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Abstract

The plight of the saiga antelope (Saiga tatarica) as one of the most threatened mammals
in the world is a pertinent example of the consequences of illegal natural resource use.
Despite international protection and conservation efforts, saigas continue to be hunted
for both their meat and horns, making an improved understanding of the drivers of
human decision-making a necessity to enable the design of more effective targeted saiga

conservation efforts.

This study assesses the prevalence and motivations of saiga meat consumption in the
Uzbek Ustyurt range of the saiga antelope. The Theory of Planned Behaviour, a
psychological framework for the study of human decision-making, is combined with an
emerging tool for estimating the prevalence of sensitive behaviours — the Unmatched
Count Technique (UCT). A mixed-methods approach employing both quantitative
household questionnaires and qualitative key informant interviews is used to better

understand the social context of saiga conservation in the area.

Findings reveal that discussion surrounding the topic is extremely sensitive, with the
application of the UCT having limited success. It is shown that while attitudes towards
saigas are positive, traditional social norms continue to drive a high level of demand for
its meat. However, as supply has decreased, so too has the consumption of saiga meat
within local villages, with associated changes to poaching activity, means of
procurement and the economic status of the people who purchase and consume it.
Results are examined and used to make suggestions for further investigation and
conservation action. This study joins a growing body of conservation literature in
stressing the fundamental importance of addressing the drivers of human behaviour in
order to reduce unsustainable resource exploitation and achieve long-term conservation

goals.
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1. Introduction

1.1. General introduction

Anthropogenic pressure on natural environments is resulting in unprecedented levels of
biodiversity loss across the world (Vitousek 1994). This has attracted increasing
international concern over recent decades, with collective efforts from governments,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and research academics to better understand
and manage the exploitation of natural resources (Bouwen & Taillieu 2004).
Conservation interventions have traditionally been underpinned by rules designed to
regulate, restrict or prohibit the use of biological resources (Keane ef al. 2008). This has
been applied across a variety of scales ranging from a multilateral treaty on the
Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD), to regional and national efforts such as the

EU fishing quota and the designation of National Parks.

The success of nature conservation, whether regarding single species or landscape-scale
interventions, is therefore intrinsically reliant on human adherence to prescribed rules
and regulations (Arias 2015). However, noncompliance appears to be rife, with
activities such as illegal wildlife trade being ranked amongst the most widespread illicit
activities occurring globally, particularly in the developing world (Haken, 2011). In
order to reduce this illegal behaviour, as well as inform future decision-making, there is
a strong need to first assess the prevalence and nature of involvement in such activities
(Gavin et al. 2010; Nuno et al. 2013). However, the quantification of rule-breaking
behaviours can pose substantial methodological difficulties due to the sensitivity of the

information involved (Gavin et al. 2010).

To achieve positive conservation outcomes, the application of methods to effectively
discern and quantify illegal resource use is required. Approaches employed in past
studies have included law enforcement records, self-reporting and direct questioning
(Gavin et al. 2010). Each of these is appropriate in certain circumstances, however all
can be associated with high levels of bias. For example, response bias is particularly
likely to feature when the information of interest is of a sensitive nature, increasing the

likelihood of inaccurate self-reporting (Dalton ef al. 1994). As a result, indirect



questioning techniques, which ensure the anonymity of responses, have been developed
to reduce the likelihood of such errors in surveys (Warner, 1965). The application of
indirect questioning techniques is historically lacking in conservation literature,
however recent examples of successful use have been provided in the form of the
Randomized Response Technique (RRT) (St John er al. 2010a) and the Unmatched
Count Technique (UCT) (Nuno et al. 2013).

Although important, quantifying the extent of illegal activities is not enough to alone
ensure the future success of biodiversity conservation. In order to effectively manage
human behaviour, an understanding of individual decision-making processes is required
(Holmes, 2003; St John et al. 2010b). This has led to a growing interest in the
integration of social science with ecology within the field of conservation (Milner-
Gulland 2012). The focus of such integration has developed over time, with shifts
within literature away from the application of economic models, to a greater use of
social-psychological frameworks as a basis for understanding human behaviour (St John
et al. 2010b). In particular, through tracing attitudes, subjective norms and perceived
behavioural control as underlying foundations of behaviour, the application of the
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen 1991) has provided a valuable framework
in attempting to understand actions relating to resource use (St John et al. 2010b; Arias

2015).

Applying a theoretical framework to investigate the motivations surrounding illegal
behaviour enables the design of targeted interventions. However, although recent
studies have begun to tackle both the issues of quantifying illegal resource use (e.g. St
John et al. 2010a; Nuno et al. 2013), and understanding the interactions between human
behaviour and ecological systems (e.g. Holmes, 2003; Zubair & Garforth 2006), gaps
remain in attempting to combine these two central elements of conservation. By linking
social survey techniques such as the UCT, with psychological frameworks such as the
TPB, a more thorough understanding of the factors influencing why compliance or
noncompliance occurs may be identified (Fairbrass 2012; Arias 2015), and conservation

strategies accordingly designed and implemented.



1.2. Case study: the saiga antelope

The saiga antelope (Saiga tartarica), a nomadic herding species found in semi-arid
deserts of Central Asia, represents one of the most threatened mammals in the world,
being classified as critically endangered on the [IUCN Red List (Mallon 2008a). While
active conservation measures have stabilised population numbers in parts of its range,
the Uzbek Ustyurt population continues to be under serious threat. The antelopes are
hunted both as a meat source, and for trade in their horns in the traditional Chinese
medicine market (Bykova & Esipov 2004). Resultantly, the species has been listed by
the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS) and CITES, and is nationally protected in
all its range states (CMS 2014). Additionally, as part of on-going conservation efforts in
Uzbekistan, the Saiga Conservation Alliance (SCA), established in 2006, has
implemented community based conservation initiatives with the aim of improving

public awareness of the issues threatening saigas (SCA 2009a; Bykova et al. 2014).

The legal protection of S. tartarica (CMS 2014), widespread saiga conservation efforts
(Bykova et al. 2014), and the existence of evidence suggesting the continuation of illicit
activities (Kiihl ef al. 2009; Hogg 2014), combine to make this an extremely pertinent
species for study. The use of the UCT to determine the prevalence of saiga meat
consumption in the pre-Caspian population of southwest Russia, revealed this illegal
behaviour to be both high and widespread (Hogg 2014). However, uncertainty remains
over the prevalence and motivations of such behaviour in the transboundary saiga
population of the Ustyurt Plateau, which migrates between Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan
(Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).

Linking behavioural predictors to estimates of saiga meat consumption would improve
understanding of how best to target saiga conservation on the Ustyurt. In conjunction
with previous studies carried out in the area (Damerell ef al. 2011; Kuhl et al. 2009;
Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011), the characterisation of such relationships can help
to assess the success of SCA programmes and target future initiatives. This is now of
greater importance than ever following recent set-backs to saiga conservation stemming
from the catastrophic collapse of the central Kazakhstan population this spring (CMS
2015) and the construction of a fence along the Kazakh-Uzbek border in 2012, severely

limiting saiga migratory movements (Olson 2013).



1.3. Project aims
This project aims to evaluate the nature of illegal saiga meat consumption in

Uzbekistan. In particular, this study will aim to:

1. Investigate the knowledge, attitudes, social norms and perceived behavioural
control associated with the hunting and consumption of saiga antelope

2. Determine the prevalence of saiga meat consumption within communities on the
Uzbek Ustyurt through the use of the UCT

3. Identify strengths and weaknesses of current strategies to provide

recommendations for future saiga conservation and awareness initiatives



2. Background

2.1. Understanding drivers of human behaviour

The alteration of human behaviour is the primary focus of conservation interventions.
However, the success of such interventions critically depends upon an accurate
identification and thorough understanding of the predictors of the behaviour in question
(St John et al. 2010b). Achieving this allows the implementation of more targeted
strategies to prevent human-driven biodiversity loss (Holmes, 2003; St John et al.

2010b).

Growing concern surrounding human impacts on natural ecosystems, and a wider
recognition that social science has an important role to play in conservation (Milner-
Gulland 2012), has led to the emerging field of conservation psychology (Saunders
2003). This is an interdisciplinary subject, involving principles from ecological and
social science disciplines to use “psychological principles, theories, or methods to
understand and solve issues related to human aspects of conservation” (Saunders 2003).
However, despite social science methods being increasingly applied in ecological

research, challenges remain in designing such studies (St John et al. 2014).

Attitude has often been citied as an important determinant of behaviour, with the
general belief that positive conservation attitudes are linked to pro-environmental
conduct (St John et al. 2010b). However, investigations of such relationships have often
found a mismatch between the attitudes held by respondents, and their behaviour
relating to natural resource use (e.g. Arjunan et al. 2006). This mismatch has been
attributed to studies attempting to link a particular behaviour to more general, or not
directly related, attitudes (St John ef al. 2010b). Assessments of the factors influencing
behaviour should instead be made in relation to the specific behaviour of interest (Ajzen
1991; St John et al. 2010b). Additionally, the low explanatory power described by
studies investigating attitude may arise from their failure to encompass variability

attributable to other potentially important determinants of behaviour.

Numerous models exist which aim to define the inputs influencing a behavioural action.
Of these, the frameworks most frequently applied to account for pro-environmental

behaviour include: the norm-activation model (NAM; Onwezen et al. 2013), and the

10



theory of planned behaviour (TPB; Ajzen 1991; Bamberg & Mdser 2007). The NAM
places personal norms, determined by feelings of responsibility and moral obligation, as
the primary driver of behaviour (Onwezen ef al. 2013). Meanwhile, the TPB posits that
intentions are determined by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural
control; with behaviour itself determined by intentions (Figure 2.1; Ajzen 1991). As a
leading theory in social psychology, and a model that encompasses both self-interested
and socially-motivated factors as foundations of behaviour, the TPB has been chosen as

the methodological framework on which this study is based.

Attitude toward the

behaviour
N

Subjective
norm
. -

Intention Behaviour

N Perceived "

behavioral control

Figure 2.1. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen 1991)

2.1.1. Theory of planned behaviour

The TPB was developed as an extension of the theory of reasoned action. Its application
has been promoted as a means to aid the design of targeted interventions to alter a
behaviour of interest (Ajzen 1991). This involves investigating three given drivers of
behavioural intention: (i) attitude — an individual’s view on a particular behaviour; (i1)
perceived social norms — the social and cultural pressure felt to take part in a behaviour
or not; and (ii1) perceived behavioural control — an individual’s perception of the ease or
difficulty of carrying out the behaviour of interest (Figure 2.1). The relative importance
of each of these factors is expected to vary across behaviours and circumstances (Ajzen
1991). Therefore each behavioural situation requires its own empirical study in order to

identify the areas most suited for intervention.
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A number of publications have promoted the use of the TPB in the context of
conservation (St John et al. 2010b; Milner-Gulland 2012; St John ef al. 2014).
However, few studies have effectively applied the framework within the context of
natural resource management (Williams ef al. 2012; Mastrangelo et al. 2014; St John et
al. 2014). One such investigation by Mastrangelo et al. (2014) successfully utilised the
TPB to explain 41 per cent of variance in the intentions of rural landowners to conserve
forest remnants on an agricultural frontier in Argentina. Findings revealed social norms
and attitudes to have the largest direct impact on behavioural intention, with the authors
therefore able to identify the factors most relevant to forest conservation intervention

(Mastrangelo et al. 2014).

An additional driver of human behaviour often combined with the TPB is knowledge.
Conservation interventions such as environmental education are carried out on the
premise that knowledge is a driver of attitudes and social norms, with appropriate
knowledge provision encouraging pro-environmental behaviour (Burgess ef al. 1998;
Bradley ef al. 1999; Heimlich 2010). It is therefore pertinent to include this additional
factor when attempting to assess the determinants of human behaviour. In the context of
non-compliant behaviour, it is not just knowledge concerning ecology and species status
that is relevant, but also knowledge surrounding the rules protecting the resource in
question; individuals can only be expected to comply with restrictions if they are aware

of them (Keane ef al. 2011).

2.2. Quantifying sensitive behaviour

Illegal behaviour is a major threat to biodiversity across the world (Keane et al. 2008).
Quantifying and understanding the nature of noncompliance in conservation is therefore
a vital step in the design of effective natural resource management strategies. However,
as the assessment of illicit behaviour involves investigations that respondents may
perceive as entailing complications or implications, such research is deemed socially

sensitive (Dickson-Swift et al. 2008).
Direct questioning has often been used as a method to measure and monitor resource

use (Gavin et al. 2010). However, when sensitive topics are involved, studies are likely

to be impaired by high levels of bias, even if accompanied by assurances of anonymity

12



(Dalton et al. 1994; Nuno & St John 2015). For instance, non-response bias may arise
when individuals refuse to participate in surveys, resulting in a non-random sample
group of interviewees. Additionally, respondents may feel obliged to lie in order to
project a more favourable view of themselves, resulting in social desirability bias and

thereby reducing the validity of data (King & Bruner 2000; St John ef al. 2010a).

The challenges associated with the assessment of sensitive behaviours have long been
acknowledged across a range of fields. This has resulted in the development of a variety
of concepts and tools to better understand rule-breaking behaviour (Arias 2015). In
particular, indirect questioning methods make it impossible to link individuals to
potentially incriminating data (Warner 1965). This reduces the risk respondents feel
when disclosing sensitive information, thereby increasing willingness to participate, and

minimizing potential sources of bias (St John ef al. 2010a).

The application of indirect questioning techniques in conservation has primarily focused
on the Randomized Response Technique (RRT) (Warner 1965; Solomon et al. 2007; St
John et al. 2010a). While different methods of implementation exist, the main premise
of RRT is that a randomisation device is used to determine if the respondent answers a
non-sensitive or sensitive question (Warner 1965). For example, in the ‘forced
response’ RRT design utilised by St John et al. (2010a), participants either answer the
sensitive question truthfully, or automatically say “yes” or “no”, depending on the
number rolled on a die (Lensvelt-Mulders et al. 2005). Although the interviewer is
unaware of the option chosen, an estimate of the prevalence of the behaviour can be
made through knowing the probability of the respondent truthfully answering the

sensitive question.

The application of RRT to estimate rule-breaking among fly-fishers found that results
from this technique yielded higher estimates of the prevalence of noncompliance than
self-completed questionnaires (St John et al. 2010a) — a direct questioning method often
used to guarantee anonymity. The authors therefore called for a wider application of the
technique in conservation. However, the methodology has been criticized for its
complexity, which has been shown to create feelings of suspicion in some respondents,
with response rates often being lower for RRT than direct-questioning techniques

(Coutts & Jann 2011; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).
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2.2.1. The Unmatched Count Technique

The Unmatched Count Technique (UCT) (also called the Item Count Technique) is an
alternative indirect questioning method, which has recently gained attention in
conservation research (Dalton et al. 1994; Nuno et al. 2013). Respondents are randomly
divided into two groups. Both groups are given the same questions and asked to state
how many answers from a given list of statements applies to them, without divulging
which are true. The control group is given a list of non-sensitive items, while the
treatment group receives an identical list, with the addition of the behaviour of interest.
A base rate for the sensitive behaviour may be estimated by calculating the difference in
the mean scores between the groups (Dalton ef al. 1994). By generating an estimate of
the prevalence of a potentially incriminating behaviour, whilst making it impossible to
link this information to any particular individual, the UCT decreases the likelihood of

social desirability bias.

Despite findings that the UCT outperforms the RRT in a range of evaluations (Coutts &
Jann 2011), few studies have demonstrated its application in the field of conservation.
Nuno et al. (2013) utilized the UCT to estimate the prevalence of illegal bushmeat
hunting in the Serengeti, with results revealing that eighteen percent of respondents
were involved in this illegal activity. Linking these findings to socio-economic
characteristics enabled the identification of the drivers influencing participation in
hunting. Assessments of potential survey biases showed that the majority of respondents
found the UCT questions easy to understand and were comfortable answering them,
with the authors recommending the UCT as a tool for investigating noncompliance in

conservation (Nuno et al. 2013).

There are a number of assumptions associated with the UCT that should be considered
when designing studies utilising the technique. Firstly, the assignment of respondents to
the control and treatment groups must be entirely random. Secondly, there should be no
design effect, so that the inclusion of the sensitive topic in the treatment list does not
alter responses to the control items. Finally, it is assumed that there are no /iars amongst

respondents (Glynn 2013).
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In order to reduce the risk of violating the second and third assumptions, careful
consideration of the control items is required to ensure that they are non-sensitive in
nature, whilst being related to the sensitive behaviour in question (Imai 2010). The non-
sensitive items should include one item of extremely low prevalence and one of
extremely high prevalence so as to limit the likelihood of floor or ceiling effects (Glynn
2013). Even with the assumption of random allocation satisfied, the difference in means
between the groups may not be entirely related to the number of respondents choosing
the sensitive behaviour. Therefore a large sample size is necessary in order to minimise
this uncertainty (Dalton ef al. 1994). This is a requirement that has been cited as a
criticism of the method (Blair & Imai 2012); however, large sample sizes are also
important in the administration of the RRT and other indirect questioning techniques

(Nuno & St John 2015).

In order to explain why a non-compliant behaviour is carried out despite its potential
implications, indirect questioning methods such as the UCT may be used in conjunction
with social-psychological theories such as the TPB (Arias 2015). Social surveys
investigating relevant determinants of behaviour may be coupled with the UCT, in order
to generate an estimate of behaviour and populate the TPB framework. In this way, the
importance of knowledge, attitudes, social norms and perceived behavioural control

may be assessed in relation to actual behaviour.

2.3. Case study

2.3.1. The saiga antelope: ecology and status

The saiga antelope (Saiga tatarica) is a nomadic species inhabiting the semi-arid
landscapes of Central Asia. There are two sub-species in existence: S. ¢. tartarica, found
in four populations within Russia, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan; and S. ¢. mongolica,
which is now endemic to Mongolia (Figure 2.2; Milner-Gulland ef al. 2001). As the
only migratory wild ungulate in its range, saigas have a vital influence on ecosystem
structure, providing an important food source for raptors and predators, as well as
maintaining floral diversity through grazing (Bekenov ef al. 1998; Phillipson & Milner-
Gulland 2011).
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Figure 2.2. Saiga antelope populations, with approximate range areas and country

borders. Saiga tatarica tatarica: 1 Kalmykia, 2 Ural, 3 Ustyurt, and 4 Betpak-dala
populations; Saiga tatarica mongolica: 5a Shargyn Gobi population and 5b Mankhan
population, Mongolia. (From Milner-Gulland et a/. 2001)

Once roaming in herds of up to 100,000 individuals, the saiga antelope has been hunted
for its meat, horns and hide throughout recorded history. Over-exploitation caused
population levels to reach near-extinction in the early 20" century (Bekenov et al.
1998). However, the enforcement of strict Soviet conservation measures enabled a
recovery in saiga numbers; a trend aided by the high fecundity of the species, with
females reaching sexual maturity after eight months and exhibiting frequent twinning

(Milner-Gulland at al. 2001).

The dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 marked another turning point for saiga
populations. A decrease in conservation efforts, deterioration of rural communities, and
opening of international boarders facilitating trade, led to the over-exploitation of
natural resources, with dramatic increases in the illegal trade of saiga products such as
horn and meat (Kiihl ef al. 2009). In particular, male antelopes have been targeted by
poachers for their horns, which are traded to East and South-East Asia for use in
Traditional Chinese Medicine (Milner-Gulland at al. 2001; Kiihl et al. 2009). Such
selective hunting has led to a skewed sex ratio in saiga populations, contributing to a 95

per cent reduction in their population over the two decades following Soviet collapse
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(Milner-Gulland et al. 2001). Resultantly, the saiga antelope is now listed as critically
endangered on the [UCN Red List (Mallon 2008a).

Coordinated international planning for saiga conservation began in 2006, with the
signing of the Convention on Migratory Species’ (CMS) Memorandum of
Understanding on saiga conservation (CMS 2010). Conservation measures, coupled
with favourable environmental conditions, have led to the stabilisation of, and even
increase in, population numbers in parts of the saiga’s range. However, a catastrophic
die-off amongst the Betpakdala population in May 2015 has been a major set-back to
conservation efforts, with an estimated death-toll of over 200,000 individuals
representing more than half of the total estimated saiga population (SCA 2015). The
reasons for the deaths remain under investigation, but this set-back makes the need for
conservation intervention against other drivers of saiga decline (e.g. poaching and

infrastructural pressures), more imperative than ever before.

2.3.2. The Ustyurt saiga population

The Ustyurt Plateau maintains the only saiga population that has a significant trans-
boundary component, with migration routes taking herds across the border from
Kazakhstan to Uzbekistan during the winter months. It is the saiga population suffering
the most severe on-going decrease in numbers, currently estimated to number around
1,000 individuals, down from 10,000 in 2008 and 200,000 in 1999 (E.J. Milner-Gulland
pers comm.). In addition to poaching pressure, the development of oil and gas
infrastructure in the form of gas pipelines, major roads, and railway lines, has affected
the Ustyurt ecosystem and impacted saiga movements (Bykova & Esipov 2004). More
recently, the construction of a fence along the Kazakh-Uzbek border in 2011-12 directly
blocks saiga migration routes, with evidence suggesting that it has already contributed

to severe declines in the Ustyurt saiga population (Olson 2013; Bykova et al. 2015).

Transect surveys conducted in the Karakalpak Ustyurt, Uzbekistan, monitored 244-317
individuals in May 2012, declining to 12 individuals in September 2012, with none
observed in either September 2014 or February 2015 (Bykova et al. 2015). This marks a

crisis point for the Ustyurt saiga population. While potential mitigation measures
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regarding the border fence are under discussion, poaching continues to be a major factor

threatening the remaining individuals (E. Bykova pers comm.).

2.3.3. The Uzbek Ustyurt: Social context

The Republic of Uzbekistan is a resource-rich country located in Central Asia, with a
human population numbering 30 million individuals (UNDP 2013). Gradual economic
growth led to the country’s reclassification from a low-income to a lower middle-
income nation by the World Bank in 2011. However, gross domestic product (GDP) per
capita remains low, being estimated at $3,287 per annum, ranking it at 162 out of 230
countries in the world (CIA 2014). Additionally, there is considerable regional variation
in wealth within the nation. In particular, the Republic of Karakalpakstan, within which
lies the winter range of the Ustyurt saiga population, has been deemed as having the

highest poverty risk of all regions in Uzbekistan (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).

Recognised as a sovereign state within Uzbekistan, the Republic of Karakalpakstan is
home to approximately 5.6 per cent of the country’s population, yet has a GDP worth
only 2.4 per cent of Uzbekistan’s total (Bikbaeva & Gaibnazarova 2009). The Aral Sea
catastrophe, high levels of desertification and past biochemical weapons research, have
led to Karakalpakstan facing some of the worst environmental, health and economic
problems in Central Asia. The ethnic makeup of the region’s population, with a third
being ethnic Karakalpak, contrasts to Uzbekistan as a whole, where 80 per cent of the
population is listed as Uzbek, and less than three per cent Karakalpak (CIA 2014).
While the extraction of oil and gas resources is growing in the region, local inhabitants
feel few economic benefits, with many Karakalpaks emigrating to neighbouring

Kazakhstan and Russia in the face of unemployment (Omirbek 2015).

Poverty and a lack of alternative livelihood options have been frequently cited as
motivations for the hunting of saigas. In particular, hunting male individuals for their
horns has been highlighted, with 1kg of product being worth between $250-750
(Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011). Such activities were particularly rife during the
1990s, when the goal of procuring horns was so high that the remaining saiga carcasses
were often left at kill sites (Kiihl ef al. 2009). However, the role of saigas as a meat

source is also a major motivation for hunting activity (Kiihl ez al. 2009; Damerell et al.
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2011). This has increasingly been the case with the current low population numbers

making targeted hunting for males extremely difficult and less profitable.

Saiga meat has historically been a traditional part of the cuisine of the region, and has
been found to be cheaper than major alternative meats in Uzbekistan (Kiihl 2008;
Damerell ef al. 2011). This has led to it being referred to as “the meat of the poor”
(Kihl 2008). However, more recent investigations have found that a range of prices
exist across the trade system, with saiga meat now being viewed as a luxury in some
areas, such as by some people in Russia (Hogg 2014). Despite the uncertainty
concerning saiga meat trade and demand, and the acknowledgement that meat
consumption is an important factor that continues to fuel poaching, there has been a
much weaker focus on it as compared to the horn trade. A study by Hogg (2014) utilised
the UCT to shed light on the nature of such activities in Kalmykia, Russia, revealing
high existing demand for saiga meat, and a range of views regarding its qualities. A
similar investigation within the Uzbek Ustyurt is necessary in order to improve current
understanding of the human dimensions surrounding saiga poaching, trade and
consumption. In particular, attitudes towards saiga meat consumption and to poaching
for horns appear to be very different among local people, with the latter being viewed
more negatively (Damerell et al. 2011). This suggests that conservation action to
promote changes in the social norms regarding the consumption of saiga meat may be
required in order to decrease demand for it; thereby reducing associated pressures on the

species.

2.3.4. Saiga legal protection and conservation initiatives

S. tartarica 1s listed under the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS) Appendix II
and in Appendix II of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). It is a legally protected species in all its range states.
Within Uzbekistan, anyone found in the possession of saiga or their horns may be fined
up to 50 times the national minimum salary per animal and face the chance of
imprisonment (Appendix 4, Code 9 on the use of Plants and Animals, Criminal Code of
Uzbekistan) (national minimum salary is UZS 107,635 (US$42) per month; UzReport

2014). However, whilst confiscations of illegal equipment used for saiga poaching have
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taken place, in practice, few fines or imprisonments have ever been administered in

Uzbekistan.

In addition to legal protection, public engagement and education initiatives have been
carried out by the Saiga Conservation Alliance (SCA) in communities within the saiga
range. This includes an education programme on saiga conservation in schools (Steppe
Wildlife Club); annual events in local towns and villages to raise awareness regarding
the species (Saiga Day); and an alternative livelithood scheme that enables the

establishment of embroidery collectives (Bykova et al. 2014).

2.3.5. Survey site details

The Uzbek Ustyurt measures about 110,000 km” in size, accounting for 60 per cent of
the area of Karakalpakstan. Permanent human settlements have been established since
the 1970s, following rapid development of gas extraction (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland
2011). They tend to be located along the parallel constructs of the Kungrad-Beyneu
railway, gas pipeline and highway (Figure 2.3).

The village of Kubla-na Ustyurt is a small settlement of 43 households (Fig 2.3).
Located close to the Aral Sea, the sea’s demise has led inhabitants who once fished to
rely more heavily on hunting (Synnott 2015). A previous study found that as a result of
unemployment, a large proportion of Kubla-na Ustyurt’s male population was involved
in saiga poaching and trade (Bykova & Esipov 2004). Kyr-Kyz contains approximately
200 households. Its location by a railway and compressor station, and proximity to the
town of Kungrad, may make involvement in poaching and reliance on hunted meat less
likely in this village (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011). Jaslyk and Karakalpakia are
both relatively large villages with 799 and 710 households, respectively. However, a
high level of emigration to Kazakhstan has seen a change in population demographics in
recent years. Both villages have been previously identified as focal points for poaching
activity and the smuggling of saiga products into Kazakhstan (Bykova & Esipov 2004;
Kiihl et al. 2009; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).
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Figure 2.3. Location of survey sites within Central Asia. Map inset shows a magnification
of the hatched area over the Republic of Karakalpakstan, displaying survey villages, the
Uzbek boarder and the path of a major railway line and road cutting through the Ustyurt
Plateau.
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3. Methods

3.1. Study site

This study was conducted in the Republic of Karakalpakstan, Uzbekistan in May and
June 2015. Surveys were carried out in two villages within the range of the Ustyurt
saiga population — Kubla-na Ustyurt and Kyr-Kyz — with three and six days spent in
each location, respectively (Figure 2.3). In addition, a number of key informant
interviews were conducted in the cities of Nukus and Tashkent, the capitals of

Karakalpakstan and Uzbekistan.

Study communities were chosen based on their location within the saiga range; small
size allowing for a representative sampling of households; and likely involvement in the
consumption of saiga products (based on previous studies, e.g. Phillipson & Milner-
Gulland 2011). Original survey plans had also included the larger villages of Jaslyk and
Karakalpakia (Figure 2.3), however restrictions on researcher movements made this

unfeasible.

3.2. Research methods

Quantitative and qualitative social research techniques were utilized for data collection.
This mixed-methods approach enabled the study to draw on the strengths of each
technique: in-depth information from a small number of qualitative interviews involving
people with specialist knowledge could be combined with more widely representative
data from a questionnaire survey of a larger sample of the population (Newing 2011).
Additionally, results from each source could be triangulated, thereby reducing the
uncertainty that is involved in the study of sensitive issues (Gavin ef al. 2010; Newing
2011). As such, this research took a two-pronged approach to evaluating the nature and

prevalence of saiga meat consumption and the factors influencing it:

1) Key informant (KI) interviews

2) Standardized household questionnaire surveys

Village surveys were carried out by a team of researchers from local partners,

employing an immersive strategy that involved walking on foot from house to house
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and living with local families. Due to restrictions imposed on movement, UK
researchers (including the author of this study) were unable to partake in data collection
within the villages. However, several training days were run by the UK researchers and
a guideline document was written and translated into Russian for the local team
members (Appendix 8.1). Key informant interviews in the cities of Nukus and Tashkent

were conducted by the author (LK) with a Russian interpreter.

Relevant authorities and the heads of each village administration were approached
before data collection. This served the purpose of informing them of the aims of the
project and the duration of work in the area. All respondents were made aware that
participation in the questionnaire and/or interview was voluntary, that information
collected was anonymous, and that questions could be skipped, or the interview

stopped, at any point.

3.3. Methodological framework

The theory of planned behaviour is used as a framework to assess the factors driving the
behaviours of purchasing and consuming saiga meat. This includes the variables of
attitude, social norms and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen 1991). Additionally,
general attitudes and knowledge are assessed as further determinants of environmental
behaviour. The relationships expected based on theoretical groundings and previous

empirical findings are outlined in table 3.1 and figure 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Study hypotheses and supporting statements

Expectations Supporting arguments References
A. Greater knowledge of Knowledge shown to lead to Bradley ef al.
wildlife, saiga ecology and increased pro-environmental 1999

rules will lead to more positive
attitudes and decrease the
likelihood of involvement in
saiga exploitation and eating
saiga meat

B. Demographic and socio-
economic status will impact
TPB elements, with favourable
situations decreasing likelihood
of involvement in saiga-related
activities and consumption

C. Attitudes, social norms and
perceived behavioural control
will be correlated, with
favourable responses
decreasing the likelihood of
eating saiga meat and partaking
in related activities

behaviour

General theoretical assumption of
“knowledge to attitude to behaviour”
causality, supported by TPB linking
all elements of the framework

Poverty linked to illegal natural
resource use.

Lack of livelihood options shown to
be motivation for hunting saiga, with
consumption of saiga meat linked to
poorer households

Based on the TPB, with empirical
studies providing evidence of links
between the TPB elements within a
conservation context

Ajzen 1991;
Heimlich 2010

Mainka & Trivedi
2002

Kiihl et al 2009;
Phillipson &
Milner-Gulland
2011; Hogg 2014

Ajzen 1991;
Williams et al.
2012; Mastrangelo
etal. 2014; St
John et al. 2014

Attitude towards the

environment, saigas and
saiga meat
“Saiga meat is healthier
than other meats”

N

Y

Knowledge of wildlife,
saiga ecology and
protection
“It is legally permitted to
eat saiga meat.”
True or false

Perceived social norms
surrounding saiga
"Most people in my

village believe that eating
saiga meat is a normal
thing to do”

N

Y

Perceived behavioral
control over purchasing
and consuming saiga
“There is a good range of
affordable meats
available to buy™”

Intention to
consume or
purchase saiga
meat

Behaviour
UCT prevalence

> estimates for saiga

N

meat consumption
and purchase

Figure 3.1. Components of Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behaviour adapted for
this study. Example statements measuring each construct within the household
questionnaire are included, with answers corresponding to a Likert scale of agreement.
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3.4. Questionnaire survey

Questionnaires were administered face-to-face in the Karakalpak, Uzbek or Russian
language depending on the preference of the respondent. All households were
approached in each village, representing a census survey. If the household head was not
available for questioning, the next available adult was approached. The questionnaire
was divided into 10 sections (Appendix 8.2), with questions largely based on those used
in previous social studies relating to saiga conservation (Damerell 2011; Phillipson &
Milner-Gulland 2011; Hogg 2014; Mabbutt 2014), thereby enabling comparisons of

results to be made.

Section I — a series of questions aimed at collecting individual-level information on the
socio-demographic situation of the respondent. This included education and

employment status in addition to basic demographic data.

Section 2 — attitudes to the steppe environment were explored using three statements
with a six-point Likert scale of agreement from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.
This links to the component of “attitude” in the TPB and served as a warm-up section to
familiarise the respondent with answering questions related to the environment before

sensitive topics regarding saigas were broached.

Section 3 — the UCT was employed to calculate prevalence estimates on engagement in
hunting, consumption of saiga meat, and purchase of saiga meat. Respondents were
asked how many activities they had performed or items consumed over the preceding
12-month period. This section was placed early on in the questionnaire to precede the
introduction of saigas as a topic, so as to prevent respondents being put on guard.
Additionally, the questions were ordered in increasing sensitivity to minimize the

design effects which are unavoidable in sensitive list experiments (Ajzen 2006).

Non-sensitive warm-up questions were included regarding television programmes
watched, and food dishes consumed. These served the purpose of familiarising the
respondent with the technique and enabling the interviewer to ensure that the method
was understood. Non-sensitive items for the UCT answers were selected in conjunction

with local researchers on a training day held by LK (Appendix 8.4). Respondents were
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randomly assigned to either the treatment or control group for each question by
presenting both lists face down on pieces of coloured card, with the respondent
selecting which card to answer from each time. While choices are expected to be
random, bias in choosing a particular colour may arise for various reasons. Resultantly,
the proportion of respondents in the treatment and control groups for each question was

examined in analysis.

Despite employing an indirect method, the questions were designed to include the four
elements recommended by Ajzen (2006) as required in order to define the behaviour of
interest: Target, Action, Context, and Time (TACT). For example, in Q3.4 (Appendix
8.2), although not mentioned directly, the target is saiga and is included in the treatment
card. Eating is the action of interest, with the number of meats considered the context

and a 12-month period defined as the time.

Section 4 — questions concerning ecology and conservation in the Steppe were included
in order to generate a knowledge measure. This consisted of an animal photo quiz based
on previous saiga studies investigating knowledge (Mabutt 2014), and a series of true or
false questions regarding saigas. Each correct response was scored +1, to give an
overall knowledge score out of a total of eight points. Knowledge was included as an
element which has been found to influence pro-environmental behavior (Gifford &
Nillson 2014), with a question regarding the knowledge of rules included as an

important consideration when assessing compliance (Keane et al. 2011).

Sections 5-8 — each of these sections related to an element of the theoretical constructs
of the TPB. A six-point Likert scale of agreement was used to investigate the strength
and direction of attitudes, social norms and perceived behavioural control regarding
saigas and the consumption of saiga meat.

* Sections five and six aimed to assess the attitudes of respondents to the
consumption of saiga meat, and to saiga in general. Following findings that
investigating general attitudes towards the environment is of limited use to
identify the predictors of specific behaviours (St John et al. 2010b), this
investigates more explicit attitudes as compared to the questions included in

section two of the questionnaire
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e Section seven investigated the perceived social norms surrounding saiga
conservation and meat consumption

* Section eight focused on four main elements of perceived behavioural control:
the availability of alternative meats, ease of procuring saiga meat, likelihood of
being served saiga in other households, and the penalties involved with hunting

saigas.

Section 9 — this section was included to assess the levels of awareness surrounding each
of the public engagement initiatives run by SCA, and determine if the respondent had
taken part in them. Based on SCA’s theory of change, it is expected that exposure to
these initiatives would increase knowledge, improve attitudes and alter perceived social

norms (table 3.1; figure 3.1).

Section 10 — based on previous studies in the saiga range (Hogg 2014; Phillipson &
Milner-Gulland 2011), the final section consisted of fixed response multiple-choice
questions to assess local opinion on the drivers behind poaching and the barriers to
controlling ongoing engagement in such activities. This will help to inform SCA’s
activities through better understanding how local people perceive threats to saigas and

the effectiveness of different conservation approaches.

3.5. Questionnaire pilot

Fellow researchers and students in the UK reviewed the household questionnaire before
the translated Russian version was piloted on eight researchers from local partners in
Uzbekistan, and six randomly selected respondents in the city of Nukus. This enabled
an assessment of the suitability and ease of delivery of the questionnaire, and provided
the research team with experience in applying it and explaining the UCT section in

particular.

Several adjustments were necessary to correct mistakes made during translation,
however, no questions required amendment or removal. When asked about the UCT
section, all respondents reported that the questions were either easy or very easy to
understand, and that they felt comfortable or very comfortable answering them.

Additionally, all respondents felt that their answers were anonymous. This is consistent
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with respondents’ perceptions of UCT when used to assess the prevalence of illegal
bushmeat hunting in the Serengeti (Nuno et al. 2013), and supports the use of the
technique to minimize response bias often associated with sensitive subjects (Dalton et

al. 1994).

3.6. Key informant interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to explore the knowledge of Key informants
on the illegal trade and consumption of saiga products (Appendix 8.5). Interviews were
designed to be flexible, allowing for the elicitation of any specialist knowledge the
respondent might have surrounding the topics of: hunting; trade and consumption of
saiga meat; attitudes and law enforcement; recent events and future saiga conservation.
Several sections were based on themes explored by Phillipson & Milner-Gulland
(2011). This allows comparisons to be made between the studies, acting both as a means
of triangulating findings and indicating developments in saiga trade since the earlier

investigation.

Given the highly sensitive nature of the topic and general reluctance to share knowledge
regarding it, respondents were identified opportunistically. Within the villages,
respondents displaying a high level of knowledge and willingness to communicate
during the household questionnaire were asked if they could take part in a key
informant interview. Within the cities of Nukus and Tashkent, relevant organisations
and notable individuals known to local partners were approached to be interviewed
(Appendix 8.7). Interviews were followed up by chain referral where possible, with

names of other potential interviewees requested.

3.7. Data analysis

3.7.1. Prevalence of behaviours
Data from the UCT section of the questionnaire was used to estimate the proportion of
the surveyed population partaking in sensitive behaviours relating to saigas. The

following equation was used:

P=Xp— X4 (1)
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where p is the estimate of prevalence and Xz and X, are the mean number of items
chosen in the treatment and control groups, respectively. Welch’s t-test was used to

estimate standard error values.

3.7.2. Modelling UCT responses

The effects of socio-demographic factors, knowledge scores and attitudinal scores on
prevalence estimates were explored through the use of generalized linear models
(GLM). Univariate and multivariate linear models were fitted with household variables,
knowledge scores and attitude scores in turn, with an interaction term for card type

included (treatment or control) (Holbrook & Krosnick 2010).

3.7.3. Predictors of behaviour

3.7.3.4. Knowledge
Overall knowledge scores were assigned as the total number of questions answered
correctly in section four of the questionnaire. A series of linear models were fitted to

examine the association of knowledge scores with a variety of potential explanatory

variables (table 3.1).

3.7.3.5. Attitudes

Likert scale answers to questions assessing attitudes to the environment, saiga meat and
saiga in general, were assigned scores ranging from -2, for strongly negative responses
towards saiga or the environment, to +2 for strongly positive responses. In order to
determine if the scores from each question could be summated to form an overall
composite score, the internal consistency between the questions was measured using
Cronbach’s alpha. This is a statistical test used to assess inter-rater reliability (Reynaldo
& Santos 1999); an unacceptable level of agreement between the questions would
indicate that they are measuring different elements of the respondents’ attitudes,
deeming them unsuitable to be combined. The internal consistency measures provided
by George and Mallory (2003) are used as an indicative guide (table 3.2). Linear models
were formed to test for associations between attitudes and socio-demographic variables,
knowledge scores, other elements of the TPB and prevalence estimates (figure 3.1; table

3.1).
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Table 3.2. Classification of internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha (George &
Mallory 2003)

Cronbach's alpha (o) Internal consistency

=09 Excellent
0.9>0>0.8 Good
0.8>a>0.7 Acceptable
0.7>a>0.6 Questionable
0.6>a>0.5 Poor

0.5>a Unacceptable

3.7.3.6. Social norms and perceived behavioural control

The responses to questions in sections seven and eight were first explored graphically.
Likert scale answers were assigned scores ranging from -2 for strongly disagree, to +2
for strongly agree. Statistical tests were carried out to determine associations with any

potential explanatory variables (figure 3.1; table 3.1).

All analyses were performed using the R program v.3.0.1 (R Core Team 2014), with the
psych package used to calculate Cronbach’s alpha (Revelle 2015). Maps were drawn
using Quantum GIS (QGIS Development Team 2014).

3.7.4. Qualitative data analysis

Information gathered from key informant interviews were examined for common ideas
and patterns. The focus of analysis was placed on the key themes included in the
interview design, with findings used to reinforce or contrast with results from the
household questionnaires and previous studies, thereby acting as a means of
triangulation. Additionally, any important unexpected information gained has been
highlighted and discussed. Interesting comments and observations made by respondents

to the household questionnaires were analysed in a similar fashion.
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4. Results

All households within the villages of Kubla-na Ustyurt and Kry-Kyz were approached,
with a total of 104 respondents to the household questionnaire. Refusal to respond was
high, with 47 individuals declining to participate (31% of households in which people
were present; 24% in Kubla-na Ustyurt and 34% in Kyr-Kyz). Additionally, three
respondents stopped the questionnaire partway through its completion. This suggests
that the topics involved are highly sensitive in nature, with the most common reasons
given for not participating being that the respondent was “afraid” (n=10) or did not want
to incur “additional problems” (n=3). Researchers were prevented by local authorities
from conducting the study in Jaslyk and Karakalpakia, with reasons behind the decision
being unclear. The demographics of respondents are outlined in Table 4.1, where it can
be seen that the majority were male and of Kazakh ethnicity. Of the respondents
working, by far the most common employer in both villages was the local compressor

station (50%).

Fifteen key informants were interviewed, with details of respondents listed in appendix
8.7. Three KIs were identified in each village following household interviews. Six Kls
from Nukus and three from Tashkent were identified through contacts known to

collaborators at the SCA.

4.1. Prevalence of sensitive behaviours

Respondents to the treatment and control groups for each UCT question did not
significantly differ in demographic attributes (chi-squared tests; Appendix 8.8), thus
satisfying the assumption of random assignment. There were 104 responses to each of
the five UCT questions, with the number of individuals in the treatment and control
groups varying but not significantly differing between each question (chi-squared; y* =
5.7, df = 4, p = 0.219). This suggests the absence of selection bias which may have

arisen if respondents had linked the coloured card options to their corresponding groups.
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Table 4.1. Socio-demographic summary of respondents to the household

questionnaire

Variable Level Count (N=104)  Proportion (%)

Gender Male 63 61
Female 41 39

Village Kyr-Kyz 82 79
Kubla-na Ustyurt 22 21

Age 16-20 3 3
21-40 49 41
41-60 43 41
60+ 9 9

Ethnicity Karakalpak 15 14
Uzbek 33 32
Kazakh 54 52
Other 2 2

Employment Working 70 67

status Unemployed 4 4
State pension 16 15
Student 1 1
Homemaker 11 11
Other

Education None 5 5
Primary
Secondary 85 82
Higher 13 13

Significant differences between the mean treatment and control group scores were only
found in two of the five questions (Figure 4.1). This revealed that the prevalence of
hunting activity is 45% (£19), whilst the non-sensitive food question estimated 38%
(£18) of respondents had eaten kebab in the preceding 12 months. Whilst hunting is
legal and assumed non-sensitive, it is a relevant topic as hunters are a potential interest
group in saiga conservation. In the three remaining UCT questions, prevalence
estimates were found to be higher in the control than in the treatment groups, however
these differences were not significant (Figure 4.1). Therefore it was not possible to
generate prevalence estimates for the two main behaviours of interest from the data

gathered in this study (the purchase and consumption of saiga meat).
Based on the methodological framework used (figure 3.1) and the hypotheses laid out in

table 3.1, attempts were made to form univariate linear models to link hunting

behaviour with a variety of potential predictor variables. This included: socio-
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demographic variables, knowledge scores and the constructs of the TPB. Scores for the
perceived behavioural control question “there is a good range of different affordable
meats available to buy” was linked to hunting behaviour (t = 2.29, df = 99, p = 0.024),
with those who agreed with the statement more likely to have partaken in hunting

activities. No other variables displayed a significant relationship.
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Figure 4.1. Mean and standard error of control and treatment group scores from each of
the UCT questions: (a) TV programmes watched (treatment item: Zakovat), (b) outdoor
activities done (hunting), (c¢) food dishes eaten (kebab), (c) meats eaten (saiga) and (e)
meats bought (saiga) over 12-months. Graphs marked with * were identified as having
significantly different scores between groups. See Appendix 8.4 for full item lists.

4.2. Knowledge

Knowledge scores were positively skewed, with a mean value of 5.6 out of a possible
total of 8, and a range from 2 to 8 points (Appendix 8.9). Respondents fared particularly
well on the animal picture questions, with 86% gaining the maximum possible total of 4
points. Knowledge on the ecology of saigas was lower, with only 6% of respondents
correctly answering “true” to the statement “the colour of saiga changes between
summer and winter”. A higher proportion of respondents (31%) were aware that it is
legally prohibited to eat saiga meat, however 40% of respondents still answered this

incorrectly. Cronbach’s alpha revealed internal consistency to exist between results on
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the different knowledge questions (0=0.6). Although agreement was relatively low, this
indicates that individuals who scored well on questions regarding saiga ecology were

more likely to be aware of whether saiga meat eating is legal.

Each demographic variable was modelled individually against knowledge scores, with
all significant variables then combined in a multivariate model. The minimal adequate
model showed gender, village and employment status were all significantly associated
with knowledge (table 4.2). Males and individuals from Kubla-na Ustyurt scored more

highly, as did respondents who were unemployed or receiving a state pension.

Table 4.2. Results of the GLM of the effect of socio-demographic variables on
knowledge scores. The estimated slope (SE), test statistic (t) and p-value significance
are given. df =99

Slope Est £SE t p

Intercept 4.15+0.42 10 <0.01*
Gender Male 0.81+0.31 2.64 0.01*
Village Kubla-na Ustyurt 0.67 £0.33 2.03 0.05*
Employment State Pension 1.14 £ 0.56 2.03 0.04*
Employment Student 1.04 £ 1.46 0.71 0.48
Employment Unemployed 1.89+£0.74 2.56 0.01*
Employment Working 0.72+0.49 1.48 0.14

* p<0.05

4.3. TPB determinants of behaviour

Attitudes towards saiga and their conservation were generally positive, with 95% of
respondents believing that the state should increase the protection of saiga, whilst 93%
viewed possible extinction of saiga from Uzbekistan negatively (Table 4.3). Whilst
generating less unanimous responses, targeted attitudes towards saiga as meat tended to
be negative in terms of its implications on the species. The majority did not agree that
only poor people would want to eat saiga meat (64% strongly disagree or disagree), or
that it is only eaten on special occasions (69% strongly disagree or disagree), suggesting
that it is something which is demanded from a wide demographic on a regular basis.
While answers regarding the health benefits of saiga meat varied, respondents mostly
agreed with the statement that it is eaten as it is healthier than alternatives, corroborating
the findings of previous studies (Damerell 2011; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).

The healthy nature of saiga meat was also mentioned by a number of key informants.
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Questions regarding saiga meat had a relatively high proportion of “unsure” responses,
suggesting the perceived sensitivity of the topic (table 4.3). More general attitudes
regarding the environment show that respondents do not feel that the Ustyurt is
currently in a good condition, but believe that the needs of people should be considered

above wildlife.

There was not sufficient reliability to combine answers to form composite scores for
attitude to the environment (Cronbach’s alpha; 0=0.24) or attitude to saiga meat
(0=0.057), with internal consistency ranked as “unacceptable” (table 3.2). Therefore
each question is henceforth viewed as a separate element, with scores analysed
individually rather than as a composite. Although still low, internal consistency was
shown between questions designed to test general attitude to saigas (0=0.53), enabling
their summation, with a mean positive composite score of 3.16 for attitude to saigas

(from a possible range of -6 to +6).

Individuals with higher wildlife and saiga knowledge had significantly more positive
attitudes towards saigas and their conservation (Spearman’s rank; r, = 0.434, p<0.01).

Attitudes on the environmental condition of the Ustyurt varied between the two villages

Table 4.3. Response proportions to statements given regarding attitudes (%) (SD =
strongly disagree, D = disagree, N = neutral, A = agree, SA = strongly agree, DK = unsure,
NA = no response). Most common responses to each statement are in bold (N=104)
Statement SD D N A SA DK NA
Attitude to the environment

The environment of the Ustyurt is currently in 1 57 10 24 6 3 0
good condition

The State should only care about protecting 1 15 3 68 9 4 0
wildlife once it has met the needs of local people

You can hunt any animal, if it does not harm the 2 64 1 28 1 4 0
environment

Attitude to saiga as meat

People eat saiga because it is healthier 2 31 2 42 2 19 2
Only poor people would want to eat saiga meat 2 63 3 13 0 17 2
People eat saiga meat only on special occasions 2 67 2 11 0 16 2
Attitude to saiga

I would not mind if there were no more saigain 16 74 0 6 0 2 2
this country

The State should increase the protection of saiga 0 0 0 81 14 2 3
The saiga is a symbol of the beauty of the steppe 0 1 0 78 14 4 3
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surveyed, with inhabitants of Kyr Kyz being more negative (t=-2.44, df=103, p=0.017).

A highly significant correlation was found between answers to the attitude statement “I
would not mind if there were no more saiga in the country” and the perceived
behavioural control statement “it would be possible to get saiga meat if [ wished to buy
it” (t=3.10, df=100, p<0.01). This suggests that individuals who are able to procure

saiga meat are those least concerned with saiga conservation.

Social norm statements on the use of saiga products elicited a variation of answers to
statements regarding community feeling on eating saiga meat and hunting saigas for
their horns (table 4.4). This therefore does not strongly indicate whether local
perceptions are aligned with positive conservation values, especially as none of the
scores were significantly related to village or any other demographic variable.
Interestingly, answers to the statement “most people in my village believe that eating
saiga meat is a normal thing to do” differed significantly between individuals who had
correctly identified that eating saiga meat is not legally permitted, and those who had
not (t=2.21, df=99, p=0.03). Respondents who had correctly answered the knowledge

question were more likely to disagree with the statement.

Responses to questions regarding perceived behavioural control (table 4.5) displayed
strong consensus on the uncommonness of being given saiga meat when eating at other
households (89%) and the high penalties faced for killing saiga (87%). Perceptions were

more split on the range of affordable meats available and possibility of procuring saiga

Table 4.4. Response proportions to statements given regarding social norms (%) (SD =
strongly disagree, D = disagree, N = neutral, A = agree, SA = strongly agree, DK = unsure,
NA =no response). Most common responses to each statement are in bold (N=104)

Statement SD D N A SA DK NA

I feel the same way about using saiga as other 2 64 O 13 0 19 3
people in my village

Most people in my village believe that eating 2 38 1 39 0 17 3
saiga meat is a normal thing to do

Most people in my village believe that hunting 0 35 0 45 4 14 3
saiga for their horns is a bad thing to do

People's views about eating saiga meat are the 0 65 0 16 2 14 3
same as they have always been
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meat. However, these differences could not be satisfactorily explained by any
demographic variables tested. Several respondents recounted having attempted to
procure saiga meat but being unable to. One female explained that her family had not
purchased it in the past year due to low availability, but stated that: “we eat saiga meat
when it is available, just like the rest of the village”. This suggests feelings of low

behavioural control regarding the purchase of meat.

Table 4.5. Response proportions to statements given regarding perceived
behavioural control (%) (SD = strongly disagree, D = disagree, N = neutral, A = agree,
SA = strongly agree, DK = unsure, NA = no response). Most common responses to
each statement are in bold (N=104)

Statement SD D N A SA DK NA
There is a good range of affordable 1 47 1 4 0 3 4
meats available to buy

It is not common to be given saiga meat 11 78 0 6 0 3 3
when eating at other households

It would be possible to get saiga meat if 12 42 0 20 0 23 3
I wished to buy it

People found to have killed saigas face 0 3 0 77 10 7 4
a heavy penalty

4.4. Perceptions of threats, poaching and trade

Hunting by humans was viewed as the biggest current threat to saigas (36%; figure 4.2),
supporting findings from a similar study in Kalmykia, Russia, and previous studies in
Uzbekistan (Hogg 2014; Damerell et al. 2011; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).
However, climate change related issues featured more highly in this study, with 22% of
people placing extreme weather as the greatest threat to saigas and 12% of people
blaming a lack of grass. Additionally, although not included as an option in the
questionnaire, two respondents mentioned the recently erected Kazakh border fence as a
major threat. This topic also featured highly within key informant interviews, with
nearly all respondents being indignant about its construction, arguing that it would have
negative consequences for saigas whilst having little impact on deterring criminal
activity. The majority “no response” counts could be explained by people claiming that
they did not know the answer; however, this is likely to be linked to an unwillingness to

discuss the issue rather than solely attributable to ignorance.

37



40

a5

a0

25

20

Response (%)

15

10

Hunting by  Extreme Noresponse Lack of grass Other  Development Fredation
people weather

Figure 4.2. Respondent perception of the greatest threat to the saiga antelope (N=104)

Income was cited as the main driver of saiga hunting behaviour, with the most
frequently chosen answers being that it is used to supplement income (34%) and diet
(13%) or that it acts as a main income source (13%; figure 4.3). This was largely
supported by KI interviews, where economic factors, and primarily a lack of jobs, were
the most commonly cited drivers for hunting. Despite tradition and culture being least
frequently viewed as the main driver of hunting behaviour (3%), it was mentioned by
several Kls, with one asserting that it is often viewed as a hereditary profession (K0O01).
Additionally, a respondent to the household questionnaire commented that: “people in
the village have nothing to do but work...the only entertainment is hunting”. This
supports KI claims from the 2011 Phillipson & Milner-Gulland study that a lack of
diversions caused young men to hunt. The high proportion of “no response / unsure”
answers may be attributed to a general reluctance to answer this question, with many

individuals simply stating that saigas are no longer hunted in the area.
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Figure 4.3. Respondent perception of the top reason for engaging in hunting of saiga
(N=104)

Respondents’ suggested priorities for saiga conservation focused on legal means of
protection, with increased ranger patrols (29%), establishment of protected areas (25%)
and heavier penalties for being caught (14%) ranking as the top three most frequently
chosen options (figure 4.4). Several KlIs also mentioned the importance of strengthening
the enforcement of penalties, primarily highlighting the current large distances between
ranger headquarters and poaching activity. However, the majority of KIs focused on the
importance of improving public awareness and knowledge surrounding saigas,

especially amongst children. A school teacher interviewed (K006) claimed that it is only
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Figure 4.4. Respondent opinion on the top priority action required for saiga conservation
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through environmental education events carried out in recent years that saiga have
begun to be viewed as a ‘“heritage symbol”: “in the past, people only thought of the

practical side”.

4.5. SCA public engagement activities

Awareness of SCA outreach activities was relatively low, with 26 respondents having
heard of Saiga Day (SD), 11 of Steppe Wildlife clubs (SWC) and 13 of SCA’s
Embroidery Programme (n = 101). Of these, eight people had attended a SD, while only
one respondent had a child who previously participated in SWC and one had previously
been part of an Embroidery Programme. Informal and graphical analyses suggest that
those aware of SCA’s projects and who had attended SD tended to gain a higher score
in the knowledge section of the questionnaire (Appendix 8.10). However, this was not
supported by statistical analyses using linear models, with awareness of SCA’s

programmes having no significant impact on knowledge scores or attitude.

4.6. Trade and consumption of saiga products

All key informants recognised that there has been a large reduction in the population of
saigas over recent years, with this being reflected in a decrease in the trade of saiga
products. KlIs from the local area generally claimed that trade in saiga meat no longer
exists in their villages, however, the possibility of procuring it from Jaslyk and
Karakalpakia was mentioned; the two villages to which researchers from this study
were denied access. This was echoed by Kls interviewed in Nukus. K001 and K003,
both research scientists who spend significant periods of time on the Ustyurt plateau,
recounted seeing saiga meat sold and consumed in Jaslyk in recent years. The general

consensus is that the sale of the meat is carried out in a secretive fashion.

There was a strong theme that saiga is now seen as a luxury meat for people living in
towns and cities, with special orders being placed with poachers: “Even people from
Nukus order saiga meat...it is very prestigious to treat guests at a New Year party to
saiga meat” (K301). This emerging issue of placing advance orders for meat is likely to
be due to the longer distances required to travel to find saiga. Poachers were quoted to

make a 300 km round-trip to reach saiga range areas from Jaslyk, consuming 40L of
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petrol worth a total of UZS 120,000 (US$46) (K003). The increase in effort per unit
catch is reflected in an increase in the price of saiga meat compared to previous studies.
Figures quoted ranged from UZS 12,000-20,000 (US$4.60 to 7.70) per kg. This is a
substantial rise from the UZS 4,000-7,000 value found by Phillipson & Milner-Gulland
in 2011 (US$2.30 to 4), even when accounting for Uzbekistan’s inflation rates over the
past four years, which would have led to an expected current price range of US$3.10 to
5.40 (based on data from CIA 2014). This led to two Kls claiming that it is now of a

similar price to alternative meats such as beef or mutton.

One KI (K003) identified shepherds as being a significant aid to poaching activity by
alerting poachers of any approaching rangers. Additionally, in recounting an occasion
when sharing a lift with poachers in the steppe in April 2015, he described them
receiving a call from shepherds informing them of the whereabouts of a group of saiga.
This reveals the important role that shepherds may play in the continuation of poaching

on the Ustyurt Plateau, by lessoning the difficulty of locating groups of saigas.

In addition to the aforementioned priority actions for saiga conservation (increasing
knowledge provision and penalty enforcement), other areas mentioned were improving
livelihoods, ensuring the availability of alternative meats (K103 and K202) and the
removal of the Kazakh-Uzbek border fence. Discussion regarding the fence is of
particular current interest and was a theme deemed important by KIs both from the local
area and those more removed. However, coming up with a solution was seen to be
problematic: “If the Uzbek and Kazakh governments collaborate, something can be
done about the situation but this is very difficult...The solution could be to have more
corridors in the fence, but poachers would be easily able to target these areas” (K101).
In fact, several respondents stated that poachers had been concentrating efforts around a
12 km gap in the fence, which had been formed as a mitigation measure for wildlife

movement.

All KlIs believed that the majority of people are aware of the status of saiga populations
and the illegality of trade in their products, however most stated that this does not have
a significant impact on behaviour. Several Kls attributed this to the difficulty of
significantly altering attitudes regarding saiga use that have been the norm for

millennia: “the mentality of our people has not yet grown” (K003). Surprisingly, most
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KIs claimed that saigas are viewed in a utilitarian way, contradicting findings from the
household questionnaires where 92% of respondents agreed or significantly agreed with

the statement: “the saiga is a symbol of the beauty of the steppe”.
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5. Discussion

This study combines the use of a psychological framework with an emerging indirect
questioning technique within the field of conservation, in order to better understand the
social context of saiga conservation on the Uzbek Ustyurt. Findings indicate that
discussion surrounding the topic of saiga poaching and consumption is extremely
sensitive, particularly amongst local inhabitants on the steppe. Comparisons with
previous studies show that trade in saiga meat and attitudes surrounding it have evolved
over recent years as saiga populations have declined. In this chapter, results will be
discussed, with the potential causes for findings investigated and placed within the
context of wider conservation concerns. The implications of results will be examined

and suggestions for further study and conservation action proposed.

5.1. Saiga meat consumption: examining sensitive topics in sensitive areas
The application of the Unmatched Count Technique to estimate the prevalence of
sensitive behaviours had limited success within the context of this study. Whilst hunting
activity was revealed to be carried out by 45 per cent of respondents, the main target
behaviours of saiga meat consumption and purchase failed to generate significant
prevalence estimates. This was in contrast to the application of the same technique
within a study carried out in Kalmykia, Russia, where it was estimated that 34 per cent
of households had consumed saiga meat over the preceding six months (Hogg 2014).
This difference may be due to the discussion of saiga-related activities being of even
greater sensitivity within Uzbekistan than it was in Kalmykia; a possibility substantiated
by the higher proportion of refusals to respond (31 per cent as opposed to 23 per cent in
Hogg’s 2014 study).

The high perceived sensitivity associated with saiga consumption might have meant that
its inclusion in the treatment list altered responses to the control items, thereby violating
the UCT assumptions of no design effect and no liars (Glynn 2013). The fact that the
mean score generated for the control group was greater than for the treatment group
indicates that this may be the case. It is also possible that the relatively small sample
sizes attained prevented significant estimates being generated; something that seems

particularly likely considering that the non-sensitive question regarding TV programmes
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also failed to generate a prevalence estimate (figure 4.1). However, the fact that
confidence levels were not very high indicates that sample size alone was not the issue.
Nevertheless, the need for a large sample size in order to yield accurate prevalence
estimates is a frequent criticism of the UCT (Dalton et al. 1994; Blair & Imai 2012).
This was difficult to achieve due to restrictions placed on researcher movements within
the Ustyurt Plateau, with sampling in the larger villages of Jaslyk and Karakalpakia not
being possible.

The research challenges faced therefore included the growing political sensitivity
surrounding the region of Karakalpakstan (Omirbek 2015) as well as the sensitivity
associated with the topic of saigas. An examination of previous studies in the region
suggests that while the discussion of saiga-related activities has long been deemed
sensitive, this has been a growing issue over recent years (Kiihl et al. 2009; Phillipson
& Milner-Gulland 2011). Focusing on the village of Jaslyk, while Kiihl’s survey in
2004 received frank responses, Phillipson & Milner-Gulland found inhabitants much
less willing to participate in 2011, with researchers this year being completely denied
access to the village. Despite some issues, the 2011 study succeeded in utilising the
randomised response technique to estimate that 11 per cent of respondents came from a

household where saiga meat had been consumed within the previous year.

The increasing difficulty of engaging local inhabitants and the local authorities in
conservation research in Karakalpakstan may warrant a change in the approach taken to
the study of saigas in the area. For example, the presence of researchers from the UK
posed an issue in gaining access to some areas, thereby supporting the case for
increased capacity building to enable entirely local-led field research. Additionally, on-
going monitoring of saiga trade and consumption in the local area would not only assist
in gaining a fuller picture of saiga activities, but may also help to build more long-term
and trusting relationships with local people (Kiihl et al. 2008; Phillipson & Milner-
Gulland 2011). This is important as even research partners from Uzbekistan are often

viewed as outsiders and treated with suspicion in local Karakalpak villages.

Important lessons on the use of the UCT within the field of conservation can be gleaned
from this study. The need for a large sample size is particularly likely to be an issue

when working amongst small, remote communities with a limited number of potential
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respondents. However, this study still suggests that the UCT is a viable option for
investigating sensitive behaviours in conservation. Reflecting findings from Nuno et
al.’s study in the Serengeti (2013), all respondents to the pilot questionnaire stated that
they were comfortable answering the UCT questions and felt their answers to be
anonymous. Additionally, despite the unease respondents displayed in discussing saiga-
related topics, none exhibited any particular mistrust of the UCT; reflecting its
successful application to investigate similar behaviours in Kalmykia, Russia (Hogg
2014). This is a far improved outcome from attempts to administer an indirect
questioning method in the form of the RRT within the same study area. Trials in 2011
deemed that the RRT was “overly complex, poorly understood and mistrusted by
respondents”, with the section subsequently removed from the questionnaire (Damerell
et al. 2011). Therefore where conditions are appropriate and an ample sample size
available, the UCT remains a promising tool for the investigation of sensitive

behaviours within conservation, warranting further research into its application.

The high number of refusals to interact with researchers suggests that there is a
substantial level of non-response bias throughout the questionnaire. Therefore while the
data collected remain useful in understanding factors relating to saiga trade and
consumption, it is likely that they reflect a non-random sample of the population
(Dalton et al. 1994; Blair & Imai 2012). Resultantly, results may not be representative
of views from the village as a whole, with data collected in relation to the prevalence of
saiga meat eating and buying rendered inaccurate (Blair & Imai 2012). This supports
the use of a mixed methods approach in the investigation of sensitive subjects. The
triangulation of quantitative and qualitative survey techniques enables information that
is lost through response to questionnaires to be gleaned from individuals with more
knowledge or a greater willingness to participate, and allows cross-checking to ensure

the credibility of results (Duraiappah et al. 2005).

5.2. The changing nature of the saiga meat trade

Qualitative information indicates that levels of both the consumption and purchase of
saiga meat are significantly lower than in previous years. This was mentioned by all KIs
and a number of respondents to the household interviews, with the trend largely

attributed to the decline in saiga numbers rather than the enforcement of rules or
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increased knowledge regarding their status. In fact, it appears that the demand for saiga
meat is far higher than the current level of supply, with one household respondent in
Kyr-Kyz recounting how she had attempted to order saiga meat from Karakalpakia and
Kubla-na Ustyurt with no success. This reflects Hogg’s findings in Kalmykia (2014)
that although consumption of saiga was lower than alternative meats, there would be

many people interested in buying it if it was available.

The low availability of saiga meat has led to changes in poaching activity, its
procurement and the economic status of those who purchase and consume it. While
saiga hunting used to be regularly carried out during the appropriate seasons, with the
majority of meat then sold directly to local inhabitants from poorer households (Kuhl ef
al. 2009; Hogg 2014), this study revealed a strong emerging theme of pre-orders being
made. One KI explained that poachers now “hunt when they receive orders from rich
people” (K301), the majority of whom live in urban areas such as Nukus. Attitudinal
changes from viewing saiga as “a meat of the poor” (Kuhl ef al. 2009) to now
considering it a “luxury” meat reflects trends seen in other systems. As a wild meat
becomes scarcer, it is often the case that it evolves from being treated as a protein
source for many, to being seen as a luxury food for a smaller, wealthier section of

society (Mainka & Trivedi 2002).

The apparent change in the principal consumers of saiga meat may warrant a change in
the direction of future saiga conservation initiatives in Uzbekistan. Currently, the
majority of public engagement work carried out by SCA is targeted towards inhabitants
of villages located on the Ustyurt Plateau (Bykova ef al. 2014). While this remains an
important target group, the majority of local inhabitants appear to have been priced out
of the saiga meat market, making a case for conservation initiatives to also include
wealthier urban consumers who now appear to be driving the trade. However, this is
likely to pose various challenges, with a need to first identify those involved and to

explore the best means by which to alter their behaviour.
For the first time, this study has revealed the role of shepherds in saiga poaching. It was

asserted that shepherds alert poachers to the location of saigas on the steppe and to any

approaching rangers (K003). This is a role that may have developed with the increasing
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difficulty of, and distance required to find saigas and is likely to have been facilitated by

the greater availability of mobile communication technology.

The apparent relationship between poachers and shepherds may help to explain the
strong unwillingness of shepherds to discuss the trade in saiga products with researchers
in 2011, despite their apparent knowledge regarding it (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland
2011). This situation suggests that it may be worthwhile to target shepherds in
conservation initiatives, with the potential to use them as conservation monitors rather
than aids to poaching. Previous conservation initiatives targeting specialist groups who
pose a threat to wildlife have shown positive outcomes. For instance, an integrated
education and awareness programme carried out in Murchison Falls Protected Area,
Uganda, successfully targeted animal poachers with many subsequently renouncing
poaching and joining projects to discourage such activities (Kato & Okumu 2008). Such
an approach would be in accordance with the SCA’s focus on conservation through
long-term solutions and its objective “to advance the education of the public in the
conservation and protection of [the saiga antelope]” (SCA 2009a). It would also
compliment an on-going participatory monitoring scheme on the Ustyurt, which is

largely staffed by ex-poachers (SCA 2009Db).

5.3. The importance of knowledge in saiga conservation

In the context of the theory of planned behaviour framework employed in this study
(figure 3.1), knowledge was found to have the highest number of significant links with
the other elements investigated. Knowledge scores were positively correlated with
scores for attitudes to saigas, supporting previous findings and conservation theory
(Heimlich 2010; Damerell 2011; Samuel 2011; Hogg et al. 2015) as well as hypothesis
A (table 3.1). If this is taken in the context of causality from “knowledge to attitude to
behaviour” which is often used as the theoretical basis of environmental education
campaigns (Burgess et al. 1998; Heimlich 2010), it provides evidence in support of the
educational and engagement activities being carried out by the SCA (Bykova et al.
2014). Additionally, the importance of knowledge and public engagement was
highlighted by a significant number of KIs who believed that it should be amongst the
priority actions for saiga conservation (K001, K003, K006, K101, K102, K302).
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Despite this, nearly all accounts from Kls claim that there is little link between
knowledge of saiga status and human behaviour. Most respondents believed people to
be aware of the species’ listing in the Red Book of Uzbekistan and the illegality of the
trade and consumption of saiga products, but did not think that this has an effect on
behaviour. These findings support a number of studies suggesting that positive attitudes
towards a resource are not necessarily linked to positive conservation action (Kuhl ez al.
2009; Waylen et al. 2009; St John et al. 2010b). This is theoretically supported by
criticisms of ‘deficit’ models, which often assume that education on environmental
issues results in pro-environmental behavior through altering attitudes (Burgess et al.
1998). However, this could not be quantitatively tested due to a lack of behavioural

estimates.

A significant relationship was shown to exist between knowledge about the illegality of
eating saiga and the social norms surrounding the statement “most people in my village
believe that eating saiga meat is a normal thing to do”. This indicates that the
knowledge of conservation rules is important in shaping respondents’ perceptions of the
social and cultural pressure felt to take part in the behavior (Ajzen 1991; Steinmetz et
al. 2014). However, it may be the case that the relationship was an artefact of social
desirability bias, with respondents who were aware of the rules being more likely to lie
in order to project a favourable view of themselves (Dalton ef al. 1994; King & Bruner
2000). Either way, it is undeniable that in order for people to comply with conservation
rules, they must first be aware of them (Keane ef al. 2011). This makes the relatively
low level of knowledge surrounding the illegality of eating saiga meat (34%) worrying,
with an effort to increase awareness in the villages of Kyr-Kyz and Kubla-na Ustyurt

required.

The association of knowledge scores with various demographic variables (table 4.2)
partially supports expectation B (table 3.1), which hypothesised that the TPB elements
would be impacted by demographics and socio-economic status. Females were shown
to have significantly lower knowledge scores than males, in accordance with common
findings that women tend to have less extensive environmental knowledge than men
(Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002). This suggests that attempting to target females in future

awareness and education initiatives may be beneficial, especially as women tend to be
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more emotionally engaged in, and concerned about, environmental destruction, and

more willing to change (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002).

Inhabitants of Kubla-na Ustyurt had a higher knowledge score than Kyr-Kyz. This is
despite the greater presence of the SCA in Kyr-Kyz, where a Steppe Wildlife Club is
based and Saiga Day is held each year (Bykova et al. 2014). This suggests that current
SCA activities may require greater exposure in order to reach a wider audience, with
differences in the proportion of respondents who had heard of SD and SWC not varying
between the two villages. This is especially pertinent following Hogg et al.’s (2015)
finding that inhabitants of the Ustyurt had lower knowledge scores than other areas

within saiga population ranges.

5.4. A need for alternative meats

The high prevalence of hunting behaviour revealed by the UCT (45% +£19) was
positively correlated with respondents’ perceived behavioural control surrounding the
availability of affordable meats. This suggests that rather than simply being a
recreational activity, hunting may be an important source of meat provision. This is
important, as hunters are a potential interest group in saiga conservation (Hogg 2014)
and such findings point to the lack of meats available for purchase. In fact, no shop
selling meat exists in either village. The lack of commercially available meat, coupled
with the fact that the tradition of raising livestock is relatively weak in Uzbekistan
(Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011), means that village inhabitants must either hunt or
travel relatively long distances in order to readily obtain meat. As one KI put it: “it is

much easier to go to the steppe and hunt there than to drive to the nearest town” (K202).

Although hunting behaviour is not necessarily related to saigas or other illegal wildlife
activity, the hunting community may opportunistically kill saiga for personal use (Hogg
2014). This is especially likely as a lack of alternative meat sources is liable to place
conservation concerns behind concerns regarding the need for food, following the often-
exhibited link between rural poverty and illegal resource exploitation (Mainka &
Trivedi 2002). This was addressed by one KI who, in response to being asked what
measures should be taken to decrease the consumption of saiga meat, stated that: “other

types of meat should be made available and there should be enough for everyone”
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(K103). This is not only important for the conservation of saiga, but also of other

declining animals in the region.

With saiga now being less readily available, one KI (K303) noted that hunters are
increasingly targeting goitered gazelles (Gazella subguttuosa); a species currently listed
as “vulnerable” on the IUCN Red List (Mallon 2008b). Resultantly, engaging the
hunting community in conservation initiatives may be a worthwhile future option, as
suggested by Hogg’s study in Kalmykia (2014). Additionally, in order to decrease
hunting activity, it is necessary to secure alternative affordable meat sources. This
would help to reduce the external factors acting as a barrier to decreasing local demand
for saiga meat, with evidence showing that pro-environmental behaviours can only take

place if the necessary infrastructure is provided (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002).

5.5. Understanding the determinants of behaviour

Positive attitudes displayed towards the saiga antelope (table 4.3) reflect the findings of
previous studies (Khul ez al. 2009; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011; Hogg 2014).
However, as other authors also concluded, this was not mirrored in the perceived social
norms associated with the consumption of saiga products, with 39 per cent of
respondents feeling that the majority of people in their village “believe that eating saiga
meat is a normal thing to do”. Although investigating links to actual behaviour was not
possible in this study, this discrepancy between attitudes and perceived social norms is

likely to impact behaviour (figure 3.1; Ajzen 1991).

The mis-match between behavioural action and attitude towards saigas has previously
been primarily attributed to poverty, with the assumption that people are driven to rule
breaking due to unfavourable circumstances (Kuhl 2009; Phillipson & Milner-Gulland
2011). However, the revelation that saiga meat is still widely demanded despite the
decrease in its price, and positive attitudes towards saiga meat found in this study (table
4.3) and others (Damerell et al. 2011; Hogg 2014), suggest that there are other

important factors involved.

The dominant culture of consuming saiga meat is likely to affect behavioural action

through social norms (Ajzen 1991; Hogg 2014; Mastrangelo ef al. 2014). In particular,
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traditional norms in culture and diet appear to have a strong influence on the demand for
saiga, with one KI declaring that hunting and consumption continues because “we have
it in our genes. We are nomadic people and the saiga have been here since the
mammoths” (K0OT). This supports previous studies on environmental behaviour, which
have found “old behaviour patterns” to be a significant barrier to pro-environmental
action, even in the face of positive knowledge, attitudes, social norms and behavioural

control (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002).

Understanding the intricacies of the factors of the TPB is therefore a complex task,
requiring an appreciation of the historical as well as current relationship between
humans and saigas. Whilst 92 per cent of respondents to the household interview agreed
or strongly agreed that “saiga is a symbol of the beauty of the steppe”, the majority of
KIs asserted that people do not feel a spiritual or emotional connection with the species,
solely viewing them in a practical way. This apparent contradiction may be explained
through a comment made by a respondent to the household questionnaire: “I love
saigas... I want the number of saigas to be restored so that I can buy its meat”. This
indicates that the respondent’s professed regard for saigas is largely attributable to the
benefits gleaned from it, rather than any importance placed on the species’ intrinsic or

ecological value.

These findings support recommendations that specific attitudes should be investigated
in order to better understand a given behaviour (Ajzen 1991; St John et al. 2010b).
Although the sensitivity of the subject prevented direct questioning of respondents’
attitude towards eating saiga meat, more targeted consideration of attitudes revealed that
it is viewed as being healthier than alternatives and demanded by a wider demographic
of society than simply the poor (table 4.3). This more compellingly suggests that
respondents are likely to exhibit the behaviour of saiga consumption than would be
expected from more general statements regarding the saiga antelope. This is an
important consideration in conservation action; if the exploitation of the saiga antelope
and perceived qualities of its meat are tightly ingrained in communities, villagers may
continue to demand it despite price increases, and even if the suggestion of providing

alternatives is met (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).
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The split in perceived social norms concerning community views on saiga hunting
(table 4.4) contrasts with Hogg’s study in Kalmykia (2014), in which 82 per cent of
people supposed the wider community to view saiga hunting as unacceptable. This may
be attributable to ethnic differences in attitudes and tradition, with saigas being revered
as holy animals in the Kalmyk culture. Public engagement activities may therefore
benefit from placing a greater focus on attempting to alter social norms regarding saiga
meat consumption. This is of value as evidence suggests without alterations in
underlying social norms, people often revert to past behaviour when enforcement
weakens (Steinmetz ef al. 2014). However, as the tradition of treating saiga as a game
animal appears ingrained, it may instead be more beneficial to work with existing social
norms. Therefore promoting the conservation of saiga as a means to enable future
hunting and consumption when populations recover may be a more successful means of

engaging local support.

Another interesting finding concerning the determinants of behaviour was the
correlation between attitude surrounding the extinction of saiga in Uzbekistan and
perceived behavioural control on whether it would be “possible to get saiga meat if |
wished to buy it”. Assuming that those able to procure saiga meat are the ones who are
most likely to do so, this suggests that those displaying the behaviour are least
concerned with saiga conservation. However, this contradicts previous assertions that

local importance placed on saigas is primarily due to their practical worth.

The main findings regarding the TPB are summarised in figure 5.1, with areas for future
work incorporated. In particular, it appears that whilst attitudes and social norms point
towards a general intention to consume saiga meat, the low availability of the meat has
resulted in a decrease in behavioural action. Therefore although the behavioural
outcome now more closely aligns with conservation goals, a continuation of work to
tackle the underlying drivers of behaviour is required. This is important in achieving
more long-term sustainable change, ensuring that people do not revert to past patterns if

the situation alters (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002; Steinmetz et al. 2014).
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Figure 5.1. Components of Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behaviour (1991) adapted
to summarise relevant results from this study.

5.6. Challenges and the way forward
Asking household respondents and Kls about their perception of the major threats
facing saigas enabled the identification of local concerns and presented insights into the

direction in which future conservation initiatives should take.

The escalated prominence of environmental change related issues since previous studies
is worrying (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011; Hogg 2014). Alterations in
environmental conditions were not only linked to saiga numbers, but also to an increase
in health problems amongst the local population. Aside from the wider implications that
this entails in an area already facing pressing societal issues (Bikbaeva & Gaibnazarova
2009), the perceived severity of environmental problems may create a barrier to people
changing their saiga consumption behaviour. This is supported by the notion of the
“value-action gap” in which individuals fail to exhibit pro-environmental behaviour as
they feel that they are unable to influence the situation (Blake 1999). Accounts of
corrupt governance and the involvement of officials in illegal resource use are likely to
add to this, with individuals feeling less responsibility over environmental issues,

reflecting an external locus of control (Blake 1999; Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002).
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The emergence of the Kazakh-Uzbek border fence as a contributing factor to severe
declines in the Ustyurt saiga population (Olson 2013) further moves the perception of
responsibility away from the inhabitants of local Ustyurt villages. This is an issue
requiring urgent collaboration and action on an international level. However, with locals
evidently still demanding and procuring saiga products where available, community
interventions continue to be imperative. Efforts should be made to alter more specific
attitudes towards the use of saiga meat, particularly informing individuals that their
actions can have a direct impact on saiga populations. This would help internalise the
locus of control (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002; Samuel 2011). Continued growth in SCA
activities would enable a wider audience to be reached, potentially impacting social
norms, especially through targeting children (Samuel 2011). This can be a powerful
conservation tool, with outreach activities shown to have a greater role than law
enforcement in the alleviation of poaching pressures within a South-East Asian system

(Steinmetz et al. 2014).

Both household respondents and KIs mentioned improved law enforcement as a priority
for saiga conservation, highlighting a need for more rangers and protected areas. The
imminent re-designation of the Saigachy Reserve, a protected area designed primarily
for the conservation of saigas, should benefit this situation (Esipov et al. 2009).
Interestingly, while the improvement of livelihoods was highlighted as a priority by
several KIs from Nukus and Tashkent, it did not feature highly in household
questionnaires, being mentioned by just 7 per cent of respondents (figure 4.4). This is a
big contrast to Phillipson & Milner-Gulland’s study in 2011, where 28 per cent placed
“increased income” as the best means of reducing poaching and trade of saigas. This
may reflect increases in the price of saiga meat and changes in the nature of consumers.
Despite this perception, it is likely that poverty continues to drive poaching, which tends
to be viewed as an unpopular livelihood activity in the area (Kuhl et al. 2009).
Additionally, a need for cheap and accessible meat may lead to the hunting and
depletion of other wild animal populations such as the goitered gazelle. Resultantly,
interventions aimed at enhancing livelihoods and achieving conservation objectives

should remain a priority on the Uzbek Ustyurt (Phillipson & Milner-Gulland 2011).
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6. Conclusions

The importance of understanding the decision-making processes involved in behaviours
driving biodiversity loss has been increasingly acknowledged in the field of
conservation (St John et al. 2010b). Through the use of an integrated framework,
invaluable insights into the issues surrounding saiga conservation on the Uzbek Ustyurt

have been gained, helping to achieve the aims set out for this study.

Truly understanding the factors that shape environmental behaviour is not a
straightforward task. However, while it is impossible to fully summarise the complexity
of human behavior in a single framework (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002), the use of the
TPB is of huge benefit in determining the relative importance of drivers of behavior and
enabling a methodological approach to be taken in the study of social factors in
ecological issues (St John et al. 2014). This study has reiterated how the difficulty of
such research is enhanced when studying topics of a sensitive nature (Gavin et al. 2010;
St John et al. 2010a; Arias 2015). Despite applying the UCT, prevalence estimates
could not be generated for the sensitive topics of interest. Therefore, although it remains
an important emerging tool for investigating sensitive behaviours (Nuno et al. 2013), its
limitations should be noted when considering its application within a study.
Additionally, there are a growing number of alternative specialized questioning
techniques being recommended for use within the field of conservation, each warranting

further empirical research (Nuno & St John 2015).

The strength of taking a holistic approach to investigating the interactions between
human behaviour and ecological systems has been displayed in this study. Despite set-
backs to data collection, the use of an integrated framework, mix of quantitative and
qualitative survey techniques, and asking local people and key informants for their ideas
on the way forward, made it possible to identify key trends and variables associated
with the trade in saiga meat. This supports previous assertions that a robust and varied
methodology is required to investigate and influence behavior within social-ecological

systems (St John et al. 2014).
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For conservation campaigns to be successful, action should be taken to address the
entire range of factors impacting people’s relationships with the conservation target,
requiring an integrated effort from a range of disciplines (Sala et al. 2000). While large-
scale issues such as climate change and infrastructural developments need to be
urgently addressed, a continued focus on smaller-scale human-wildlife interactions
remains imperative; after all, human resource use is the underlying driver of these
factors (Vitousek 1994). Gaining an understanding of behaviour not only highlights
conservation-related issues, but also helps to identify wider social and economic issues
resulting in unsustainable practices. This is imperative in achieving conservation goals,
with action to empower local people and prevent them from feeling that the locus of
control is external being extremely important (Blake 1999). Therefore the growing
amount of research on the human side of applied ecology is extremely encouraging (St
John et al. 2014). Continued effort and development in this field can only improve the
chance of successful conservation for saigas and other wildlife populations; a global
pressing concern considering the high estimates of current and future extinction rates

(Pimm et al. 2004).
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8. Appendices

8.1. Researcher guidelines
Research Aims

This project aims to investigate the prevalence of illegal trade and consumption of
saiga meat on the Uzbek Ustyurt and the factors motivating such behaviour. This
builds upon previously conducted research in the area, in order to evaluate the
current situation and recent trends. Through such findings, the strengths and
weaknesses of current conservation strategies may be identified and
recommendations for future initiatives provided.

Social surveys of local people will be undertaken, with two forms of data-collection
utilised:

(a) Structured household-level questionnaires and

(b) Semi-structured key informant interviews.

In order to investigate sensitive behaviour relating to saiga, household
questionnaires will utilise the unmatched count technique (UCT) - an indirect
questioning method to estimate the prevalence of saiga meat eating and buying.
Additionally, questionnaires will cover the socio-demographic status and
knowledge towards local wildlife of respondents. To gain a thorough
understanding of the motivations behind actions regarding saiga products,
questions will be based around three processes identified to drive behavioural
intention: attitude, social norms and perceived behavioural control.

Respondents for the key informant interviews will be selected opportunistically.
Open-ended questions will be used to explore their knowledge regarding the trade
and consumption of saiga products. This will provide more in-depth qualitative
information to supplement quantitative data collected from household
questionnaires.

Household questionnaires

The household questionnaire will form the majority of the research. We will try to
visit as many households as possible to gain a representative picture of each
village. In each household, the household head, or whoever is present and willing
to respond, will be interviewed. The questionnaire should be carried out in the
language of their choice (Russian, Uzbek or Karakalpak) and should take between
20 to 40 minutes.

* Answers will be recorded on the questionnaire sheet with the village name
and date filled in and each questionnaire numbered consecutively

* Introduce yourselves and the research, stressing that answers are
anonymous - if the respondent is uncomfortable with any questions, they
do not have to answer them
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* Section 3 (UCT) is an important part of the questionnaire, designed to
ensure anonymity when answering sensitive questions
o There are 5 questions in total, with the last two relating to sensitive
saiga-related behaviour - ensure the respondent understands the
technique before moving on to these
o Remember to note down the colour of card chosen for each question
as well as the answer
o NB. There is an error in the Russian answer sheets to be aware of:
Q3.2 should read “outdoor activities” rather than “sport”
* Throughout the questionnaire, note down any extra comments of interest
that the respondent makes
* If it seems that a respondent has valuable information about saiga
consumption and trade, ask if he or she would be willing to give a more
detailed key informant interview, or recommend any others

Pilot - the questionnaire has been tested in Nukus with no issues arising. However,
as the situation in the villages is different, the first day of sampling can be seen as a
pilot. This involves observation to see if there are problems with any specific
questions. In particular, answers to the UCT questions should not be 0 or 4/5 - if
this occurs frequently (~20% of the sample in the first few days), or there are
frequent issues with a particular question, please contact me urgently as changes
may have to be made.

Data inputting - a spreadsheet has been prepared for the data collected. Please try
to input data regularly (at the end of each day if possible).

Key Informant Interviews

The KI interviews are designed to elicit as much information as possible regarding
saiga use. Interviewees may be notable people in the community, or be identified
opportunistically as having good knowledge and a willingness to be interviewed
from either household surveys or concurrent focus groups being carried out
regarding the Saigachy Reserve.

There is a list of questions we would like to be covered in these interviews.
However, different respondents will have different types of knowledge and will
therefore respond in different ways. The interviewer should be able to lead the
discussion with the aim of covering as many of the questions as possible, but also
allow flexibility and freedom for the interviewee to speak as necessary and explore
any particular points of interest.

Unlike the HH questionnaire, where a large sample size is important, the vital
element of KI interviews is the quality and depth of information received.
Therefore only a few interviews per village may be sufficient, but it is important to
make as detailed notes as possible of the entire interview (in a separate notebook).
The length of interviews may vary from 30 minutes to 1 hour, depending on the
respondent. Basic socio-demographic data should be recorded in line with the HH
questionnaire (gender, age group, ethnicity, employment).
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8.2. Household questionnaire (English)

Date: \ Interview number:

Village:

Interviewer name:

Briefing

Good morning / afternoon. My name is <interviewer’s name>. [ am carrying out a
questionnaire on behalf of Laura Kor, who is a student at the university of London in the
UK. For her Masters research project she is interested to learn about the lives and views of
people on the Ustyurt Plateau and particularly their views about the environment.

The questionnaire should take about 25 minutes and will be anonymous. I will not record
your name or share any of your answers with anyone else. If you uncomfortable with any
of the questions you do not have to answer them, and you are free to stop at any time. Are
you happy to take part?

1. Socio-demographic information

1.1. Gender:
a) Male O b) Female O
1.2. Age
a) 16-20 O b) 21-40 O c) 41-60 O d)60+ O

1.3. Education

a) Primary O b) Secondary O

c) University degree [ d) None O
1.4. Ethnic group

a) Karakalpak O b) Uzbek O

c) Kazakh O d) Russian O e) Other O
1.5. Employment status

a) Working O Please specify.................

b) Unemployed (with profession) O Please specify................

¢) Unemployed (no profession) O

d) State pension O

e) Student O

f) Homemaker O

g) Other O Please specify.................

2. Attitude to Environment
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements (there
are no right or wrong answers, please just say what you think) <show card>
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2.1. The environment of the Ustyurt is currently in good condition
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

2.2. The State should only care about protecting wildlife once it has met the needs
of local people

Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O

Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

2.3. Hunting any animal is acceptable if done sustainably
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

3. Unmatched Count

[ am going to use a game with cards to ask about activities that people do and
foods that they eat. The method ensures that your answers are completely
anonymous. Each time I will ask you to pick one of two cards, and look at the list of
things on them. [ will then ask HOW MANY of these things you have done over the
past 12 months. [ don't want to know which ones, just how many.

3.1. I will start with a question on TV programmes to show you how the method
works. Please choose one card and look at the list on it. I want you to tell me how
many of these programmes you have watched over the past 12 months. Please do
not tell me which ones you have watched. <Place cards face down and shuffle>

0 1 2 3 4 5

Card chosen: Green = A. Control card O Blue = B. Treatment card O

NB. If they do it wrong, i.e. name the sports or point to them, explain that you only
want the number. Do it again until they get it right.

3.2. The next card is about outdoor activities. Please choose one card and look at
the list on it.  want you to tell me how many of these activities you have done over
the past 12 months. Please do not tell me which ones you have done. <Place cards
face down and shuffle>

0 1 2 3 4 5

Card chosen: Green = A. Control card O Blue = B. Treatment card O

3.3. The next card is about food. Please choose one card and then look at the list on
it.  want you to tell me how many of these food items you have eaten over the
past 12 months. Please do not tell me which ones you have eaten. <Place cards face
down and shuffle>

0 1 2 3 4 5

Card chosen: Green = A. Control card O Blue = B. Treatment card O
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3.4. The next card is about meat. Please choose one card and then look at the list on
it. [ want you to tell me how many of these meat items you have eaten over the
past 12 months. Please do not tell me which ones you have eaten. <Place cards face
down and shuffle>

0 1 2 3 4 5

Card chosen: Green = A. Control card [0 Blue = B. Treatment card O

3.5.1am going to show you the same cards about meat. Please choose one card and
then look at the list on it.  want you to tell me how many of these food items you
or a member of your household have bought over the past 12 months. Please do

not tell me which ones you have bought. <Place cards face down and shuffle>
0 1 2 3 4 5

Card chosen: Green = A. Control card 0 Blue = B. Treatment card O

4. Knowledge
The next few questions will focus on your knowledge of nature.

4.1. Can you name these Steppe animals? <show photos>

The rest of the survey will focus on the saiga antelope. Please indicate if you think the
following statements regarding saiga are true or false.

4.2. Both male and female saiga have horns
True O False O Unsure O

4.3. The colour of saiga fur changes between summer and winter
True O False O Unsure O

4.4. Saiga usually give birth to three or more offspring
True O False O Unsure O

4.5. It is legally permitted to eat saiga meat
True O False O Unsure O

5. Attitude to saiga as meat
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements (there
are no right or wrong answers in the following sections) <show card>
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5.1. Saiga meat is healthier than other meats
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

5.2. Only poor people would want to eat saiga meat
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

5.3. Saiga meat is good for special occasions

Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure
6. Attitude

6.1. I would not mind if there were no more saiga in this country.

Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

6.2. The State should increase the protection of saiga.
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

6.3. The saiga is a symbol of the beauty of the steppe.
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

7. Social norms

O

O

7.1.1 feel the same way about using saiga as other people in my village.

Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

7.2. Most people in my village believe that eating saiga meat is a normal thing to

do.
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

7.3. Most people in my village believe that hunting saiga for their horns is a bad

thing to do.
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

O
O

O
O

O
O

7.4. People's views about eating saiga meat are the same as they have always been

Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure

O
O
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8. Perceived behavioural control

8.1. There is a good range of different affordable meats available to buy
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

8.2. It is not common to be given saiga meat when eating at other households
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

8.3. It would be possible to get saiga meat if [ wished to buy it
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

8.4. People found to have killed saigas face a heavy penalty
Strongly disagree O Disagree O Neutral O
Agree O Strongly agree [ Unsure O

9. Involvement in community engagement initiatives

9.1. Are there any conservation actions or public education activities for saiga in
the local area?

Yes ] No ]
If yes, what are they?

9.2. Have you heard about the Saiga Day festival?
Yes ] No ]

If yes, have you ever attended Saiga Day?
Yes O Please specify year(s).......ccocevueoeuernnen. No |

9.2. Have you heard about Steppe Wildlife Clubs?
Yes ] No ]

If yes, do you have children involved with the Steppe Wildlife Club?

Yes, currently involved O Yes, involved in the past O
No ] No children ]
Unsure ]

9.3. Have you heard about the Saiga Conservation Alliance Embroidery
Programme?
Yes ] No ]
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If yes, have you ever been involved as a member of the embroidery programme?
Yes, currently involved O Yes, in the pastn No |

10. Perceptions of drivers and barriers to poaching and control

10.1. In your opinion, what is the greatest current threat to saiga (tick one)?

Extreme weather | Development and infrastructure |
Hunting by people O Predation (e.g. by wolves) O
Lack of grass O Other (Please specify)......ccccccournvnvene. O

10.2. Thinking about saiga, what might be the top reason (mark with star) and
supplementary reasons (tick as many as desired) for hunting?

Main source of income O To supplement other income |
The supplement diet O Tradition/cultural importance O
Recreation ] Other (Please specify)......cccccourvvnvnne. O

10.3. If you were in charge of saiga protection, what would be the top priority
action for saiga conservation that you would implement (tick one)?

Public awareness and education O More ranger patrols O
Protected areas O Improve local livelihoods O
Heavier penalty if caught | Cull wolves |
Other (Please specify)......c.ccccourrmenvvnrenn. O

11. Opinion on UCT

Finally, we would like to know what you think about the section of this
questionnaire with the game where you had to pick a card and tell us how many
activities you have done.

11.1. How easy or difficult was it to understand these questions?
Very easy 0  Easy O Difficult O Very difficult 0 Neutral O

11.2. How comfortable did you feel answering these questions?
Very comfortable [0 Comfortable O Uncomfortable [0 Very uncomfortable O Neutral O

11.3. Do you think your answers were anonymous?
Yes O No O Unsure O

Thank you very much for answering this survey. Do you have any more
comments you would like to make about saigas or about other things we
have talked about?
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8.3. Household questionnaire (Russian)

Jara: \ Homep MHTEpBHIO:

INocenok:

HMsa MHTEepBbIOEpa:

KpaTkoe npeacraByieHune

Jlobpoe yTpo/Beuyep. MeHs 30BYT....

S nmpoBoxy omnpoc ot sivna Jlaypel Kop, ctysneHTkn yHuBepcuTeTa B JIOHIOHE,
Besmko6puTanus. OHa BeJleT UCCIe/I0BAaTENbCKUH MPOEKT C IeJIbI0 MOJyYeHHUs]
CTeNeHW MarucTpa, U JJisl 3TOTO €l HeoOXOJHMMO U3YYHUTb ObIT U BO33pPEHHUS
JIIO/IeH, *KUBYIIUX Ha IJIATO YCTIOPT, U B YaCTHOCTH UX OTHOIIEHHE K 3KOJIOTHH.

WHTepBbIO 3aiiMeT NPpUMEPHO 25 MUHYT U Oy/leT NPOBOAUTBLCA aHOHUMHO. f He
O6y/Zly 3anuchbiBaTh Ballle UM 1 HUKOMY He CKaXy, KaK Bbl OTBETHUJ/IM Ha BONPOCHI.
Ec/iv BaM He MOHPaBUTCS KaKOM-1M60 BONPOC, BbI MOXKETE He OTBeYaTh Ha Hero. B
JI060M MOMEHT MO BalleMy >XeJaHUI Mbl MOXEM IpeKpaTUTb omnpoc. Bbl
COTJIACHBI 10Y4YaCcTBOBATh?

1. ConuasibHO-AeMorpaduyeckue JaHHbIe

1.1. Tos: a) My>k4nHa L] 6) Xenmuua [

1.2. Bospact: a) 16-20 [1 b)21-40 [1 ¢)41-60 1 d)60+ L]

1.3. O6pasoBaHue
a) HauanbHoe L] b) Cpeanee L]

c) Boiciee L] d) Be3 o6pasoBanus [

1.4. HanpmoHanbHOCTh
a) Kapakasnak O b) ¥Y36ek O
c) Kazax O d) Pycckuit O e) [pyras O

1.5. 3aHgaTocTh

a) paboTaet YMOYHUME........eeenens
b) 6e3paboTHbIN (MMeeT npodeccuio) YMOYHUME .....coounennnn
c) 6e3paboTHbIN (HeT npodeccun)
d) neHcuoHep
e) CTyJlIeHT

f) nomoxo3siika

I I I O B N B O

g) Apyroe YMOYHUME.........cvevene
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2. OTHOIIEeHME K 3KOJIOTUH

Iodxcanyticma, ykaxcume, HACKO/IbKO Bbl coenacHbl uiu He co2aacHbl ¢ 0aHHbIMU
Hudice ymeepicdeHusamu (yumume, noxcaaylicma, Ymo npasuabHbIX Uau
Henpasu/bHbIX 0Meemos 6blMmb He MOJXCem, NPoCMo ckaxcume, Y¥mo 8vl dymaeme no
amomy nogody) <nokazamv KapmouKy>

2.1. 3kosi0rud YCTIOpPTA HAXOAUTCA B XOPOLIEM COCTOSAHUU
ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen 0O HelitpanpHo [
CorJuacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeHn O

2.2.TocypapcTBy Ha/i0 3a60TUTBHCS 06 OXpaHe MPUPO/AbI TOJIBKO MOCJIe TOr0, KaK
OHO N03ab60TUTCS 0 MECTHOM HaceJIeHUU

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen 0O HelitpanpHo [
CorJuacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeHn O

2.3. M0OXHO OXOTHTbCS Ha Jit0O0e }KUBOTHOE, €CJIM 3TO HE IPUHOCHUT BpeJ,
OKpy-KawlleH cpeje
ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen 0O HelitpanpHo [
CorJacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O

3. HemapHble yucaa

A xo4y cbIrpaTh C BAMM B UT'PY C UCII0JIb30BaHMEM KapTO4Y€K U Y3HATh, YeM 3/1eCh
3aHUMAIOTCS JIIOAHW U YTO OHU eZisIT. Bbl MOXKeTe ObITh ab6COJIIOTHO YBEPEHDI, UTO O
BalllMX OTBETAaX HUKTO He y3HaeT. Korza s nonpoiuy, Bbl BO3bMETe OJHY U3 BYX
KapTO4YeK M NPOYTeTe Ha HEH CIUCOK AeUCTBUU. 3aTEM BhI JOJKHbI CKa3aTh,
CKOJIBKO genicTBUM U3 3TOTO CIIMCKA Bbl BBINIOJIHSJIW 3a ocjaeJHue 12 Mecsnes.
MHue He Hy>kHO 3HaTb KAKUE 13 s3Tux felicTBUN, MHe JINIIb HY>KHO 3HATh,
CKOJIBKO.

3.1. /laBaiiTe HAYHEM C BOINPOCA O TeJIEBU3UOHHBIX IpOrpaMMax. f mokaxxy Bam,

KaK HY>KHO OTBe4YaTb. BbiOepuTe, MOXKaNYHCTa, OJHY KAPTOYKY U B3TJISTHUTE HA

cnucok TB nporpamMM Ha Hel. Tenepb CKaXKMTe, CKOJIBKO IIPOTrpaMM M3 CIIMCKA Bbl

NOCMOTpeJIH 3a nocyieaHue 12 mecsues. [loxasyiicTa, He TOBOPUTE MHE, KAKHE

IporpaMMbl Bbl CMOTpeJH. <[lo/10)cume Kapmouku J1UYyoM 8HU3 U hepemewiatime>
0 1 2 3 4 5

Bri6paHHas kapTouka:3eseHass =A. KapTouka KoHTpoasa] 3eneHas =bB. KapTouka
omnbiTa [

NB. Ecau oHu desiatom 4mo-mo Henpasu/ibHo, HanpuMep, Ha3bl8arm npozpammy
U/U NOKA3bl8aOmM HA Hee, 00BICHUME, YMo 8bl X0mMume 3Hamb JAUWb KO.1U4ecmaeo
npozpamm. Ecau oHu He noHsiaiu, noemopsitime do mex nop, noka OHU He HAYHym 8ce
desiamb NpasuIbHO.

3.2. Cnenyroniad KapTo4Ka COLEepKAT Ha3BaHUs BUZ0B criopTa. [loxkasnyricra,
CKaXXKHMTe CKOJIbKMMM 13 3TUX BU/I0B CIOPTA Bbl 3aHUMAJINCh B ITOCJIeJHUE 6
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MecsLeB. Ho, noxaJtyiicta, He TOBOPUTE MHe, KAKUMH UMEHHO BUJJAMH Bbl
3aHUMaJINCh. <[0/100CUMe KapmMoYKuU 1UYoM 8HU3 U nepemewlatime>
1 2 3 4 5

Bri6paHHas kapTouka:3eseHass =A. KapTouka koHTpoisas(] 3eseHas =B. KapTouka
omnbIiTa [

3.3. Ceityac 51 MoKaXKy BaM KapTOYKH C HAa3BaHUSIMHU Pa3HbIX GJII0/] U TPOYUTAI0 UX
Ha3BaHUs. [loxkasiylcTa, CKaXXUTe MHe, CKOJIBKO M3 HUX Bbl €J11 B nocjiegHue 12
MecseB. Ho, moxasyiicta, He TOBOPUTE, KAKME UMEHHO BblI eJiu. <[los10xcume
Kapmouku JIuYyom 8HU3 U nepemewatime>

1 2 3 4 5

Bri6paHHasg kKapTouka: 3esieHass =A. KapTouka koHTpoasad Toay6as =b. KapTouka
omnbIiTa [

3.4. {1 nokaXy BaM KapTO4YKHU C HA3BaHUAMHU pa3HbIX BUJOB MscCa U IPOYMUTAI0 UX
Ha3BaHUs. [loxkasiylcTa, CKaXXUTe MHe, CKOJIBKO M3 HUX Bbl €J11 B nocjiegHue 12
MecsaneB. Ho, moxanyicra, He rOBOpUTe MHe, KAKMe KMEHHO BU/Ibl MSICA BbI €JIU.<

Ilos0)cumMe KapmoyKu 1uYyoM 8HU3 U nepemewatime >
1 2 3 4 5

Bri6paHHas kapTouka:3eseHas =A. KapTouka KOHTpOJIHD 3eneHaa =b. Kaptouka

omnbITa D

3.5. A Teneph s MOKaXKy BaM Te e KapTO4YKH C Ha3BaHUSIMHU Pa3HbIX BUJ0B Msca.
[Toxkasy¥icTa, TOCMOTPHUTE Ha CIMCOK Y CKaXKUTE, CKOJIBKO M3 HUX Bbl NOKyNaJIA
3a nocaenHue 12 mecsueB. Ho, noxasnylcTa, He TOBOPUTE MHE KaKhe UMEHHO

BU/IbI Msica BbI NOKYIaIU. <[los100€ume KapmoyKu AUYyoM 8HU3 U nepemewatime>
1 2 3 4 5

Bri6paHHas kapTouka:3eseHas =A. KapTouka KOHTpOJIHD 3eneHaa =b. Kaptouka

omnbITa D

4. 3HaHuA
Caedyroujue HeCK0/1bko 80nNpocos 6ydym KacambCsi 8awux 3HaHuUll o npupode.

4.1. CMoXeTe JIM Bbl Ha3BaTb 3THX CTEIHbIX Y KUBOTHBIX? <NOKA3amb
¢domoepagpuu>

Tenepb MbI moroBopuM o cairake. [loxkanyicTa, CKaXKUTe, HACKOJIbKO IIpaB/UBbI
cleAyolie YTBeP KA eHUs.
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4.2. CaMUbI M CAMKHM UMEIO pora

npasga [ J0%b [] He yBepeH [
4.3. Okpacka caliraka MeHsIeTCsl JIETOM U 3UMOU
npasga [] J0%b [] He yBepeH [

4.4. Caiiraky 06bIYHO POXKAIOT Tpex U 6oJiblile JeTeHblllel

npasja [ J0%b [] He yBepeH [
4.5. EcTb MsiCO caliraka 3aKOHHO
npasga [ J0%b [] He yBepeH [

5. OTHOLIEeHHeE K MsICY calraka

Hoofcaﬂyﬁcma, YKax)dcume cmeneHsb coes1dacusd usiu Hecoaadcus co CAedymquu

ymaeepocdeHusimMu 8 (8 caedyrouux pasdenax Hem npasu/abHbIX UAU HeNPAaBUAbHbIX

omeemoe) <nokKkasamv Kapmo4Kku>

5.1. Jlroau eAsT cakrayaTUHY, IOTOMY YTO OHA IoJie3Hee JJisl 3/J0POBbs, YeM

JIpyroe Msico.
AGCO/IIOTHO He corJjiaceH O He cornacen O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiace”H [

5.2. Msico caliraka 3To «MsICO /i1 OeJHBIX JIIOAeH»
AOCOJIIOTHO He corJiaceH O He corsnacen O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiace”H [

5.3.JItoau eASIT MsICO Caliraka TOJIbKO B 0COObIX CIyYasiX.
AOCOJIIOTHO He corJiaceH O He corsnacen O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiace”H [

6. OTHOLIEHUe K CalraKy

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeHn

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeH

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeH

6.1. MHe Bce paBHO, €CJIU B 3TOU cTpaHe 60Jibllle He OyAeT Calrakos.

AGCOJIIOTHO He CorJIaceH O He cornacen 0O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiaceH [

6.2. 'ocyapcTBO JO/DKHO YCUJIUTD OXpaHy Cauraka.
AGCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH a He cornacen O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiace”H [

6.3. Cairak siBJsieTC CHMBOJIOM CTEITHOM KPacOTHI.
AGCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH a He cornacen O

CorJsiaceH O [TostHOCTBIO coryiaceH [

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeH

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeH

HeliTpasbHO

He yBepeH

O

O
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7. Conpa/ibHBIE HOPMbI

7.1. Moe oTHOILIEHHE K yIOTpe6IeHUI0 cCaliraka B MUIILY, UCIIOJIb30OBAHHUIO €0
pPOTOB M T.JI. COBNa/IaeT C OTHOLIEHHEM GOJIbIIMHCTBA JIIO/AEN B HAlllEM MOCEJKE.

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [O HelitpanpHo [
CorJulacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O

7.2.BOJIBIIMHCTBO JIIO/IEW B HAallleM NOCEJIKE YBEPEHBI, YTO €CTh Calradybe MsiCO 3TO
HOPMaJIbHO.

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [O HelitpanpHo [
CorJulacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O

7.3. BOJIBIIMHCTBO JI0Jlel B MO€eM MOCeJIKe YBEPEHDI, YTO OXOTUTHCA Ha canuraka
paziy poroB — O4YeHb IJIOXO.
ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [ Helitpanpno [
CorJuacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeHn O

7.4. Cefiyac JI10J1 OTHOCSITCS K YIOTPeOJIeHUIO callradyaTHHBI B MULLY TaK »Ke, KaK
Y BCerja.

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen 0O HelitpanpHo [
CorJuacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeHn O

8. BOCHpPlﬂTl/Ie MNoBE€ACHYECCKOro KOHTpPOJid

8.1. B nposaxke uMeeTcsi 60/1bLION aCCOPTUMEHT Msca
ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [O HelitpanpHo [
CorJulacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O

8.2. OpHOoce/IbYaHe YACTO YrolalT Bac CauradyaTUHOM, KOT/1a Bbl IPUXOAUTE K
HUM B I'OCTH.

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [O HelitpanpHo [
CorJuacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeHn O

8.3. Ecsiu 4 3ax04y KynuTb MSICO caliraka, 3To 6y/ileT BO3MOXKHO.
ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [ HelitpanpHo [
CorJulacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O

8.4. Jltoay, yOuBILIKE caliraka, HECYT CypOBOe HaKa3aHHUE, eCJIM UX 3aCTa/IM Ha
MecCTe MPeCTyIJIeHUs.

ABCOJIIOTHO He corJlaceH O He cornacen [O HelitpanpHo [
CorJulacen O [TosiHOCTBIO corstaceH [ He yBepeH O
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9.YuyacTtue B OﬁmeCTBeHHle MeEpOoNnpUuATUAX NMOCEJIKa

9.1. [IpoBoAATCSA JiM KaKHe-JIM60 MePONPUSTHS 110 COXPAHEHUIO cCalTaKa UIn
00111eCTBEHHO-MIPOCBETUTENbCKHE MEPOTIPUATHSA M0 MOBBIIIIEHHUIO 3HAHHUH 06 3TOM
>KMBOTHOM B BallleM peruoHe?

Jla O Her [

Ecau da, uTo 3TO 32 MEpONIpUATHUA?

9.2. Bul ciblliasiv Koraa-a1u6o o Jlne Cariraka?
Jla O Her [

Ecau da, yuacTBOBaJIM JIM BbI KOrla-1160 B /[He caiiraka?
Ja O Ykasxcume 200 (bl)........cccunune...
Het O

9.3. Cablanu Jiv Bel Korga-an6o o CtenHoM Jkosioruyeckom Kiy6e?
Yes O No O

Ecau da, To y4acTByeT Jid KTO-JIMO0 U3 BAIlIUX JleTel B paboTe CTEMHOTO
Jkosorndeckoro Kiny6a?

Ja, ceiuac yyacTByeT O
Jla, B mpoujioM y4acTBoBas1 [J
HeT O
Y MeHs HeT feTel O
He yBepeHn O

9.4. CsibIIaJiv JIM Bbl KOT/]a-/1M60 0 [IporpaMMe 1o BbIIIMBKE, TOJTOTOBJIEHHON
ANBbSIHCOM MO COXpaHEHMIO cahraka?
Jla O Her [

Ecau 13, yyacTBOBaJIU JIM Bbl KOTZA-JIMO0 B 3TOU nporpamMmme?
[a, ceriyac y4acTByO O
Jla, yyacTBoBaJs B npoiiom O
HeT O
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10. [loaMMaHKe MeXaHU3MOB, NoAAECpP>KUBAKOIIUX U CACP)KUBAKOIIIUX

6pPaKOHBEPCTBO U OCYLIECTBJIEHUE KOHTPOJIS

10.1. Kak BbI iyMaeTe, YTO HA JaHHbIA MOMEHT MpPeCTABJSIET HAUOOJIbILYIO

yrpo3y jJs cairaka? ([locTaBbTe rajoyky HalpoOTUB COOTBETCTBYIOLIETO MYHKTA)

Ci102KHBI€ OTO/JHbIE YCI0BHUS O
PasBuTHe U UHPpaACTPYKTypa O
Oxora ]
XUIIHUKY (HanpUMep, BOJIKH) ]
OTcyTCcTBUE UM HELOCTATOK KOpMa (TpaBbl) O
Jpyroe (YTOUHUATE)....cccrvvmvemnvrnrenar O

10.2. Kak BbI iymMaeTe, mo4yeMy JIIOU OXOTATCA Ha carraka? [loctaBbTe KpeCcTUK
HaNpOTUB IJIaBHOU IPUYUHBI U FaJIOYKU HAIPOTUB BTOPOCTENEHHBIX NIPUYHH

(MOXKeTe MOCTaBUTb CKOJIBKO YT'OJJHO Tajloyek)
OCHOBHOM HCTOYHHK J10X0/1a
JlonOJTHUTEeIbHBIM HCTOYHHK J0X0/a
JlonosHUTebHAs eJla
CnepoBaHue 06blYal0/TPaAULIUHU
Pa3BieyeHue
JApyroe (YTOUHUTE)....cccvmrmreerernennns

Oo0Oo0Ooaogag

10.3. Ecsiu 6b1 Bbl 3aHUMAJIMCh IPO6JIEMOM COXpaHEeHHUs calraka, YTo Obl Bbl
caenanu npexze Bcero? ([loctaBpTe rajouKy HallpoOTHUB BbIOPAHHOI'O MyHKTA)

[ToBbICHJ OBl 3HAaHUA U OCBELOMJIEHHOCTb MECTHOT'0 HaCeJeHUs
YBesnuuJ 6bl KOJIMYECTBO UHCIIEKTOPOB

OpranusoBaJ 661 0OXpaHsieMble TEPPUTOPUHN

[ToBBICHJI 6BI YPOBEHDB }KU3HU MECTHOT'0 HaceJeHUus

BBeJ1 Ob1 60J1ee cypoBoe Haka3aHHe 3a YOUNCTBO calraka
CokpaTu 6B KOJIMYECTBO BOJIKOB

Jpyroe (YTOUHUTE)....courvermremrecrnrrarnns

BoJsibioe cnacu60 BaM 3a TO, YTO OTBETUJ/IM HA HAIIK BONPOCHL. Bbl xXoTUTE
4YTO-/IN60 A0GABUTb MO CAUraKy WiM KAKUM-JIM60 APYrUM TeMaM, KOTOpbIe

MBI 3J€Ch 00CYKAa/IU?

|

0 I I B R |
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8.4. Item lists for UCT questions. Control and treatment cards were printed
on green and blue card respectively and placed facedown for respondents to

choose which to answer from. (“Behaviour of interest” displayed in italics

for clarity)

Control cards

Treatment cards

A. TV Shows

Habar / Ahborot (daily news)
Tangim (soap opera)
Taxliknoma (weekend news)

Mening bogim (“My Garden™)

B. TV Shows

Habar / Ahborot (daily news)
Zakovat (Game show)
Tangim (soap opera)
Taxliknoma (weekend news)

Mening bogim (“My Garden™)

A. Activities
Farming
Gardening
Wood collection

Plant collecting

B. Activities
Farming
Gardening
Wood collection
Hunting

Plant collecting

A.Food items
Plov

Besh barmak
Pizza

Sushi

B. Food items
Plov

Besh barmak
Pizza

Kebab

Sushi

A. Meat items
Sheep

Camel

Beef

Hare

B. Meat items
Sheep

Saiga

Camel

Beef

Hare
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8.5. Key informant interview (English)

Good morning / afternoon. My name is <interviewer’s name> and this is <second
interviewer’s name>. We are carrying out research on behalf of a student at the
University of London in the UK. For her Masters project she is interested to learn
about the lives and views of people on the Ustyurt Plateau and particularly their
views about the environment and wildlife.

Today we will be gathering information about the trade and consumption of saiga
products in the local area. Your opinions and knowledge on the subject would be
very useful to help us understand the role that saiga play in local lives on the
Ustyurt Plateau. All your answers will remain anonymous. If you find any of the
questions sensitive or difficult, you do not have to answer them and can stop the
interview at any time! Are you happy to take part?

NOTE: as many of these questions should be covered as possible, however not all
may be relevant to each respondent, so allow for some flexibility. When an
informant raises an interesting point, the interviewer should attempt to explore
the subject by instigating further discussion. The points in brackets are possible
follow-up questions - to be asked if they are not addressed spontaneously.

Date:
Village:
Interviewer name:

1. Socio-demographic information: gender, age group, ethnic group, education
level, occupation.

Trade and consumption - saiga meat

2. Could you describe the prevalence of saiga meat consumption in the area?
(How commonplace it is for local people to buy and eat saiga meat)

3. Could you describe the trade in saiga meat? (Consider the percentage of meat
consumed in locals households vs. further afield)

4. How is saiga meat sold? (Publically or privately)

5. How does the price of saiga meat compare with other available meats such as
lamb and beef? (If known, ask for prices per kg)

6. Is saiga meat traded between Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan? If so, in which
direction is trade carried out?

Hunting saiga

7. What is that balance between hunting saiga for meat or horns?

80



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What are the main reasons for:
a. Hunting saiga
b. Consuming saiga meat

Have you noticed changes to the quantity of the following in the past 5 years:
a. Saiga being hunted
b. Meat consumed locally

If yes, what have these changes been and why may they have occurred?

Attitudes and law enforcement

Are people aware that hunting, trade and consumption of saiga products is
illegal?

Are people aware that saiga is listed in the Red Book of Uzbekistan?
What kind of effect does/would this knowledge have on behaviour?

Moving away from meat, how do people view saiga as an animal? (E.g. seen as
a “symbol of the Steppe” or just viewed in a practical way)

Recent events and future conservation

Have you heard of the Saiga Conservation Alliance and their public awareness
events such as Saiga Day or Steppe Wildlife Club? If so, do you think this is an
effective way to decrease the trade and use of saiga products?

Have you heard of the boarder fence built between the territories of
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan? (If not, give brief description.) What do you think
of this fence: has it changed people’s daily lives, saiga movements or hunting
patterns and behaviours?

What measures could be taken to decrease the consumption of saiga meat?

If you were put in charge of protecting saiga, what would be your priority
action for conservation? (Prompt with examples if required: public awareness
and education, protected areas, improve local livelihoods, heavier penalties,

more ranger patrols, cull wolves, etc.)

Any further comments?

Thank you very much for your time, your answers will be very useful for our research.
Would you be able to introduce us to anyone else who might be able to answer these
kinds of questions?
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8.6. Key informant interview (Russian)

Ho6poe yTpo/nenb. MeHs 30ByT <uMsl HHTEPBBIOE€pa™>, a 3TO <UMs UHTEepBbloepa™>. Mbl
MIPOBOAMM UCCIIEOBaHMS OT JIUIA CTyI€HTKU yHUBepcuTeTa JIonaoHa, BennkoObpuranus.
Ona nuueT MarucTepCcKyro AUCCepTaLUIO, U € HE00XOAMMO U3yUUTh OBIT MECTHOTO
HACEeJIEHMs U €r0 B3UIAbl HAa DKOJOTHIO U AUKYIO IPUPOTY IIATO Y CTIOPT.

Ceiiuac Mbl cobMpaeM HH(OPMALIMIO O TOProBIIe CaliraybUM MSICOM U pOraMu U
noTpebJIeHNH caliraubero Msica U poros B pernoHe. Baim MHeHUS Ha 3Ty TeMy U 3HaHUS B
3TON 00acT NOMOT'YT HaM MOHSTH POJIb caliraka B »KM3HM kuTelsel miato Y cTiopT. Bee
Ballll OTBETHI OyyT aHOHUMHBIMU. Eciii Kakue-To BOMPOCH! MOKAXKYTCS BaM CIMIIKOM
CJIOKHBIMH WJIX NIEKOTJIMBBIMH, BBl BIIPaBE HE OTBEYATh HAa HUX. TaxKe Bbl MOXKETE

[IPUMEYAHHE: 68 npoyecce uHmMep8bld HE06X00UMO KOCHYMbC KAK MOXMCHO
60/1bWeE20 Ko/u4ecmea 8onpocos; 00HAKo He 06s53amesibHO 3mo deaambs 8
UHMep8bI0 € KAXCObIM pecCnOHOeHMOM — UHMep8blo J0AMCHbI bbiMb 2UOKUMU.
Kozda onpawusaemblii kacaemcsi uHmepecHol memvl Uuau daem uHmMepecHble
ceedeHusl, UHmMepsvbloep 00/HCEH NONbIMAMbCS PACKPbIMb memy 2/1y6dice,
3adasasi 0ono/HUMENbHbIE BONPOCHI.

Jara:
CeJjio:
HMsa vHTEpBbIOEpa:

OCTaHOBUTH HHTEPBBIO B JII000E BpeMs. BBl XOTUTE MOy4acTBOBATh B UHTEPBBIO?
1. HNudopmanus counanbHo-geMorpadHueckoro xapakrepa: 1o, Bo3pacTHas rpyIna,
HallMOHAJIbHAS MPUHA/IJICKHOCTh, YPOBEHb 00pa30BaHMUs, POJI ACATEIBHOCTH.

Toprosis 1 moTpedieHHe — MSICO caliraka

2. Kax BbI mymaere, /1€ B BailieM pernoHe NOTPeOIIsIIOT O0JbIIIe BCETO caiirayaTHHBI?
(HackonbKko 9acTo JIFoiM MOKYTAIOT U ST MSICO cairaka?)

3. Bw1 cMornu Ob1 pacckaszaTh 0 Toprosie cairadatuHon? (CkaxuTe, MoKaIyncTa,
KaKO€ COOTHOIIIEHHE B MPOIIEHTAX MEXAY MICOM, MOTPEOIISIEMBIM JIOMA, B CEMBSIX, U
MSCOM, TOTPEOIIsIEeMBbIM BIalI OT JJoMa (HaceleHHBIX MyHKTOB))

4. Kakum 06pazom mpoucxoaut peanusanus Msaca caifraka? (OTKPBITO WU CKPBITHO)

5. KaxkoBa niena Ha caiirauaTuHy B CpaBHEHHUH C JIPYTUMHU JOCTYITHBIMHU COPTaMH Msica
— roBsiAMHON MK OapanuHoi? (CripocuTe Tpo 1eHsI 3a 1 KT)

6. ITpoucxoaut au Topro,iis caiiraubum MsicoM Mexay KasaxcraHoMm n
V36exkucranom? Ecnu f1a, To KTO poJ1aeT, a KTo MoKynaer?

OxoTa Ha caiiraka

7. Ha caiiraka oxoTtsTcs yalie u3-3a poroB Uiy pagu msaca?
8. Ha3o0BuTe OCHOBHBIE IPUYUHBI:
a. OXOTHI Ha caliraka
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b. [ToTpeOnenus calirauaTuHbI?

9. 3aMeTHIIH JH Bbl KaKHe-IM00 U3MEHEHUS 3a MTOCIIEIHUE 5 JIET:
a. B konunuecTBe yOUTBIX BO BpeMsl OXOThI Calirakos;
b. B xonunuecTBe Msca caliraka, noTpe611eMOro MECTHBIMM KUTEIIMU?

Ecnu na, onummTe 3TH U3BMEHEHHUS U CKAXKHUTE, IOYEMY, MTO-BallleMy, OHU TPOU3OILIH?
OTHOUIEHKE M0Ae U TPUMEHEHNE 3aKOHOIaTENhCTBA

10. JIroau 3HAIOT, YTO OXOTA Ha caliraka, TOPTOBIIS CATauaTUHOHN U ee moTpedieHne
SIBJISTFOTCS] TPOTUBO3aKOHHBIMHU?

11. 3HAIOT JIM JII0/U, 4TO caiirak 3aHeceH B Kpacuyto Kuury Pecniyonuku V36ekucran?
12. OTtpaxaercs i1 Kak-TO 3Ta OCBEIOMJIEHHOCTH JIIOI€ Ha UX TTOBEJECHUN?
13. Teneps ocTaBuM IOKa MsICO caiiraka. Kak JIFoAu OTHOCSTCS K Caliraky Kak K

)KI/IBOTHOMy? (Haan/IMep, OHHU CUUTAIOT €ro CUMBOJIOM CTCIIN UJIU ITPOCTO OTHOCATCA K
HEMY KaK K JXUBOTHOMY, IIPUHOCAIICMY IIPAKTHICCKYIO HOJ'IB?:Y)

Ilocnennue coOBITHN M COXPAHEHHE caliraka B Oyaymiem

14. Caslmanu 11 Bbl Koraa-Huoyas 06 AnbsHce no Coxpanenuto Caiiraka, o
MEpPOIPUITUAX, KOTOPbIE OHHU NPOBOJAT, HanpuMep, [lens Caiiraka, 1 00 OCHOBaHHbBIX UMU
opranusauusx, Hanpumep, Kiy6 J{ukoit ITpupoast Crenu? Ecnu ciblinanu, Kak Bbl
JyMaeTe, HaCKOJIbKO 3((hEKTUBHO 3TU MEPONPUATHS U OPTaHU3aLUU IOMOTYT COKPAILEHUIO
TOPIrOBJIM cairayaTHHOM U poraMmu caiiraka ux norpedyienus’?

15. Crplany 1u Bl KOTIa-HUOYAb 00 OTpak/IEHUN BJIOJIb TPAHHIIBI MEKIY
Kazaxcranom u Y36exucranom? (Eciu He cibliany, pacckakuTe KOpoTko.) UTo Bbl
nymaeTe 00 3ToM orpaxkaeHun? MI3MeHUII0 T OHO OBIT MECTHOTO HAaCEJIeHHUS,
nepeABUkeHus caiiraka? [[oBIHsIIO M OHO HA CXEMY OXOTHI Ha 3TOTO KUBOTHOTO HITH
W3MEHUJIO JIU KaK-TO MOBEAECHHUE OXOTHUKOB?

16. Kaxue Mepsl HEOOXOAMMO IPUHATH AJIs COKpAIleHUs MOTpedIeHus Msca caifraka?

17. Ecnu 651 Bam nopy4miin 00ecrieunTh COXPaHHOCTD caliraka, 4To Obl BbI CAEIANN B
nepsyto ouepens? (IIpu HE0OXOAMMOCTH, TOMOTUTE PECIIOHAEHTAM IPUMEPAMHU: TOBBICUTH
3HaHMUA U OCBEIOMIIEHHOCTD JIFOJIEH, CO3AaTh OXPAHIEMbIE TEPPUTOPUH, YIYUIIUTh YPOBEHD
AKHU3HU MECTHOTO HACEJIEHMsI, BBECTU OoJiee CypOBO€ HaKa3aHUe, YBEIHMUNUTh KOJINYECTBO
HUHCIIEKTOPOB, OTCTPEJINBATH BOJIKOB U T.JI.)

18. EcTb 111 y Bac BOIIpOCH! WJIM KOMMEHTapHUH?

Cnacubo éam 3a mo, 4no cocnacuiuco ydeﬂumb HAam ceoe epem:,; ealll onieembsl O4€rHb
NOMO2IU HAM 8 HAUIUX UCCAe008aHUSAX. Bbl cmo2nu 6bl no3nakomMume HAC ¢ Kem-1ubo eue,
KMo coanacuics Obl omeemums Ha HAUU 60np0€bl?
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8.7. Key informant details

Nukus

K001 F 40-50  Ecologist (often worked and stayed in villages on the
Ustyurt)

K002 M 50-60  Department of Sports Union for Hunting and Fishing

K003 M 30-40  Botanist (extensively worked in and around Ustyurt
villages, particularly Jaslyk)

K004 F 40-50  Ornothologist (often worked and stayed in villages on the
Ustyurt)

K005 M 40-50  Archaeologist

K006 F 40-50  Teacher

Tashkent

K101 M 60+ Head of Gosbiocontrol

K102 M 40-50  Specialist in biodiversity resources

K103 M 60+ Specialist in the use of natural resources

Kubla-na Ustyurt

K201 M 21-40 Driver at compressor station

K202 M 41-60  State pensioner

K203 M 21-40  Driver at compressor station

Kyr-Kyz

K301 M 41-60  Engineer

K302 M 21-40 Operator at compressor station

K303 M 41-60 Electrician

8.8. Tested differences in demographic variables between UCT control (C)
and treatment (T) groups

UCT question Variable X-squared DF  P-value
3.2. Outdoor activities  Gender 1.86 1 0.173
(C=51,T=52) Ethnicity 1.26 3 0.739
Employment 6.09 4 0.193
3.4. Meat eaten Gender 0.01 1 0.922
(C=48,T=56) Ethnicity 1.42 3 0.702
Employment 2.04 4 0.728
3.5. Meat bought Gender 3.99 1 0.046
(C=54,T=50) Ethnicity 4.72 3 0.194
Employment 2.95 4 0.566

84



8.9. Frequency distribution of knowledge scores (N=104) (mean = 5.6;

median = 5)

Number of respondents
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8.10. Knowledge scores of respondents who were unaware and aware of (a)
Saiga Day (b) Steppe Wildlife Clubs and (¢) Embroidery programmes and

(d) who had attended Saiga Day or not (N=101)
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