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ABSTRACT

Human-wildlife conflict is increasingly being recognised as containing strong elements of social
conflict. The extent to which stakeholders regard a management system as being just and fair is a
key social dimension of conflict. This paper investigates the perceptions of justice regarding the
carnivore conflict in Norway among sheep farmers, environmentalists and indigenous reindeer
herders using Q methodology. Three significant perspectives on environmental justice were
identified, which we labelled the Carnivore Advocates (containing most environmentalists), the
Carnivore Sceptics (containing most of the sheep farmers and reindeer herders) and the
Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptics (containing the remaining sheep farmers and a reindeer herder).
The widest disagreement was over what constitutes environmental harm and environmental goods
and how the costs and benefits should be distributed, indicating that fundamental differences in
values and perceptions underlie the intractability of this conflict. However, the results of this study
suggest that the widespread conceptualisation of justice as strictly a matter of equitable distribution
of costs and benefits is incomplete. Recognition justice, in the form of acknowledging group
identity, lifestyle, knowledge and viewpoints, and seeking mutual respect for differences
constituted a good in itself for all stakeholders. It cannot therefore just be viewed as a means to
establish equitable distribution of goods and harms. Issues related to participatory justice were also
identified, but were not attributed great importance. These results confirm the common assumption
that the carnivore conflict in Norway is highly polarised. Because the two poles differ
fundamentally in their value perceptions regarding carnivores and how that relates to their sense of
identity, we characterise the human-wildlife conflict in Norway as a “wicked problem” where
decisions regarding the management of carnivores is going to entail political prioritisation of one
viewpoint over the other.

KEYWORDS: Environmental justice, carnivore conservation, human-wildlife conflict,
carnivore management and policy

1. INTRODUCTION

Conflicts between people and wildlife are among the most critical threats to the conservation
of many species (Dickman 2010). They are likely to become increasingly important as such
conflicts are increasing in both frequency and severity across the globe (Madden 2004). The
ramifications of conflicts between people and wildlife may extend to affecting the
conservation of entire ecosystems if the species in question has a strong ecological role
(Woodroffe et al. 2005), and if the conflict leads to extirpation, severe population reduction,
or the setting of minimal conservation goals (Berger et al. 2001). Carnivore populations are
commonly involved in such conflicts (Treves and Karanth 2003) and carnivores raise
particularly strong public engagement (Macdonald et al. 2016). Their conservation nearly
inevitably results in their presence in human-dominated landscapes (Carter and Linnell 2016)
where conflicts can range from depredation on livestock, damage to property, fear, and the
loss of human life (Woodroffe et al. 2005). Such conflicts are often believed to be prime
motivators of legal and illegal persecution. This constitutes “human-wildlife conflict” (HWC),
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which Madden (2004) defines as situations where *“the needs and behaviour of wildlife
impact negatively on the goals of humans or when the goals of humans negatively impact the
needs of wildlife.”” Within the HWC literature, the dominant focus has been on biological and
technical approaches to mitigation policy (Breitenmoser et al. 2005, Linnell et al. 2012)

However, HWC scholars are increasingly realising that HWC also results in human-human
conflict as groups of people with contrasting views on wildlife conservation struggle to shape
policy according to their preferences (Treves and Karanth 2003, Dickman 2010, Redpath et al.
2013). Conflicts that are superficially concerned with antagonisms between wildlife and
humans are frequently characterised by underlying human-human social conflict. At its most
basic level, this social conflict involves groups of people with different values or goals
(Madden 2004). As phrased by Madden (2004), HWC can become “not only conflict between
humans and wildlife, but also between humans about wildlife”. Though this is a distinct
advance over the purely technical approach to conflict management, this is nonetheless an
over-simplification. Nie (2003) advanced the debate further by identifying an additional layer
of complexity. Not only does wildlife induce conflicts of interest regarding its management,
but it can also become a focal point for wider fundamental conflicts between social groups.
For example, sociological analyses of the conflict over wolves (Canis lupus) in Norway have
arrived at similar conclusions, finding that the unified resistance against wolves among rural
stakeholder groups arises from a common perceived need to defend the rural way of life
against the cultural expansion of the urbanised middle class (Skogen and Krange 2013).
Knight (2003) found similar dynamics of symbolism in Japan concerning management of the
serow (Capricornis crispus), even though Japan is geographically and culturally far removed
from Norway. Similarly, Naughton-Treves (1997) analysed the influence of socio-economic
factors on the perception of HWC around Kibale National Park in Uganda and reports that
farmers perceived wild animals as the “government’s cattle” and this increased resentment
over the damages they caused. Dickman (2008) found that around Ruaha National Park,
tolerance to wildlife damages in some cases fluctuated more with societal changes rather than
levels of actual damage.

In terms of HWC, Norway is a particularly interesting case, as it presents a scenario that
combines livestock (sheep and semi-domestic reindeer) husbandry practices that are
extremely susceptible to predation from naturally recovering populations of large carnivores
in a period of societal change in rural areas. This is happening against the backdrop of a
wealthy country with well-established democratic institutions, the lowest human population
density in Europe and vast areas of human-modified, but very suitable habitats. The
Norwegian model of placing unguarded sheep and semi-domestic reindeer into boreal forest
and alpine tundra habitats shared with large predators has been called “a recipe for maximum
conflict” (Zimmermann et al. 2010).

The conflict surrounding carnivore policy in Norway lies at the intersection of HWC and
environmental justice. On the most obvious level is the issue of distributive justice which
centres on who should carry the costs caused by large carnivore depredation on livestock,
semi-domestic reindeer and pets. The Norwegian government runs a compensation scheme
that aims to give monetary restitution for all livestock lost (Expert Panel Report, Norwegian
Environment Agency 2011). These schemes aim to compensate for the externalities caused
by society's decisions to conserve problematic species, in other words to redistribute the costs
of carnivore presence across the whole of society rather than placing the whole burden on the
livestock producer (Bulte and Rondeau 2007, Schwerdtner and Gruberb 2007). However, this
scheme is seen as inadequate by livestock owners (Mattisson et al. 2011) and there is a highly
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polarised and acrimonious debate between the livestock breeders and environmental groups
concerning the fate of carnivores in Norway. This also needs to be understood within the
context of society's perception of fairness or justice. While the published literature has
focused on developing guidelines for how to run efficient compensation schemes and
evaluating their impacts, there has been no research on how different stakeholders consider
these schemes within a justice framework.

David Schlosberg (2004) argues that a solely distributive approach to justice is insufficient in
practice because it does not adequately encompass the range of demands made by the
environmental justice movements. He claims that “the recognition of identity and for full
participatory democratic rights are integral demands for justice” (Schlosberg 2004) and argues that
environmental justice should include the issues of participation and recognition in addition to
distribution. In Schlosberg’s framework (outlined in Schlosberg 2003, 2004, 2007), “distribution”
refers to equitable division of environmental harm and environmental goods between communities
or individuals. “Participation” refers to the extent to which individuals or communities are able to
take part in the decision-making process. “Recognition” refers to the recognition of the diversity of
the participants and their identities. He draws on Young (1990), who argues that recognition is both
the foundation of distributive justice and a good in itself: lack of recognition of social differences
prevents the examination of those differences that give rise to inequitable distribution and also leads
to a negative image of the self, thus constituting a harm. These justice categories are interlinked, as
Young (1990) points out, and in the same way as a lack of recognition can lead to outcomes of
distributive injustice, unawareness of distributive injustices can lead to failures of recognition of
affected stakeholders. Martin et al. (2016) have also echoed these concerns and placed them
directly within a biodiversity conservation context. We will deploy insights from the three
categories of environmental justice to deconstruct how justice is viewed by three groups of
stakeholders involved in conflicts over large carnivores in Norway. Although, there have been
multiple social science studies of the Norwegian large carnivore conflict (e.g. Skogen et al. 2013),
this is the first to formally adopt a justice approach. While understanding a complex social conflict
such as this will not automatically lead to either its resolution or to better conservation outcomes, it
IS a necessary first step to begin seeking routes to such goals, and can at least guide a process of
channelling the conflict into less time consuming and destructive channels (Carter and Linnell
2016).
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2. STUDY SITE
2.1 Policy background and legal frameworks

Norwegian large carnivore policy has been constantly changing during the last centuries
(Landa et al. 2000, Linnell et al. 2010, Swenson et al. 1995, Swenson and Andrén 2005,
Wabakken et al. 2001). A law on extermination from 1846 initiated over a century of state
sponsored persecution which led to the extinction of wolves and drastic reductions in
populations of brown bears (Ursus arctos), wolverines (Gulo gulo) and Eurasian lynx (Lynx
lynx). Legislation gradually began changing from the 1960's with incremental limitations
being placed on hunting methods and seasons, leading ultimately to the removal of bounties
and then protection. Their management has been discussed by national parliament through
four distinct processes in the 1991-92, 1996-97, 2003-04 and 2015-16 parliamentary sessions,
which have led to a range of regulations that govern the details of their management. The
current system (www.rovviltportalen.no) has set clear recovery goals (which are both upper
and lower limits) and recovery areas. Quota regulated hunter harvest and government
operated lethal control is used to enforce these limits and zoning policies. Respective goals
are 3 annually breeding wolf packs, 13 annual bear reproductions, 39 annual wolverines
reproductions, and 65 annual lynx reproductions. The goals have been reached for wolves,
wolverines and lynx, and the bear population has been slowly increasing towards the goal.
Management is delegated to 8 regions, where a large carnivore management board is
appointed by the Ministry of Climate and Environment, drawing on elected members of the
County Parliaments and the Saami Parliament. The policy also requires the state to
compensate owners for livestock, semi-domestic reindeer and hunting dogs that are killed by
large carnivores.

The early policies were built within the frames of the Game Law from 1981 (law nr. 38 on
Hunting and Trapping Game), although much of this was then absorbed into the Biodiversity
Law from 2009 (law nr. 100 on the Management of Nature's Diversity). Norway is also a
signatory to various international biodiversity conventions including, the Convention on the
Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention), the Convention
on Biological Diversity (Rio Convention), the European Landscape Convention, the
Washington Convention (CITES), and the Convention on Migratory Species (Bonn
Convention). It is important to note that Norway is not part of the European Union, and is
therefore not bound by the Habitat's Directive. At the core of Norwegian policy is an explicit
and clearly articulated attempt to balance conflicting policy goals. On one hand their national
laws and international obligations oblige them to contribute to large carnivore conservation,
although none of the legal texts frame the extent of this obligation in unambiguous
operational terms. On the other hand Norway has a very active rural policy that aspires to
maintain its rural areas where extensive agriculture (including sheep production) is a key
component. A final consideration is a national obligation under both national and
international law (ILO Convention 169 — Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention) to
consider the needs of the indigenous Saami people whose culture is closely tied to herding of
semi-domestic reindeer.

This duality of purpose is also enshrined within the Constitution. The revision of the
Norwegian constitution in 2014 formalised the relationship between the rights of its citizens
and the state of the natural environment. Article 112 states that "everybody has the right to an
environment that secures their health, and to a natural environment where the productivity
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and diversity is conserved. Natural resources shall be used within a long term and holistic
consideration that also considers this right for future generations” (Lovdata 2014). This
paragraph can be interpreted to support the cause of both the opponents and proponents of
carnivores. The right to an environment where the diversity is conserved can be interpreted as
an obligation to maintain carnivore species, because they constitute a part of biodiversity.
Equally, the right to an environment with productive capacity can be interpreted in favour of
the livestock industry because the capacity to produce food and other products from outfield
grazing of livestock (a productive use of the natural environment) is seen as threatened by
carnivore presence. Furthermore, the biodiversity associated with extensive livestock grazing
systems is placed on equal footing with large carnivores. Article 108 of the constitution also
commits to Saami rights: " State authorities are obliged to create the conditions such that the
Saami can secure and develop their language, culture and society".

As a result of these dual purposes that are enshrined in all legislative levels carnivore
management is a complex process of finding compromises between multiple interests. The
different points of view among different stakeholders concerning the nature of this
compromise is the foundation for the conflicts that exist concerning large carnivores. Of
further relevance to our treatment of participatory justice is the second sentence of article 112
"Citizens have the right to knowledge about the state of the environment and about the effects
of planned and ongoing human impacts on nature, so that they are able to take care of the
rights mentioned in the previous clause™ which clearly requires these compromises to be
made in open, informed and participatory processes.

2.2 Recovery of large carnivores and conflicts

There have been conflicts ever since the first signs of large carnivore recovery in the mid
1980's. Much of this has focused on carnivore depredation on sheep and semi-domestic
reindeer. Norwegian sheep and reindeer production systems depend on the extensive use of
outfield (forest and alpine tundra) forage. Sheep and reindeer free-range without fences or
guarding, and with minimal herding, in the outfields. Sheep free-graze during the summer
(June to September) and reindeer free-graze year round. Losses are high (Mabille et al. 2015,
Tveraa et al. 2014), although the proportion lost to carnivores is a key debate because
normally less than 10% of all lost animals are found and subject to necropsy. The existing
compensation system has paid for all kills that are confirmed as being due to large carnivores
plus all undocumented losses above what is viewed as background loss levels. The setting of
these levels is the core of the controversy, although there are also many debates concerning
compensation rates, with many herders complaining that rates do not cover the lost breeding
value of the animals or the time investment and emotional strain of losing animals. In 2012
for example the state paid out 15 million euros for 26.836 sheep and 19.704 reindeer
(Mattisson et al. 2014).

In addition to depredation on livestock there are widespread conflicts centred on competition
between carnivores and hunters for game, wolves killing hunting dogs, and a wide array of
social conflicts that involve fear for human safety and cases where carnivores have become
symbols and surrogates for wider urban-rural tensions (Skogen et al. 2013). As in most parts
of Europe, the rural areas of Norway are facing many challenges associated with the
transformation of a traditional lifestyle based on extensive primary resource use to a modern
service economy. The remaining forestry and agricultural activities are becoming more
intensive and more mechanised. Widespread rural-urban migration is also representing a
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major challenge to rural areas. Reindeer herding faces additional challenges from loss of
grazing lands due to disturbance from infrastructure projects associated with recreation,
transport, renewable energy production and mining. Accordingly, the conflicts over large
carnivores are often perceived by some stakeholders as one additional external threat to the
survival of rural lifestyles, while others may perceive them as being symbols of a new era
where conservation can get priority in Norwegian nature.

These conflicts have become highly entrenched and institutionalised in Norway (Bredin et al.
2015), resulting in decision making about carnivore policy being made at the level of the
nation's highest democratic body, the national parliament. The questions which our study
seeks to explore do not centre on the legal legitimacy of these policies, but on the extent to
which some key stakeholders regard the compromises that are explicit in these decisions as
being fair and just.

3. METHODS
3.1.The Q Methodology

Q methodology provides a tool for systematically investigating the perceptions of
stakeholders (Durning 2006). It is a data reduction technique that identifies shared views
across a population, producing distinct narratives that each describes a viewpoint (Cross
2005). The subjects are asked to arrange a set of statements along a scale. Each narrative is
derived through a statistical process similar to factor analysis and is the product of any subset
of the participants who revealed similar views through the distribution of the sorted
statements (Eden et al. 2005), providing a statistically convenient grouping of the views of
the participants. The Q methodology is suited to studying strongly contentious issues where
“conflict is based on competing interests, competing beliefs, or both” in which case Q
methodology can help with finding mutually acceptable policies (Durning 2006, Mattson et al.
2006).

1.2 Choice of statements

We used the structured statement approach to Q methodology, carried out according to the
principles of Fisher’s balanced-block design, as described by Watts and Stenner (2012). The 45
statements used in this study were collected from the HWC literature (to make sure that the justice
issues most commonly identified by previous studies on the causes of HWC would be represented)
and from the Norwegian Environment Agency’s news archives, as per the procedure recommended
by Watts and Stenner (2012). 15 statements indicative of each of Schlosberg’s categories of justice
were selected to create three subsets of statements (Table 1). Schlosberg’s typology of justice was
chosen as the structuring framework because it explicitly incorporates community identities and is
grounded in empirical analysis of environmental justice movements (Schlosberg 2013).

The statements within each category were chosen because they recurred frequently in the carnivore
discourse, and together span the breadth of views expressed by the three stakeholder groups,
ranging from economic arguments to questions of ethics. Statements 1-15 concern the distribution
of costs and benefits, as per Schlosberg’s category of distributive justice. The statements in this
category cover the range from material to non-material costs and benefits perceived as arising from
the current carnivore management. Statement 7 pertains to emotional costs that some people
experience in association with the current carnivore management, and statements 5 and 14 describe
costs in terms of reduced animal welfare. In contrast, statements 8, 10 and 15 concerns non-material
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benefits in the form of enjoying carnivore presence, while statements 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 13 concerns the
distribution of the economic costs among livestock owners, taxpayers, the public and each
participant’s own stakeholder group. Statements 16-30 fall within Schlosberg’s category of
recognition justice. The statements focus on group identity (statements 25, 26, and 30), how other
actors in the carnivore management nexus relate to that identity (statements 16, 17,18, 19, 24 and
29) and the rights of the stakeholders (21 and 22). Statements 31-45 pertain to participatory justice,
covering the range of participatory injustices mentioned in the HWC literature and carnivore
discourse in Norway, including access to the decision-making process (statements 31, 33 and 37),
political enfranchisement (statements 36, 42, 44) and accountability (statements 32, 34 and 35). In
this study, “accountability” is divided into two concepts: (i) accountability in terms of explaining
the reasons behind decisions, and (ii) accountability in terms of the opportunities to hold someone
responsible for their actions.

1.3. Selection of participants

When selecting participants in Q methodological studies, unlike in quantitative methods, the aim is
not to select a representative sample of the population. Instead, the aim is to sample participants
that cover the range and diversity of views present among the target stakeholders (Cross 2005).
Sampling should be strategic, not random, and should capture individuals who are “data-rich” and
are likely to “express a particularly interesting or pivotal view” (Watts and Stenner 2012). The
participants in this study were individuals who were practising sheep farmers, reindeer herders or
environmentalists. For the purposes of this study, “environmentalist” was defined as any person
who actively participates in an environmental organisation. For each of the three stakeholder groups
we selected 10 participants from areas with varying degrees of large carnivore impacts and 5
representatives from their interest organisations, giving a total of 45 participants. 40- 60 participants
is considered “more than adequate” for Q methodology studies (Brown 1980). We collected even
numbers of environmentalists and sheep farmers from localities with high (Hedmark County) and
very low (Rogaland County) predator pressure (Figure 1), as the level of carnivore conflict
experienced in the participant’s local area may affect his/her views (Kleiven et al. 2004). In the case
of the reindeer herders, we used the same strategy of capturing the range of predator exposure and
seeking representation from both South-Saami areas and North- Saami areas (Figure 1). The local
participants were selected by contacting local sheep/reindeer herder collectives and local branches
of environmental organisations and following a snowballing approach. We also included board
members of the largest organisations that represent the various stakeholder groups’ interests, as
these are data-rich individuals who play a direct role in the policy process. Representatives of the
interest organisations were selected on the basis of their position within the organisation. Leaders,
board members and specialists working on carnivore conflict were selected. Overall 94% of people
invited to participate did so.

1.4 Sorting of the statements

The participants sorted the statements along a scale running from “most disagree” (-5) to “most
agree” (+5). The sorting process was administered online using FlashQ, a computerised Q-sorting
tool, and the statements were presented in a randomised order. After each sorting of the statements,
the participant was asked to explain the positioning of each statement (a semi-structured interview
focused on the placement of each statement, lasting for 20-35 minutes), and this served to develop
our understanding of the reasoning behind the rankings.

1.5.Analysis
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We employed principal components analysis and varimax rotation for the factor analysis, using the
PQ Method software (Schmolck and Atkinson 2014). Factors with eigenvalues >1 and more than
one significantly aligning Q-sort are considered significant (Watts and Stenner 2012).

4. RESULTS

The factor analysis resulted in three significant factors: Factor 1 (Eigenvalue: 16.80); Factor 2
(Eigenvalue: 6.45); Factor 3 (Eigenvalue: 2.12). The total explanatory variance was 58%
(Factor 1: 29%; Factor 2: 23%; Factor 3: 6%). Explanatory variance exceeding 34-40% is
considered satisfactory in Q methodology (Kline 2014). Based on this we recognised three
distinct perspectives on the carnivore policy among the participants. In the following text, the
degree of agreement (Q-sort value) that a factor assigned to each statement is given in
brackets, ranging from -5 to +5. The complete list of statements with associated Q-sort values
and z-scores are presented in Table 1.

4.1.Factor 1: The Carnivore Sceptic Perspective

26 participants significantly associated with this factor (p>0.05): 13 reindeer herders (5 North
Saami; 5 South Saami; 3 from their interest organisation, 12 sheep farmers (5 from Hedmark; 4
from Rogaland; 3 from their interest organisations) and 1 environmentalist (1 from Hedmark).

The participants aligning with the Carnivore Sceptic perspective strongly emphasise issues of
recognition (Table 2). They very strongly feel that their way of life is threatened by carnivores (+5),
that their rights are being violated (+4), experience-based and lay knowledge is undervalued (+4),
and that there is a lack of gratitude for the societal function they provide (+3). They feel that they
have a culture that differs from that of the wider society (+2) but that their unique viewpoint and
lifestyle is not recognised or valued by politicians (+2), policymakers (+3) and, to some degree, by
society (+1).

The Carnivore Sceptic perspective also strongly emphasises distributive issues. The statement
placed at +5 shows strong dissatisfaction with the existing compensation scheme, which is seen as
inadequately covering the full value of depredated livestock. The participants belonging to this
perspective feel that they pay disproportionate costs of maintaining carnivore populations (+4), not
only in material terms, but also emotionally (+2). This perspective expresses concern not only for
the distribution of costs between people but also the welfare of livestock (+3). Statements
concerning potential benefits of carnivores to the public receive the least agreement, showing that
this viewpoint does not see any benefits to the public through maintenance of carnivore populations
(-4), and does not perceive the cost of the compensation scheme as a wasteful use of public funds (-
4).

Issues of participation are least emphasised. While overall the least significant, there are
nonetheless some statements that indicate that there are some participatory injustices perceived by
those identifying with the Carnivore Sceptic perspective. They perceive that the mechanisms to
hold the public carnivore management body responsible if they make unlawful management
decisions are unsatisfactory (-3), and they feel that the scientific focus of management processes
excludes them from effectively influencing the carnivore debate (+2) with their experience-based
and lay-knowledge.
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4.2.Factor 2: The Carnivore Advocate Perspective

14 participants significantly associate with this factor (p>0.05), all of them environmentalists (4
from Hedmark, 5 from Rogaland, and 5 from environmental interest organisations).

The participants grouped within the Carnivore Advocate perspective emphasise statements that are
indicators of recognition and distributive injustice (Table 2). Statements regarding responsibility to
maintain carnivores for the sake of future generations (an intergenerational form of distribution)

and the recognition of carnivores place asvalued and legitimate parts of the Norwegian fauna
(recognition) were ranked highest of all the statements (+5). The rankings form a coherent view that
emphasises the obligation to preserve carnivores for the benefit of global society (+4) as well as
future generations, and which recognises the rights of carnivores (+3, +4). The Carnivore Advocate
group derives distributive benefit from carnivores through increased enjoyment of natural areas (+4)
if carnivores are present.

Some participatory injustices are also perceived as problems, but these are ranked lower than nearly
all the indicators of distributive and recognition injustices, suggesting that these are perceived to be
less significant compared with problems pertaining to distribution and recognition.

4.3.Factor 3: The Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic Perspective

3 participants significantly associate with this factor (p>0.05): constituting 2 participants from
sheep farmer interest organisations and 1 participant from the reindeer herder’s interest organisation.

The participants that group within this perspective assign the highest rating to one distributive issue
and one recognition issue: the perceived distributive injustice towards livestock in the form of
suffering caused to these animals by policies that maintain carnivores that kill and injure livestock
(+5) and the violation of the rights of the social group they associate with (+5). This is followed by
statements emphasising issues of recognition: the lack of understanding by politicians (+4) and
opponents (+4) in the carnivore issue and a sense of their constituting a distinct sub-culture (+3).
The costs suffered by their group (+3) and the threats to the livestock industry (+3) (both of which
relate to distribution) are also emphasised. However, an even more distinct pattern is formed by the
placement of statements that indicate satisfaction with the participatory aspects of the carnivore
policy. Adherents of the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspective feel very strongly that their
group has not been excluded from the policy-making process in the carnivore issue (-5). They do
not perceive any inadequacy with the transparency of the carnivore policy process: neither with the
accountability (both in terms of decision-makers adequately justifying their decisions (-4) and
holding them responsible (-4)), nor the accessibility of the channels for contributing to the decision-
making process (-2). They also expressed confidence in using scientific evidence to support their
case (+1).

4.4.Distinguishing statements

The distinguishing statements are those that the factor in question has ranked in a significantly
different way to all other factors (p < 0.05 to p< 0.01).
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The distinguishing statements for the Carnivore Sceptic perspective show that compared with the
other perspectives, it describes more perceived injustice within the participation justice category
(accountability, opportunity to provide input in the policy process and the extent to which public
officials represent their interests). Because the Carnivore Sceptic and the Bureaucratic Carnivore
Sceptic perspectives agree so widely on issues of recognition and distribution, neither of these
viewpoints have many distinguishing statements in these areas. It is more instructive to study the
distinguishing statements of the Carnivore Advocate perspective to see where it differs from both
the Carnivore Sceptic and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives. Compared with these
two Sceptic perspectives, the Carnivore Advocate perspective shows more concern with the
recognition of the intrinsic rights of the carnivores themselves. They emphasise that carnivore
presence in nature is part of their way of life. Six of the distinguishing statements indicate
distributive issues that the Carnivore Advocate perspective is more concerned with than were the
other two perspectives. These issues are in order of descending rank: The obligation to conserve
carnivores for the benefit of future generations (+5). The benefits the participants themselves obtain
from carnivores (+4). The obligation to conserve carnivores for the benefit of global society's
conservation agenda (+4). Benefits the public loses due to carnivore opposition (+3). Wrongly
blaming all livestock losses on depredation and thereby shifting the costs of poor husbandry
practices to carnivores and their proponents (+3). Current carnivore management constitutes animal
abuse of carnivores due to overuse of lethal control and hunting (+3). Livestock owners’
intolerance of depredation presenting a threat to the enjoyment and environmental enhancement
which the public receives from carnivores (+1).

The narrative of the Carnivore Advocate perspective is also distinguished by ranking of statements
which indicate less perceived injustice for some issues. Several aspects of distribution are
considered less pressing when compared with the other two factors. The Carnivore Advocate
perspective does not view carnivores as an economic threat to livestock production (-4) and shows
very little agreement with the proposition that emotional stress to the owners caused by carnivores
should be compensated (-3) or that the compensation value offered for lost livestock is inadequate
(-1). The members of this perspective also perceive a significantly lesser degree of injustice when
it comes to recognition of their group identity and rights.

4.5.Consensus statements

These are the statements that do not significantly distinguish between any pair of factors (p < 0.05
to p<0.01). There are six consensus statements, two relate to matters of recognition and four relate
to participation in the policy-making and management process. None of the three perspectives
express the view that public documents used in carnivore management are inaccessible (Factor 1: -2,
Factor 2: -2, Factor 3: -2) and for all three perspectives the statement that proposed that civil
disobedience could be justified is ranked further towards the “disagree” than the “agree” end of the
scale. The Carnivore Sceptic, Carnivore Advocate and Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives
are united in the degree to which they feel that politicians listen to their opinions but do not really
take them into account: no one ranked these towards the “least agree” side, but none prioritised it
for the higher rankings either (Factor 1: +1, Factor 2: +2, Factor 3: 0). All three perspectives also
express the perception that other stakeholder groups look down on them, though this is not
perceived as the most pressing issue as this statement is placed on +1 or +2 (Factor 1: +1, Factor 2:
+1, Factor 3: +2). Ranked somewhat higher is a shared experience of being portrayed in a
misleading fashion by the opposing side: Factor 1 ranks this statement at +2, Factor 2 at +2, and
Factor 3 at +4.
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5. DISCUSSION

The results of this study clearly supported Schlosberg's (2004) and Martin et al.'s (2016) calls to
broaden the environmental justice framework to explicitly embrace issues of recognition and
participation alongside the more commonly studied distributive component. Elements of all three
forms of justice could be identified in the narratives concerning large carnivore conservation in
Norway.

5.1.Recognition

The justice issues in the category of recognition are ranked highly in all perspectives but
particularly by the Carnivore Sceptic and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives (Table 2),
which describe similar narratives: they self-identify as a distinct sub-culture within wider society
and feel that their way of life is threatened by carnivores. In both cases, the other statements ranked
similarly on the scale shed light on the perceived conditions that allow such a threat to remain. Both
the Carnivore Sceptic and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives describe a perceived
lack of recognition of their views, lifestyles and local knowledge by society and policymakers. In
contrast, the Carnivore Advocate perspective expresses more satisfaction with the recognition their
group receives from society and policymakers. The aspects of recognition injustice that this
perspective emphasises most strongly is the importance of recognising the role that carnivores play
as components of the Norwegian fauna, which the participants holding this perspective perceive as
closely linked with their own sense of identity, indicating that they have a sense of community that
includes carnivores. These statements received very little agreement from the Carnivore Sceptic
and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives. However, recognition is not the dominant
category of distinguishing statement for any of the three perspectives, signifying that this is not the
area of widest disagreement.

5.2.Distribution

The Carnivore Sceptic and Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic viewpoints emphasise similar justice
issues within the category of distribution. Both narratives express the view that they pay
disproportionate costs of maintaining carnivore populations. They also both disagree with
statements proposing that the costs of carnivores should be tolerated for the sake of the benefits
received by the public. In terms of its perception of distributive injustices, the Carnivore Advocate
perspective constitutes the polar opposite of the other two perspectives. This was revealed by its
distinguishing statements, which included as many as 13 statements pertaining to distribution of
costs and benefits. The proponents of the Carnivore Advocate perspective are strongly concerned
with the obligation to preserve carnivores for the sake of future generations and the conservation
agenda of a wider global society, and participants associating with this perspective derive increased
enjoyment value from natural areas if carnivores are present. This indicates that stakeholders
aligning with the Carnivore Advocate perspective perceive failure to conserve carnivore
populations as distributive injustice through reducing the value of nature for global society, future
generations and their own enjoyment, while the other two perspectives do not see any such benefits
arising from carnivore presence. This reveals a fundamental difference in value perception.

5.3.Participation
The statements within the participation category were ranked low relative to the other two

categories, as a source of discontent by all three groups. In contrast to the extensive similarities in
the perceptions expressed by the Carnivore Sceptic and Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic
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perspectives when it comes to recognition and distribution, these two factors diverge in their views
on participatory issues. The Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic's perspective is characterised by broad
satisfaction with the participatory aspect of the Norwegian carnivore policy. The Carnivore Sceptic
perspective distinguishes itself from the other two perspectives by expressing a greater degree of
discontent with participatory issues relative to the other two (Table 2). The Carnivore Sceptic
perspective describes a sense of disenfranchisement in the carnivore issue through dissatisfaction
with their representation by elected public figures, opportunities for input into the carnivore policy
formation process, and accountability. In this study, “accountability” is divided into two concepts:
(i) accountability in terms of explaining the reasons behind decisions, and (ii) accountability in
terms of the opportunities to hold someone responsible for their actions. Both the Carnivore Sceptic
and the Carnivore Advocates perspectives express more satisfaction with (i) than (ii). The
Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspective expresses satisfaction with both aspects of
accountability and distinguishes itself by its strong degree of approval relative to the other two
perspectives.

5.4.Consensus

The purpose of identifying consensus statements was to determine opportunities for improving
policy without significant opposition. There are very few statements that do not significantly
distinguish between at least two perspectives. Only three of the consensus statements indicated
perceived injustice. All three perspectives express the view that politicians only superficially listen
to their opinions without taking them into account, and perceive condescension from other
stakeholder groups. However, neither of these are ranked very highly, thus they are not perceived as
very pressing relative to the other issues. There is stronger agreement around the shared perception
of being portrayed misleadingly by the opposing side in the carnivore debate. Notably, there are no
consensus statements relating to distributive justice, suggesting that the widest disagreement in the
Norwegian carnivore conflict is over how environmental costs and benefits should be distributed, as
well as about the way of understanding the actual nature of the costs and benefits that carnivores
represent.

This lack of consensus supports the common observation that the conflict over the fate of
carnivores in Norway is highly polarised (e.g. Expert Panel Report Norwegian Environment
Agency 2011, Bredin et al. 2015a). Despite the existence of three distinct perspectives among the
stakeholder groups, the conflict appears to be basically bipolar. The Carnivore Sceptic and
Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives exhibit extensive similarities in their perception of
distribution and recognition, with only slight differences in the strength of agreement with
individual statements within each category. In contrast, the Carnivore Advocate perspective is
highly dissimilar to both of the other two perspectives. Admittedly, all perspectives strongly
emphasise issues related to recognition and distribution, but the participants that grouped within the
Carnivore Advocate perspective agreed with different statements within these categories. There
seem to be two very distinct sides to this conflict, one that opposes carnivore presence and one that
embraces it. The polarisation of the stakeholder views in Norway differs markedly from the pattern
of stakeholder views identified in some other areas. Bredin et al. (2015b) found no clear groupings
of stakeholders against or in favour of jaguar conservation in Brazil, despite jaguars generally
having an impact on cattle breeding (Zimmermann et al. 2005, Palmeira et al. 2008) and, on rare
occasions, Killing people (Neto et al. 2011). In contrast, polarised and antagonistic debates
surrounding carnivores are common in North America and Europe (Nie 2003, Bredin et al. 2015a)
suggesting that cultural factors may indeed be significant determinants of HWC.
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This invites the question of why the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspective emerged as a
significantly distinct viewpoint? This is because the Carnivore Sceptic and Bureaucratic Carnivore
Sceptic perspectives are different enough in the perception of the participatory aspect of the
carnivore policy to constitute separate groupings in the factor analysis. The Bureaucratic Carnivore
Sceptic perspective describes a narrative that is likely to fit individual members of the livestock
sector with greater mastery of the political decision-making process.

5.5.Implications for understanding human-wildlife conflict

Our results resonate with the wider literature trying to describe the nature of HWC in Fennoscandia
(Krange and Skogen 2007, Krange and Skogen 2011, Skogen and Krange 2003, Hiedanp&é and
Bromley 2011). Recognition (of the diversity and identity of participants by other groups,
constituting an issue of community survival) has been shown by this study to be important in the
minds of stakeholders in the Norwegian carnivore conflict. This supports the general trend towards
re-conceiving HWC as human-human conflict (Madden 2004). Specifically, it is consistent with
Nie’s (2003) conclusion that conflicts about carnivores become a focal point for wider and deeper
underlying conflicts. Issues of recognition rank as highly as statements describing direct costs of
the current carnivore policy, suggesting more fundamental grievances that colour the debate over
carnivores in Norway. This indicates that the framing of HWC as human conflict about carnivores
(Madden 2004) is oversimplified, and that in some cases, such as Norway, HWC also embraces
conflicts that are not solely about carnivores. The Carnivore Sceptic and Bureaucratic Carnivore
Sceptic perspectives reveal a sense of constituting a distinct rural sub-culture with a way of life
that is threatened. This is compatible with Skogen and Krange’s (2013) claim that carnivore
opposition in Norway is at least partly caused by a distinct rural culture that is perceived to be
under threat from urban environmentalists and wider issues of social change. Furthermore, Bredin
et al. (2015a), using an ecosystem service framework, found that some stakeholders in Norwegian
wildlife management perceive traditional farming as performing an important cultural service. This
may also contribute to explaining why the perspectives that expressed a critical view on carnivores
(the Carnivore Sceptic and Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic viewpoints) emphasised injustices
pertaining to recognition of the value of the services their occupations provide instead of just
distributive injustices.

The results also support the notion that conflict between hegemonic (scientific) and subordinate
(lay and experience-based) forms of knowledge can contribute to the social conflict exacerbating
HWC, as argued by Skogen and Krange (2003). The participants who formed the Carnivore
Advocate and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives expressed confidence in their use of
scientific knowledge, while those grouped in the Carnivore Sceptic perspective perceived the focus
on scientific knowledge as a barrier, and strongly emphasised the lack of value assigned to
experience-based or lay knowledge.

The three perspectives derived by the Q-methodological analysis demonstrate that conflict
over wildlife management and conservation can cause stakeholders to group together across
geographical and cultural divisions. Each perspective falls along the lines of stakeholder
identities (with the exception of one environmentalist from Hedmark, the area with the
highest predation pressure, who aligned with the Carnivore Sceptic perspective). The
Carnivore Sceptic perspective and the Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspective contain the
sheep farmers and reindeer herders, while the Carnivore Advocate perspective only consists
of environmentalists. The Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspective is entirely composed
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by representatives from the sheep farming and reindeer herding interest organisations, as
would be expected given that this perspective expresses strong satisfaction with the ability to
manoeuvre the participatory aspects of the carnivore policy. It is noteworthy that the views of
sheep farmers and reindeer herders do not separate into separate perspectives, even though
these two groups are known to disagree widely on other issues. This shows that when it
comes to perceptions of environmental justice underlying carnivore resistance, these two
stakeholder groups hold very similar views despite socio-economic and cultural differences.
It is also interesting that even sheep farmers in areas with almost no large carnivores at
present group together with their colleagues from areas suffering greater predator impacts.
This indicates institutionalisation of views among carnivore sceptics across different
livestock industries and cultural backgrounds.

Our results underline the need to recognise the range of components of environmental justice
(distribution, recognition and participation) but also reveal the need to recognise the diversity
of sub-categories within each. For example, within the category of distribution it is clear that

some stakeholders emphasise notions of intergenerational justice, extend the notion of justice
to include non-human life-forms (carnivores and domestic animal respectively) and perceive

a range of different types of costs and benefits, not just those of an economic nature.

5.6.Implications for human-wildlife conflict alleviation and conservation

Human wildlife conflicts are often regarded as constituting a severe threat to the conservation of a
range of species (Dickman 2010, Madden 2004). Although there are some arguments for social
conflicts being unavoidable in conservation (McShane et al. 2011) and they may not always even
be undesirable for conservation per se as conflict can have some positive influences (Young et al.
2010) and may stimulate change and provide positive outcomes for biodiversity (Redpath et al.
2013). However, it is the consequences of social conflict that determine whether it is constructive
or harmful (Lederach 1997). The literature on environmental conflict emphasises that social
conflict is usually unconducive to successful conservation outcomes and stresses the importance of
support from stakeholders. Madden and McQuinn (2014) argue that it may be tempting to disregard
social conflicts as they are often believed to be outside the purview of conservation, but that “long-
term conservation success requires deepening conservationists’ capacity and strategies to include
responses that seek to understand and address these more elusive social conflicts”. Unaddressed
social conflict can detract from long-term conservation objectives (Messmer 2000, Madden and
McQuinn 2014, Redpath et al. 2013, Redpath et al. 2015), and lead to non-compliance and
opposition to conservation initiatives (Young et al. 2016, Madden 2004). This is demonstrated by
the occurrence of illegal killing of carnivores, which is at least partly due to social conflict in
Scandinavia and elsewhere (Pohja-Mykra and Kurki 2014, von Essen and Allen 2015, Muth and
Bowe 1998).

Understanding the nature of these social conflicts is a first step on the path to exploring potential
ways to mitigate or alleviate these conflicts. Perceptions of justice and fairness can be strong
motivators of people's attitudes and behaviours, including of their compliance with regulations
(Tyler 1990). Furthermore, it is now considered to be essential for any process of social change,
including within the environmental movement, to be conducted in manner that is fair, participatory,
and viewed with widespread legitimacy. These are the principles which are enshrined within
legislation such as the Aarhus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in
Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters, for example
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/aarhus/). However, multiple authors have also identified the need
to be able to move forward with policy, even in the absence of consensus (Peterson et al. 2005).
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Among the three stakeholder groupings that our analysis identified in Norway, the highly polarised
and divergent nature of justice perceptions means that common ground is scarce. It is clear that any
attempt to alter the distributional impact of carnivores would result in dissatisfaction from either the
stakeholders adhering to the Carnivore Advocate perspective or those of the Carnivore Sceptic and
Bureaucratic Carnivore Sceptic perspectives, as the view on distributive issues expressed by the
Carnivore Advocates is nearly the opposite of that held by the other two perspectives. There were
no consensus statements relating to distributive justice, suggesting fundamental disagreement over
the value or disvalue attached to carnivores and how these environmental costs and benefits should
be distributed. However, all groups identified recognition issues as being important. Even if they
disagreed on what should be recognised it indicates that a mutual and respectful recognition of their
different points of views, forms of knowledge, underlying values and practices may help reduce at
least one dimension of the justice perceptions. Given the huge efforts that have been invested in
building institutions to manage large carnivores that involve elected officials, stakeholder forums,
and state of the art knowledge about their status and ecology it is reassuring to see that participation
issues were not ranked very negatively, although there is clearly room for further improvement.
This offers hope that it is possible to construct institutions where stakeholders with widely
divergent values can meet to discuss issues in a respectful manner and have access to a broad
common knowledge platform. However, the results clearly indicate that such institutions do nothing
to change the fact that there is a very dramatic division associated with how the different groups
view large carnivores and their management, which reflects deeper divisions and concerns about
environmental ethics, values and the very fabric of rural life and identity. This implies that any
decisions about large carnivores are going to have to be one of political prioritisation of one view
over the other. Developing a widely accepted carnivore policy in Norway thus has all the hallmarks
of a “wicked problem” (Camillus 2008, Marchini 2014). In Sweden, increased participation did not
reduce the wickedness of carnivore management (Duit and L6f 2015). Still, while participation by
itself may not reduce the conflict associated with the outcome of this prioritisation, it is necessary
in order to ensure that the political choices are made through means that are regarded as legitimate
by the stakeholders (de Marchi and Ravetz 2001, Sidaway 2013) and to avoid increasing
perceptions of participatory injustice.

Though it is not possible to assume that the perceptions among stakeholders in Norway will be the
same in countries with different cultural or socio-economic circumstances, aspects of this conflict
are likely to be present in conflicts across the world, and conclusions about the range of issues
encompassed within environmental justice can inform conservationists trying to solve HWC across
locations and contexts. The results from this study suggest that a predominant focus on equitable
distribution of economic costs to achieve conflict resolution is not justified (e.g. Agarwala et al.
2010). Instead a wider conception of justice is necessary to encompass the range of issues perceived
by stakeholders. Although distributive issues were strongly emphasised by participants, issues
relating to recognition were also identified as important. Despite their importance to the
stakeholders, the perceived injustices pertaining to recognition would have been overlooked if
adhering to the distributive-participatory paradigm only. This has significant implications for
conservation efforts, where distributive and participatory notions of justice and fairness appear to
be prevalent. Recognition is under acknowledged as a good in itself, as opposed to just a
requirement to achieve satisfactory distributive and participatory justice (Martin et al. 2016). Our
results indicate that there is a need to explicitly recognise that there is a difference between
recognition (acknowledging a practice or viewpoint as being legitimate and valuable) and
agreement (giving this practice or viewpoint priority). We can respect others even if we do not
agree with them.
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This indicates the importance of considering a broad conception of injustices and harms when
trying to solve conflicts surrounding the conservation of wildlife, not just alleviation of the
economic burden. Our results show that addressing the distribution of environmental costs and
benefits would only alleviate part of the injustices perceived by stakeholders.

6. Conclusions

Overall our results reveal that it will be impossible to address all perceptions of injustice felt by all
stakeholders. This is because it appears that fundamentally different values concerning distributive
justice underlie their positions. In such situations where it is impossible to satisfy all stakeholders
about the outcome of a given policy debate it is important to ensure that the process of making
decisions is regarded as being fair and just, and that the participants are treated with respect and
due recognition of their identities and divergent perspectives. Such considerations should be
motivated by both a hope that they may produce a better and lasting conservation outcome (Carter
and Linnell 2016), and because these behaviours are intrinsic to democratic processes and societal
norms.
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Table 1. List of statements and the Q-sort values and z-scores for each factor. The Q-sort values and z-scores

indicate the importance a factor assigns to each statement relative to the other statements. Z-scores have

standardised mean and standard deviation which allows for comparison of z-scores for the same statement

across factors. Statements that were seen as more important by the factors are indicated by more extreme Q-

values and z-scores (Bredin et al. 2015).

Justice category  Statement Statement Q-sort values (a) and z-scores
number (b)
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
a b a b a b
Distribution 1 Predators present a significant economic threat to the 3 112 -4 -141 3 0.97
Norwegian livestock industry.
2 Compensation for depredated livestock is a waste of -4 -133 -2 -050 -1 -042
taxpayers’ money.
3 The costs of maintaining carnivore populations in 0 -010 -4 -1.72 -3 -1.09
Norway should be paid by the people who wish to keep
them, not society as a whole.
4 My group pays disproportionate costs of maintaining 4 175 -3 -096 3 1.17
carnivore population for public benefit.
5 Current carnivore policy constitutes animal abuse of 3 122 1 026 5 201
livestock.
6 The compensation scheme does not cover the full value 5 1.89 -1 -0.27 2 0.65
of lost livestock.
7 The compensation scheme ought to compensate for 2 048 -3 -1.00 0 o0.01
emotional trauma, stress and fear caused by carnivores.
8 Carnivores enhance my enjoyment of natural areas. -3 -1.08 4 171 -1 -057
9 The carnivores are blamed for livestock losses caused -4 -170 3 115 -2 -0.66
by poor grazing conditions or inadequate care.
10 Because the public value carnivores, opposition to -3 -111 3 117 -2 -0.70
carnivores deprives the public of benefits.
11 We owe it to future generations to preserve carnivores. -1 -036 5 211 0 -0.18
12 We owe it to the global society to preserve carnivores. -2 -085 4 167 -3 -0.84
13 Livestock owners use the compensation schemetogain -5 -2.11 0 002 0 0.21
extra profit.
14 Current carnivore policy constitutes animal abuse of -4 -140 3 0.73 -4 -174
carnivores.
15 We ought to tolerate livestock losses because of the -5 -191 1 038 -5 -1.90
enjoyment the public derives from carnivores.
Recognition 16 Other stakeholder groups look down on us. 1 044 1 016 2 0.78
17 Society at large does not care about my group. 0 -017 -2 -056 1 045
18 The opposition portray us misleadingly. 2 082 2 067 4 127
19 Society does not recognise the viewpoints of my group 2 078 -1 -036 0 -0.09
on the carnivore policy

20 Local knowledge is not valued in current carnivore 4 137 0 -021 -2 -0.78
management.

21 Protection of carnivores violates the property rights of 1 036 -4 -167 1 054
landowners.

22 The current carnivore policy constitutes a violation of 4 13 0 001 5 1.68
the rights of my group.

23 The carnivore opponents do not accept that animal -2 -0.74 4 138 -1 -0.39
species have rights.

24 The current carnivore policy does not exhibit 3 1.08 0 -0.03 2 0.61
understanding of our lifestyle.

25 Carnivores are part of my group’s way of life. -1 -033 3 131 -4 -127

26 Carnivores threaten my group’s way of life. 5 18 -5 -187 3 1.14

27 Carnivores belong as part of the Norwegian fauna. 0 -024 5 220 1 0.37

28 Politicians do not understand our lifestyle. 1 036 0 -003 4 168

29 We receive little gratitude for the service we provide. 3 091 1 024 1 057

30 My group constitutes distinct a sub-culture different 2 071 -2 -044 3 0.88
from society at large.

Participation 31 It is difficult to access official documents regarding -2 -053 0 -021 -2 -0.71

carnivore management.
32 It is difficult to know who is responsible for the various 0 0.17 0 -0.08 -4 -1.82
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aspect of the public carnivore management.

It is difficult access scientific documents that is used in
the decision-making process in carnivore management.
Satisfactory mechanisms exist to hold the public
management body responsible if they make decisions
that violate laws governing carnivore management.
Public actors adequately justify and explain their
decisions regarding carnivore management.
International conventions that oblige Norway to
conserve its carnivore populations do not need to be
heeded because we had no say in the formation of these
legal structures.

My group has been excluded from the policy-making
process in the carnivore issue

The scientific focus in the carnivore issue excludes my
group’s viewpoints.

There are clear opportunities to provide input in the
carnivore policy-making process.

The media debate of the carnivore issues does not
reflect my personal view.

Civil disobedience is justified because our viewpoint is
not taken into account in the carnivore policy-making
process

The democratically elected officials adequately
represent my view on the carnivore issue.

My group is heard to a lesser extent than other
stakeholder groups in carnivore policy-making.

The politicians listen to our opinions on the carnivore
issue, but this has no impact on their policies.
Groups that do not have the right to participate in the
shaping carnivore management are nonetheless given
access to the decision-making process.

-0.59

-0.90

-0.25

-0.39

0.10

0.57

-0.68

0.00

-0.43

-1.18

0.46

0.46

0.16

1

0.04

-0.28

0.53

-1.87

-0.66

-1.10

0.53

-0.30

-0.75

0.46

-0.32

0.42

-0.53

-3

-3

0

-1.12

0.79

1.40

-0.46

-1.82

0.43

0.65

0.20

-0.68

-0.28

-1.06

0.17

-0.05

24



1024

1025

1026

1027  Table 2. The distribution of strongly perceived justice issues (>+2 or <-2) among the three categories of justice.
1028 (Whether it is a negative ranking or positive ranking indicates injustice is dependent on the phrasing of the statement.
1029 The statements in this table are those that indicate perceived injustice.) Values higher than +2 or lower than -2 have
1030 been classified as “strongly accepted/rejected” adapted from Mattison et al. (2008).
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Figure 1. Participant sampling areas. The areas were chosen to capture a wide range of predation pressure and

cultural contexts.
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