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Abstract

Ɛĺ	 ConfѴicts	between	peopѴe	over	wiѴdѴife	management	are	damagingķ	widespreadķ	
and	notoriousѴy	difficuѴt	to	resoѴve	where	peopѴe	hoѴd	different	vaѴues	and	worѴd-

viewsĺ	Cognitive	approaches	examining	steps	from	human	thought	to	action	can	
heѴp	us	understand	confѴict	and	expѴore	strategies	for	their	managementĺ

Ƒĺ	 We	focused	on	the	confѴict	between	hunters	and	conservationists	over	the	man-

agement	of	red	grouse	ŐLagopus lagopus scoticuső	and	hen	harriers	ŐCircus cyaneus) 

in	the	EngѴish	upѴands	which	represents	a	cѴassicķ	persistent	confѴictķ	where	human	
dimensions	are	poorѴy	understoodĺ

ƒĺ	 Guided	by	conceptuaѴ	frameworks	from	sociaѴ	and	environmentaѴ	psychoѴogyķ	we	
conducted	a	questionnaireŊbased	study	to	assess	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientations	of	key	
stakehoѴdersĺ	 We	 quantified	 attitudes	 towards	 hen	 harriersķ	 grouse	 shootingķ	
gamekeepersķ	and	raptor	conservationistsĺ	We	aѴso	measured	supportņopposition	
for	harrier	management	strategies	in	EngѴand	and	investigated	trust	in	the	respon-

sibѴe	government	authorityĺ
Ɠĺ	 We	present	data	from	Ɣƒѵ	respondents	from	fieѴd	sport	or	nature	conservation	
organizationsĺ	Respondents	were	categorized	according	to	the	primary	objectives	
of	their	affiѴiated	organizationĹ	FieѴd	sport	Őiĺeĺķ	huntersőķ	NonŊraptorķ	ProŊraptorķ	
and	ProŊbird	 Őiĺeĺķ	organizations	promoting	conservation	of	birds	excѴuding	 rap-

torsķ	raptors	specificaѴѴyķ	or	birds	generaѴѴyőĺ
Ɣĺ	 UtiѴitarian	vaѴue	orientations	were	prominent	among	FieѴd	sport	and	NonŊraptor	
respondentsĺ	Most	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	participants	heѴd	mutuaѴist	vaѴue	ori-
entationsķ	indicating	they	did	not	support	shooting	or	management	of	wiѴdѴifeĺ

ѵĺ	 As	suggested	by	the	cognitive	hierarchyķ	we	found	strong	correѴations	between	
attitude	and	support	for	management	optionsķ	our	proxy	for	behaviourĺ

ƕĺ	 ProŊbird	 affiѴiates	 showed	 cѴear	 preference	 for	 Ѵess	 invasive	 managementķ	 and	
aѴong	with	ProŊraptor	respondents	did	not	support	brood	management	ŐremovaѴ	
and	Ѵater	reѴease	of	eggsņyoung	when	harrier	density	is	highőĺ	FieѴd	sport	individu-

aѴs	 expressed	 a	 degree	 of	 support	 for	 aѴѴ	 management	 typesĺ	 Trust	 in	 NaturaѴ	
EngѴand	was	Ѵimitedĺ

Ѷĺ	 Understanding	vaѴue	orientations	and	attitudes	of	stakehoѴders	heѴps	expѴain	dif-
ferences	in	ѴeveѴs	of	support	for	management	approachesĺ	Our	study	highѴighted	
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ƐՊ |ՊINTRODUC TION

ConfѴict	between	peopѴe	over	the	management	of	wiѴdѴife	 is	wide-

spread	ŐRedpathķ	Guti࣐rrezķ	Woodķ	ş	Youngķ	ƑƏƐƔőĺ	Such	issues	are	
notoriousѴy	 compѴex	 and	 difficuѴt	 to	 resoѴve	 as	 they	 often	 invoѴve	
parties	with	different	identitiesķ	vaѴuesķ	and	worѴdviewsĺ	Identifying	
and	agreeing	upon	 interventions	 in	 such	 ľwickedĿ	 settings	 is	 chaѴ-
Ѵengingķ	 in	 part	 because	we	need	 a	 crossŊdiscipѴinary	 approach	 to	
address	 these	 probѴems	 ŐMason	 et	 aѴĺķ	 ƑƏƐѶőĺ	 Even	 if	 the	 ecoѴogy	
is	 understoodķ	 and	 management	 put	 in	 pѴace	 to	 minimize	 wiѴdѴife	
impactķ	 underѴying	 sociaѴ	 confѴicts	 are	 ѴikeѴy	 to	 continue	 if	 they	
are	driven	by	deepŊseated	vaѴue	differences	 ŐMadden	ş	McQuinnķ	
ƑƏƐƓĸ	Manfredo	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƕőĺ	SchoѴars	from	diverse	fieѴds	incѴuding	
anthropoѴogyķ	 geographyķ	 and	 history	 have	 expѴored	 connections	
and	interactions	between	humans	and	nonhuman	animaѴs	ŐDeMeѴѴoķ	
ƑƏƐƑőĺ	 For	 exampѴeķ	 through	 an	 anthropoѴogicaѴ	 Ѵensķ	Whitehouse	
ŐƑƏƏƖő	 investigated	 ľthe	 goose	 probѴemĿ	 on	 IsѴayķ	 ScotѴandĸ	Duffy	
and	Moore	ŐƑƏƐƏő	examined	the	poѴiticaѴ	ecoѴogy	of	humanŋanimaѴ	
reѴationships	in	the	context	of	eѴephant	tourismĸ	and	PooѴey	ŐƑƏƐѵő	
interrogated	 environmentaѴ	 histories	 of	 human	 reѴations	with	NiѴe	

crocodiѴesĺ	Inspired	by	its	appѴied	natureķ	here	we	focus	on	human	
dimensions	of	wiѴdѴife	research	which	aims	to	evaѴuate	pubѴic	opin-

ion	regarding	species	and	their	management	in	order	to	inform	man-

agement	decisions	ŐManfredoķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ
Cognitive	approaches	 that	examine	concepts	underpinning	the	

step	from	human	thought	to	action	can	heѴp	us	understand	peopѴeŝs	
behaviour	and	sociaѴ	confѴictsĺ	According	to	socioŊpsychoѴogicaѴ	the-

oryķ	an	individuaѴŝs	view	of	the	worѴd	can	be	organized	according	to	a	
cognitive	hierarchy	consisting	of	vaѴuesķ	basic	beѴiefs	that	determine	
vaѴue	orientationķ	attitudes	and	normsķ	behaviouraѴ	 intentions	and	
behaviour	ŐFigure	Ɛőĺ	These	cognitions	are	presumed	to	buiѴd	upon	
each	 otherĺ	 For	 exampѴeķ	 vaѴuesķ	 which	 are	 modes	 of	 conduct	 or	
quaѴities	of	Ѵife	that	we	hoѴd	dearķ	such	as	honesty	or	freedomķ	infѴu-

ence	peopѴeŝs	attitudes	and	normsķ	which	in	turn	affect	behaviourĺ	
VaѴues	in	this	senseķ	which	differ	from	vaѴue	as	preference	or	vaѴue	
as	a	contribution	to	a	goaѴ	ŐTadakiķ	Sinnerķ	ş	Chanķ	ƑƏƐƕőķ	transcend	
specific	situationsķ	thus	someone	hoѴding	honesty	as	a	vaѴue	wouѴd	
express	this	in	their	attitudes	across	muѴtipѴe	topics	Őeĺgĺķ	 Ѵaw	com-

pѴiance	and	interactions	with	friendsőĺ	In	turnķ	these	attitudes	wouѴd	
Ѵead	a	person	to	behave	in	a	manner	consistent	with	this	vaѴue	Őeĺgĺķ	

strongѴy	divergent	beѴiefsĺ	Such	positions	are	hard	to	changeĺ	Increasing	the	ѴeveѴ	
of	ecoѴogicaѴ	knowѴedge	aѴone	is	unѴikeѴy	to	faciѴitate	confѴict	managementĺ	Insteadķ	
confѴict	management	wouѴd	benefit	from	combining	such	knowѴedge	with	a	focus	
on	 reѴationshipsķ	deѴiberationķ	 and	 trust	 in	 addition	 to	expѴoring	 comanagement	
interventionsĺ

K E Y W O R D S

confѴictķ	conservation	psychoѴogyķ	perceptionsķ	hen	harrierķ	predatorķ	red	grouseķ	trustķ	wiѴdѴife	
vaѴue	orientations

F I G U R E  Ɛ ՊThe	cognitive	hierarchy	ŐѴeftő	consists	of	generaѴ	cognitions	ŐvaѴues	and	vaѴue	orientationső	and	specific	cognitions	Őattitudes	
and	normső	which	underpin	behaviouraѴ	intentions	and	behavioursĺ	An	underѴying	vaѴue	concerning	ľrespect	for	ѴifeĿ	may	take	divergent	
pathsĺ	For	exampѴeķ	oneŝs	vaѴues	may	orientate	towards	animaѴs	having	rights	equaѴ	to	peopѴe	orķ	in	contrastķ	towards	humane	use	of	animaѴsĺ	
Such	differences	in	vaѴue	orientation	uѴtimateѴy	resuѴt	in	different	behavioursķ	in	this	exampѴeķ	voting	to	ban	hunting	compared	to	engaging	
in	huntingĺ	Adapted	from	Vaske	and	Manfredo	ŐƑƏƐƑőĺ	Human	icon	by	Freepik
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they	wouѴd	compѴete	tax	returns	and	be	honest	with	their	friendső	
ŐManfredoķ	 ƑƏƏѶĸ	 Vaske	 ş	Manfredoķ	 ƑƏƐƑőĺ	 Basic	 beѴiefsķ	 which	
define	how	peopѴe	appѴy	specific	vaѴues	to	their	 Ѵivesķ	sit	between	
vaѴuesķ	and	attitudes	and	norms	in	the	cognitive	hierarchyĺ	WhiѴe	in-

dividuaѴs	may	share	the	same	firstŊorder	vaѴueķ	such	as	respect	for	
Ѵifeķ	they	may	differ	in	their	basic	beѴiefs	associated	with	this	vaѴue	
ŐFigure	Ɛĸ	Vaske	ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƑőĺ	Because	vaѴue	orientations	uѴti-
mateѴy	infѴuence	behaviourķ	understanding	them	in	reѴation	to	wiѴd-

Ѵife	 can	heѴp	managers	predict	 support	 for	 interventions	 ŐVaske	ş	
DonneѴѴyķ	ƐƖƖƖĸ	Vaske	ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƑőĺ	Indeedķ	Chan	et	aѴĺ	ŐƑƏƐѵő	
outѴined	how	a	more	robust	consideration	of	reѴationaѴ	vaѴuesķ	which	
concern	 aѴѴ	 manners	 of	 reѴationships	 between	 peopѴe	 and	 natureķ	
incѴuding	 reѴationships	between	peopѴe	 that	 invoѴve	natureķ	wouѴd	
Ѵead	to	more	productive	poѴicy	approachesĺ

Two	predominant	vaѴue	orientations	have	been	identified	in	re-

Ѵation	to	wiѴdѴifeĹ	utiѴitarianism	and	mutuaѴismĺ	IndividuaѴs	hoѴding	a	
utiѴitarian	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientation	beѴieve	wiѴdѴife	exists	for	human	
use	and	enjoyment	and	that	 it	shouѴd	be	managed	to	benefit	peo-

pѴeĺ	ConverseѴyķ	mutuaѴists	 beѴieve	 in	 the	 harmonious	 coexistence	
of	humans	and	wiѴdѴife	and	that	wiѴdѴife	 is	deserving	of	rights	sim-

iѴar	to	peopѴe	ŐJacobsķ	Vaskeķ	ş	Sijtsmaķ	ƑƏƐƓĸ	Whittakerķ	Vaskeķ	ş	
Manfredoķ	ƑƏƏѵőĺ	PeopѴe	can	aѴso	be	cѴassified	as	hoѴding	pѴuraѴist	
or	distanced	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientationsĺ	PѴuraѴists	hoѴd	both	utiѴitar-
ian	and	mutuaѴist	beѴiefs	and	 the	expression	of	one	view	over	 the	
other	 is	 infѴuenced	by	contextĸ	distanced	 individuaѴs	do	not	 advo-

cate	either	perspective	indicative	of	a	Ѵimited	connection	to	wiѴdѴife	
and	ѴittѴe	interest	in	wiѴdѴife	issues	ŐTeeѴ	ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƏőĺ	WiѴdѴife	
vaѴue	orientations	have	heѴped	expѴain	patterns	of	human	behaviour	
reѴating	to	wiѴdѴife	in	a	number	of	studies	Őeĺgĺķ	FuѴtonķ	Manfredoķ	ş	
Lipscombķ	ƐƖƖѵĸ	Jacobs	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƓĸ	TeeѴ	ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƏĸ	Vaske	
ş	DonneѴѴyķ	ƐƖƖƖőĺ	For	exampѴeķ	individuaѴs	hoѴding	mutuaѴistic	vaѴue	
orientations	 towards	 forests	were	significantѴy	more	 ѴikeѴy	 to	hoѴd	
proforestŊpreservation	 attitudes	 and	 intended	 to	 vote	 in	 support	
of	 forest	 preservationķ	 compared	 to	 individuaѴs	 hoѴding	 utiѴitarian	
vaѴue	orientations	ŐVaske	ş	DonneѴѴyķ	ƐƖƖƖőĺ	In	contrastķ	individuaѴs	
hoѴding	utiѴitarian	vaѴue	orientations	showed	Ѵimited	support	for	the	
reintroduction	of	woѴves	or	bison	to	Germany	compared	to	peopѴe	
hoѴding	 mutuaѴistic	 vaѴue	 orientations	 ŐHermannķ	 Voßķ	 ş	 MenzeѴķ	
ƑƏƐƒőĺ	Management	actions	designed	to	address	conservation	con-

fѴicts	may	not	 therefore	be	accepted	unanimousѴy	as	 stakehoѴders	
may	vary	in	their	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientations	and	thus	in	what	actions	
they	deem	to	be	acceptabѴe	ŐJacobs	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƓőĺ

The	 persistent	 confѴict	 between	 hunting	 and	 conservation	 in-

terests	over	the	management	of	red	grouse	 ŐLagopus lagopus scoti-

cuső	 and	hen	harrier	 ŐCircus cyaneuső	 in	 the	UK	upѴands	 represents	
a	cѴassic	exampѴe	of	how	research	has	focussed	on	ecoѴogy	ŐEѴstonķ	
Speziaķ	Bainesķ	ş	Redpathķ	ƑƏƐƓĸ	Thirgood	ş	Redpathķ	ƑƏƏƔķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	
Grouse	management	occurs	on	private	estates	 in	heather	 ŐCalluna 

vulgarisőŌdominated	 moorѴandsŌa	 habitat	 of	 internationaѴ	 con-

servation	 interest	 ŐThompsonķ	MacDonaѴdķ	Marsdenķ	 ş	 GaѴbraithķ	
ƐƖƖƔőĺ	In	EngѴandķ	much	of	the	grouse	management	is	intensive	and	
focused	on	deѴivering	Ѵarge	numbers	of	birds	for	shootingĺ	Predation	
by	raptorsķ	in	particuѴar	hen	harriersķ	canķ	in	certain	circumstancesķ	

significantѴy	 Ѵimit	 red	 grouse	 popuѴations	 reducing	 the	 number	
avaiѴabѴe	to	shoot	and	thus	the	economic	viabiѴity	of	driven	grouse	
shoots	 ŐSothertonķ	 Tapperķ	 ş	 Smithķ	 ƑƏƏƖĸ	 Thirgood	 et	 aѴĺķ	 ƑƏƏƏőĺ	
ConsequentѴyķ	harriers	and	other	raptorsķ	aѴthough	protected	under	
UK	ѴegisѴation	since	ƐƖƔƑķ	are	iѴѴegaѴѴy	kiѴѴed	on	grouse	moors	ŐAmar	
et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƑĸ	Redpathķ	Amarķ	Smithķ	Thompsonķ	ş	Thirgoodķ	ƑƏƐƏőĺ	
The	extent	of	iѴѴegaѴ	persecution	means	harriers	are	virtuaѴѴy	absent	
from	intensiveѴy	managed	grouse	moors	across	the	United	Kingdom	
ŐRedpath	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƏőĺ	The	confѴict	is	highѴy	poѴiticaѴ	and	constantѴy	
changingķ	but	in	essenceķ	it	is	between	those	who	wish	to	minimize	
the	impact	of	harriers	on	grouse	popuѴationsķ	sometimes	through	iѴ-
ѴegaѴ	kiѴѴing	of	harriersķ	and	advocates	of	harriers	who	demand	that	
the	Ѵaw	be	upheѴd	before	any	compromising	soѴutions	be	considered	
ŐThirgood	ş	Redpathķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	IncreasingѴyķ	howeverķ	arguments	em-

pѴoyed	by	conservationists	are	shifting	towards	broader	impacts	of	
grouse	management	on	upѴand	ecosystems	as	a	whoѴe	ŐAveryķ	ƑƏƐƔĸ	
Thompson	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ

AѴthough	there	is	generaѴ	agreement	about	the	evidence	of	the	
ecoѴogicaѴ	reѴationships	between	harriers	and	grouseķ	there	is	much	
Ѵess	 agreement	 about	managementĺ	 Suggested	 strategies	 have	 in-

cѴudedĹ	diversionary	feeding	of	harriers	to	reduce	predatory	impact	
on	grouseĸ	reintroduction	of	harriers	away	from	grouse	moorsĸ	re-

moving	 eggsņchicks	 from	nests	when	harrier	 density	 is	 highķ	 rear-
ing	in	captivity	and	reѴeasing	Őbrood	managementőĸ	Ѵicencing	grouse	
moors	 to	 ensure	 sustainabѴe	 and	 ѴegaѴ	 management	 practicesĸ	
and	 banning	 driven	 grouse	 shooting	 ŐAveryķ	 ƑƏƐƔĸ	 Harperķ	 ƑƏƐѶĸ	
Redpathķ	Thirgoodķ	ş	Leckieķ	ƑƏƏƐĸ	Thirgood	ş	Redpathķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	Of	
theseķ	diversionary	feeding	has	been	triaѴѴed	at	one	site	and	found	to	
be	effective	at	reducing	the	number	of	grouse	chicks	eaten	by	harri-
ers	ŐRedpath	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƐőĺ	Despite	thisķ	feeding	has	not	been	wideѴy	
taken	up	on	grouse	moorsĺ	Other	methods	have	not	been	triaѴѴedĺ	
Studies	have	examined	the	ecoѴogy	of	this	confѴict	and	on	deveѴop-

ing	mitigation	to	reduce	the	impact	of	predation	on	grouse	stocksĺ	So	
farķ	such	approaches	have	faiѴed	to	reduce	the	confѴictĺ	The	criticaѴ	
human	dimensions	have	been	much	Ѵess	studied	ŐHodgsonķ	Redpathķ	
Fischerķ	ş	Youngķ	ƑƏƐѶĸ	MarshaѴѴķ	Whiteķ	ş	Fischerķ	ƑƏƏƕőķ	yet	are	
essentiaѴ	 to	 the	 deveѴopment	 of	 confѴict	 management	 strategies	
ŐThirgood	ş	Redpathķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ

There	is	currentѴy	no	diaѴogue	process	in	pѴace	to	support	confѴict	
management	in	the	confѴict	over	harrier	and	grouse	management	in	
EngѴandĺ	Previous	diaѴogue	 searching	 for	 shared	 soѴutions	was	es-
tabѴished	in	ƑƏƏƔ	ŐEѴston	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƓőĺ	Howeverķ	this	was	unsuccess-
fuѴ	as	conservation	organizations	withdrew	from	the	processķ	partѴy	
because	 harriers	 continued	 to	 be	 kiѴѴed	 iѴѴegaѴѴyķ	 becoming	 ѴocaѴѴy	
extinct	 as	 a	 breeding	 bird	 in	 EngѴand	 in	 ƑƏƐƒĺ	 This	 Ѵed	 to	 the	UK	
Governmentŝs	Department	for	Environmentķ	Food	and	RuraѴ	Affairs	
ŐDEFRAőķ	via	NaturaѴ	EngѴandķ	taking	over	the	process	and	produc-
ing	the	joint	action	pѴan	to	increase	the	EngѴish	hen	harrier	popuѴa-
tionĺ	 The	pѴan	 incѴudes	 six	 actionsĹ	monitoring	 harrier	 popuѴations	
in	EngѴand	and	the	UKĸ	diversionary	feedingĸ	improving	inteѴѴigence	
and	enforcementĸ	nest	and	winter	roost	protectionĸ	a	reintroduction	
into	southern	EngѴand	on	Ѵand	not	associated	with	grouse	shootingĸ	
and	a	triaѴ	brood	management	schemeĺ	Brood	management	entaiѴs	



ƓՊ |Պ ՊՍPeople and Nature ST JOHN ET AL.

eggs	or	young	from	one	nest	being	removedķ	raised	in	captivity	and	
Ѵater	reѴeased	if	two	harrier	nests	occur	within	ƐƏ	km	ŐDEFRAķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ

Our	 study	 aimed	 to	 expѴore	 factors	 associated	 with	 supportņ
opposition	 for	 the	 different	 interventions	 proposed	 in	 the	 Action	
PѴanĺ	We	targeted	a	range	of	organizations	taking	positions	on	dif-
ferent	sides	of	the	debate	from	profieѴd	sports	Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	shoot-
ingķ	 fishingő	 to	 proraptor	 ŐspeciaѴizing	 in	 raptor	 protectionő	NGOsĺ	
SpecificaѴѴyķ	the	aims	of	this	study	were	toĹ	 Őiő	assess	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	
orientationsĸ	Őiiő	quantify	attitudes	towards	hen	harriersķ	maintaining	
a	ruraѴ	way	of	 Ѵifeķ	grouse	shootingķ	gamekeepersķ	and	raptor	con-

servationistsĸ	 Őiiiő	understand	perceptions	 towards	 the	Action	PѴan	
management	strategiesĸ	and	Őivő	investigate	ѴeveѴs	of	trust	in	NaturaѴ	
EngѴand	as	the	responsibѴe	government	authorityĺ	Such	insight	wiѴѴ	
heѴp	 in	understanding	why	confѴict	persists	and	guide	 its	effective	
managementĺ

ƑՊ |ՊMATERIAL S AND METHODS

Questionnaire	 construction	 was	 guided	 by	 conceptuaѴ	 frame-

works	 deveѴoped	 in	 sociaѴ	 and	 environmentaѴ	 psychoѴogy	 Őeĺgĺķ	
FuѴton	et	aѴĺķ	ƐƖƖѵĸ	MarshaѴѴ	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƕĸ	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƏѶĸ	TeeѴ	ş	
Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƏő	 that	aim	to	understand	human	actions	 towards	
wiѴdѴifeĺ	The	questionnaire	ŐSuppѴementary	Informationő	consisted	
of	six	core	sectionsĺ	Firstķ	we	expѴored	respondentsĽ	basic	knowѴ-
edge	and	experience	of	harriersĺ	Secondķ	basic	beѴiefs	were	meas-
ured	 by	 asking	 respondents	 to	 indicate	 their	 ѴeveѴ	 of	 agreement	
with	nine	beѴief	statements	about	wiѴdѴife	managementķ	shooting	
and	equaѴity	between	peopѴe	and	wiѴdѴife	ŐSupporting	information	
TabѴe	SƐőĺ	These	statements	were	adapted	from	previous	studies	
ŐFuѴton	et	aѴĺķ	ƐƖƖѵĸ	Whittaker	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏѵĸ	ZainaѴ	Abidin	ş	Jacobsķ	
ƑƏƐѵő	 to	 suit	 the	 harrierņgrouse	management	 contextĺ	 Togetherķ	
the	scores	from	these	statements	formed	an	index	that	described	
where	 respondents	 sat	 on	 the	 utiѴitarianŊmutuaѴist	 continuumķ	
that	 isķ	 their	 wiѴdѴife	 vaѴue	 orientation	 ŐManfredoķ	 ƑƏƏѶĸ	 TeeѴ	 ş	
Manfredoķ	 ƑƏƐƏőĺ	 Thirdķ	 ƐƖ	 statements	 investigated	 specific	 at-
titudes	towardsĹ	harriers	on	the	EngѴish	upѴandsĸ	 the	 importance	
of	 harrier	 conservation	 compared	 to	maintaining	 a	 ruraѴ	 way	 of	
Ѵifeĸ	 grouse	 shootingĸ	 gamekeepersĸ	 and	 raptor	 conservationists	
ŐSupporting	information	TabѴe	SƑőĺ	Fourthķ	participants	were	asked	
to	express	 their	 ѴeveѴ	of	 support	 for	 current	 and	proposed	man-

agement	options	defined	in	the	Action	PѴanĺ	Fifthķ	for	each	man-

agement	optionķ	 respondents	 indicated	how	much	 the	 approach	
wouѴd	increase	the	number	of	harriers	in	EngѴandķ	reduce	impact	
of	harriers	on	red	grouseķ	 reduce	disagreements	between	stake-

hoѴdersķ	 and	 reduce	 iѴѴegaѴ	 harrier	 kiѴѴingĺ	 LastѴyķ	 using	 a	 ƔŊpoint	
scaѴeķ	respondents	indicated	their	ѴeveѴ	of	trust	in	NaturaѴ	EngѴand	
ŐstrongѴy	 distrust	Ʒ	ƴƑĸ	 strongѴy	 trust	Ʒ	Ƒőĺ	 Respondents	 couѴd	
seѴect	 ľDonŝt	 knowĿ	 or	 simiѴar	 Őeĺgĺķ	 not	 appѴicabѴeő	 throughoutĺ	
The	 questionnaire	 was	 piѴoted	 among	 coѴѴeagues	 and	 members	
of	DEFRAŝs	Brood	Management	Working	Group	with	minor	edits	
made	prior	to	data	coѴѴectionĺ

ƑĺƐՊ|ՊData coѴѴection

We	 disseminated	 the	 onѴine	 questionnaire	 ŐSurveyMonkeyő	
through	 eight	 organizations	 that	 represented	 the	 interests	 of	
fieѴd	sports	and	birdsĺ	Organizations	were	provided	with	a	unique	
web	 Ѵink	to	the	questionnaire	embedded	within	emaiѴ	 text	 intro-

ducing	the	studyĺ	Invitations	were	onѴy	sent	to	members	residing	
in	 EngѴand	 as	 management	 approaches	 differ	 eѴsewhere	 in	 the	
United	Kingdomĺ	Where	ƻƓƏƏ	members	 fuѴfiѴѴed	 this	criteriaķ	 in-

vitations	were	sent	to	a	simpѴe	random	sampѴe	of	individuaѴsĺ	Our	
study	was	approved	by	Bangor	University	Ethics	Committee	Őap-

provaѴ	number	cnsƑƏƐƕfsjƏƐőĺ

ƑĺƑՊ|ՊAnaѴysis

Prior	to	anaѴysisķ	data	from	the	eight	organizations	were	combinedĺ	
Respondents	were	assigned	to	one	of	four	categories	according	to	
the	primary	objectives	of	their	affiѴiated	organizationĹ	ľFieѴd	sportĿ	
Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	shootingķ	fishingőĸ	ľNonŊraptorĿ	Őfocusing	on	the	pro-

tection	of	nonraptorsőĸ	ľProŊraptorĿ	 ŐspeciaѴizing	 in	raptor	protec-
tionőĸ	and	ľProŊbirdĿ	ŐinvoѴved	in	nonraptor	and	raptor	protectionőĺ

Statements	measuring	basic	beѴief	items	were	coded	such	that	
high	scores	were	indicative	of	utiѴitarian	responses	before	wiѴdѴife	
vaѴue	orientations	were	assessedĺ	Confirmatory	factory	anaѴysis	
ŐCFAő	was	 conducted	 to	 test	 whether	 the	 a	 priori	 groupings	 of	
variabѴes	into	wiѴdѴife	beѴief	dimensions	and	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orien-

tation	 domains	were	 a	 good	 fit	 to	 the	 data	 ŐFuѴton	 et	 aѴĺķ	 ƐƖƖѵĸ	
TeeѴ	ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƏőĺ	The	CFAŝs	were	performed	using	princi-
paѴ	 axis	 factoring	with	 orthogonaѴ	 Ővarimaxő	 rotationĺ	 ReѴiabiѴity	
of	 variabѴe	 groupings	 was	 confirmed	 using	 Cronbachŝs	 aѴpha	 Őa	
measure	 of	 how	 cѴoseѴy	 reѴated	 a	 set	 of	 variabѴes	 areő	 and	 thus	
average	scores	across	each	of	the	dimensions	and	domains	were	
caѴcuѴatedĺ	We	 assessed	 the	 internaѴ	 consistency	 of	 statements	
measuring	attitudes	in	five	topics	using	Cronbachŝs	aѴpha	before	
caѴcuѴating	average	individuaѴŊѴeveѴ	attitude	scores	per	topicĺ

We	used	oneŊway	anaѴysis	of	variance	ŐANOVAő	and	post	hoc	
tests	ŐTukeyŝs	HSDő	to	assess	differences	in	respondent	affiѴiationķ	
wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientationķ	and	attitudesĺ	Pearsonŝs	r	was	used	to	
investigate	 the	 reѴationship	 between	wiѴdѴife	 vaѴue	 orientations	
and	 attitudesĸ	 attitudes	 and	 support	 for	managementĸ	 and	 par-
ticipant	affiѴiation	and	 trust	 in	NEĺ	AѴѴ	 anaѴyses	were	conducted	
in	SPSS	Őversion	ƑƓőĺ

ƒՊ |ՊRESULTS

Of	 ƑķѶƏƕ	 invited	 participantsķ	 ƔƔƔ	 respondedĺ	 Records	 where	 no	
questions	were	answered	were	deѴeted	 Őn	Ʒ	ƐƖőķ	 Ѵeaving	data	 from	
Ɣƒѵ	 respondents	 affiѴiated	 to	 FieѴd	 sport	 Őn	Ʒ	ƐƓƑőķ	 NonŊraptor	
Őn	Ʒ	ƐƓƔőķ	ProŊraptor	Őn	Ʒ	ƐƓƕőķ	and	ProŊbird	Őn	Ʒ	ƐƏƑő	organizationsĺ	
Most	 respondents	were	aware	of	 the	Action	PѴan	 ŐѶѵĺƓѷő	but	 Ѵess	
than	haѴf	ŐƒƖĺѵѷő	had	read	itĺ
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ƒĺƐՊ|ՊBasic beѴiefs and wiѴdѴife vaѴue orientation

Confirmatory	 factor	 anaѴysis	 provided	 factor	 Ѵoadings	 that	 sup-

ported	 the	 a	 priori	 grouping	 of	 the	 nine	 basic	 beѴief	 statements	
into	 three	 dimensions	 named	 ľWiѴdѴife	 ManagementķĿ	 ľShootingķĿ	
and	 ľEquaѴity	 between	peopѴe	 and	wiѴdѴifeĿ	 refѴecting	 the	 content	
of	 the	 statements	 incorporated	 into	 each	 dimension	 ŐSupporting	
Information	 TabѴe	 SƐőĺ	 This	 anaѴysis	 showsķ	 for	 exampѴeķ	 that	 the	
five	statements	designed	to	measure	basic	beѴiefs	towards	shootingķ	
do	indeed	measure	one	underѴying	ľѴatent	variabѴeĿ	which	we	have	
caѴѴed	Shootingĺ	The	reѴiabiѴity	of	our	three	basic	beѴief	dimensions	
was	confirmed	by	Cronbachŝs	aѴpha	which	ranged	from	ƏĺƔƑ	to	ƏĺƖƑ	
ŐSupporting	Information	TabѴe	SƐőĺ

The	second	factor	anaѴysis	of	respondentsĽ	basic	beѴief	dimension	
scores	identified	two	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientation	domains	defined	as	
Species	Managementķ	which	encompassed	basic	beѴiefs	concerning	
WiѴdѴife	Management	 and	Shootingķ	 and	EquaѴity	between	peopѴe	
and	 wiѴdѴife	 ŐľEquaѴityCORŐƑƏőĿőĺ	 Respondents	 were	 then	 catego-

rized	 into	 wiѴdѴife	 vaѴue	 orientations	 according	 to	 their	 scores	 on	
Species	 Management	 Őmedian	Ʒ	ƏĺƔő	 and	 EquaѴity	 Őmedian	Ʒ	ƴƏĺƔőķ	
with	high	scores	being	above	the	median	in	each	domainĺ	This	scor-
ing	reveaѴed	four	categories	aѴong	the	two	dimensions	to	which	we	
assigned	the	ѴabeѴs	UtiѴitarianķ	PѴuraѴist	Aķ	PѴuraѴist	Bķ	and	MutuaѴist	
ŐTabѴe	 Ɛőĺ	 Respondents	 categorized	 as	 UtiѴitarian	 scored	 high	 for	
both	Species	Management	and	EquaѴityķ	which	 indicated	that	they	
heѴd	a	view	of	human	mastery	of	nature	and	prioritized	human	weѴѴŊ
being	over	the	rights	of	wiѴdѴife.	IndividuaѴs	assigned	to	the	PѴuraѴists	
A	 category	 accrued	 high	 scores	 indicative	 of	 support	 for	 Species	
Management	but	scored	Ѵow	on	EquaѴity	showing	they	not	onѴy	sup-

ported	WiѴdѴife	Management	but	aѴso	consider	wiѴdѴife	deserving	of	
rightsĺ	PѴuraѴist	B	individuaѴs	did	not	advocate	a	whoѴѴy	utiѴitarian	or	

mutuaѴist	viewĸ	they	scored	Ѵow	on	Species	Management	and	high	on	
rightsķ	indicating	a	Ѵack	of	support	for	shooting	or	managementķ	but	
not	due	to	being	advocates	of	wiѴdѴife	rightsĺ	MutuaѴists	scored	Ѵow	
on	Species	Management	and	Ѵow	on	EquaѴityķ	indicating	that	they	did	
not	support	shooting	or	management	of	wiѴdѴifeķ	and	viewed	wiѴdѴife	
to	be	somewhat	equaѴ	to	humans	and	deserving	of	rightsĺ

Mean	 wiѴdѴife	 vaѴue	 orientation	 scores	 differed	 significantѴy	
between	 UtiѴitarianķ	 PѴuraѴist	 Aķ	 PѴuraѴist	 Bķ	 and	 MutuaѴist	 respon-

dents	 ŐSpecies	 Management	 ŐFŐƒķƓƖƐő	Ʒ	ƔƑƑĺƓƐķ	 p	ƺ	ƏĺƏƐĸ	 EquaѴity	
ŐFŐƒķƓƖƐő	Ʒ	ƒѶƖĺƐѵķ	 p	ƺ	ƏĺƏƐőĺ	 Post	 hoc	 tests	 ŐTukeyŝs	 HSDő	 reveaѴed	
that	support	for	WiѴdѴife	Management	and	Shooting	was	Ѵower	among	
peopѴe	hoѴding	MutuaѴist	and	PѴuraѴist	B	vaѴue	orientationsķ	compared	
to	 UtiѴitarian	 or	 PѴuraѴist	 A	 orientationsĺ	 In	 contrastķ	 peopѴe	 hoѴding	
UtiѴitarian	and	PѴuraѴist	B	vaѴue	orientations	supported	arguments	that	
indicated	the	needs	of	peopѴe	are	more	 important	than	the	rights	of	
animaѴķ	when	compared	to	peopѴe	cѴassified	as	MutuaѴist	or	PѴuraѴist	Aĺ

WhiѴe	there	is	variation	in	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientation	within	affiѴ-
iations	Őeĺgĺķ	ƔƐĺƑѷ	of	FieѴd	Sport	respondents	hoѴd	UtiѴitarian	vaѴue	
orientationsķ	ƓƒĺѶѷ	PѴuraѴist	Aķ	Ɛĺƕѷ	PѴuraѴist	Bķ	and	ƒĺƒѷ	MutuaѴistőķ	
the	majority	ŐƔƐĺƑѷő	of	FieѴd	Sport	affiѴiatesķ	and	many	ŐƒƖĺƕѷő	asso-

ciated	with	NonŊraptor	organizations	reported	UtiѴitarian	vaѴue	ori-
entations	in	keeping	with	human	domination	of	wiѴdѴifeĺ	PѴuraѴist	A	
vaѴuesķ	indicative	of	support	for	WiѴdѴife	Management	and	a	degree	
of	EquaѴity	between	human	and	wiѴdѴife	were	aѴso	common	in	these	
groups	ŐƓƒĺѶѷ	and	ƒƖĺƕѷ	respectiveѴyőĺ	In	contrastķ	most	individuaѴs	
associated	with	ProŊraptor	or	ProŊbird	organizations	heѴd	MutuaѴist	
vaѴue	 orientations	 ŐƕƐĺѵѷ	 and	 ƕƔĺѵѷ	 respectiveѴyő	 indicating	 that	
they	did	not	support	Shooting	or	WiѴdѴife	Management	and	viewed	
wiѴdѴife	 to	be	 somewhat	equaѴ	 to	humans	and	deserving	of	 rightsĺ	
PѴuraѴist	B	orientationsķ	indicating	a	Ѵack	of	support	for	Shooting	or	
Management	but	prioritization	of	human	weѴѴŊbeing	over	the	rights	

TA B L E  Ɛ ՊMean	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientation	scores	of	respondents	categorized	as	UtiѴitarianķ	PѴuraѴistķ	and	MutuaѴist	Őminimum	Ʒ	ƴƑķ	
maximum	Ʒ	Ƒĸ	higher	scores	indicate	utiѴitarian	vaѴuesőĺ	The	two	pѴuraѴist	categories	represent	different	combination	of	utiѴitarian	and	
mutuaѴist	vaѴuesĹ	PeopѴe	categorized	as	PѴuraѴist	A	support	Species	Management	and	perceive	wiѴdѴife	deserving	of	rightsĸ	those	categorized	
as	PѴuraѴist	B	do	not	support	Species	Management	and	prioritize	human	needs	over	wiѴdѴife	rightsĺ	BeѴowķ	the	percentages	of	respondents	
fitting	into	each	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientation	category	according	to	organizationaѴ	affiѴiation	are	presented

Wildlife value orientation domains (bold) and 

basic belief dimensions

Wildlife value orientations

UtiѴitarian Őn = 121) 

Mean ŐSE)

Pluralist A (n = 119) 

Mean ŐSE)

PѴuraѴist B Őn = 41) 

Mean ŐSE)

MutuaѴist Őn = 185) 

Mean ŐSE)

Species management 1.40 (0.04) 1.18 (0.04) ƴƏĺƓƒ ŐƏĺƐƏő ƴƏĺƔƑ ŐƏĺƏƓő

WiѴdѴife	management	beѴiefs ƐĺƒƏ	ŐƏĺƏѵő ƐĺƐƒ	ŐƏĺƏѵő ƴƏĺѵƏ	ŐƏĺƐƔő ƴƏĺƓƏ	ŐƏĺƏѵő

Shooting	beѴiefs ƐĺƔƏ	ŐƏĺƏƔő ƐĺƑƒ	ŐƏĺƏѵő ƴƏĺƑѵ	ŐƏĺƐƔő ƴƏĺѵƓ	ŐƏĺƏѵő

EquaѴity between peopѴe and wiѴdѴife ƏĺƔƖ ŐƏĺƏƔő ƴƐĺƏƐ ŐƏĺƏƓő 0.33 (0.08) ƴƐĺƑƖ ŐƏĺƏƓő

BeѴiefs	in	needs	of	peopѴe	coming	before	
wiѴdѴife

ƏĺƔƖ	ŐƏĺƏƔő ƴƐĺƏƐ	ŐƏĺƏƓő Əĺƒƒ	ŐƏĺƏѶő ƴƐĺƑƖ	ŐƏĺƏƓő

Affiliation

FieѴd	sport	Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	shootingķ	fishingő 51.2 43.8 1.7 3.3

NonŊraptor	Őfocusing	on	the	protection	of	
nonraptorső

ƒƖĺƕ ƒƖĺƕ 6.6 14.0

ProŊraptor	ŐspeciaѴizing	in	raptor	protectionő 6.0 ƖĺƏ 13.4 71.6

ProŊbird	ŐinvoѴved	in	nonraptor	and	raptor	
protectionő

3.3 6.7 14.4 75.6
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of	wiѴdѴife	were	aѴso	present	in	these	groups	ŐƐƒĺƓѷ	and	ƐƓĺƓѷ	re-

spectiveѴyő	ŐTabѴe	Ɛőĺ

ƒĺƑՊ|ՊAttitudes

ReѴiabiѴity	 anaѴysis	 reveaѴed	 high	 internaѴ	 consistency	 for	 sets	 of	 at-
titude	 statements	 within	 the	 five	 core	 areas	 measuredĸ	 Cronbachŝs	
aѴpha	 ranged	 from	 ƏĺѵƖ	 to	 ƏĺѶƔ	 ŐSupporting	 Information	 TabѴe	 SƑőĺ	
ConsequentѴyķ	 average	 scores	 for	 each	 attitude	 reaѴm	 were	 caѴcu-

Ѵated	 for	 individuaѴsĺ	 There	 were	 statisticaѴѴy	 significant	 differences	
between	 respondent	 affiѴiation	 and	 their	 attitudes	 towards	 harriers	
on	 the	EngѴish	upѴands	 ŐFŐƒķƓƒƖő	Ʒ	ƐƐƕĺƔƕķ	p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	 the	 importance	
of	 harrier	 conservation	 compared	 to	maintaining	 a	 ruraѴ	 way	 of	 Ѵife	
ŐFŐƒķƓƓƓő	Ʒ	ƐѵѶĺƕƔķ	 p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	 grouse	 shooting	 ŐFŐƒķƓƏƐő	Ʒ	ƑѶƏĺƖƓķ	
p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	 gamekeepers	 ŐFŐƒķƓƓƒő	Ʒ	ƐƐƏĺƐƒķ	 p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	 and	 raptor	
conservationists	ŐFŐƒķƓƔƏő	Ʒ	ƖƔĺƕƐķ	p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐő	ŐFigure	Ƒőĺ	Post	hoc	tests	
reveaѴed	 no	 significant	 differences	 between	 attitudes	 heѴd	 by	 FieѴd	
Sport	and	NonŊraptorŋaffiѴiated	individuaѴs	 Őp	Ʒ	ƏĺƓѶķ	ƐĺƐƏķ	ƏĺƖƏķ	ƏĺƖƑ	
and	ƏĺƕƑőĺ	Respondents	affiѴiated	to	these	types	of	organizations	gener-
aѴѴy	reported	more	negative	attitudes	towards	harriers	in	the	upѴandsķ	
the	importance	of	harrier	conservation	compared	to	maintaining	a	ruraѴ	
way	 of	 Ѵifeķ	 and	 raptor	 conservationistsĺ	 Compared	 to	 other	 groupsķ	
they	 aѴso	 reported	more	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 grouse	 shooting	
and	gamekeepersĺ	 IndividuaѴs	 associated	with	ProŊraptor	or	ProŊbird	
organizations	did	not	differ	significantѴy	in	their	attitudes	towards	har-
riers	in	the	upѴands	Őp	Ʒ	ƏĺƑƐőķ	gamekeepers	Őp	Ʒ	ƏĺƔƖőķ	or	raptor	conser-
vationists	Őp	Ʒ	ƏĺƖѶőĺ	Howeverķ	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	respondents	did	
differ	significantѴy	in	their	attitudes	towards	the	importance	of	harrier	
conservation	compared	to	maintaining	a	ruraѴ	way	of	Ѵife	Őp	Ʒ	ƏĺƏƒő	and	
attitude	 towards	 grouse	 shooting	 Őp	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőĺ	 ProŊbird	 respondents	
reported	more	MutuaѴist	views	than	any	other	groupĸ	they	supported	
harrier	conservation	over	maintaining	a	ruraѴ	way	of	Ѵife	and	heѴd	nega-
tive	attitudes	towards	grouse	shooting	ŐFigure	Ƒőĺ

Across	aѴѴ	respondentsķ	vaѴues	associated	with	Species	Management	
and	 EquaѴity	 were	 significantѴy	 reѴated	 to	 respondentŝs	 attitudes	
ŐSupporting	Information	TabѴe	Sƒőĺ	For	exampѴeķ	as	wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	ori-
entation	scores	increasedķ	indicative	of	more	utiѴitarian	vaѴuesķ	attitude	
towards	harriers	on	the	EngѴish	upѴands	decѴined	ŐSpecies	Management	
r Ʒ	ƴƏĺѵƑķ	 p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐĸ	 EquaѴity	 r = ƴƏĺƓѵķ	 p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐő	 whiѴe	 attitude	 to-

wards	Shooting	became	more	positive	ŐSpecies	Management	r = Əĺƕƕķ	
p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐĸ	EquaѴity	r	Ʒ	ƏĺƓƒķ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőĺ

Across	 aѴѴ	 respondentsķ	 ѶƏѷ	 of	 the	 correѴations	 between	 at-
titudes	 and	 support	 for	management	were	 significant	 ŐSupporting	
Information	TabѴe	SƓőĺ	As	attitude	scores	towards	harriers	increasedķ	
indicative	of	more	MutuaѴist	viewsķ	so	too	did	support	for	monitor-
ing	Őr	Ʒ	ƏĺѵƓķ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	 improving	inteѴѴigence	Őr	Ʒ	ƏĺѵƔķ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőķ	
and	nest	and	roost	protection	Őr	Ʒ	Əĺƕƒ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐő	whiѴe	support	for	
brood	management	decѴined	Őr Ʒ	ƴƏĺƑƓķ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőĺ	As	attitudes	to-

wards	shooting	became	more	positiveķ	indicative	of	more	UtiѴitarian	
viewsķ	so	too	did	support	 for	more	 invasive	forms	of	management	
Őeĺgĺķ	brood	management	r	Ʒ	ƏĺƔƐķ	p ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőĺ	In	other	wordsķ	where	
individuaѴs	 sat	 on	 the	 UtiѴitarianŊMutuaѴist	 spectrum	 infѴuenced	
their	 attitudes	 and	 these	 attitudes	were	 reѴated	 to	 expressions	 of	
supportņopposition	for	different	management	optionsĺ

ƒĺƒՊ|ՊWithinŊgroup differences in ѴeveѴs of support 
for harrier management

UnѴike	aѴѴ	other	groupsķ	FieѴd	 sport	 respondents	 reported	statis-
ticaѴѴy	 simiѴar	 ѴeveѴs	 of	 support	 for	 aѴѴ	 management	 approaches	
ŐFieѴd	sport	FŐƔķƕƏƏő	Ʒ	ƐĺѶѶķ	p	Ʒ	ƏĺƐƏĸ	NonŊraptor	FŐƔķƕƑƑő	Ʒ	ƐƏĺƖƔķ	
p	ƺ	ƏĺƏƏƐĸ	 ProŊraptor	 FŐƔķƕƖѶő	Ʒ	ѶƓĺƐķ	 p	ƺ	ƏĺƏƏƐĸ	 ProŊbirds	
FŐƔķƔƔƏő	Ʒ	ƑƔƔĺƕѵķ	 p	ƺ	ƏĺƏƏƐő	 ŐFigure	 ƒķ	 Supporting	 Information	
TabѴe	 SƔőĺ	 Post	 hoc	 tests	 reveaѴed	 that	 NonŊraptor	 respondents	
reported	significantѴy	Ѵower	ѴeveѴs	of	support	for	a	southern	rein-

troduction	ŐM	Ʒ	ƏĺƏƔķ	SD Ʒ	ƐĺƑƑő	compared	to	other	management	

F I G U R E  Ƒ ՊMean	scores	to	attitude	
statements	concerning	five	topicsĹ	the	
existence	of	harriers	on	the	EngѴish	
upѴandsĸ	the	importance	of	harrier	
conservation	compared	to	maintaining	
a	ruraѴ	way	of	Ѵifeĸ	grouse	shootingĸ	
gamekeepersĸ	and	raptor	conservationistsĺ	
Data	are	grouped	according	to	respondent	
affiѴiationĹ	ľFieѴd	sportĿ	Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	
shootingķ	fishingőĸ	ľNonŊraptorĿ	Őfocusing	
on	the	protection	of	nonraptorsőĸ	ľProŊ
raptorĿ	ŐspeciaѴizing	in	raptor	protectionőĸ	
and	ľProŊbirdĿ	ŐinvoѴved	in	nonraptor	and	
raptor	protectionőĺ	Error	bars	show	ƖƔѷ	
confidence	intervaѴ
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approachesĸ	their	support	for	the	reintroduction	did	not	differ	sig-

nificantѴy	to	the	Ѵow	ѴeveѴ	of	support	they	reported	for	brood	man-

agement	 ŐM	Ʒ	ƏĺƑѶķ	 SD	Ʒ	ƐĺƑƒőĺ	 Within	 ProŊraptor	 and	 ProŊbird	
respondentsķ	monitoringķ	nest	and	roost	protectionķ	and	 improv-

ing	inteѴѴigence	received	high	and	statisticaѴѴy	simiѴar	ѴeveѴs	of	sup-

portĺ	In	contrastķ	these	groups	reported	significantѴy	Ѵower	ѴeveѴs	
of	 support	 for	 brood	management	 compared	 to	 any	 other	man-

agement	 approach	 ŐM	Ʒ	ƴƏĺƐƑķ	 SD	Ʒ	ƐĺƒƏĸ	 M	Ʒ	ƴƐĺƓƒķ	 SD	Ʒ	ƏĺƖƒ	
respectiveѴyőĺ

ƒĺƓՊ|ՊBetweenŊgroup differences in ѴeveѴs of support 
for harrier management

With	 the	 exception	 of	 diversionary	 feeding	 which	 was	 generaѴѴy	
backed	by	aѴѴ	groupsķ	ѴeveѴs	of	support	for	management	options	var-
ied	 significantѴy	 by	 respondent	 affiѴiation	 ŐSupporting	 Information	
TabѴe	Sѵĸ	Figure	ƒőĺ	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	 respondents	 reported	
statisticaѴѴy	simiѴar	and	significantѴy	higher	ѴeveѴs	of	support	for	mon-

itoringķ	nest	and	roost	protectionķ	and	improving	 inteѴѴigence	com-

pared	to	FieѴd	sport	and	NonŊraptor	respondentsĺ	LeveѴs	of	support	
for	brood	management	differed	significantѴy	among	groupsĸ	support	
was	 highest	 among	 FieѴd	 sport	 foѴѴowed	 by	 NonŊraptor	 affiѴiatesĺ	
Howeverķ	 their	average	 ѴeveѴs	of	support	 for	 this	management	ap-

proach	were	conservativeķ	ranging	from	M	Ʒ	ƏĺƑѶ	ŐSD	Ʒ	ƐĺƑƒķ	NonŊ
raptorő	 to	M	Ʒ	ƏĺƕƔ	 ŐSD	Ʒ	ƐĺƐƔķ	 FieѴd	 sportő	where	 Ə	Ʒ	NeutraѴ	 and	
Ƒ	Ʒ	strongѴy	 supportĺ	 ProŊbird	 respondents	 reported	 significantѴy	
greater	opposition	to	brood	management	which	was	aѴso	opposed	
by	ProŊraptor	affiѴiatesĺ	LeveѴs	of	support	for	a	southern	reintroduc-
tion	were	statisticaѴѴy	simiѴar	and	highest	among	FieѴd	sport	foѴѴowed	
by	ProŊraptor	individuaѴs	ŐM	Ʒ	ƏĺƖƑķ	SD Ʒ	ƏĺƖƕĸ	ƏĺƖƓ	SD Ʒ	ƐĺƑƕő	whiѴe	
NonŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	approvaѴ	of	this	form	of	management	cen-

tred	around	neutraѴ	ŐM	Ʒ	ƏĺƏƔ	SD Ʒ	ƐĺƑƑĸ	M Ʒ	ƴƏĺƏƐķ	SD Ʒ	ƐĺƑѵőĺ

ƒĺƔՊ|ՊImpact of proposed action pѴan measures on 
hen harrier recovery in England

Views	 on	 how	management	 activities	wouѴd	 impact	 harrier	 recov-
ery	and	grouse	management	in	EngѴand	varied	between	respondent	
groups	ŐFigure	Ɠőĺ	With	the	exception	of	monitoringķ	groups	disagreed	
significantѴy	on	whether	each	management	activity	wouѴd	 increase	
harrier	numbers	ŐFigure	Ɠaĸ	Supporting	Information	TabѴe	Sƕőĺ	Of	aѴѴ	
management	activities	presentedķ	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	respond-

ents	reported	improving	inteѴѴigence	and	nest	and	roost	protection	
to	be	most	ѴikeѴy	to	increase	harrier	numbersĸ	post	hoc	tests	reveaѴed	
that	these	opinions	differed	significantѴy	to	FieѴd	sport	and	NonŊrap-

tor	respondentsĺ	FieѴd	sport	and	NonŊraptor	individuaѴs	did	not	differ	
significantѴy	in	the	degree	to	which	they	thought	brood	management	
was	a	usefuѴ	tooѴ	for	increasing	harrier	numbersĸ	but	their	views	dif-
fered	significantѴy	to	the	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	affiѴiatesĺ

There	was	no	significant	difference	 in	 the	degree	 to	which	 re-

spondents	beѴieved	diversionary	feeding	wouѴd	reduce	the	impact	of	
harrier	on	grouseĸ	means	ranged	from	ƏĺƕƑ	ŐSD Ʒ	ƐĺƏƐķ	FieѴd	Sportő	
to	ƏĺƖƕ	ŐSD Ʒ	ƏĺƕѶķ	GeneraѴŊbirdő	where	two	indicates	strong	agree-

ment	that	diversionary	feeding	wouѴd	reduce	the	impact	of	harrier	
ŐFigure	Ɠbĸ	 Supporting	 Information	TabѴe	SѶőĺ	 FieѴd	 sport	 affiѴiates	
were	significantѴy	more	 ѴikeѴy	than	other	groups	to	perceive	brood	
management	and	a	southern	reintroduction	as	effective	approaches	
to	reducing	the	impact	of	harriers	on	grouseĺ

There	were	 no	 significant	 differences	 in	 opinions	 reported	 by	
individuaѴs	from	different	affiѴiations	and	the	effectiveness	of	mon-

itoringķ	 diversionary	 feedingķ	 or	 improving	 inteѴѴigence	at	 reducing	
disagreements	between	stakehoѴdersĸ	answers	sat	between	neutraѴ	
and	agree	ŐFigure	Ɠcĸ	Supporting	Information	TabѴe	SƖőĺ	Compared	to	
aѴѴ	groupsķ	FieѴd	sport	respondents	were	significantѴy	more	ѴikeѴy	to	
report	that	brood	management	or	a	southern	reintroduction	wouѴd	

F I G U R E  ƒ ՊMean	ѴeveѴ	of	support	for	
each	of	the	six	management	optionsĹ	
the	triaѴ	brood	management	schemeĸ	a	
reintroduction	into	southern	EngѴandĸ	
diversionary	feedingĸ	nest	and	winter	
roost	protectionĸ	improving	inteѴѴigence	
and	enforcementĸ	and	monitoring	harrier	
popuѴations	in	the	United	Kingdomĺ	Data	
are	grouped	according	to	respondent	
affiѴiationĹ	ľFieѴd	sportĿ	Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	
shootingķ	fishingőĸ	ľNonŊraptorĿ	Őfocusing	
on	the	protection	of	nonraptorsőĸ	ľProŊ
raptorĿ	ŐspeciaѴizing	in	raptor	protectionőĸ	
and	ľProŊbirdĿ	ŐinvoѴved	in	nonraptor	
and	raptor	protectionőĺ	Error	bars	show	
ƖƔѷ	confidence	intervaѴsĺ	StatisticaѴѴy	
significant	differences	within	groups	are	
denoted	by	an	asterisk
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reduce	stakehoѴder	confѴictĺ	No	other	group	heѴd	these	opinions	and	
ProŊbird	respondents	were	significantѴy	Ѵess	ѴikeѴy	than	other	groups	
to	 beѴieve	 that	 a	 southern	 reintroduction	 or	 brood	 management	
wouѴd	reduce	disagreementsĺ

WhiѴe	 there	 were	 some	 significant	 differences	 in	 ѴeveѴs	 of	
agreement	between	groupsķ	aѴѴ	respondents	agreed	that	the	iѴѴegaѴ	
kiѴѴing	 of	 harriers	 couѴd	 be	 reduced	 through	monitoringķ	 nest	 and	
roost	protectionķ	and	improving	inteѴѴigence	ŐFigure	Ɠdĸ	Supporting	

Information	TabѴe	SƐƏőĺ	FieѴd	sports	and	NonŊraptor	groups	beѴieved	
that	diversionary	feeding	and	brood	management	wouѴd	reduce	 iѴ-
ѴegaѴ	 kiѴѴingķ	 but	 these	 views	 differed	 significantѴy	 to	 respondents	
associated	with	ProŊraptor	and	ProŊbird	organizationsĺ

Trust	 in	 NaturaѴ	 EngѴand	 differed	 significantѴy	 across	 groups	
ŐFŐƒķƓƑѶő	Ʒ	ѵĺѶѶķ	p	ƽ	ƏĺƏƏƐőĺ	Post	hoc	tests	reveaѴed	that	FieѴd	sport	
and	 ProŊraptor	 respondents	 reported	 statisticaѴѴy	 simiѴar	 answers	
with	 a	 mean	 vaѴue	 indicative	 of	 sѴight	 trust	 ŐM	Ʒ	ƏĺƒƏķ	 SD Ʒ	ƐĺƐƐĸ	

F I G U R E  Ɠ ՊMean	ѴeveѴ	of	beѴief	that	each	management	options	wouѴd	Őaő	increase	the	number	of	hen	harriersķ	Őbő	reduce	the	impact	of	
harriers	on	grouseķ	Őcő	reduce	disagreements	between	stakehoѴdersķ	and	Ődő	reduce	iѴѴegaѴ	kiѴѴing	of	harriersĺ	ƴƑ	indicates	disagreementķ	Ə	
neither	agreement	or	disagreementķ	and	ƳƑ	indicates	strong	agreementĺ	Data	are	grouped	according	to	respondent	affiѴiationĹ	ľFieѴd	sportĿ	
Őiĺeĺķ	huntingķ	shootingķ	fishingőĸ	ľNonŊraptorĿ	Őfocusing	on	the	protection	of	nonraptorsőĸ	ľProŊraptorĿ	ŐspeciaѴizing	in	raptor	protectionőĸ	and	
ľProŊbirdĿ	ŐinvoѴved	in	nonraptor	and	raptor	protectionőĺ	StatisticaѴѴy	significant	differences	are	denoted	by	an	asteriskĺ	Error	bars	show	ƖƔѷ	
confidence	intervaѴ
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M	Ʒ	ƏĺƒƔķ	 SD Ʒ	ƏĺƒƔĸ	 p	Ʒ	ƏĺƖѶőĺ	 NonŊraptor	 and	 ProŊbird	 affiѴiates	
aѴso	reported	statisticaѴѴy	simiѴar	responses	Őp	Ʒ	ƐĺƏő	but	with	a	mean	
vaѴue	 indicative	 of	 sѴight	 distrust	 in	 NaturaѴ	 EngѴand	 ŐM Ʒ	ƴƏĺƐƏķ	
SD Ʒ	ƏĺƖƒĸ	M Ʒ	ƴƏĺƐƐķ	SD Ʒ	ƐĺƏƑĸ	p	Ʒ	ƐĺƏőĺ

ƓՊ |ՊDISCUSSION

Our	work	 highѴights	 the	 very	 different	 vaѴue	 orientations	 heѴd	 by	
stakehoѴders	in	this	confѴictĺ	WhiѴe	the	majority	of	respondents	af-
fiѴiated	 with	 fieѴd	 sport	 organizations	 reported	 utiѴitarian	 vaѴuesķ	
the	 majority	 of	 ProŊraptor	 and	 ProŊbird	 respondents	 were	 driven	
by	mutuaѴist	 beѴiefsĺ	 These	 vaѴue	orientations	were	 strongѴy	 asso-

ciated	with	 peopѴeŝs	 attitudes	 towards	managementĺ	 Those	 at	 the	
utiѴitarian	end	of	the	spectrum	generaѴѴy	heѴd	attitudes	supportive	
of	 grouse	 shooting	 and	 gamekeepersķ	 in	 contrast	 to	 those	 on	 the	
mutuaѴist	 sideĺ	 As	 suggested	 by	 the	 cognitive	 hierarchy	 ŐVaske	 ş	
Manfredoķ	 ƑƏƐƑő	we	 aѴso	 found	 strong	 correѴations	 between	 atti-
tude	and	support	for	management	optionsķ	our	proxy	for	behaviourĺ	
Those	hoѴding	more	positive	attitudes	 towards	harriers	on	EngѴish	
upѴands	 and	 Ѵess	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 grouse	 shooting	 and	
gamekeepers	generaѴѴy	showed	greater	support	for	monitoringķ	nest	
protectionķ	and	 increased	 inteѴѴigenceĺ	 In	contrastķ	 those	reporting	
more	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 shooting	 or	 gamekeepers	 were	
more	 supportive	 of	 reintroduction	 and	 brood	 managementĺ	 Our	
findings	add	to	a	growing	body	of	research	providing	evidence	that	
wiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientations	heѴp	expѴain	patterns	of	human	behaviour	
reѴating	to	wiѴdѴife	Őeĺgĺķ	FuѴton	et	aѴĺķ	ƐƖƖѵĸ	Jacobs	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƓĸ	TeeѴ	
ş	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƐƏĸ	Vaske	ş	DonneѴѴyķ	ƐƖƖƖőĺ	Furthermoreķ	our	work	
highѴights	the	importance	of	fostering	reѴationaѴ	vaѴuesķ	that	isķ	vaѴ-
ues	 pertaining	 to	 aѴѴ	manner	 of	 reѴationships	 between	peopѴe	 and	
natureķ	for	proenvironmentaѴ	protection	ŐChan	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ

WiѴdѴife	vaѴue	orientations	do	changeķ	but	they	do	so	sѴowѴy	and	
it	 is	unѴikeѴy	that	they	change	in	response	to	specific	interventions	
ŐHeberѴeinķ	ƑƏƐƑĸ	Manfredo	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƕőĺ	Moreoverķ	where	attitudes	
are	 reѴated	 strongѴy	 to	 underѴying	 vaѴuesķ	 as	 they	 are	 hereķ	 they	
can	aѴso	be	difficuѴt	to	change	ŐHeberѴeinķ	ƑƏƐƑĸ	Manfredoķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	
Howeverķ	the	fact	that	vaѴues	are	deepŊset	and	aѴong	with	attitudes	
change	sѴowѴyķ	does	not	mean	that	confѴicts	between	parties	cannot	
be	reduced	and	managedĺ	There	is	considerabѴe	proof	that	attitudes	
and	behaviour	are	 reѴativeѴy	unresponsive	 to	evidence	and	knowѴ-
edge	Őeĺgĺķ	Ericsson	ş	HeberѴeinķ	ƑƏƏƒĸ	HeberѴein	ş	Ericssonķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	
Thusķ	drives	to	change	attitudesķ	and	uѴtimateѴy	behaviourķ	through	
education	programmesķ	are	unѴikeѴy	to	be	successfuѴ	ŐCurti	ş	VaѴdezķ	
ƑƏƏƖĸ	Espinosa	ş	Jacobsonķ	ƑƏƐƑőĺ	Howeverķ	just	as	vaѴues	are	cuѴ-
tivated	through	repeated	experience	with	peer	groups	ŐChan	et	aѴĺķ	
ƑƏƐѵőķ	 attitudes	 aѴso	 change	 in	 reѴation	 to	experience	 ŐEspinosa	ş	
Jacobsonķ	 ƑƏƐƑĸ	 HeberѴein	 ş	 Ericssonķ	 ƑƏƏѶĸ	 Sponarskiķ	 Vaskeķ	
Bathķ	ş	LoeffѴerķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ	This	suggests	thatķ	in	a	conservation	confѴictķ	
changes	in	entrenched	positions	are	more	ѴikeѴy	to	emerge	through	
exposure	to	stakehoѴders	with	different	beѴiefsķ	and	to	the	system	
and	interventions	in	questionĺ	Furthermoreķ	successfuѴ	management	
may	depend	upon	 identifying	 vaѴue	 simiѴarity	 among	 stakehoѴders	

and	buiѴding	upon	shared	vaѴues	 to	support	engagement	and	seek	
compromiseķ	rather	than	highѴighting	differences	ŐManfredoķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ

With	respect	to	the	harrierŋgrouse	confѴictķ	there	are	commonaѴ-
ities	in	vaѴues	among	FieѴd	sport	and	NonŊraptor	affiѴiates	yet	there	
is	Ѵimited	overѴap	in	the	vaѴues	heѴd	by	these	two	groups	and	respon-

dents	associated	with	organizations	whose	primary	objective	is	avian	
conservationĺ	This	represents	a	considerabѴe	chaѴѴenge	to	reŊestab-

Ѵishing	diaѴogue	and	it	seems	pѴausibѴe	that	divergent	vaѴues	prevent	
meaningfuѴ	 diaѴogue	 between	 groupsĺ	Howeverķ	 as	 suggested	 in	 a	
recent	anaѴysis	of	confѴicts	around	birds	of	prey	in	ScotѴandķ	shared	
narratives	can	offer	a	springboard	to	new	exchanges	between	stake-

hoѴders	 ŐHodgson	 et	 aѴĺķ	 ƑƏƐѶőĺ	ConsequentѴyķ	 there	may	be	merit	
in	 expanding	 the	 diaѴogue	 beyond	 harriers	 and	 towards	moorѴand	
management	more	 broadѴyĸ	 this	wouѴd	widen	 the	 opportunity	 for	
identification	of	common	narratives	and	goaѴsĺ	As	is	often	the	case	
where	 conservation	 confѴicts	 revoѴve	 around	 enigmatic	 predatorsķ	
the	highѴy	poѴiticaѴ	 and	emotive	nature	of	 the	harrierŋgrouse	 con-

fѴict	means	estabѴishing	a	more	expansive	diaѴogue	wiѴѴ	be	chaѴѴeng-
ingĺ	Howeverķ	 approaches	 such	 as	 transdiscipѴinarity	 and	 adaptive	
coŊmanagementķ	which	 are	 designed	 to	 buiѴd	 a	 shared	 experience	
around	researchķ	may	offer	a	soѴution	ŐArmitage	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƖĸ	KѴein	
et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƐőĺ

TransdiscipѴinarity	and	adaptive	comanagement	Ѵink	to	the	idea	
of	confѴict	transformationķ	which	concerns	the	expѴoration	and	ac-
knowѴedgement	of	vaѴues	and	focus	on	deѴiberative	responses	and	
the	buiѴding	of	trust	and	reѴationships	ŐMadden	ş	McQuinnķ	ƑƏƐƓőĺ	If	
parties	are	prepared	to	come	to	the	tabѴe	and	deѴiberate	then	there	
is	 scope	 to	manage	probѴems	 to	 reduce	confѴict	 Őeĺgĺķ	ButѴer	et	aѴĺķ	
ƑƏƐƔĸ	Lundmark	ş	Mattiķ	ƑƏƐƔőĺ	The	successfuѴ	 impѴementation	of	
these	deѴiberative	processes	requires	consideration	of	trustķ	repre-

sentativenessķ	 acknowѴedgement	 of	 different	 knowѴedge	 spheresķ	
diaѴogue	 to	expѴore	perspectivesķ	and	agreed	goaѴs	and	 Ѵeadership	
ŐDavenportķ	 Leahyķ	 Andersonķ	 ş	 Jakesķ	 ƑƏƏƕĸ	 Sjक़ѴanderŊLindqvistķ	
Johanssonķ	ş	Sandstrक़mķ	ƑƏƐƔĸ	Young	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ	Such	approaches	
do	not	change	vaѴues	or	remove	confѴictķ	but	they	aѴѴow	for	exposure	
to	different	views	and	the	potentiaѴ	deveѴopment	of	compromise	and	
soѴutions	through	deѴiberationĺ

Young	et	 aѴĺ	 ŐƑƏƐѵő	highѴighted	 the	 importance	of	buiѴding	and	
maintaining	 trust	 between	 stakehoѴders	 where	 conservation	 con-

fѴicts	occurĺ	Working	in	coѴѴaborative	teams	can	heѴp	in	this	process	
ŐSternķ	ƑƏƏѶőĺ	SimiѴarѴyķ	trust	in	the	agency	responsibѴe	for	manage-

ment	 is	 criticaѴ	 ŐBeierѴe	 ş	 Koniskyķ	 ƑƏƏƏĸ	 Sponarskiķ	 Vaskeķ	 Bathķ	
ş	 Musianiķ	 ƑƏƐƓőĺ	 Without	 trustķ	 peopѴe	 are	 Ѵess	 ѴikeѴy	 to	 accept	
management	interventions	ŐCvetkovich	ş	Winterķ	ƑƏƏƒĸ	Nyaupaneķ	
Graefeķ	ş	Burnsķ	ƑƏƏƖőĺ	 In	 this	studyķ	 trust	 in	NaturaѴ	EngѴand	dif-
fered	significantѴy	across	groups	and	was	generaѴѴy	weakĸ	address-
ing	this	represents	an	opportunity	and	a	significant	chaѴѴengeĺ	Like	
many	conservation	confѴictsķ	parties	invoѴved	in	the	harrierŋgrouse	
confѴict	 have	 high	 ѴeveѴs	 of	 ecoѴogicaѴ	 knowѴedgeĺ	 BuiѴding	 trust	
between	NaturaѴ	 EngѴand	and	 such	weѴѴŊinformed	parties	 requires	
a	wiѴѴingness	to	 integrate	such	knowѴedge	into	conservation	poѴicy	
and �a willingness to share power in terms of knowledge and policy im-

plementation�	ŐYoung	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ	NaturaѴ	EngѴand	strived	to	attain	
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this	goaѴ	by	estabѴishing	a	muѴtiparty	board	to	codeveѴop	the	Action	
PѴan	ŐDEFRAķ	ƑƏƐѵőĺ	Howeverķ	the	process	faiѴed	to	overcome	some	
of	the	differences	between	key	partiesĺ	In	contrastķ	parties	appear	to	
be	becoming	more	poѴarized	in	this	confѴictĺ	Encouraging	such	stake-

hoѴders	to	come	back	to	the	tabѴe	wiѴѴ	prove	chaѴѴengingķ	especiaѴѴy	
under	the	spotѴight	of	aggressive	sociaѴ	media	campaignsĺ

In	this	studyķ	we	present	evidence	that	each	respondent	group	
supported	at	Ѵeast	four	of	the	six	management	approaches	outѴined	
in	 the	Action	 PѴan	 ŐDEFRAķ	 ƑƏƐѵőĺ	 Probird	 affiѴiates	 showed	 cѴear	
preference	 for	 Ѵess	 invasive	 managementķ	 and	 aѴongside	 ProŊrap-

tor	 respondents	 did	 not	 support	 brood	managementĺ	 Support	 for	
a	southern	reintroduction	was	aѴso	 Ѵimitedĺ	 In	contrastķ	FieѴd	sport	
individuaѴs	expressed	a	degree	of	support	for	aѴѴ	management	types	
and	showed	no	statisticaѴѴy	significant	preference	for	any	of	themĺ	
LeveѴs	of	support	for	diversionary	feeding	did	not	differ	significantѴy	
between	 groups	 but	 among	 ProŊraptor	 and	 ProŊbird	 respondents	
received	 significantѴy	 Ѵess	 support	 than	 monitoringķ	 improving	 in-

teѴѴigenceķ	or	nest	and	roost	protectionĺ	AѴѴ	groups	considered	that	
most	management	approaches	outѴined	in	the	Action	PѴan	ŐDEFRAķ	
ƑƏƐѵő	wouѴd	increase	the	numbers	of	harriers	in	EngѴandĺ	Our	resuѴts	
indicate	diversionary	feeding	was	most	favoured	and	received	great-
est	consensusĺ	AѴѴ	groups	aѴso	considered	that	this	approach	had	the	
potentiaѴ	to	reduce	the	impact	of	harrier	on	grouseķ	but	ProŊraptor	
and	ProŊbird	respondents	did	not	consider	that	it	wouѴd	reduce	the	
extent	of	iѴѴegaѴ	kiѴѴingĺ	Insteadķ	aѴѴ	groups	agreed	that	the	iѴѴegaѴ	kiѴѴ-
ing	of	harriers	couѴd	be	reduced	through	improved	inteѴѴigence	and	
nest	and	roost	protectionĺ	Howeverķ	it	was	over	the	issue	of	brood	
management	where	there	was	most	disagreementĺ	ProŊbird	affiѴiates	
were	strongѴy	against	brood	management	whiѴe	supporters	of	fieѴd	
sports	were	in	favourĺ

The	DEFRA	recentѴy	Ѵicensed	a	triaѴ	of	brood	managementĺ	As	ex-
pectedķ	this	has	proved	highѴy	controversiaѴ	among	some	conserva-
tion	organizations	and	is	now	subject	to	two	judiciaѴ	reviews	ŐHarperķ	
ƑƏƐѶőĺ	ShouѴd	it	go	aheadķ	the	triaѴ	wiѴѴ	enabѴe	a	test	of	whether	or	
not	brood	management	can	reverse	harrier	decѴines	in	EngѴand	and	a	
chance	to	see	if	outcomes	Ѵead	to	changes	in	position	regarding	the	
techniqueĺ	We	suspect	 that	such	changes	wiѴѴ	be	dependent	upon	
the	way	the	triaѴ	is	impѴementedĸ	if	groups	are	excѴudedķ	they	are	Ѵess	
ѴikeѴy	to	move	positionĺ

As	we	have	seenķ	new	knowѴedge	may	not	Ѵead	to	a	change	in	
attitudes	or	 the	acceptance	of	brood	management	as	a	 Ѵegitimate	
strategyĺ	Indeedķ	in	this	fractured	and	poѴarized	debate	it	is	hard	to	
see	 how	 any	 progress	 towards	 confѴict	management	 can	 deveѴop	
without	 further	 investment	 in	 a	 strongķ	 deѴiberative	 process	 that	
invests	 in	buiѴding	 trust	 through	a	 comanagement	process	 that	 is	
supported	by	governmentĺ	Any	such	process	wiѴѴ	require	Ѵeadership	
on	aѴѴ	 sidesķ	 resourcesķ	 timeķ	 and	 importantѴy	 a	wiѴѴingness	 to	en-

gage	and	seek	compromises	ŐArmitage	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƖőĺ	Howeverķ	partѴy	
because	of	continued	iѴѴegaѴ	kiѴѴing	ŐMeѴѴingķ	Thomasķ	Priceķ	ş	Roosķ	
ƑƏƐѶőķ	 it	currentѴy	seems	unѴikeѴy	that	key	conservation	organiza-
tions	wouѴd	be	wiѴѴing	 to	come	to	 the	tabѴeķ	and	wiѴѴ	 instead	con-

tinue	to	pursue	an	adversariaѴ	focus	on	Ѵicensing	or	banning	grouse	
shootingĺ

A	 number	 of	 studies	 have	 highѴighted	 the	 importance	 of	 un-

derstanding	 stakehoѴder	 vaѴues	 in	 confѴicts	 over	 wiѴdѴife	 manage-

ment	 Őeĺgĺķ	Manfredo	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƏƓĸ	Dickman	ƑƏƐƏĸ	Dietschķ	TeeѴķ	ş	
Manfredoķ	 ƑƏƐѵĸ	 Luteķ	 Navarreteķ	 NeѴsonķ	 ş	 Goreķ	 ƑƏƐѵőĺ	 These	
have	focused	on	the	pubѴic	or	on	one	specific	set	of	stakehoѴdersĺ	
Our	research	has	highѴighted	the	reѴevance	of	considering	the	vaѴues	
heѴd	by	divergent	groups	of	stakehoѴders	 invested	 in	a	singѴe	con-

fѴict	Ősee	aѴso	Bredinķ	Lindhjemķ	Dijkķ	ş	LinneѴѴķ	ƑƏƐƔőĺ	Such	a	focus	
emphasizes	the	criticaѴ	difference	between	considering	these	issues	
as	 confѴicts	 between	 peopѴe	 over	 the	 management	 of	 wiѴdѴifeķ	 as	
opposed	to	humanŋwiѴdѴife	confѴicts	ŐRedpath	et	aѴĺķ	ƑƏƐƒőĺ	Ignoring	
the	simiѴarities	and	differences	between	the	vaѴues	heѴd	by	different	
groups	of	stakehoѴders	invoѴved	in	conservation	confѴicts	wiѴѴ	hinder	
attempts	to	manage	themĺ
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