyote-human and coyote-dog interactions. 
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6.4 Concluding thoughts 

Coyote families are amazingly resilient. They change human 

communities in terms of how they think about and interact with 

animals and nature, bringing people together and shaping these 

values. They are a gift. They are transformative. 

– Lesley Sampson, personal communication, June 10, 2019 

This thesis (re)stories the more-than-human city as a place of coyote belonging within 

urban theory, through individual animal geographies, and with the promise of shaping more 

compassionate wildlife management practices. This research was crafted and executed in 

response to the understanding that we need “[n]ew ways of thinking about messy human 

and non-human entanglements in cities” aimed at generating novel and “diverse imaginings 

of human-nature, specifically human-animal, relations” (Steele et al., 2019, 411). By “re-

imagining urban environments as complex, entangled multispecies sites” (Duhn, 2017, 54) 

we can challenge the anthropocentrism inherent in approaches to urban theory, social 

research, and wildlife management. It is my hope that the narratives, analyses, and 

recommendations contained herein inspire further, more experimental and ambitious 

forays into the more-than-human city, storying multispecies lifeworlds with an 

understanding of all that is at stake.  

Throughout this research, storying was a means of interfacing the theoretical and 

methodological, the abstract and the tangible, the lived and the imagined. It was an 

endeavour which aimed to “create and make visible the relations that others have silenced 

or to which they gave another meaning” (Despret, 2016, 176). The stories we tell in our 

research matter: they are political and have consequences. The manner in which we become 
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part of the unfolding stories of our research – part of the lives of our more-than-human 

participants/collaborators – matters. The first step in making our scholarship less 

anthropocentric is in recognizing the agency of other-than-humans in shaping our research, 

practices, lives, etc.; something which has been central to more-than-human and animal 

geographies35. But the necessary next step is to not only recognize animals as actors who 

shape human lives and practices – our stories – but to ask about animals’ own storied 

experiences – to take them seriously as narratival beings, as van Dooren and Rose (2012) 

argue. And not simply in terms of inscribing our own narratives onto their lives, grounded 

in our understandings and assumptions, but finding ways to listen more earnestly to the 

stories they tell, and forging creative means of storying-with them. A great deal of work 

remains to be done in this area, and this thesis sought to contribute to this project for one 

of our urban neighbours most in need of restorying. 

Assembling this thesis illumined the tensions inevitable in charting new 

methodological terrain, negotiating varied research partnerships, and speaking to diverse 

academic and practitioner audiences, each with their own priorities and conventions, all 

while remaining accountable to coyote. These are not aspects typically foregrounded 

within our stories of how science is done. These should be understood as central concerns 

within ‘science’ as a knowledge production practice: tensions, negotiations, complexities, 

accountability, respect, the hope of a better world.  

 

35 See, for instance: Dempsey, 2010; Power 2009; Urbanik & Morgan, 2013; Yeo & Neo 2010 
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Appendix A: Becoming-coyote 

The methodological details contained in Chapter 2 relay in a tangible way the ‘what’ and 

‘how’ of this research, but there are less tangible elements which are more challenging to 

discuss in terms of ‘research methods’; in particular, the practices of participant 

observation which were ‘designed to produce contextual understandings and evidence’ and 

for which ‘data analysis involved qualitative narrative coding in NVivo’ – an accurate, but 

incomplete, account. The practice of observing coyote behaviours, interpreting meaning, 

and inferring significance is challenging, if not impossible, to articulate in a concrete and 

replicable fashion. Theoretically, I drew on the ethological and phenomenological 

approaches described in Section 2.1. Materially, it was a messy, embodied, and affective 

process in which my body acted as a research instrument, attuned to sensory inputs moment 

by moment (McLeod, 2014). 

 Part of this method I describe as ‘becoming-coyote’ (see Chapter 4), taking 

inspiration from Deleuze and Guattari’s writings on ‘becoming-animal’ (1986, 1987). In 

opposition to von Uexküll’s ‘transpositional’ approach discussed in Section 2.1, Shores 

(2017, 202) delineates Deleuze and Guattari’s ‘becoming-animal X’ as a ‘transformational’ 

approach wherein “instead of restricting our experience to a select range of shared 

perceptual coordinates, we rearrange the workings of our body’s parts so that we operate 

in the world more like the animal does”. For Deleuze and Guattari, ‘becoming-animal’ is 

a deterritorialization of the human, of the subject, or any self-contained stable identity; it 
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concerns itself with the intensity of affects in relation. Notably, it is not becoming the same 

as an animal, nor is it an imitation of the animal: “There is nothing metaphoric about 

becoming-animal. No symbolism, no allegory” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1986, 35): 

A becoming is not a correspondence between relations. But 

neither is it a resemblance, an imitation, or, at the limit, an 

identification… Becoming produces nothing other than itself. We 

fall into a false alternative if we say that you either imitate or you 

are” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, 237-238). 

In my research, I was not coyote, but nor was I imitating coyote. In the context of animal 

research, Despret (2016, 17) notes that such an approach involves: 

receiving and creating the possibility to inscribe oneself in a 

relation of exchange and proximity that has nothing to do with 

identification…does not want to pretend towards authenticity or 

to some kind of romantic fusion that is often evoked in human-

animal relations. 

Rather, “the end goal of a becoming is to achieve a form of ‘molecular proximity’ with the 

chosen organism” (Lorimer, 2008, 384). 

Methodologically, this becoming-animal X is hard to delineate in any sort of 

operationalizable terms, but there are some examples of how it has been invoked in other 

research with animals. For instance, Bear and Eden (2011, 350) write of the ‘becoming-

fish’ of anglers, wherein angling:  

frequently involves an engagement with the rhythmicity of fish, 

developing an understanding of habits and patterns at varying 

scales, from individual to species (and even genus) and through 

years of fishing or of observing a particular fish for just a few 

hours. 
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Importantly, this process of becoming-animal X is asymptotic: it can never be fully 

realized, only approached (Birke & Parisi, 1999). Limitations have also been noted:  

becoming-animal as a methodology would be limited by the 

impossibility of fully taking on the affects of another creature. 

Nevertheless, what we are looking for is something that increases 

our access into animal experience even if it does not do so entirely. 

Changing the way that our parts interrelate among themselves and 

with exterior things so that we obtain many of the affects of some 

animal would seem to enable us to know what it is like to live in 

the effect-world aspect of that animal’s Umwelt, because we 

would be interacting with the world in a similar way (Shores, 

2017, 219). 

In one example from the natural sciences, Fentress (1990, 13) recounts a technique used 

by an ethology student, who found that “by ‘acting out’ her perceptions of wolf social 

behavior she could occasionally bring to the surface events that she had initially registered 

in less explicit form (i.e. ‘intuitively’)” – a sort of becoming-wolf – an “unnatural 

participation” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, 258) that would scarcely be accepted as 

methodologically valid within traditional ethological paradigms. 

Considering more-than-human relations or becomings emphasizes affects, in a 

Spinozist sense – asking not what a body is, but rather what a body can do (Deleuze & 

Guattari, 1987). For example, Deleuze and Guattari (1987, 257) assert that: 

A racehorse is more different from a workhorse than a workhorse 

is from an ox. Von Uexkull… looks for the active and passive 

affects of which the animals is capable in the individuated 

assemblage of which it is a part. 

This changes our point of reference in understanding animals as certain kinds of beings. In 

the context of this research, for example, a coyote might be thought of as more similar to a 
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hyena or a racoon than a companion chihuahua, not physiologically or evolutionarily, but 

in terms of its ecological relationalities – its situated discursive and affective invocations, 

its affects: “how these animals form compositional relations with other things in their 

worlds” (Shores, 2017, 214). In terms of my practices as a researcher, I observed both 

coyotes and domestic dogs, but at no time did I ‘become-dog’, for that was not my project. 

The dogs I encountered remained strange creatures to me in a way that my coyote 

collaborators, Blondie in particular, did not, although this runs counter to the types of 

relations, communications, and understandings one might expect from a domestic versus a 

wild animal.  

So what did becoming-coyote look like in this research? In the case of participant 

observation with Blondie and his family, I was affected in a range of manners, as, I can 

assume – though not detail – was he. I noted the way that my body responded to his: 

It’s funny how much my body is tuned in to his. He’s resting, and 

I’m relaxed. He puts his head up and looks keenly around, and I’m 

sitting up looking down the street and in all my mirrors, worried 

there is a dog approaching. The tension in my body mirroring his, 

both of us routinely assessing the need for intervention (fieldnotes, 

June 8, 2019). 

Within these mutual becomings,  

It is no longer a question of resemblance between the 

comportment of an animal and that of a man… There is no longer 

man [sic] or animal, since each deterritorializes the other, in a 

conjunction of flux, in a continuum of reversible intensities” 

(Deleuze & Guattari 1986, 22). 
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More than simply an ‘attunement’, during my time with Blondie I found myself taking on 

a number of his affects. What were some of Blondie’s affects? What did his body do? First, 

there was a vigilance against domestic dogs in protecting his family. I observed myself 

similarly becoming increasingly oriented towards this vigilance: 

I found as I sat at my office and worked, or was in the car at a stop 

light, that my body would tense and I would go on high alert any 

time I saw someone with a dog. Then I would remember that 

response was not necessary for this context. Funny how one 

week’s experience can reshape your bodily attunement and 

response to something so mundane, that you’ve seen continuously 

for years. I guess it’s like a small piece of trauma, the anxiety 

induced by seeing dogs approaching the den for days at a time has 

sunk into my body, triggering a visceral response to the sight 

regardless of the context or the need (fieldnotes, June 9, 2019). 

An aspect of my relations with other bodies around me had been reshaped, as his project 

became a mutual one. And in a manner that did not only apply to this context, but became 

part of my bodily response as I moved through other parts of my life. 

 This orientation towards dogs was not limited to everyday visceral experiences of 

the mundane, but also permeated into my dreams. Two weeks after becoming embroiled 

with this family, 

I had the worst nightmare I’ve had in a long time. I don’t 

remember the premise very well, but there were vicious dogs 

carrying some sort of deadly disease where if you were bitten, you 

would be infected with the virus… at the end of the dream I was 

being run down and I knew I couldn’t escape. I was still fighting, 

running as hard as I could, trying to think how I could get myself 

out of this situation, all the while knowing it was futile and waiting 

to feel their jaws close around my flesh. I woke up panting and 

sweating, heart racing painfully. It took me ages to calm myself 

down… I have no doubt that the vigilance towards dogs I have 

had to take on in the last few weeks is the source. I don’t think at 
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all my interactions with the coyote fueled the nightmare. These 

were snarling mastiff-like domestics (fieldnotes, June 17, 2019). 

Fear of dogs was not a common part of my being before becoming-with Blondie and his 

environment. This resonates with the ‘unnatural participations’ Deleuze and Guattari 

(1987, 258) write of in becoming-animal: 

The rat and the man are in no way the same thing, but Being 

expresses them both in a single meaning in a language that is no 

longer that of worlds, in a manner that is no longer that of forms, 

in an affectability that is no longer that of subjects. Unnatural 

participation.  

 A second of Blondie’s affects concerned a general care for his offspring, which 

quickly leaked into my being: 

Timid sibling emerges behind her from further under the trees. He 

throws up dramatically, tiny body heaving. I have to remind 

myself that eating grass and vomiting is a perfectly normal 

experience for many carnivores… But I’m like an anxious new 

parent. My mind immediately catastrophizing: what if he’s been 

poisoned? I take a deep breath. I’m sure he’s fine (fieldnotes, June 

15, 2019). 

I would care for any animal in danger, but it seems here like there are further dimensions 

to this care, difficult to describe. For instance (as further detailed in Chapter 4), Lesley 

Sampson and myself began ‘taking over’ his resting place immediately next to the sidewalk 

during the busiest times of day to re-establish some distance between Blondie and 

pedestrians. This was his space of vigilance, where he could see clearly down all three 

roads leading to the den. On several occasions, after I displaced him from this location and 

sat in the grass myself, he crossed the road, and while I was still immediately across from 

the den, would call his pups out to play, and traverse the lawn to rest further away. I noted 
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on several occasions my surprise that he would rest comfortably while I was closer to his 

pups than he, apparently abandoning his watch. Lesley and I speculated: is it that possible 

on these occasions he saw us as taking on the role of protecting his pups? A wild idea, and 

challenging to reconcile with his response to our aversion conditioning, which was always 

to move quickly away from us in apparent wariness. However, when we revisit other 

elements: One, he had watched for weeks as we kept dogs away from the den area, 

preventing them from approaching or escorting them safely past. Two, we had never 

approached the den ourselves, or moved towards the pups. Three, we were now sitting in 

this spot of protection: in the watchful space he had occupied to keep the pups safe. An 

impossible hypothesis to prove, but when considered through the lens of becoming-animal, 

had we not taken on his affects, bearing his parental responsibilities of protecting and 

becoming-guardian to these pups? Some might find this an unlikely conjecture, but 

arguably “the plane of Nature, is precisely for participations of this kind” (Deleuze & 

Guattari, 1987, 258). 

Becoming-coyote was also integral to my project of ‘storying’: “If the writer is a 

sorcerer, it is because writing is a becoming, writing is traversed by strange becomings that 

are not becomings-writer, but becomings-rat, becomings-insect, becomings-wolf, etc.” 

(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987, 240). Again, this was an incomplete, messy, and at times 

ambivalent project. As Deleuze and Guattari (1986, 15) ask, “Doesn’t the whole of the 

becoming-animal oscillate between a schizo escape and an Oedipal impasse?” In this 

research I desired to encounter my coyote participants as they were, open to tenuous and 
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risky becomings, but often worried that I was falling back into ethical or imaginative 

domestication, colonization, or appropriation – that my understandings could never quite 

perform this ‘line of flight’ from human understandings and agendas as I storied my time 

with this coyote family. This was again illustrated in a series of dreams: 

last night I had a very different canid dream… all I remember is 

having blonde papa twining around my legs, rubbing up against 

me affectionately like a cat. Feels like this sort of fantasy is 

crossing a problematic line. All of the cautions I hear and read and 

say about not treating wild animals as though they are domestic – 

not wanting to domesticate them, to make oneself special through 

a unique relation, to treat them with respect and space – seemed 

contradicted in my deepest desire. I do have a relation with this 

animal. It is not a relation of domestication. We are not friends. 

But I have taken on a role in protecting his family and desiring to 

see his long-term wellbeing, and part of me, a small ashamed part, 

seems to long for some sort of gratitude or recognition. It is 

obvious in the conversations I’ve had with Lesley, the field notes 

I’ve written, the stories I’ve shared with family and friends: he 

came over and laid next to my car; when I took his spot, he crossed 

the street and laid down across from me; he got his pups out to 

play right in front of me and went off to have a nap, as if sensing 

they would be safe under my watchful gaze. As much as I want to 

not want anything from him, I can’t help but to (fieldnotes, June 

17, 2019). 

On another occasion: 

I dreamt I was carrying an all-white, shorter haired thin dog… in 

my arms. There was a deep bond between us, almost like I have 

with Finnigan. Which is strange, as I never really have that type 

of connection with dogs. It was almost like this dog was the male 

coyote, but in domestic form… I know all of the ambivalences 

I’ve been feeling about relating to this animal, who is supposed to 

be wild, but isn’t acting wild enough, and who we are trying to 

make more wild again by training. Especially the moments when 

I commanded him with my hand, and he stayed, or sat, or laid 

down, it felt so much like domestic dog training, and made me feel 

all mixed up… But to see it twisted into his taking a physically 
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domestic form, and me actually cradling him in my arms in my 

dream, was unsettling to say the least. Talk about the blurred 

boundaries between distance and proximity, care and respect, wild 

and tame… (fieldnotes, July 2, 2019). 

This illustrates my treatment of Blondie, subconsciously, as what Deleuze and Guattari 

term an ‘Oedipal’ animal, those “individuated animals, family pets, sentimental, Oedipal 

animals each with its own petty history” (1987, 89); “[t]hese animals invite us to regress, 

draw us into a narcissistic contemplation” (90). While I may have intended to engage with 

coyote collaborators as what Deleuze and Guattari term ‘pack or affect animals’, my 

dreams forced me into uncomfortable terrain, reflecting on my unconscious 

‘domestication’ of the wild life I desperately wished to encounter only as he was. 

I detail these messy musings on the ‘doing’ of experimental multispecies research 

here as they are not foregrounded in the three manuscripts comprising Chapters 3 to 5, 

rather remaining as underlying presences that gave rise to the storied insights, mostly in 

Chapter 4. Overall, my experience in ‘participant observation’ with coyotes, and Blondie 

in particular, changed my orientation to the world in a way that is relevant to, and exceeds, 

my role as a researcher. My understanding of conflict, coexistence, and priorities for 

reshaping relationships with urban wildlife are a direct result of our interactions and mutual 

becomings. I don’t believe there is any straightforward way to invoke or prescribe what it 

means to ‘become-animal X’ as a multispecies researcher. But I think it is integral that 

researchers remain open to the possibility that separations between the self and other-than-

human subject/participant/collaborator may break down in surprising ways, transforming 
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each body and creating understandings that are not easy to articulate or attribute to research 

methodologies. This discussion is nascent and speculative, but one I feel would be fruitful 

to pursue in greater depth in future more-than-human research engagements. 
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Appendix B: Social Constructions of Coyotes 

Interview results suggested a number of social constructions of coyotes, some of which are 

visible within Chapters 3 and 4. A social constructions of animals lens attends to how 

species and other groupings of animals become classified and understood through cultural 

and individual meaning-making practices, informed by social and experiential dynamics. 

In the case of human-wildlife conflict and coexistence, a social constructions approach 

reveals how “different meanings of wildlife reflect the human dimensions of conflict that 

are often the underlying, yet overlooked drivers of conflict, such as historical, politico-

economic, and sociocultural trends, competing development directions, as well as feelings 

of injustice and helplessness” (Fraser-Celin et al., 2018, 353). Other research has 

investigated the social constructions of coyotes. Most notably, Hunold and Lloro (2019) 

examine perceptions of coyotes in the communities of Chino/Chino Hills, California, and 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania using interpretive media analysis of Facebook community 

pages. The divergent geographies of these communities resulted in varied perceptions of 

coyotes and implications for their belonging. Residents of Chino/Chino Hills, where 

coyotes have long been part of the landscape, were more accepting of coyotes as belonging 

and having a legitimate claim to shared spaces. Conversely, although coyotes were admired 

as encounterable wildlife and for their ecological roles by some, their relatively newer 

arrival, and the perceived ‘hybrid’ status as eastern coyotes was also used to claim they 

were not native species and challenge their belonging. 
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 Within this research participants shared largely positive constructions of coyotes, 

and they, along with key informants, reflected on the reasons for the largely negative views 

encountered so often in news and social media accounts. 

Negative perceptions: Dangerous coywolves 

Participants and Key Informants noted the pervasiveness of negative perceptions of coyotes 

within their communities, for instance reflecting on the puzzling paradox that, although all 

members of the same family, dogs are adored, wolves are revered, foxes are beautiful, but 

coyotes remain ‘vermin’. The primary negative social construction of coyotes is 

‘dangerous coywolves’. As one Key Informant reflected, “I don’t know if it’s size, I don’t 

know if it’s reputation, I don’t know if it’s the fact that they’re misunderstood” (Donna 

Hales, Town of Oakville Senior Policy Analyst). Many noted that fears of coyotes as 

dangerous animals are exaggerated and based on misunderstandings of risk. For instance, 

coyote bite or scratch rates are infinitesimal when compared with the risks of domestic dog 

bites (Alexander & Quinn, 2011). However, the response to dog bite statistics is not that 

dog ownership shouldn’t be permitted, but rather we accept the risks and mitigate them 

however we can. Conversely, when faced with the significantly lower risk that one may be 

bitten by a coyote, there is still the insistence that this risk is too great, and coyotes should 

be removed.  

Some participants had real fear and uncertainty about the extent to which coyotes 

might be a danger to humans: “they are not a benign animal, they are more like a wild 

predator so I don’t know what they’re going to do. Is it possible that they might attack a 
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human? I think it is” (Lisa, Oakville). Those with experience interacting with coyotes 

reflected that “It’s unfortunate that the fear mongering seems to have really been successful 

for a lot of these residents. They really do think that the coyotes are a threat to their 

wellbeing, which is an unfortunate belief to hold” (Ayla M, Municipal Animal Control 

Officer).  

Participants also noted misunderstandings around who eastern coyotes are, and 

fears stemming from narratives around ‘coywolf’ hybrids36. A perception found in news 

and social media discourses is that there’s the “big bad wolf, and then you’ve got the wily 

coyote on top of it, and man you’ve got this mankiller out there” (Ann Brokelman, Coyote 

Watch Canada): 

I think that there is both a fear and the opportunity to exaggerate 

when people use the term ‘coywolf’ as opposed to ‘eastern 

coyote’.  People will sometimes say ‘no, it wasn’t a coyote – it 

was much larger than that – I know it was a coywolf’ … the 

‘wolf’ part of the word will instill fear in them which will 

sometimes hamper their ability to open their hearts and minds to 

our Eastern Coyotes. (Joanne Merner, Coyote Watch Canada).  

Despite the prevalence of these beliefs, the bulk of eastern coyotes’ genetic heritage is from 

western coyotes, with only a small percentage of eastern or Algonquin wolf and domestic 

dog DNA, largely acquired over a century ago during range expansions (Kays, 2015; 

Monzón et al., 2014).  

 

36 Such narratives around ‘species’ as biological categories versus social constructions run parallel to other 

categories of identity/difference, including race (e.g. Smedley & Smedley, 2005) and dog breed (e.g. Wallace, 

2015)  
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Despite this, there is a strong cultural imaginary around the figure of the Coywolf 

– the prevalence of which many attribute to a 2014 David Suzuki Nature of Things 

documentary titled ‘Meet the Coywolf’. Theoretically, Rutherford (2018) calls for a 

celebration of the coywolf as a ‘monstrous’ and transgressive Anthropocene creature, but 

practically, Key Informants noted the significant damage resulting from this construction, 

and thus their preference for the term ‘eastern coyote’.  

Positive perceptions: Innocents, ecosystem service providers, urban residents 

Key Informants noted that the public perceptions of coyotes encountered by municipalities 

and wildlife managers most often are skewed, where one perspective tends to dominate:  

unfortunately a lot of the dialogue is coming just one sided from 

the residents. Like we’re hearing from the residents that are 

unhappy with the coyotes, but not from the residents that are, 

because how many people call in just to say, oh hey, I really like 

living amongst the wildlife. (Ayla M, Municipal Animal Control 

Officer) 

But Participants and Key Informants did share positive views about coyotes, suggesting 

that humans and urban sprawl are more often the problem, coyotes are important ecosystem 

service providers, and they do belong in urban areas. As one participant summarized: “It’s 

urban living with wildlife, it’s good… the coyotes, it’s fine. I have no problems with it” 

(Leslie, London). 

Innocents 
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Several individuals noted that coyotes are not ‘problem’ animals, but rather humans are to 

blame, because “we’re in their territory” (Joanne McKinley-Molodynia, Coyote Watch 

Canada):  

[The] problem is the humans. We’re invading their territory. The 

more we expand our cities and outgrow the cities, we’re taking 

away their natural habitat. And all they’re doing is adapting 

because they have no place else to go so they’re adapting from 

their environment to our environment (Paul, London).  

This implies that human-wildlife ‘conflicts’ are an outcome that should be expected when 

animals “are being shoved out of their natural habitats by all this outrageous development” 

(Sharon, Oakville): “they’ve taken away all of their habitat, well what do they expect?” 

(Chris, Oakville). These statements suggest a construction of coyotes as innocents, or 

victims of human impacts on the environment. 

Ecosystem service provider 

Coyotes were noted as playing an important role as ecosystem service providers, both 

scavenging and managing prey populations. As scavengers, they are a ‘clean up crew’ 

valuable for removing roadkill and other waste. As urban predators, numerous Participants 

and Key Informants highlighted the key ecological role that coyotes play: “I very much 

think that we do need predators in all ecosystems even urban ones” (Jason, London). This 

centred primarily on managing prey populations: “they keep the other rodent populations 

in check that’s not such a bad deal” (Leslie, London). Especially where residents were 

concerned about rodent populations, including rats, they noted the important role of urban 

predators in managing these populations and preventing the need for more ecologically 
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problematic means of addressing the issue, such as rodenticides: “residents would call it 

overpopulation of coyotes, I would call it our pest control moving in and doing what they’re 

supposed to do” (Ayla M, Municipal Animal Control Officer). Some residents expressed 

the wish that there were more coyotes in their neighbourhood, to assist with their largest 

perceived wildlife issue – rabbits in their garden: “I wish they’d get in my backyard and 

eat some more bunnies” (Nick, Oakville). 

Urban residents 

Overall, many individuals shared perspectives which suggested that coyotes are not out of 

place in the urban environment, but actually belong in cities: “Even though I’m living in a 

suburban area, I still see it that I’m sharing this with other things that aren’t humans” 

(Stacey, Oakville). Even some participants who were more uncertain about coyotes were 

willing to coexist: “I didn’t phone the police and make a big scene about it or complain to 

Councillors and demand they all be rounded up and get them out of my neighbourhood. 

But I did adapt my own behaviour to avoid” (Sharon, Oakville). One individual who had a 

den on her property in the centre of town expressed this tolerance, saying: “She’s chosen 

her spot, we just have to wait it out. I definitely didn’t want to do anything drastic, so we 

just waited it out… cohabitating with the coyotes, we were fine with it” (Leslie, London). 

Such sentiments suggest a social construction of coyotes as urban residents. 

Part of this acceptance of coyotes stems from viewing the urban environment as an 

ecosystem: “people are often surprised that wildlife are existing in the city, that somehow 

they belong elsewhere. But wildlife don’t make those distinctions between the ecosystems 
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in your backyard, and the ecosystems that are somewhere that we would consider rural” 

(Wendy Brown, Coyote Watch Canada). Rather than seeing urban animals as out-of-place 

and in need of removal, we need to find ways of living with wildlife, including coyotes:  

I think if we want to have more natural space then were going to 

have those coyotes, we’re going to have the wildlife there… 

people shouldn’t have the mindset of ‘Well get rid of all the 

wildlife!’ Years and years and years ago, maybe that’s what was 

done… I think we’re understanding more there’s more of a 

balance to be had (Brandon Williamson, Upper Thames River 

Conservation Authority). 

Finally, although more analysis could be done in this area, there appeared to be 

important gendered dynamics of coyote constructions. For instance, one participant relayed 

that he was not afraid to walk the dog alone at night because of the coyotes, but his wife 

was. A female member of the CRT recounted one experience hazing a coyote, where a man 

in pickup truck drove up to warn her that she should leave the area because coyotes are 

dangerous, fearing for her safety. Interestingly, one female participant made clear that 

coyotes are not the urban predators she was worried about: 

One time I was walking the dog at night and a lot of those streets 

right by there are really dark. I was with my dog and two guys in 

a pickup truck, they’re like, there’s a coyote down there, do you 

want us to drive you home? I said no I’m not afraid of the coyote. 

These people were either afraid or up to no good… I have walked 

the dog at night and seen a coyote and I could feel some kind of 

fear of course since it is a wild animal. If I see a man walking 

down the street late at night, I would feel fear. Like at night when 

I saw the guys in the pickup truck, I would prefer getting killed by 

a coyote than being taken in their van (Stacey, Oakville). 
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This brings to mind work by feminist geographers on the differential experiences, 

negotiations, and mobilities of individuals within urban space as a result of gender and 

other social markers (e.g. England & Simon, 2010; Valentine, 1989). Perceptions of bodily 

vulnerability in certain times and spaces as a woman may compound fears of coyotes for 

some, whereas for others coyotes and other wildlife are not significant concerns compared 

with threats from other humans – the ‘real’ dangerous urban predators – as the account 

above illustrates. 

 Overall, most participants who volunteered to participate in this study wanted to 

talk about their tolerance of coyotes and the need to coexist. This runs counter to what is 

most often portrayed in the news media, what ‘goes viral’ on social media, and what the 

most vocal residents purport at public meetings and in letters to their city councillors. 

Positive social constructions stemming from understandings of coyotes as innocent victims 

of urban sprawl, essential ecosystem service providers, and as wildlife who belong as urban 

residents challenge some of the dominant discourses around coyotes, and add nuance to 

our understandings of causes of conflict and potentials for coexistence. 
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Appendix C: Research Ethics Board Clearance 
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Appendix D: Animal Use Protocol Clearance 
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Appendix E: Additional Ethical Protocol for More-than-human 

Participants 

RATIONALE 

In addition to the ethics approval granted by the Queen’s Research Ethics Board (REB) 

and Animal Care Committee, there are gaps in these procedural ethics structures. REBs do 

not review research conducted with animal participants. Animal Use Protocols take an 

instrumental, anthropocentric view wherein animals are treated as research objects whose 

use is justified based on benefits to humans. As written by Collard (2015, 135), “the lack 

of a relevant ethical review process for multispecies field research serves to further 

subordinate meaningful discussion about the ethics of animal research practice in non-

experimental social science”. This supplementary protocol aims to address this gap by 

providing a set of guiding principles for research with animal participants and applying this 

ethical framework to my research procedures. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR RESEARCH WITH ANIMAL PARTICIPANTS37,38 

Overarching ethical approach 

This approach takes as its starting point that ethical relations with animals in research must 

encounter animals as: subjects of their own lifeworlds with their own interests; and research 

participants and co-creators of knowledge. This challenges the traditional paradigm in 

animal research wherein humans are the active creators of knowledge, and animals are 

passive objects to be used in the creation of knowledge (usually either for the explicit 

benefit of humans, or for the benefit of higher taxonomic orders, such as populations, 

species, or ecosystem; Johnson, 2013; Vucetich & Nelson, 2007).  

This instrumentalization of animals has been challenged from a range of ethical traditions, 

including utilitarian (animals are capable of suffering and have interests which ought to be 

respected; Singer, 1977), rights-based (animals have moral standing and associated rights 

which ought to be respected; Regan, 1983), and feminist (animals are communicative 

others who are deserving of care and whose vulnerability ought to be respected; Donovan 

& Adams, 2007). This protocol takes an integrative approach rather than operating solely 

from one tradition in order to be relevant to researchers working within a range of 

 

37 Principles were developed while working with Will Kymlicka, Sue Donaldson, Charlotte Blattner, and the 

Queen’s Animals in Philosophy, Politics, Law, and Ethics (APPLE) research cluster, and are published in 

Van Patter and Blattner (2020). 
38 Principles are designed to apply to a broad range of research with animals, including wild, feral, and 

domesticated animals; some aspects of principles may apply more or less well to any given group. 
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philosophical perspectives. All three of these primary frameworks (as well as others) have 

points of convergence which provide sufficient philosophical bases for such a protocol. 

These include: a rejection of speciesism and human exceptionalism; a recognition of 

animals as agents and subjects; and the need for researchers to encounter animals as more 

than objects to be used in the pursuit of human interests. All of these approaches would 

challenge the domination, objectification, and marginalization of animals within our 

society generally, including their exploitation in research.  

This protocol asserts that the same underlying ethical framework for research with human 

participants (the need to respect individuals, consider their welfare, and act in a just 

manner; TCPS2, 2014), ought also to apply to non-human animals in research. I advance 

the following three guiding principles: non-maleficence, beneficence, and voluntary 

participation. These are described below following a note on power relations, positionality, 

and reflexivity.  

Power relations, positionality, reflexivity 

This protocol is designed for non-invasive research, but acknowledges that even when 

solely observing an animal, a relation is inevitably established. Researchers must 

acknowledge that they cannot operate as ‘value-neutral’ bystanders, but must take 

responsibility for ensuring the nature of these relations is ethical. There are important 

power differentials which must be acknowledged in research with animals (Malone et al., 

2010). As the beings conducting research (in this academic context), humans have the 

power to decide which questions get asked, how animal participants are encountered, how 

findings are interpreted, and how animals are represented in the products of our research39. 

Within our socio-cultural context animals’ capacities are routinely underestimated, and 

they are therefore at risk of being misinterpreted and misrepresented by researchers. 

Researchers must be cautious that the ways in which they interact with and represent 

animals do not perpetuate relations of domination and marginalization. Acknowledging 

these power relations and our own positionality (as human researchers indoctrinated within 

this system of thought), and engaging reflexive practices as to how these factors might 

influence the manner in which our research is conducted, are an important starting point 

for all research with animal participants. 

Principle 1: Non-maleficence 

 

39 This is not to suggest that power always inevitably operates in favour of humans in each research context. 

In many contexts animals have the ability to resist or transgress our plans or expectations (Philo, 1998), and 

we may be physically vulnerable to them, such as in the case of field research with large predators. 
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Following Timulty et al. (2018), the first principle is non-maleficence, which takes 

precedence over all others. Non-maleficence means that no animal should be harmed in 

research for the benefit of humans, and all possible measures should be taken to understand 

and mitigate any potential harms that may result from the research. Harm is anything that 

has a negative effect on participants’ welfare, and may be physical, social, behavioural, or 

psychological (TCPS2, 2014). 

Vulnerability: Vulnerability can be defined as “a diminished ability to fully safeguard 

one’s own interests in the context of a specific research project” (TCPS2, 2014, 210). There 

are some individuals/groups who may be especially vulnerable to being harmed through 

research based on their circumstances (Johnson, 2013). The well-being of such individuals 

ought to be given particular attention, and where necessarily experts should be consulted 

to determine how best to mitigate potential harms. 

Confidentiality: Careful assessment of specific historical, political, and cultural contexts 

are needed to determine how information concerning animal participants may be used if 

made publicly available, and what the consequences of this might be. For instance, it is 

common practice in the biological sciences to keep the locations of endangered species 

confidential (Costello et al., 2016). This should be expanded to include the locations of 

home ranges, colonies, denning/nest sites, etc. in cases where there is the potential for 

antagonistic human-animal interactions. The need for confidentiality of other factors 

should be assessed on a case-by-case basis. 

Principle 2: Beneficence 

Beneficence means that animal participants should benefit from research. Benefits can be 

direct, such as positive experiences while participating in research, or indirect, for instance 

through improved livelihood opportunities as a result of research outcomes (Tumilty et al., 

2018). In either case, research should not proceed without a demonstration of tangible 

anticipated benefits for animal participants. 

Reciprocity: Many ethics protocols take a utilitarian, cost-benefit analysis (CBA) approach 

wherein anticipated benefits are weighed against harms. Rather than CBA, this protocol 

focusses on reciprocity, meaning animal participants contribute knowledge that benefits 

researchers and adds to the stock of human knowledge, but produced knowledge must also 

benefit animal participants and more-than-human communities. 

Representation: Researchers have a responsibility to ensure that the ways in which animal 

participants are represented in the products of research are of benefit and not of harm. The 

politics of representation are acknowledged in the case of research with humans, and ought 

also to apply to animals (Kopnina, 2017). Critical ethnographers have asserted that writing 
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is ‘world-making’ in that researchers do more than simply represent realities, they create 

them. With such an understanding, it becomes a moral imperative to carefully consider 

which realities we bring into being through our writing, along with their potential 

implications (Hamilton & Taylor, 2017). Our representations can be harmful when they 

deny animals’ agencies and interests, and passivize, objectify, ignore, or uncritically 

anthropomorphize individuals (Hamilton & Taylor, 2017). Our discursive practices have 

material consequences, in that our representations can “reinforce stereotypes, prejudices, 

and ultimately be used to justify continued oppression” (Kuhl, 2012, 108). Good 

representations can benefit animals by challenging human/animal dualisms and 

encouraging ethical relations with animals. Such representations should present animals as 

individuals with thoughts, feelings, agency, and unique personalities (Freeman & Merskin, 

2016). Due to limitations in communication, parts of animals’ sensory, cognitive, and 

subjective experience are inaccessible to us. Good representations require researchers to 

“perceive clearly at the moment of interaction, to translate authentically during the moment 

of analysis, and to frame a reasonably equivalent mode at the moment of re-presentation” 

(Newton, 2009, 354).  

Principle 3: Voluntary participation  

Voluntary participation means that animals cannot be coerced into participating in 

research. The framework for voluntary participation is ongoing embodied assent from 

animal participants and mediated informed consent from a human representative. This is 

founded on the understanding that animals cannot give informed consent, which entails an 

“understanding the purpose of the research, and its risks and potential benefits” (TCPS2, 

2014, 25). Since animals are generally unable to understand, weigh, and communicate 

decisions in the context of research, researchers should seek mediated consent from a 

representative who can consider their interests and well-being (e.g. for domesticated animal 

their legal guardian, for wild animals a wildlife biologist, rehabilitator, NGO, etc. who is 

arm’s length from the research) (Mancini, 2017; MRC, 2007).  

Ongoing embodied assent “can be established through a non-human animal’s willingness 

to undertake tasks associated with the research and an ongoing responsiveness to their 

distress/discomfort” (Tumilty et al., 2018). Dissent is “an expressed objection, either verbal 

or behavioral, to what an individual is experiencing as a result of a research procedure” 

(Kantin & Wendler, 2015, 461). Assent/dissent should be interpreted to the best of the 

researcher’s abilities using responsible anthropomorphism and embodied communications 

(including vocalizations, postures, movements, gestures, behaviours, and attitudes; 

Shapiro, 1990; Warkin, 2010). Researchers need to be open to communication, and if they 

experience an intuition that an animal participant is unhappy, uncomfortable, or does not 

wish to continue to interact or be observed, the researcher should interpret this as dissent 

and terminate research procedures. Researchers must provide animals with a broad range 
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of opportunities in which to show assent/dissent, including physical opportunities to retreat 

from interactions. Fenton (2018, 481) writes: “Where research either promises therapeutic 

benefit or substantial knowledge relevant to a population of which [the animal] is a part, 

we might be able to proceed with research even in the face of dissent… the relevant sense 

of minimal risk would need to be specified”. Establishing the degree of likelihood of 

therapeutic benefit necessary to override dissent, as well as defining ‘substantial 

knowledge’ and ‘population of which an animal is a part’ are complex processes that would 

need to be determined in the context of individual research programmes, and in 

consultation with experts. 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

My research will take place in three communities (Niagara Falls, Guelph, and London), 

and will involve four methods: participant observation, secondary analysis of existing GPS 

collar data, camera traps, and scat analysis. The underlying assumption of this research is 

that coyotes should not be excluded from participating in social research due to species 

membership, where the research might be of benefit to them. 

A) Participant observation: I will shadow Coyote Watch Canada’s (CWC) Canid 

Response Team opportunistically as they: investigate public complaints; track and trap 

injured or ill individuals for rehabilitation; practice aversion conditioning in cases of 

habituated individuals involved in human-coyote conflict; and engage the public in 

outreach and education. Firsthand observations of coyotes are not the aim of these methods, 

though shadowing CWC may involve tracking coyotes to learn about a situation, and 

during this process individuals may be encountered. I will use detailed notes, photographs, 

and videos of coyotes observed in the field. An ethological literature review will inform 

these observations, centring on coyote ecologies, behaviours, and communications. 

Secondary anecdotal evidence from CWC’s Canid Response Team will inform my 

interpretations. 

B) GPS collar data: I will obtain datasets from the MNRF for coyotes rehabilitated at the 

Toronto Wildlife Centre and released in the Greater Toronto Area. I will quantitatively and 

qualitatively explore the activities of individual coyotes, including: types of habitats used 

for home ranges, corridors, spatial patterns, possible resources they are accessing, and how 

these spatial practices may bring them into, or help them avoid, conflicts with humans.  

C) Camera traps: I will set up camera traps in urban coyote home ranges to investigate 

their daily practices. A grid of four to six cameras will be mounted around potentially 

problematic food resources, or along likely travel routes in proximity to areas of concern. 

Where a management intervention (public education, removal of food resource, aversion 

conditioning) is implemented, camera traps will be mounted prior to, during, and post-
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intervention. I will analyse camera trap data to: identify individual coyotes (with the 

assistance of CWC); determine if the resource is being accessed, along with when and how 

often; and analyse if implemented management interventions alter coyotes’ access to the 

resource or use of the space. 

D) Scat analysis: I will use scat analysis to determine diet composition of coyotes in the 

study area. Scat will be collected opportunistically, cleaned and dried, and analysed 

visually to contribute to understandings of coyote participants’ ecological relations. 

APPLICATION OF ETHICS PRINCIPLES TO RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

Principle 1: Non-maleficence 

Participant Observation: I will be careful not to approach coyotes or cause them distress 

by entering their personal space. The only possible exception is if CWC traps an individual 

for rehabilitation or practices aversion conditioning, which would constitute psychological 

harm. This would still be categorized as ‘minimal risk’ research, as the “probability and 

magnitude of possible harms implied by participation in the research is no greater than 

those encountered by participants in those aspects of their everyday life that relate to the 

research” (TCPS2, 2014, 22). These activities would be carried out by CWC regardless of 

my research. I will therefore do my utmost to ensure that my presence does not result in 

any additional harms. Furthermore, these would represent cases where dissent could be 

overridden, as rehabilitation is conducted for therapeutic benefit, and aversion conditioning 

is aimed at the long-term survival of coyote families involved in human-wildlife conflict 

who may otherwise be trapped and killed. 

Despite this, I acknowledge there are complex ethical dimensions to aversion conditioning. 

Although I trust members of CWC to be operating with best interests of individual coyotes 

at heart, Collard (2015, 128) notes the tension involved in hazing animals in rehabilitation, 

which she describes as “performing the role of the aggressive, dominant human – a subject 

position that I centrally aim to unsettle”. If I am present while the CWC field team engages 

in aversion conditioning, I will have to assess the information about the context to decide 

whether or not I feel the practice is ethical. Although members of CWC are the experts in 

this scenario, and ‘gatekeepers’ for this research, I will always speak out if I feel any 

practices are unethical and refuse to participate or use these circumstances as sources of 

data. 

Camera traps: There is some evidence to suggest that coyotes avoid camera traps (Séquin 

et al., 2003). I will be mindful of ensuring that coyotes can avoid the cameras I set up 

without needing to use a space that may cause them harm (e.g. being forced to use a road 

or exposed space rather than a safe navigation corridor while avoiding cameras). 
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Scat analysis: Coyote scats can be important modes of intraspecific communication, 

conveying diverse social and spatial information (Ralls & Smith, 2004). I will be collecting 

a relatively small amount of scat at study sites and will ensure some is left for these 

purposes. 

Vulnerability – Participant observation: Where individuals may be more vulnerable given 

their circumstances (illness, mobility challenges, denning and parental duties, etc.), I will 

be particularly cautious about respecting their personal space so as to not cause distress. 

Vulnerability – Camera traps: Some individuals may have fewer opportunities to avoid 

camera traps and may be more vulnerable to the presence of human artifacts within their 

spaces. These may include individuals who are ill or who have limited opportunities for 

alternative navigation due to small territories. In these instances, camera trap placement 

will occur through careful consultation with CWC to identify locations that are most likely 

to provide valuable information, while still providing coyotes with opportunities to avoid 

them. Camera traps will never be mounted in close proximity to dens. 

Confidentiality – Participant observation: Locations of observations will not be specified 

beyond general information such as municipality/city/town, and description of landscape 

type/ features.  

Confidentiality – GPS collar data: Any maps generated for publication will not provide 

GPS coordinates, or any identifying landscape feature such as the names of roads or water 

bodies which may make the specific location identifiable. 

Confidentiality – Camera traps: Only myself, my committee, and CWC will know the 

locations of photos captured.  

Confidentiality – Scat analysis: If any information comes to light that may put coyote 

participants at risk (e.g. possible incidences of livestock or companion animal depredation) 

this information will be kept confidential. 

Principle 2: Beneficence 

I will strive to create research products that will benefit coyote participants, and animals 

more broadly. Benefits of this research will be indirect and operate at two levels. Firstly, 

the aim of my work with CWC is to gain information that will contribute to mitigating 

human-coyote conflict and promote co-flourishing. I will be providing recommendations 

for wildlife managers and local governments based on my findings with the aim of 

promoting effective and compassionate management interventions and public outreach and 

education endeavours. In this way my research is founded on reciprocity, in that coyote 

participants are providing me with the opportunity to conduct research which will benefit 
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my interests and career, and the knowledge we produce together will also be used to 

enhance the livelihood opportunities for participating individuals, their families, and other 

coyotes in the area. The second benefit is broader, and related to representation. By 

encountering coyotes as active participants and representing them as individual, sentient 

subjects, I will challenge the dominant characterization of animals as natural objects, 

resources, nuisances, sub-human, etc. I will do my utmost to ensure that my relaying of 

their experiences and interests is as accurate as possible. By representing coyotes as social 

subjects and members of multispecies communities, I hope to challenge humanist systems 

of thought responsible for the domination and marginalization of animals more broadly. 

Principle 3: Voluntary participation  

Mediated consent: All research procedures will seek mediated consent from Lesley 

Sampson at CWC. Lesley has been working with coyotes for two decades and is a strong 

advocate for their interests. She does not have a conflict of interest with this research 

project and can be trusted to provide advice for research procedures that prioritize the well-

being of coyote participants. 

Assent & Dissent – Participant observation: There are likely to be very few circumstances 

in which I am directly observing individuals. Where this occurs, it will likely be at a 

distance using binoculars. I will ensure I am positioned in such a way that coyotes always 

have opportunity to demonstrate dissent and safely leave (i.e. they never feel ‘cornered’). 

I will never pursue an individual who is fleeing or avoiding me in order to collect data. 

 

POST HOC REFLECTION 

I drafted and sought comments on the above protocol from four arm’s length reviewers (an 

animal geographer, philosopher, comparative psychologist, and conservation biologist) in 

2018, prior to commencing my research. My personal approach to many of these questions 

has changed since then, and I am resistant to certain terms and concepts applied in this 

original iteration. My aim herein is not to critique the original premises or articulate a new 

set of principles or practices, but rather to reflect on my practical experiences in the field, 

and how they were guided by, or ended up being in tension with, what I had envisioned in 

this protocol.  

In terms of the protocol itself, very briefly, I would no longer necessarily take as my starting 

point the extension of human ethics board principles and procedures to more-than-human 

research contexts, steeped as they are in humanist, colonial, individualist, and extractivist 

knowledge paradigms. Near the end of my protocol, I write that through my research “I 
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hope to challenge humanist systems of thought responsible for the domination and 

marginalization of animals more broadly”, yet draw on concepts and assumptions grounded 

in humanist logics to craft the document. Rather than debating the applicability of abstract 

concepts such as ‘non-maleficence’, ‘beneficence’, and ‘consent’, my impetus would be a 

deeper examination of the problematic ways in which particular, situated, invisibilized or 

universalized worldviews structure institutional research ethics assumptions and practices, 

as has been noted by decolonial, Indigenous, and other critical scholars (e.g. Dyer & 

Demeritt, 2009; Halse & Honey, 2005; Limes-Taylor Henderson & Esposito, 2017; Murrey 

et al., 2017; Parker & Lynn, 2002; Tuck & Guishard, 2013; Tuck & Yang, 2014). Certainly, 

such an approach would be less straightforward to apply in research scenarios, but more in 

line with my current priorities as a researcher. 

In terms of the process of data collection, I did undertake participant observation, mount 

trail cameras, and conduct a secondary analysis of a GPS collar dataset. However, I did not 

collect scats, simply taking photographs and visually analysing scats opportunistically. 

First, there are ways in which my research practices were guided by the protocols detailed 

herein. To start, I began the protocol with the underlying view that “ethical relations with 

animals in research must encounter animals as: subjects of their own lifeworlds with their 

own interests; and research participants and co-creators of knowledge”. This did serve as 

the starting point for my interactions, and I would maintain it as a guiding principle. As 

with many principles, it is good in theory, but hard to know what exactly this means in 

practice, or how it shapes decisions made in the moment. In particular, I am currently 

exploring the potentials of collaborative approaches to more-than-human research with 

colleagues in forthcoming publications (Van Patter et al., forthcoming). 

Overall, I found in many ways I did abide by what I had thought through in terms of 

confidentiality, representation, and vulnerability. I have been careful in my research 

outputs to maintain the confidentiality of my coyote participants in several regards, 

primarily in terms of not revealing the exact locations of any families. There are further 

details I have kept to myself as I felt they risked endangering coyote participants, or 

representing them in ways I would consider as problematic. I cannot specify how or why 

these decisions were made without revealing the details I wish to remain confidential, and 

therefore this discussion remains vague of necessity.  

Considerations of representation I felt most confident about implementing, and these were 

particularly relevant in Chapter 4 in terms of how Urban10 and Blondie were represented 

through narrative, spatial data, and in images. I can provide two brief examples. First, in 

the initial iteration of my presentation for the American Association of Geographers’ 

Annual Conference in 2019, wherein I detailed the case of Urban10, I had written ‘mange 

outbreak’. A conversation with Lesley Sampson led me to reflect on the biopolitical 
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implications of such language, and thus I do not discuss incidences of mange as 

‘outbreaks’. Second, there are certain photos I would not use in my research, as compelling 

as they may be. In one series pups are playing around Blondie while he is sleeping. He is, 

at first, tolerant to their jumping on him and pulling at his fur and tail, but as they persist, 

he begins issuing progressive warnings. Eventually tiring of their antics, he bares his teeth 

and snaps at them, encouraging them to leave him be. It was an endearing moment of 

children pushing the boundaries of parental patience, but I would not share that image in 

my research as it risks being misconstrued, with his bared teeth rescripted in service of the 

pervasive ‘vicious’ coyote image. 

Vulnerability was more complicated and less useful. Defining degrees of vulnerability and 

appropriate responses does not seem all that helpful in hindsight, versus contextually 

assessing circumstances. I did note the particular vulnerability of individuals around the 

den, and this was a relevant factor during data collection. I sited my trail cameras well back 

from known den locations, although I would have arguably had much better data had they 

been closer. I also noted the care required in practicing aversion conditioning (more below) 

while near the den and pups, wherein my goals were not to cause the coyote parent to leave 

the area, which they of course would not easily do, but rather to intervene in acute conflict 

scenarios, as outlined in Chapter 4. 

In terms of aversion conditioning, I am left with many of the feelings of ambivalence I 

anticipated within this protocol. Does it constitute psychological harm, and thereby 

violated the principle of non-maleficence? Is this acceptable because it was not conducted 

solely for research purposes, but was the required (according to collaborator’s assessment) 

intervention and would have been practiced had I not been there conducting research? Does 

it risk, as articulated by Collard (2015, 128), “performing the role of the aggressive, 

dominant human – a subject position that I centrally aim to unsettle”? Perhaps yes to all 

the above. However, in real-world scenarios where the alternative is often death, it can be 

the compassionate response. Working to come to terms with theses ambiguities during the 

research involved accepting that I cannot control the broader sociocultural context, and 

must respond as-well-as-possible to circumstances in an imperfect world. 

This leads me to reflect on voluntary participation, which in the case of aversion 

conditioning with Blondie was of course not followed. He would rather not have interacted 

with me, and I imposed interactions which were negative for him. He was forced to retreat 

or flee, and expressed his resistance or displeasure by barking at me on several occasions, 

as described in Chapter 4. Again, my involvement stemmed from the belief that this was 

the only, or best, way to prevent his family’s lethal removal. It was a life-or-death scenario 

where I made the decision based on my best knowledge to do what needed to be done, 

placing his family’s survival above his immediate comfort or assent. It was arguably 

paternalistic to assume I knew best what was good for him, but we both had knowledges 
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the other did not, and were each doing our best to work towards what I took as our mutual 

goal: ensuring the survival of his family. Similarly, though not detailed in this thesis, 

voluntary participation was not followed when I crept up and netted a small pup with 

mange, who would almost certainly have died if not captured and brought to a wildlife 

rehabilitator. I did, however, try to implement voluntary participation in cases of coyotes 

encountered during field investigations. I never approached, but remained stationary, 

taking notes, photographs, and/or videos while they stayed where they were or retreated. 

In the case detailed in Chapter 4 of the small coyote who approached me in the forest, 

unaware of my presence as I crouched behind a tree checking a trail camera, I moved and 

alerted her to my presence so she would not come closer than she felt comfortable, and in 

doing so she saw me and decided to retreat. This felt like the respectful decision in the 

moment.  

I no longer favour the framework of mediated consent, but I did consult with Lesley 

Sampson whenever I encountered a situation in which I felt unsure how to proceed, as I 

always trusted she had both coyotes’ best interests at heart, as well as a realistic perspective 

on scenarios based on decades of personal experience. Rather than considering this as some 

kind of consent, I would say that consulting with those with different perspectives or 

expertise, or practicing a ‘kitchen table reflexivity’ (Kohl & McCutcheon, 2015) through 

informal conversations with colleagues, is an important part of most any research practice 

(as described in Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming). 

Another principle I still find challenging to consider is reciprocity and benefits, which feel 

too vague to be practically measurable. I will be sharing summaries of results and 

recommendations with stakeholders which advocate for nonlethal responses and more 

coordinated efforts towards coexistence, but I have little control over how these are taken 

up by individual agencies, and how coyotes may or may not benefit from them. And as 

described in my introduction to and framing of Chapter 5, the desire to advance best 

practices for nonlethal interventions did stem from doing what I could to ‘serve coyote’ 

through my work. 

As I detail elsewhere (Turnbull & Van Patter, forthcoming), some of the most challenging 

and unanticipated ethical questions encountered during this research included: how setting 

up trail cameras and following coyote tracks might make them more visible or 

encounterable to human community members, highlighting their presence or spatial 

patterns; how to navigate my positionality and perceived expertise when interacting with 

participants, especially in terms of correcting harmful myths about coyotes which could 

reshape perspectives and behaviours and promote coexistence; and how my actions 

practicing aversion conditioning might impact the family (e.g. how does hazing around the 

den impact parental care needs? What if it causes them to relocate somewhere even more 

problematic?) 
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Another interesting question which emerged in reflection is: which animals are included in 

this protocol? Who were my other-than-human research participants to whom I owed these 

duties of care? As one example, I would say likely not ‘prey’ species, which I regularly 

witnessed Blondie and his partner returning to the den. Though I did not witness any 

hunting, I would not have intervened if I had. As another example, I wrote while 

transcribing some of my fieldnotes from my participant observation with Blondie that:  

I never really paid any attention to the state of the dog, or how 

they might have experienced these encounters. I supposed I noted 

that some seem very placid, with others barking and straining at 

the leash as soon as they caught sight of the coyote, but I’m not 

really sure how ones like this black poodle felt after the 

interaction. I wish I had it on video, as I was not paying attention 

to the dog at the time, but the coyote in the moment, and the 

person afterwards. (Fieldnotes, July 15, 2019) 

Domestic dogs were never really considered as research participants or collaborators, 

though they were very much embroiled in the interactions I was witnessing or participating 

in. I never considered what my responsibilities to them might be, in the moment or 

afterward.  

Overall, although my perspective on the best approach to questions of ethical relations with 

research participants has shifted substantially since writing the protocol in 2018, I still 

found it a very valuable exercise. Challenging myself to think through how the objecthood 

of animals could be challenged within mixed socio-ecological research opened up new 

ways of conceptualizing participation, collaboration, and responsibility within multispecies 

fieldwork. Starting from principles, which were applied to planned research methods, was 

a useful means of thinking through scenarios that I might encounter, how animals might be 

harmed directly or indirectly through research practices, and what I could possibly do to 

mitigate these risks in advance or in the moment. Receiving feedback from the assembled 

arm’s length committee was extremely helpful in flagging aspects I may have overlooked 

or simplified. In particular, being able to draw on a broad base of expertise stemming from 

disparate fields across social sciences, natural sciences, and humanities was key. Although 

fieldwork is always more messy and complicated than planned, and not all protocols 

proved helpful in the moment, I am glad I went through this process, and would highly 

recommend it to others who are endeavouring to navigate the advisory lacuna in which 

more-than-human or multispecies research is situated. 
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Appendix F: Interview Guides 

Key Informant Interview Guide 

• Could you describe your/your organization’s involvement in managing coyotes? 

• Do you have any stories about your experiences with coyotes/coyote management 

you would like to share (any of your experiences that stand out as important)? 

• How would you define a ‘problem’ animal? What do they do? What characteristics 

do they have? How do they become a problem? Once they are, do you think they can 

change their behaviour so that they are no longer a problem? How can this be done? 

• How would you define human-wildlife conflict (in your community specifically, and 

in urban areas generally)? Could you describe what you see as the drivers of human-

wildlife conflict? How would you define human-wildlife coexistence? What do you 

see as the greatest barriers/opportunities for human-wildlife coexistence (in your 

community specifically, and in urban areas generally)?  

• Could you tell me a bit about the locations of conflict? Are there geographic areas 

that are/have been more problematic? Why? What landscape features/land-use type 

create opportunities for human-wildlife conflict? Are there any opportunities in terms 

of landscape modification for improving human-wildlife coexistence? 

• Do you think coyotes belong in urban areas? Do you think it’s a problem when they 

enter or live in urban areas? Why? How common do you think this is? Do you think it 

is becoming, or will become, more common? Why? 

• Where do you think there are opportunities for public education and outreach 

concerning wildlife issues? What are the key messages? What human behaviours 

need to be changed? How do you think public education could proceed most 

effectively? 

• What changes in policy/bylaws, etc. regarding wildlife would you like to see in the 

future? 

• [If they use rehabilitation (RB), aversion conditioning (AC), & or translocation 

(TL)] Could you tell me about your use of RB/AC/TL? Do you have any stories you 

would like to share about it? What role do you think RB/AC/TL plays a wildlife 

management? Are there factors that impact the efficacy of RB/AC/TL (could you 

describe them)? Could you tell me a bit about how coyotes experience/handle/ react 

to RB/AC/TL? Are there individual factors that make RB/AC/TL more or less 

effective (could you describe them)? Is there anything else you would like to share 

about your experience with or opinions about RB/AC/TL in wildlife management? 

• [If they use lethal management] Could you tell me about your policy concerning 

lethal management? When is it used? How is the decision made? Is its use becoming 
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more or less frequent? Why? Is there anything else you would like to share about the 

use of lethal wildlife management? 

• Is there anything else you would like to share about coyotes, or human-wildlife 

interactions in urban areas? 

• Is there anyone else you think I should speak to about this topic? Do you mind if I tell 

them that you referred me to speak to them? 
 

Participant Interview Guide 

• Could you tell me a bit about your past interactions with coyotes?  

• Do you have any specific stories about your experiences with coyotes you would like 

to share (any of your experiences that stand out)? What did you do and how did you 

feel in that situation? 

• How often do you see/hear/find signs of coyotes: on your property; in your 

neighbourhood; in the city; in surrounding rural areas? How do you feel when you 

see/hear them? What do you do when you see/hear them? 

•  [If they called in nuisance complaint] Could you tell me about the circumstances 

surrounding your complaint? How long has this been an issue? Is it one individual in 

particular (how do you know)? What happens/happened? Is this an issue elsewhere in 

your community/ neighbourhood/ city? Have you made prior complaints? Has 

anything been done to address the issue/has the issue been resolved? How/why/not? 

Have you changed your behaviours at all? How? Has this been effective? 

• How would you like to see (urban) coyotes (/wildlife) managed? What changes in 

policies/bylaws, etc. regarding coyotes/wildlife would you like to see in the future? 

• How would you define a ‘problem’ animal? What do they do? What characteristics 

do they have? How do they become a problem? Do you think they can change their 

behaviour so that they are no longer a problem? How can this be done? 

• How would you define human-wildlife conflict? What do you think are the causes of 

human-wildlife conflict (in your community specifically, and in urban areas 

generally)? How would you define human-wildlife coexistence? What do you see as 

the barriers and opportunities for human-wildlife coexistence (in your community 

specifically, and in urban areas generally)?  

• Do you think coyotes belong in urban areas? Do you think it’s a problem when they 

enter or live in urban areas? Why? How common do you think this is? Do you think it 

is becoming, or will become, more/less common? Why? 

• Do you think coyotes in urban areas are different/behave differently from those in 

rural/wild areas? How? Is this good/bad/otherwise? 

• Have your experiences with (/the presence of) coyotes had any impacts on where you 

go/ when/ with whom? Have you altered your walking habits, timing, or routes? Pet 

practices such as leashing? Walking with pets/children? 
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• Do you think there needs to be more public education about coyotes (or urban 

wildlife more generally)? Who should be the target audience of this education? What 

information/messages should be conveyed? Any other details about opportunities for 

public outreach/education you would like to share? 

• Is there anything else you would like to share about coyotes, or urban wildlife/human-

wildlife interactions more broadly? 

• Is there anyone else you think I should speak to about this? Do you mind if I tell them 

that you referred me to speak to them? Would you be willing to be contacted about 

participating in a follow-up interview sometime within the next year? 


