Appendix I.1: Village accessibility and self-sustainability 
This document is supporting material for: Pereira, J., Rosalino, L. M., Mucova, S., Massangue, Y., Abdulrazak, M., Vahossa, S., Selemane, M., Fonseca, C., Santos, M. J. Livelihood vulnerability increases human-wildlife interactions. Environmental Conservation. 
We assume that isolated communities might be more self-sustained in terms of resources, economy and development to cope with the isolation from urban areas at long-term (see section 4). Here we plot the univariate relationship of village ‘accessibility’ with the indicators ‘village development index’ (inverse village infrastructure development index), ‘livelihood diversification’ (inverse of the average livelihood diversification index) and ‘crop diversity’ (inverse crop diversity index). We found that there is a tendency for villages with higher accessibility to have a lower development index, less diversified livelihood strategies and a smaller crop diversification. 
[image: ]Fig. I.1 Univariate relationship of village ‘accessibility’ as a function of: A) Village development index, B) livelihood diversification, C) Household crop diversity. 

Appendix I.2: Population size and resilience 
We argue that our data shows that villages with larger population sizes tended to be less vulnerable than smaller villages, which can be related to more capacities for development and infrastructure (International Monetary Fund, 2008), which allows a higher access to health facilities and water sources (see section 4). Here   we plot the univariate relationship of ‘population size’ as a function of ‘village development index’ (inverse village infrastructure development index) and the LVI components ‘health’ (inverse health access) and ‘water’ (inverse water access). We found that there is a tendency for villages with larger population sizes to have a higher development index and an increased access to health facilities and water supply. We also plotted ‘population size’ as a function of ‘crop diversity’, ‘livelihood diversification’, ‘household assets’ and with the component ‘social network’ but did not find any positive or negative pattern. 
[image: ]
  Fig. I.2 Univariate relationship of ‘population size’ as a function of: A) ‘village development index’, B) ‘health’, C) ‘water’. 
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