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Executive summary

The Lesser White-fronted Goose (LWfG) is a globally threatened migratory species (Jones et al., 2008).
North-western Kazakhstan hosts important staging grounds for the autumn and spring LWfG migration
(Cuthbert and Aarvak, 2016; Yerokhov, 2013). Hunting is a primary driver of declining LWfG
populations, but the motives behind illegal LWfG hunting are currently unknown (Jones et al., 2008;
Madsen et al., 2015).

In September and October 2017, questionnaire surveys were developed and deployed with the
Association for the Conservation of Biodiversity in Kazakhstan (ACBK). The aim was to identify the
social, economic and demographic drivers for goose hunting in general and illegal hunting of LWfG in
particular. Since there is also potential for accidental hunting of LWfG, this can enable conservation
work to be targeted towards demographics most responsible for goose hunting. Surveys were conducted
by two teams across Northern Kazakhstan and Kostanay Regions, with a total of 189 people responding
in full to the questionnaires.

Questionnaires employed the Unmatched Count Technique (UCT) which is an effective technique when
attempting to elucidate patterns of human behaviour relating to socially sensitive activities including
illegal hunting (Nuno and St. John, 2015). We assessed the ability of the UCT to detect patterns in
human behaviour with low sample sizes, by testing whether goose hunting prevalence increased with
goose hunting licence ownership. As expected, ownership of hunting licences was a significant
predictor of increased goose hunting prevalence, and confirmed the method’s validity for asking
sensitive questions regarding hunting. To investigate potential illegal goose hunting we asked if
respondents had undertaken goose hunting during the spring/summer season. Waterbird hunting was
banned in spring/summer from 2017, and therefore we tested compliance levels with this new
legislation. We found no evidence of non-compliance among our survey respondents, and thus no
evidence for illegal goose hunting during the spring/summer season. However, our sample sizes were
smaller than expected and even though the validation suggested the method worked successfully, this
result should be interpreted with caution.

Using direct questioning we found strong evidence suggesting that there is a significant lack of
knowledge regarding whether LWfG are protected or not, including respondents who owned goose
hunting licences: 11 % of respondents owning a goose hunting licence did not know LWfG were
protected. Given that there are an estimated 10,000 hunters in north-western Kazakhstan (Yerokhov,
2013) we therefore estimate that potentially over 1000 hunters, with goose hunting licences, may be
unknowingly illegally hunting LWfG through lack of knowledge of species protection.

Our analysis revealed that hunting for cash was not found to be a motivator for goose hunting. However,
we stress that the majority of our survey respondents were likely to be engaging in legal goose hunting,
and therefore identifying motives for illegal hunting remains a challenge mainly due to the highly
dispersed nature of hunters across the landscape. We were also not able to ask questions about accidental
illegal hunting of LWfG because it was deemed to be too sensitive. Future work should focus on
increasing survey sample size and adding additional questions regarding self-reporting of hunting take
and accidental take of LWfG. Questionnaires should also be developed across the LWTG flyway as
motives for hunting will likely differ between geographic regions due to differing socio-economic and
socio-ecological situations.
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1. Introduction

The African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) recognises that hunting of migratory waterbirds
across range states is legitimate, provided that populations are maintained in ‘favourable’ conservation
status across their entire range. Illegal hunting jeopardises the efficacy of hunting legislation aimed at
achieving sustainable hunting levels for migratory species, and threatens those species with vulnerable
populations such as the Lesser White-fronted Goose (Jensen et al., 2016; Jones et al., 2008; Madsen et
al., 2015). Thus, it is essential to understand the motives behind illegal hunting to ensure that appropriate
interventions can be implemented to ensure the longevity of migratory waterbird populations across
range states (Madsen et al., 2015).

1.1 Assessing motives for illegal hunting

Understanding human decision-making is key when trying to assess motives for illegal hunting (St John
et al., 2013). Social surveys are often used as a means of directly questioning individuals about illegal
activity, however, individuals may not wish to respond or may provide false answers to conform to
desirable social behaviour (Nuno and St. John, 2015). In order to overcome these factors, ‘specialised
guestioning techniques’ have been developed to increase respondent willingness to answer questions
relating to sensitive topics and improve respondent honesty (reviewed in Nuno and St. John, 2015).
Techniques such as the Unmatched Count Technique (UCT; Droitcour et al., 1991) are being
increasingly used in conservation settings, including for asking questions relating to illegal hunting
(Nuno et al., 2013; Whytock et al., 2018).

The UCT can be used in combination with direct questioning, to gain information on both the sensitive
topic and other important variables such as demographic information, which may help to explain the
prevalence of the illegal activity (Nuno et al., 2013; Nuno and St. John, 2015; Whytock et al., 2018).
The UCT is simple for respondents to understand and generates data which can be statistically modelled
with potential explanatory variables. Crucially, the UCT generates fully anonymised data, and protects
both the respondent and the interviewer from knowing whether the respondent has engaged in the
sensitive activity (Nuno and St. John, 2015).

1.2 The Lesser White-fronted Goose

The Lesser White-fronted Goose (henceforth LWfG; Anser erythropus) is a small long-distance
Palearctic migrant, which breeds discontinuously from Scandinavia to eastern Siberia. LWfG have
variable, and only partially-known migration routes from northern breeding grounds to the
Mediterranean via key staging areas in Central Asia and Europe (Aarvak and @ien, 2003; Jones et al.,
2008; Lorentsen et al., 1998; Marchant and Musgrove, 2011). The forest-steppe and steppe regions of
north-western Kazakhstan are particularly important for migrating LWfG (Yerokhov, 2013), and it has
been estimated that up to 50 % of the critically endangered Fennoscandian LWfG population and the
entire Russian Western Main subpopulation of LWfG pass through north-western Kazakhstan in a 3-5
week period in autumn (Cuthbert and Aarvak, 2016; Fox et al., 2010; Jones et al., 2008); the Western
main LWfG population also migrates back through Kazakhstan in the spring (Jones et al., 2008;
Yerokhov, 2013).

The global population of LWfG has declined rapidly since the middle of the 20" Century, with breeding
grounds becoming increasingly fragmented, and important habitats lost (Fox et al., 2010; Jones et al.,
2008). The species is globally threatened and is recognised as ‘vulnerable’ by the TUCN (IUCN, 2017).
In Kazakhstan, the LWTG is considered to be threatened with extinction and has been included in the
national Red Data Book since 2002 (Yerokhov, 2006). The International Single Species Action Plan
for LWfG states that hunting and habitat loss are the main threats to LWfG (Jones et al., 2008).



1.3 Hunting in Kazakhstan
Legal hunting

The forest-steppe and steppe regions of Kazakhstan have numerous lakes and wetlands, which are
among the most extensive and important in Central Asia for waterbirds including geese, ducks and
swans (Anatidae; Yerokhov, 2006). Hunting is popular in Kazakhstan, with separate hunting seasons
for different hunting species designated throughout the year (Fig. 1). There are approximately 10,000
hunters in north-western Kazakhstan (Yerokhov, 2013). Hunters are often part of official hunting clubs
located in rural towns and villages. The ‘Mistral’ hunting club in Kostanay Region, for example, has
~350 members who hunt every weekend during hunting seasons, and also attracts international hunters.

The regional hunting quota is decided by local authorities depending on estimated species populations,
and can vary between years and among regions. Hunters can purchase licenses on a ‘first come first
served’ basis, until the regional hunting quota is reached. A typical waterbird hunting licence for five
ducks and one goose is in the region of T10 000 (US$30). Licences state the quota of animals permitted
to be killed, and hunters are required to self-report the take of each species on each hunt by recording
this information on licences. Most hunting is undertaken for personal meat consumption, however, in
some areas of high unemployment some bartering or selling of wild meat may occur.

Skilled hunters can shoot between one to three geese in two to three hours, which can increase to eight
to ten birds under favourable conditions (Yerokhov, 2013). LWfG fly in mixed flocks with White-
fronted Geese and Greylag Geese (Cuthbert and Aarvak, 2016), both of which are permitted to be
hunted. LWfG are hard to distinguish from White-fronted Geese in flight, opening up the possibility for
accidental (and illegal) killing of LWfG. Indeed, inspections of hunters’ bags between 1996 and 2001
revealed that between one to three LWfG were shot for every 100 Greylag or White-fronted Geese.
However, in the Arkalyksky area of Kostanay Region, the rate of offtake of LWfG was much higher at
one LWFG per 20-30 Greylag or White-fronted Geese (Yerokhov, 2013).
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Fig. 1: Schematic of the annual cycle of hunting seasons in Northern Kazakhstan and
Kostanay Regions. Schematic developed with information from the Association for the
Conservation of Biodiversity in Kazakhstan (ACBK).

Illegal hunting

Hunting inspectors patrol 10,000 ha blocks with one inspector responsible for ~3000 ha in north-western
Kazakhstan. Patrols are carried out every day in the mornings and evenings when hunters are likely to
be heading into the field or returning, with patrols focussing on the most popular hunting sites. Hunting
inspectors check hunters’ licences and whether the hunter is complying with quotas. However, hunting
inspectors can only check inside the hunting bag if a member of the police is also present. If hunters are
caught illegally hunting then they are fined and if found hunting a red-listed species they face
imprisonment. It is currently unknown what the motivations are behind illegal hunting of migratory
waterbirds in Kazakhstan. Understanding potential drivers of illegal hunting is essential if appropriate
measures to reduce illegal activity are to be implemented, in order to achieve sustainable hunting
practices (Madsen et al., 2015).

1.4 Study aims

In this study, we aimed to begin to identify the motivations behind illegal killing of LWfG in key sites
in Kazakhstan. We used questionnaire surveys involving direct questioning and the Unmatched Count
Technique (Nuno and St. John, 2015) to understand the hunting system — both legal and potentially
illegal — across the north-western LWfG staging grounds. Questionnaires were developed in Kazakhstan
with representatives from the Association for the Conservation of Biodiversity in Kazakhstan (ACBK)
to ensure that questions were appropriate to the study system. We asked questionnaire respondents
about the types of hunting licence they owned, and the quotas permitted on licences. In addition, we
aimed to contextualise hunting in terms of demographic information of respondents e.g. age and
employment status, and the level of knowledge regarding the hunting protection status of key waterbird
species, including LWfG. By using the UCT we aimed to statistically test the potential drivers of goose
hunting, including demographic variables, hunting licence ownership, and species protection
knowledge.

We tested the efficacy of the UCT in picking up signals of hunting activity in this study system by
asking two questions which were highly likely to result in a positive signal of increased goose hunting
prevalence. We hypothesised that 1) owning a waterbird hunting licence would increase the prevalence
of goose hunting over a 12 month period, and 2) goose hunting prevalence would increase in the
autumn/winter, when hunting waterbirds is legally permitted (Fig. 1). From 2017, Kazakhstan banned
waterbird hunting during the spring and summer (Fig. 1). Thus, we aimed to assess the degree of non-
compliance of hunters with this change in law, and whether demographic variables and knowledge of
species’ hunting protection status increased the prevalence of illegal goose hunting activity during the
spring/summer hunting ban: we therefore hypothesised that 3) lack of knowledge of species’ hunting
protection status would lead to a positive signal of increased goose hunting prevalence during the
spring/summer, and thus non-compliance with the spring/summer waterbird hunting ban. Finally, we
aimed to assess if one of the potential drivers for goose hunting — both legal and illegal — was for
financial gain, and hypothesised that 4) goose hunting is undertaken for cash.



2. Methods

2.1 Study area

Surveys were conducted in rural north-western Kazakhstan across two regions that host key staging
grounds for migratory LWfG, Northern Kazakhstan and Kostanay Region (Fig. 2; Cuthbert and Aarvak,
2016; Yerokhov, 2013). The forest-steppe and steppe landscape is characterised by a mosaic of lakes,
agricultural land and forest patches with low human population densities. Small villages and isolated
homesteads are scattered throughout the landscape. Waterbird hunting is permitted at selected lakes,
with signs demarcating whether hunting is permitted or restricted.

2.2 Questionnaire surveys

Due to the highly dispersed nature of people across rural north-western Kazakhstan, in order to survey
sufficient numbers of people and to guarantee that a high proportion of respondents were actually
engaging in hunting (whether legally or potentially illegally), questionnaire respondents were recruited
in two ways: opportunistically in villages, at lakes, and in agricultural land, or during a pre-arranged
gathering of local hunters at a hunting club. Surveys were conducted in September and October 2017,
during the legal water bird hunting season to ensure maximum interaction with hunters.

Fig. 2: Geographic location of study area in north-western Kazakhstan. Kostanay Region is denoted in
dark grey, and North Kazakhstan in light grey. Questionnaires were conducted in 46 rural sites, with
188 people responding in full to questionnaires. Map created using data from GADM (Global
Administrative Areas, 2017) using R package ‘sp’ (Pebesma et al., 2017).



Demographic information

Using direct questioning, we collected demographic information including ‘gender,” ‘age,” ‘ethnic
group,” and whether respondents were the ‘head of household,” along with how many ‘years in formal
education,” ‘months employed in the past year,” ‘number of adult males and females, and children in
household,” and lastly the ‘number of people in household in full-time, seasonal or no employment over
past year.’

Hunting licences and quotas

To understand the prevalence of legal waterbird hunting among respondents, we asked respondents for
information on the type of hunting licence they owned. For simplicity regarding hunting licence
nomenclature, we use ‘ducks’ to indicate all other waterbird species permitted on licences (ducks form
the majority of other waterbirds permitted to be hunted). Thus, respondents could own ‘goose and duck’,
‘only goose’ or ‘only duck’ licences, or own ‘no licence’. We also asked how many birds were permitted
to be hunted on each licence. The number of birds permitted were variably reported by respondents,
such that quotas <10 birds related to the hunting quota over a 3-5 day period; quotas >15 birds related
to the total number of birds permitted for the whole season.

Knowledge-level regarding species” hunting protection status

We assessed the knowledge-level of respondents relating to whether different waterbird species are
permitted to be hunted or not. We asked respondents to answer ‘yes’ ‘no’ or ‘don’t know’ to whether
Greylag Geese, Red-breasted Geese, Mute Swans and Goldeneye Ducks are protected i.e. are non-
hunting species. Correct answers were awarded one point and the total score was summed for each
respondent. Separately, we asked if LWfG were protected from hunting, with respondents categorised
as ‘correct/incorrect’ based upon their answer.

Goose hunting prevalence

To ask questions regarding ‘sensitive’ topics such as illegal hunting, we employed the Unmatched
Count Technique (UCT; Droitcour et al., 1991) which has previously been used in surveys of illegal
hunting behaviour (Nuno et al., 2013; Whytock et al., 2018). The UCT involved respondents being
shown a list of pictures of activities, and being asked how many of the activities applied to the particular
guestion being asked. Respondents were randomly assigned ‘control’ or ‘treatment’ activity lists by
tossing a coin. Control and treatment activity lists included four non-sensitive activities: ‘farming or
herding,” ‘driving a taxi,” ‘construction’ and ‘milking cows.” Treatment activity lists included the non-
sensitive activities, with the addition of the sensitive activity ‘hunting geese.” During development of
the questionnaire with ACBK, it was decided that including ‘hunting Lesser White-fronted Geese’ as
the sensitive activity, was, in effect too sensitive with the strong possibility of respondents withdrawing
from the questionnaire leading to a critical loss of data. Hunting geese with a permit is legal in
Kazakhstan, therefore, to be able to capture potential illegal hunting activity with the less sensitive
‘hunting geese’ option, we included a question regarding seasonality of hunting, as goose hunting is
only legally permitted in the autumn (Fig. 1).

Activities were selected based on their relevance to the study system, such that each activity must have
the possibility of being undertaken by the respondent. To avoid ceiling and floor effects i.e. respondents
selecting all or none of the activities (Tsuchiya et al., 2007), both common and less common activities
to both female and male respondents were selected. This was a particularly important consideration
because if respondents within the ‘treatment’ groups selected five activities, then they would
inadvertently reveal they have undertaken the sensitive activity. A key benefit of the UCT is that
respondents do not state which activities they have undertaken, only how many. Therefore, both the
respondent and interviewer are protected from knowing whether the sensitive activity has been
undertaken (Nuno and St. John, 2015).
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Respondents were asked four questions using the UCT: 1) How many of these activities have you done
in the past year? 2) How many of these activities have you done in the autumn/winter (September-
February)? 3) How many of these activities have you done in the spring/summer (March-August)? 4)
How many activities have you done for cash? The UCT relies upon respondent willingness to participate
and understanding of the technique being used. Thus, we also asked respondents if the questionnaire
was easy to understand, if they felt anonymous, and whether they felt comfortable answering the
questionnaire. The interviewer was also asked to assess the perceived level of respondent
understanding, willingness and honesty. A sample copy of the questionnaire and activity lists are
included in Appendix 1.

Ethics statement

Formal ethical review of the project and questionnaire was conducted by the General University Ethics
Panel at the University of Stirling (application GUEP262). Any work involving people, and particularly
vulnerable groups who may be involved with illegal activities, requires consideration of ethics. Key
ethical considerations for this study included anonymising all data, including village names, to protect
the identity of respondents who may have potentially been engaging in illegal activity (St. John et al.,
2016).

2.3 Data analysis

All analyses were performed in R (version 3.4.2; R Core Team, 2017) using linear mixed effects
modelling (LMM) and generalised linear mixed effects modelling GLMM (using R package ‘lme4’;
Bates et al., 2017). Due to the low sample size for female respondents compared to males (23 and 166
respectively), and as hunting is almost exclusively undertaken by males, we omitted data from female
respondents from statistical analyses. Similarly, some ethnic groups were represented by a single
respondent (Table A2.1) and thus we did not include ‘ethnic group’ in statistical analyses. Due to
relatively low numbers of respondents having single hunting licences (only goose or only duck) we
combined these licences into a ‘single licence’ category to boost statistical power in analysis. Finally,
due to the complexity surrounding whether bird hunting quotas were reported for either a 3-5 day period,
or for the whole season, information on bird hunting quotas was omitted from statistical analyses.

We inspected co-linearity of predictor variables, and for any pair of co-linear variables (r >0.6) we
dropped the variable which explained the least variation in the response variable. Due to co-linearity
with ‘number of people in full time employment’ we excluded ‘number of adult males’ ‘number of
adult females’ ‘number of children’ and ‘number of people unemployed’ from analysis: a summary of
predictor variables included in analyses is presented in Table 1. To account for pseudoreplication of
data originating from the same site, ‘site” was included as a random effect in models.

We generated all models with possible combinations of predictor variables using ‘dredge’ (R package
‘MuMIn’; Barton, 2017), with top models compared using AlCc. If an interaction term was present in
the model, models were only considered when the interaction term was included with its constituent
fixed effects. Only variables included in top models with AAICc < 2 were included in the final model.
Model residuals were inspected for normality and final models were bootstrapped from 200 re-samples
to generate 95 % confidence intervals. Predictor variables with confidence intervals not including zero
were deemed to have a significant effect on the response variable.
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Table 1: Summary of variables used in mixed effects modelling. For statistical analyses licences for
only geese or only ducks were combined into a ‘single licence’ group.

Variable type  Variable Description
Demographic  Age Continuous
(range = 18-77; mean = 45.8; sd = 13.4)
Years formal education Continuous
(range = 8-30; mean = 13; sd = 3)
Months employed Continuous
(range = 0-12; mean =9.3; sd = 4.4)
Number of people in full-  Continuous
time employment (range = 0-9; mean = 2; sd = 1.5)
Years in village Continuous
(range = 1-77; mean = 25.9; sd = 13.7)
Hunting Licence type Categorical
licence (goose and duck, n = 55; only goose, n = 6; only
duck, n=09;
no licence, n = 48)
Knowledge Score of correct answers ~ Continuous
regarding species’ (range = 0-4; mean=3;sd=1)

protection status

LW{G protection status Categorical
(correct, n =108; incorrect, n = 58)

Knowledge-level regarding species’ hunting protection status

We used GLMMs to analyse the degree of respondent knowledge regarding species’ protection status.
The total sum of correct knowledge answers was modelled with demographic variables and hunting
licence type using a Poisson error structure (link = “log”). We modelled whether respondents correctly
answered if LW{G were protected from hunting using a binomial error structure (link = “logit”) due to
the inclusion of a categorical response variable.

Goose hunting prevalence

Prior to analysis of UCT data we tested for a ‘design effect’ whereby the addition of the sensitive
activity in the treatment list influences responses to the control list using ‘ict.test’ (R package ‘list’;
Blair et al., 2016). We found no evidence of a design effect (P >0.05). We used LMMs to model n list
items (number of activities undertaken), with predictor variables including demographic variables,
degree of knowledge, and hunting licence type (Table 1). Two-way interactions between predictor
variables and ‘survey group’ (control or treatment) were included to examine the effect of all variables,
including the sensitive activity which only appears in treatment groups.
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3. Results

A total of 197 people were approached in 46 sites across Northern Kazakhstan and Kostanay Regions,
with 8 individuals (4 %) declining to participate in the survey. Interviews lasted 6 minutes on average
(sd = 2.5). 166 males and 23 females were interviewed in full, with 80 respondents included in the
‘control’ and 109 in the ‘treatment’ groups. The majority (36 %) of respondents were Russian (Table
A2.1), and the mean age of all respondents was 45 years (sd = 13.4). 97 % of the 188 respondents that
participated in full said that the questionnaire was easy to understand, 95 % felt anonymous, and 92 %
said they felt comfortable answering the questions. The perceived honesty of respondents was also high,
with 90 % of respondents seeming to be very honest when answering questions.

Hunting licences

Hunting licences were owned by 42 % of male respondents (n = 70; no females owned a hunting
licence), with the majority of licences being for both geese and ducks (Table 2). Of the respondents
who owned licences, 87 % were legally allowed to hunt geese (n = 61). Three goose species (Greylag
Goose, White-fronted Goose, and Bean Goose) and ten species of other waterbirds were listed on
licences. Greylag Geese were the most common species to be listed on hunting licences (Fig. 3).

Table 2: Summary of male respondents and hunting licence ownership in treatment and control survey
groups. Single licences (goose licence only and other bird licence only) were combined in analyses to
give one ‘single licence’ level within the ‘licence type’ variable. No female respondents owned a hunting
licence.

Survey group Number of Goose and Goose licence Other bird No licence
respondents duck licence only licence only
Control 64 23 2 4 18
Treatment 102 32 4 5 30

Bird species recorded on licence
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Fig. 3: Species of birds listed on hunting licences owned by survey respondents. Note that the White-
fronted goose is the Greater White-fronted goose, which is permitted to be hunted with a licence.

Hunting quotas were given as either numbers of birds allowed per 3-5 days, or for the whole hunting
season (Fig. 4). 12 respondents (30 % of weekly goose licence holders, and 19 % of all goose licence
holders) stated that they were allowed to hunt <10 geese every 3-5 days; 17 respondents (85 % of
seasonal goose licence holders, and 28 % of all goose licence holders) stated that they were allowed
<30 geese over the whole hunting season (Figs. 4a & b). For other birds, including ducks, most
respondents had a quota of <5 birds per 3-5 days period, with few hunters allowed <60 birds in the
whole season (Figs. 4¢ & d).

a) Goose hunting quota b) Goose hunting quota
per 3-5 days for whole season
25~ 25 4
20 1 20 1
15 4 15 4
10 - 10 -
o 5 1 54
c
3 0 0L 1 I
8 1 2 3 5 10 15 20 30
7]
g ¢) Duck hunting quota d) Duck hunting quota
] per 3-5 days for whole season
]
2 - -
g 25 25
=]
< 20- 20
15 4 15 4
10 4 10
54 5 1
ole=c—=[ 1 I oAl 11 [ 1
1 3 4 5 7 10 15 20 30 40 50 60

Quota of number of birds allowed on licence

Fig. 4: Quotas for number of birds allowed to be hunted on hunting licences owned by respondents.
Only male respondents owned hunting licences.
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Knowledge

As we were principally concerned with hunters’ knowledge of protected species, we focused on data
concerning male respondents as no females surveyed owned hunting licences or were engaged in
hunting. Regarding knowledge of whether LWTG are protected from hunting, 65 % of male respondents
correctly answered that LWfG are protected from hunting. However, over a quarter of male respondents
(28 %) did not know the protection status of LWfG, and ~7 % thought LWfG were not protected (Fig.

5).
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Fig. 5: Summary of male respondent’s knowledge surrounding species’ hunting protection status. We
do not include female data as we are principally concerned with the knowledge of hunters: no females
surveyed owned hunting licences or were engaged in hunting. LWfG, Red-breasted Geese, and Mute
Swans are protected from hunting. Greylag Geese and Goldeneye Ducks are not protected from hunting.
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hunting. Eight respondents with a licence
to hunt geese (11 % of respondents with a
goose hunting licence) did not know LWfG
were protected.
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Respondents that did not know LWTG are protected either had no hunting licence, or had a licence for
geese and ducks, indicating that 11 % (n = 8) of hunters with a permit to hunt geese were not be aware
that LWFG are protected from hunting (Fig .6a). This is reflected by the fact that having a goose and
duck licence or a single goose or duck licence was not a significant predictor of correct knowledge of
whether LWfG are protected or not (Fig. 7a). However, good overall knowledge of the protection status
of other bird species significantly increased the likelihood that a respondent had the correct knowledge
that LWTG are protected (Fig. 7a). In terms of demographic variables influencing the degree of LWfG
protection knowledge, the number of people in full time employment within a household was the only
significant predictor, and increased the likelihood of having correct knowledge (Fig. 7a). Overall
knowledge of whether multiple species (Mute Swan, Greylag Goose, Red-breasted Goose and
Goldeneye Duck) were protected was significantly increased when respondents had a single licence
(either for geese or ducks), but the effect was marginal (Fig. 7b).

a) Correct knowledge of
LWfG hunting protection status

Goose and duck licence 4

Single licence E

Correct other species | o
hunting protection knowledge :

Years in formal education

Number people in i . P
full time employment .

-5.0 -2.5 0.0 25 5.0

b) Degree of knowledge of whether
species are protected from hunting

Goose and duck licence b

Single licence E @

Correct LWfG protection knowledge

Number people in
full time employment

-5.0 -2.5 0.0 2.5 5.0

Coefficient estimate (+/- 95 % C.I)

Fig. 7: Relative effect sizes of coefficients included in final models of a) whether
respondents correctly answered whether LWTG are protected from hunting or not, and b) the
summed score of correct answers relating to the hunting protection status of other species
including Red-breasted Geese, Greylag Geese, Mute Swans and Goldeneye ducks. 95 %
confidence intervals were generated from 200 bootstraps of the final model.
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Goose hunting prevalence

As expected for hypothesis 1, owning a goose and duck licence significantly increased the prevalence
of goose hunting over a year. We also found that the number of people in full time employment
significantly reduced the likelihood of goose hunting (Fig. 8a). Goose hunting is legal in the autumn
hunting season, and confirming hypothesis 2, we found that owning a goose and duck licence
significantly increased the prevalence of goose hunting during this period (Fig. 8b). The confirmation
of hypotheses 1 and 2 supports the use of the UCT in detecting signals of human behaviour, despite the
low sample size (n = 166 for statistical analyses).

Goose hunting is illegal in spring/summer, and we failed to detect any variables having a significant
effect on the prevalence of goose hunting during this period (Fig. 8c). We therefore did not detect any
signal for illegal activity relating to seasonal hunting bans, therefore our data did not support hypothesis
3. Finally, we did not find any evidence for any variables leading to an increase in goose hunting for
cash (hypothesis 4); the number of months employed was the only significant variable and had a slight
negative effect on the number of activities undertaken for cash (Fig. 8d). Model summaries are
presented in Table A2.2.
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significant effect.

19



4. Discussion

We found strong evidence for a lack of knowledge surrounding the protection status of LWfG among
respondents who owned hunting licences: 11 % of respondents legally able to hunt geese did not know
that LWfG were protected, indicating that LWfG may be at risk from legal hunting, as well as potential
illegal hunting, in Kazakhstan. As we expected we found that goose hunting prevalence increased with
goose hunting licence ownership. Such a result indicates that even with a small sample size, it is possible
to detect differences in hunting prevalence using the UCT suggesting the UCT is an effective method
for elucidating patterns in human behaviour surrounding hunting in north-western Kazakhstan.
Furthermore, we found that levels of full time employment reduced the prevalence of goose hunting,
which was substantiated by the fact that financial gain was not found to be a significant driver of goose
hunting prevalence. We did not find evidence for goose hunting occurring in the spring/summer,
indicating that there is good compliance with the spring/summer hunting ban amongst survey
respondents. However, results from the UCT should still be treated with caution given the low sample
size.

Hunting licence ownership does not guarantee knowledge of species protection status

Ownership of goose hunting licences was not a significant predictor of species’ hunting protection status
(Fig. 7). Of the respondents owning a goose hunting licence, 11 % did not know LWfG are protected
(Fig. 6a). Assuming our respondents are representative of the ~10,000-strong hunting community
(YYerokhov, 2013), this suggests that in the region of 1100 hunters with goose hunting licences may
have insufficient knowledge regarding LWfG protection status. Thus, a significant proportion of hunters
legally hunting geese, may be unknowingly hunting the protected LWfG.

Furthermore, the 2017 recommended goose hunting offtake for Kostanay and North Kazakhstan
combined is 71,240 (ACBK, unpublished data). LWfG fly in mixed flocks and can be hard to distinguish
from White-fronted Geese: approximately one LWfG per 100 White-fronted or Greylag Geese may be
accidentally killed (Yerokhov, 2013). Using the recommended goose offtake figures for 2017 for North
Kazakhstan and Kostanay (ACBK, unpublished data), there is therefore the potential for ~700 LWFG
to be accidentally killed per year across these two regions. Given that there is evidence for a lack of
knowledge surrounding species protection of hunting licence owners, and a significant margin for
accidental hunting of LWFG, continuing stakeholder engagement and education programmes may help
increase hunter knowledge and reduce the potential for conflict between hunters and conservation
practitioners. Continuing stakeholder engagement is particularly important given that during
unstructured discussions after surveys, a number of respondents expressed anger at the fact that hunting
guotas have been reduced in recent years and that the cost of licences has gone up: some respondents
revealed that they were formerly hunters, but due to the increase in cost of licences and fear surrounding
being fined over non-compliance, they would now rather not hunt at all.

Compliance with the spring/summer hunting ban among survey respondents

We did not find any evidence for non-compliance i.e. illegal goose hunting during the spring/summer
period when waterbird hunting is banned (Fig. 8c). This is encouraging, as the spring/summer is
important for pre-nuptial migration: hunting during this period can skew sex ratios and severely impact
recruitment, which is particularly harmful to threatened species (Juillet et al., 2012). Historically,
hunters in north-western Kazakhstan hunted waterbirds during the autumn period in order to lay down
food reserves for the winter months (Yerokhov, 2013). Our data suggest that hunting is still primarily
carried out during this autumn period (Fig. 8b), and that meat is still used for personal consumption
given that we did not find evidence for goose hunting being undertaken for financial gain (Fig. 8d).
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Caveats and improvements

Though we were successful in picking up signal of behaviour using the UCT, we had a very low sample
size and therefore may not have had the statistical power to detect signals of non-compliance
surrounding the spring/summer hunting ban, and whether financial gain was a rare, yet significant
motivator for goose hunting. In other studies using the UCT to identify motives for illegal hunting,
sample sizes of >1100 (Nuno et al., 2013) and >700 (Whytock et al., 2018) were used, and therefore
we strongly suggest further deployment of questionnaire surveys across the region to improve statistical
power. In order to survey sufficient numbers of respondents engaging in hunting, surveys were
conducted in four hunting clubs, where club members were asked to ‘drop in” and complete a survey
on a pre-arranged day. Surveying hunters in this way may have given a biased subset of the potential
hunting population in north-western Kazakhstan: membership of a hunting club might lead to high
compliance of hunting seasons for example.

It has been suggested that the presence of a third party can hamper reporting of sensitive activities
(Tourangeau and Yan, 2007). Conducting surveys in remote areas in low temperatures often
necessitated using either the vehicle or homesteads for questionnaire surveys. In such instances, other
people were sometimes in close proximity to the respondent and interviewer including, for example,
family members and members of the field survey team. While conducting interviews in a more informal
setting, and removing ‘secrecy’ around the survey likely improved respondent willingness to cooperate,
respondents may have been aware of conforming to social norms and thus may not have answered
honestly when being asked about sensitive topics (Nuno and St. John, 2015). This may have been a
particular issue when interviews were conducted in hunting clubs, as club members seemed acutely
aware of hunting legislation and the penalties for non-compliance. Furthermore, it became clear in some
instances that respondents were wary of ‘foreigners,” including Kazakh nationals from cities, and thus
care needs to be taken in future surveys to be sensitive regarding the personnel conducting interviews
and any potential third parties present (Tourangeau and Yan, 2007).

During survey development, it was decided to use ‘hunting geese’ as the sensitive activity to understand
if illegal goose hunting was occurring during the spring/summer hunting ban. However, it may be that
hunters complying with hunting seasons may be miss-reporting the take from hunts, and avoid reporting
if LWFG are accidentally shot for fear of fines or prosecution. In further surveys of the hunting
community, a UCT question regarding whether respondents have purposefully miss-reported offtake
would be a valuable addition.

Illegal hunting is challenging to detect across large areas with highly-dispersed hunters

Discussions with hunting inspectors responsible for patrolling ~3000 ha blocks of hunting grounds
revealed additional difficulties in assessing the motives for illegal hunting in north-western Kazakhstan.
Illegal hunters can be wealthy individuals from larger towns and cities, with powerful off-road vehicles
enabling them to rapidly ‘escape’ if hunting inspectors approach. Hunting inspectors typically use their
own vehicles for patrols, which tend to be older and slower. Hunting inspectors reported anecdotally
that while there were lower numbers of illegal compared to legal hunters, illegal hunters can kill (and
injure) many more animals than legal hunters.

The fact that illegal hunting may be relatively rare confounds our ability to detect the motives for illegal
hunting, as it is extremely unlikely to encounter illegal hunters across this large landscape with a highly
dispersed human population. We suggest that questionnaires should be repeated in the future to increase
sample size and improve the probability of detecting non-compliance.
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Conclusions

We conclude that knowledge of protected species status appears to be an important factor that
potentially limits sustainable hunting practices in Kazakhstan. However, the possible motives for goose
hunting, both legal and potentially illegal remain unclear, though our survey respondents did not appear
to hunt geese for financial gain.

We strongly suggest that further questionnaire surveys be deployed throughout the region to boost
statistical power in detecting potential non-compliance surrounding the spring/summer hunting ban.
Furthermore, additional questions regarding self-reporting of hunting take should now be asked, as this
may provide information on non-reporting of accidental LWfG hunting.

Of immediate concern is the lack of knowledge regarding hunting protection status of LWfG in a
significant proportion (11 %) of respondents who owned hunting licences.

To avoid potential conflicts surrounding reduced hunting quotas and hunting licence costs, as well as
improving knowledge of species’ protection status, we advocate for increased stakeholder engagement
and education regarding hunting. A means of reaching a high proportion of legal hunters would be to
engage hunting clubs in any stakeholder engagement; the means to engage with illegal hunters remains
a challenge, due to the difficulties of patrolling large areas with limited resources.
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Appendix 1

Al.1 Questionnaire

Ankera: Ka3zaxcran 2017
Questionnaire: Kazakhstan 2017

Interviewer/HTepBbIOEP:

Date//lara:
Village/Ceno:

GPS coordinates

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ENUMERATOR: / MHCTPYKIWSA J1JISA
YUYETYUKA:

Before starting the questionnaire, you must “play a game” to know which
cards should be used for this person or household. Here are the rules: / Ilepen
HAYaJIoM OIPOCa BbI JOJDKHBI «CBHITPATh B HIPY», YTOOBI Y3HATh, KaKHE KapThI
CITeIyeT MCIIOIB30BAaTh ISl TOTO YeJIOBEeKa M CeMbH. [IpaBuia:

Toss a coin, if you get: / [IomOpOCHTs MOHETKY, €CIIH OyIeT:

HEADS, please use cards C / OPEJIL, ucnons3yiite kaprouku C;
TAILS, please use cards T / PEIIKA, ucnons3yiite kaproukn T.

Which side of the coin did you get? / Kakasi cropoHa MoHeTHI BbInaJia?

Which cards will you use? / Kakue kapTouku Bbl OyleTe HCI0Jb30BaTh?

Please, always follow these rules! Thank you!
IMoxanyiicTa, Bcerna codarogaiite 3t npasuiaa! Crnacu6o!

PLEASE READ OUT/: IOXAJIYHUCTA, IIPOYTHUTE:

“My name is [name of enumerator]. I am here on behalf of The Association
for the Conservation of Biodiversity in Kazakhstan and the University of Stirling,
who are collecting information for a study about people and wildlife in Kazakhstan.
We are conducting a short questionnaire about rural communities in Kazakhstan
and this will only take a few minutes.

If you choose to take part in the questionnaire, your name will not be
recorded and your answers will not be shared with other members of the community
or the authorities. Would you like to continue with the questions?”

“Mens 30eym [umsa yuemuuka]. A 30ecb om umenu Accoyuayuu
coxpanenus ouopasnoodpasus 6 Kazaxcmane u Yuusepcumema Cmuprunea,
Komopble cobupaiom ungopmayuto O usyueHus aooel U OUKou Npupoosl 6
Kazaxcmane. Movl nposooum xopomxuii ONpOCHUK O CEIbCKUX CO00uecmsax 6
Kaszaxcmane, u amo 3aiimem 6ceco HECKOTbKO MUHYI.

Ecnu ev1 pewume npunamo yyacmue 6 ankeme, eauie umsa He Oyoem
3anuUcano, u eauit omeemsvl He 0yOym nepeoaHsvl Opyeum YileHaAM Co0Ouiecmea uiu
enacmsam. Bet xomenu 6v1 npooonscums ankemuposanue?

[If NO, write gender and approximate age of respondent and FINISH HERE]
[Ecnn HET, HarmmmTe 1Mo v MpHOIM3UTENLHBIA BO3PAcT PECIIOHCHTA U
3ABEPIINTE 3J1ECBH]

Gender/IToa:  Male/Myxckoit Female/Kenckuit
Age/Bo3zpact:  16-25 26-45 46-65 66+

[If YES, write down time interview started / Eciu JIA, 3amuicats Bpemst
Havaa)|

Start time/ Bpems Hauaua:
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Section A: Individual socio-demographic information (about respondent only)
Pa3zgen A: UnauBHayanbHasi CONMAJILHO-AeMorpaduyeckas nHpopmanus

Al. Gender/ITon: Male/Myxckoit Female/’Kencknit

A2. Age/Bo3pacrt:
A3. Are you the head of household?/ Bel — rnaBa cembu? Yes/[la No/Her

A4. Ethnic group/Hanuonaasnocts [Circle one/ Beioepute oany|
a) Kazakh / Kazax
b) Russian / Pycckuii
¢) Ukrainian / Ykpausery
d) German / Hemery
e) Other / [Ipyras

AS. How many years have you spent in formal education?/ CkosbKko JieT BbI
nojy4anuu popmasibHoe o0pazoBanue?

AG6. In the last year (between September 2016 and August 2017) how many
months have you been employed?/ 3a nocseanuii roa (¢ Centsiopst 2016 no
ABrycr 2017) ckoJibK0 MecsilieB Bbl ObLJIM TPYI0yCTPOEHbI?

Section B: Household socio-demographic information (about household)
Paznen B: Cemeiinasi conuajabHo-1eMorpadguyeckas nagopmanus (0 ceMbe)

B1. In your household:/ B Bameii cembe:

a) How many adult males (18 years old or older) are there? / Cxonbko B3poCIBIX
Myx4uH (cTapiue 18 ner)?

b) How many adult females (18 years old or older) are there? / CkonbKko B3pOCIBIX
ykeHIuH (crapire 18 ier)?

¢) How many children (younger than 18 years old) are there? / Cxonpko aereit
(Mmapgme 18 set)?

B2. During the last year (between September 2016 and September 2017), how
many people in your household had:/ B Teuenne nociennero roaa (c
Cents0ops 2016 no Centsiopp 2017), ckoJIBbKO JI0eii B Balleii ceMbe HMeJIH:

a) Full-time employment?/ [TomHyto 3aHATOCTH?

b) Seasonal employment?/ YacTiuHyto 3aHATOCTH?

¢) No employment?/ be3paborHbie?

B3. How many years has your household lived in this village? / Ckosnbko Jiet
Bama ceMmbs ;KuBeT B 3TOM cejie?
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Section C: CONTROL (ASK ONLY IF YOU GOT HEADS AT THE START)
Paznen C: Konrpoas (CITPAIIIMBATD TOJILKO ECJIM BBIITAJI OPEJT)
[Read out/ [Tpoutute] I am going to show you a card with activities. I am going to
read their names and then I want you to tell me how many of these activities you
have done.
Please, don't tell me which ones, just tell me HOW MANY.

A nokaosicy eam kapmouxy ¢ oelicmeuamu. A coouparocs npouumams ux Ha3eaHus,

a 3amem s Xouy, ymoobvl bl PACCKA3ANU MHE, CKOTLKO U3 IMUX OelCmeull 8bl

svinoansiu. Tooicanyiicma, ne 2osopume mMue, KAKue UMEHHO, RPOCMO CKANCUMe
mue, CKOJIBKO

[Show card C Training, read the names and ask if the person understands/
[Moka3seiBaeTe kapTouky C, UnTaeTe HA3BAHUS U CIIPAIIMBAETE PECIIOHIECHTA |

C1. How many of these activities have you done in the past month?/ CxoJjbko
M3 3THX JeHCTBHI BbI C€J1aJIH 32 NOCJIeIHUI Mecsal?
[Circle answer/ O6BenuTe OTBET]

1 2 3 4

[Read out/ [Ipoutute] Thank you, I am going to show you a card with some
activities again. I am going to read their names, and then I want you to tell me
how many of these activities you have done.

Please, don't tell me which ones, just tell me HOW MANY.

Cnacubo, A cnoea cobuparocsy noxazams 8am Kapmouxy ¢ oeucmeuimu. A
cobUparOCce NPOYUMams UxX Ha36aHUs, d 3amem s Xouy, 4moobvl @bl pACCKA3ANU
MHe, CKOIbKO U3 9mux oelicmeuti vl sbinonusanu. Iloocanyiicma, ne cosopume mne,
Kaxue umenno, npocmo ckaxcume mue, CKOJIBKO.

[Show card C Livelihood activities,
read the names and ask if the person understands/ [Toka3siBaete kaprouky C,
YUTAETEe HA3BaHUs M CIPAIIUBACTE PECIIOH/ICHTA: |

C2. How many of these activities have you done in the past year? (September
2016- September 2017)? / Cko1bK0 U3 ITUX AeiicTBUI BbI BHITIOJIHSIN B
npomioM roay? (Cenrsaopn 2016- Centsiops 2017)? [Circle answer/ O6BeanTe
OTBET]

C3. And how many of these activities have you done in the Autumn/Winter?
(September-February)? / CkoJibKo U3 3TUX J1elicTBUIi BbI BbINOJIHSAIN OCeHbI0
/ 3umoii? (Centsiops-PeBpans)? [Circle answer/ OOBennuTe OTBeET|

1 2 3 4

C4. And how many of these activities have you done in the Spring/Summer?
(March-August)? / CkoabKko M3 3THX AeiicTBHH Bbl BbINOJIHSAIH BecHoii /
Jletom? (Mapt-ABrycr)? [Circle answer/ O0BenuTe OTBET]

1 2 3 4

C5. And how many of these activities have you done for cash? / Cxoabko u3
ITHX el cTBHIT BbI BRINOJHSIN 3a onaamy? [Circle answer/ O0BequTe 0TBET]

1 2 3 4

[Read out/ [TpouTnte]

Thank you, now I am going to read a list of animals, and for each animal I want
you to tell me if you think they are a protected species or not. Please just say yes,
no, or don’t know.

Cnacubo, menepb s cobuparocy npouumams 6am CHUCOK HCUBOMHBIX, U 5 XOUY,
4moobbl 6bl CKA3AIU MHE, KAKUEe U3 IMUX HCUBOMHBIX OMHOCANCA K OXPAHACMBIM
sudam. Iloocanyiicma, npocmo omeeuatime «0a», «Hem» UL «He 3HAION».

C6. Which of these species is a protected species? / Kakue u3 3Tux BuioB
sasiioTes 3amumennsiMu? [Circle answer/ O0BequTe oTBET]

Mute swan / Jlebenp-munyH Yes/Jla / No/Het / Don’t know/He 3naro
Goldeneye / T'oromns Yes/da / No/Het / Don’t know/He 3Haro
Lesser White-fronted goose / Yes/da / No/Het / Don’t know/He 3Haro
[Muckynbka

Greylag goose / Cepblii rych
Red-breasted goose /
Kpacno3o0as xa3apka

Yes/la / No/Het / Don’t know/He 3Haro
Yes/la / No/Het / Don’t know/He 3Haro

[Go to section D/ITepexonute K pasmery D]
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Section T: TREATMENT (ASK ONLY IF YOU GOT TAILS AT THE START)
Pa3znen T: OBPABOTKA (MCITOJIb3OBATD, ECJIM BBITTAJIA PEIIKA)

[Read out/ [TpouTute]

I am going to show you a card with activities. I am going to read their names and
then I want you to tell me how many of these activities you have done.
Please, don't tell me which ones, just tell me HOW MANY.

A cobupaiocs noxazams 6am Kapmouky ¢ delicmeusmu. A cobuparocs npouumamay
UX HA36aHUA, A 3ameM 5 X0y, 4mobbl 8bl pACCKA3ANU MHE, CKObKO U3 IMUX
Oeticmeuil 6bl sbinoanAnu. Ioocanyiicma, He 206opume MHe, KaKue UMEHHO,
npocmo ckadicume mue, CKOJIBKO.

[Show card T Training, read the names and ask if the person understands:
IMokaseiBaete kapTouky T [oAroTroBKa, YnTaeTe HA3BAHUS W CIIPAIINBAECTE
pecronaeHTa]

T1. How many of these activities have you done in the past month? /| Cxosibko
W3 3THX JeHCTBUIi BbI cAenaan 3a mocaeanuii mecsu? [Circle answer/
O6BeauTe OTBET|

1 2 3 4 5

[Read out/ IIpoutute] Thank you, I am going to show you a card with some
activities again. I am going to read their names, and then I want you to tell me
how many of these activities you have done. Please, don't tell me which ones, just
tell me HOW MANY.

Cnacubo, A chosa cobuparcs nokazams 6am Kapmouky ¢ oeticmeusimu. S
cobUparCe NPOYUMams UxX Ha36aHUs, d 3amem s Xouy, 4moobvl @bl pACCKA3ANU
MHe, CKOIbKO U3 9mux oelicmeuti vl sbinonusnu. Iloocanyiicma, ne 2cosopume mHe,
Kaxue umenno, npocmo ckaxcume mue, CKOJIBKO.

[Show card T Livelihood activities, read the names and ask if the person
understands:
IToxa3piBaere kapTouky T /lesiTeJIbHOCTH CEMbH,
YUTAETEe HA3BaHUS M CIPAIINBACTE PECIIOH/ICHTA |

T2. How many of these activities have you done in the past year? (September
2016- September 2017)? / Ckoabko W3 ITHUX JAeiicTBUIi Bbl BBINOJHSIU B
npouwiom roay? (Cenrsiops 2016- Centsiops 2017)? [Circle answer/ O6Benure
OTBET]

1 2 3 4 5

T3. And how many of these activities have you done in the Autumn/Winter?
(September-February)? / Cko/ibKko U3 3THX JeiicTBUIi BbI BHINOJHSAIH OCeHbI0
/ 3umoii? (Cenrsaopn-DeBpain)? [Circle answer/ OOBeauTe OTBET]

1 2 3 4 5

T4. And how many of these activities have you done in the Spring/Summer?
(March-August)? / CkoJbK0 H3 JITHMX [JeHCTBUI Bbl BBINOJIHIN
Becnoii//lemom? (Mapt-ABrycr)? [Circle answer/ O6BenuTe oTBET]

1 2 3 4 5

T5. And how many of these activities have you done for cash? / Cxonabko u3
ITHX el cTBHIT BbI BRINOJHSIN 3a onaamy? [Circle answer/ O0BequTe oTBET]

1 2 3 4 5

[Read out/ IIpoutute] Thank you, now I am going to read a list of animals, and
for each animal I want you to tell me if they are a protected species or not. Please
Just say yes or no.

Cnacubo, menepb s cobuparocb RpOHUManms 6am CHUCOK JHCUBOMHBIX, U 5 XOUY,
YmoobbL bl CKA3ANU MHE, KAKUE U3 IIMUX HCUBOMHBIX OHMHOCAMCS K OXPAHAEMbIM
suoam. Tloocanyiicma, npocmo omeeuatime «0a», «Hem» Uil «He 3HAK».
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T6. Which of these species is a protected species? / Kakue u3 3Tux BHI0B
siBisiiorcsi oxpansieMbiMu? [Circle answer/O6BeanTe OTBeT |

Mute swan / Jlebenp-munyH
Goldeneye / T'orons

Lesser White-fronted goose /
[Muckynpka

Greylag goose / Cepblif Tych
Red-breasted goose /
Kpacno3o0as ka3apka

Yes/Ila / No/Hetr /Don’t know/He 3Har0
Yes/Ila / No/Her /Don’t know/He 3Har0
Yes/Ila / No/Her /Don’t know/He 3Har0

Yes/Ila / No/Her /Don’t know/He 3Har0
Yes/Ja /No/Het /Don’t know/He 3Hato

[Go to section D/ITepexonure k pazneny D]
Section D: Hunting licences (FOR ALL RESPONDENTS)

7. a) Have you bought a licence to hunt geese? (Yes / No)
a) Bl Ky MICH3MI0 Ha 0X0TY Ha ryceii? (/la / Her)

If yes/ Eciu na:

b) With your licence, which goose species, and how many individuals of each
species can you hunt?

b) C Bamreit nuieH3ueil, Kakue BUIBI TYCSI U CKOJBKO JTIOACH KaXkKIOTO BH/IA BBI
MOYETe OXOTUTHCS?

8. a) Does your license include other birds apart from geese? (Yes / No)
a) Bxurrouaer 5iu Bariia JIMIeH3ust Apyrux nruil momumo ryceit? (Ja / ver)

If yes/ Eciu na:
b) Which species and how many individuals can you hunt for each species?

b) Kakue BUIBI 1 CKOJIBKO JIFOJIEH BBI MOXKETE OXOTHTHCS 38 KKIBIM BUIOM?

Section E: Opinion about cards (FOR ALL RESPONDENTS)
Pa3nen E: Muenne o kaproukax (/[1JI51 BCEX PECIIOHIEHTOB)

[Read out/ [Tpouture] Finally, we would like to know your opinion about the cards
1 showed you and the questions I asked you using these cards. For each of the topics
in the table below, you should choose your answer: / Hakoney, mvi xomeau 6bi
V3HAMb auie MHEHUe O KapmoukKax, KOmopbvle si NOKA3al 8dM, U O 60MpOCAX,
Komopbwle 5 304 6am, UCHOAb3YA dMmu Kapmouku. /s kaxcoot uz mem 6 maoduuye
HUdHCE 8b1 OONIICHBL bIOPAMY CE0Ll OMBEm.

Was this easy to | Do you feel your Did you feel
understand? / answer to this was | uncomfortable
Brum mu oHM anonymous? answering this?
JIETKUMU IS Bel uyBcTBYeTE, Bawm 6b110
MOHUMAaHHMs? YTO Balll OTBET Ha HEYI00HO
3TO OBLI OTBEYaTh Ha ATH
QHOHUMHBIM? BOIIPOCHI?
UCT cards/ Yes/No/Don’t = Yes/No/Don’t = Yes/No/Don’t
Kaprouku know know know
Ja/Her/He Ja/Her/He Ja/Her/He
3HAI0 3HAI0 3HAI0

[Read out/ Ilpourure] Thank you for giving your time to complete this
questionnaire. Your answers will help us understand how people live in rural
Kazakhstan, and how can we improve our techniques when collecting information
from local communities.
Cnacubo, umo nompamunu céoe 8pems HA 3anoaHeHue OanHou ankemyl. Baww
omeemul ROMO2YM HAM NOHAMb, KAK JI00U HCUBYI 8 CEbCKOU MECIHOCIU
Kasaxcmana u xax yayuuums Memoosi cOopa uH@opmayuy om MecmHuix
coobuecms.
[Write down time of completion / 3anumute BpeMst OKOHUAHHS |

End time / Bpems oxoHuanus:
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QUESTIONS FOR ENUMERATOR / BOITPOCHI JUIA YYETUHNKA:

Was this respondent willing to answer your questions? / BpL1 Jin 3TOT
PECIOHIEHT TOTOB OTBETUTH Ha Bamu Bonpocki? [Circle answer/ O6BemuTe
OTBET]

Very much / Jla, momaocthto Moderately / Cpenne A little / Hemuoro Not at all /
Her

How well did this person understand the questions? / Hackoibko X0po1iio
3TOT 4YestoBek moHnMaJ Bonpocki? [Circle answer/ O0BeanTe OTBET]

Very well / Ouens xopouio Moderately / Cpenne A little / Hemuoro Not at all /
Her

Do you think this person was honest when replying? / Kak Bl 1ymaere, 3ToT
YyeyioBeK ObLI YecTeH, korga orBedyana? [Circle answer/ OO0BenuTe OTBET|

Very much / Jla, momaocthio Moderately / Cpenne A little / Hemuoro Not at all /
Her

Other comments / [Ipyrue koMMeHTapuu?
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Al.2 Activity lists
Some images reproduced with permissions from Whytock et al. (2018)

Card C: Training

Riding in a car

Playing games

Watching TV

Visiting a city

31



Card C: Livelihood activities

Farming or herding

Driving a taxi

Construction

Milking cows
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Card T: Training

Riding in a car

Playing games

Watching TV

Visiting a city

Playing football
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Card T: Livelihood activities

Farming or herding
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Appendix 2

Table A2.1: summary of respondents’ ethnic groups

Ethnic group Gender
Female Male

Azerbaijani 0 1
Belarusian 0 4
Czech 0 2
German 2 12
Kazakh 13 48
Lezgin 0 2
Lithuanian 0 1
Polish 0 1
Russian 4 64
Ukrainian 4 31
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Table A2.2: Summary of all top models with AAICc <2, their constituent fixed effects, and relative
weight of each model. All models included two-way interactions between ‘survey group’ (treatment

or control) and fixed effects, with ‘site’ as a random effect.

Parameters

df

Log(L)

AlCc

AAICc

AlCc
weight

How many

activities have
you done in past

year?

Correct LWfG knowledge

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

Hunting licence type

15

-132.8

300.5

0.00

0.09

Correct LWfG knowledge

Score correct protected species

Hunting licence type

13

-135.52

300.7

0.18

0.08

Score correct protected species

7

-143.04

301.1

0.64

0.07

Score correct protected species

Correct LWfG knowledge

9

-140.76

301.3

0.77

0.06

Correct LWfG knowledge

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

Hunting licence type

Years formal education

17

-130.6

301.6

1.07

0.05

Hunting licence type

9

-141.07

301.9

1.38

0.05

Correct LWfG knowledge

Hunting licence type

Score correct protected species

Months employed

15

-133.64

302.2

1.68

0.04

Correct LWfG knowledge

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

11

-138.81

302.2

1.72

0.04

Months employed in last year

Hunting licence type

11

-138.93

302.4

1.95

0.04

How many

activities have

you done in

Autumn/Winter?

Months employed

Score correct protected species

-138.02

295.7

0.00

0.22

Hunting licence type

Months employed

Score correct protected species

13

-138.56

296.7

0.93

0.14

Months employed

Number of people in full time
employment

11

-136.36

297.2

1.51

0.1
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Score correct protected species

Hunting licence type

Months employed

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

15

-131.42

297.6

1.87

0.09

How many
activities have
you done in
Spring/Summer?

Score correct protected species

-137.63

288.0

0.00

0.3

Score correct protected species

Years in formal education

(o]

-135.8

288.9

0.91

0.19

-140.39

289.1

1.12

0.17

How many
activities have
you done for

cash?

Years in village

-94.71

202.2

0.00

0.16

Months employed

Years in village

-92.53

202.4

0.21

0.15

Years formal education

Years in village

-93.15

203.6

1.44

0.08

Score correct protected species

Years in village

-93.2

203.7

1.56

0.07

Months employed

Score correct protected species

Years in village

10

-90.85

203.8

1.59

0.07

Knowledge of
species
protection status

Correct LWfG protection
knowledge

-195.00

396.2

0.00

0.19

Correct LWfG protection
knowledge

Number people in full time
employment

4

-194.71

397.8

1.57

0.09

Correct LWfG protection
knowledge

Licence type

-193.64

397.8

1.61

0.085

Correct
knowledge of
LWTG protection
status

Licence type

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

-50.51

113.8

0.00

0.22

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

4

-52.85

1141

0.28

0.19

Licence type

Number people in full time
employment

Score correct protected species

Years in formal education

-50.37

115.8

1.99

0.08
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