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Abstract

1. Conservation translocations are complex and challenging, but are frequently

employed to tackle biodiversity decline. Large predator translocations can be
particularly emotive and contentious, in part because they present actual or per-
ceived risks to the safety and livelihoods of people. Understanding the social fea-
sibility of conservation translocations is imperative, and provides opportunities to

identify and address these risks.

. In Britain, the Eurasian lynx Lynx lynx is the most frequently raised prospect for

large carnivore reintroduction. We used Q-Methodology to explore stakeholder

perspectives on the prospect of lynx reintroduction to Scotland.

3. We identified five perspectives: Lynx for Change was supportive of lynx reintro-
duction, feeling that lynx could facilitate ecosystem restoration. Lynx for Economy
was also supportive, anticipating economic benefits to local communities. No to
Lynx was strongly opposed, perceiving that humans were fulfilling the roles of
absent large carnivores. Scotland is not Ready supported the conversation but per-
ceived prohibitive socio-ecological barriers. We are not Convinced was not satis-
fied that an adequate case for biodiversity gain had been made, but was open to
further exploration of the potential.

4. There were important areas of divergence among the perspectives over the po-
tential impacts on sheep farming and the degree to which environments should
be managed by people or encouraged to self-regulate. There was a consensus
on a lack of trust between stakeholder groups, which was primarily rooted in
participants' experiences of previous wildlife reintroductions and the contempo-
rary management of recovering predators. However, there was also consensus
that, should lynx reintroduction continue to be explored, a participatory, cross-
sectoral approach could address these trust issues, help manage existing and
emergent conflicts, and build knowledge collaboratively.

5. We provide a foundation for future dialogue between stakeholders over the pro-

spective reintroduction of the lynx to Scotland and recommend a stakeholder-

focused participatory process as the next step. Our findings have wider
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flicts elsewhere.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Large predators fulfil diverse ecological roles and enable processes
that are integral to the functioning of ecosystems and maintenance
of biodiversity (Estes et al., 2011; Ripple & Beschta, 2006; Terborgh
et al., 2001). Reversing global declines in their populations (Ripple
et al., 2014) is an important objective in conservation. Consequently,
they are popular candidates for conservation translocations (Box 1;
Seddon et al., 2005). Translocations are a human endeavour. The
complexities associated with the practice are as much social and
cultural as biological in origin (Arts et al., 2012; Batson et al., 2015;
Berger-Tal et al., 2020). They invariably take place in complex socio-
ecological contexts (Dickman & Hazzah, 2016), where the sustain-
ability of translocated populations is contingent on their acceptance
and tolerance by the people who experience the impacts of their
daily coexistence (Dickman, 2010).

Fears associated with unfamiliar threats, and potential exposure
to harm for people and livelihoods, are important components of
conflicts among people about wildlife (Inskip & Zimmermann, 2009;
Peterson et al., 2010; Skogen et al., 2008). This is especially the case
when translocations are perceived to be imposed by an external
human agency (Skogen et al., 2008). Translocations have the potential
to become the focal point for disagreement over competing objec-
tives, expression of existing grievances and broader clashes of ideol-
ogy (Farrell, 2014; Madden & McQuinn, 2014; Wilson, 1997). Failure
to address these issues can lead to contestation on ethical grounds,
tense relations or outright conflict between opposing stakeholders.
This can damage the credibility of conservationists and the trans-
location process (Coz & Young, 2020; Redpath et al., 2013; Thulin
& Roécklinsberg, 2020). It can also lead to direct conflict between
people and translocated animals, which can result in those animals
being killed. This raises additional questions associated with ethics
and animal welfare (Armstrong & Seddon, 2008; O'Rourke, 2014).
Conflict, however, is not necessarily negative but can stimulate posi-
tive change by providing an indicator of contemporary challenges as-
sociated with the changing state of human relationships with nature
(Hill, 2021; Young, Thompson, et al., 2016).

In Britain, there is increasing support for the recovery of
wildlife and for attempts to reintroduce missing species (Loth &
Newton, 2018; Pheby, 2020; Sampson et al., 2020). However, the
reintroduction of large predators tends to be more challenging than
with other taxa, in part because they present actual or perceived
risks to the safety and livelihoods of people (Konig et al., 2020).

relevance for wildlife reintroductions, species recovery and conservation con-
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BOX 1 A brief summary of conservation
translocations.

Conservation translocations involve the deliberate move-
ment of organisms from one site to another by people,
where the primary objective is a conservation benefit
(IUCN/SSC, 2013). Reintroductions are among the most
common types of translocation and comprise organisms
being released into areas where the species previously ex-
isted but has since been extirpated (Berger-Tal et al., 2020).
Reintroductions are undertaken to restore extirpated na-
tive species and to mitigate biodiversity loss, and are an
increasingly important part of restoration ecology (IUCN/
SSC, 2013; Seddon et al., 2012). Translocations have played
afundamental role in the recovery of some critically endan-
gered species (see, e.g. Cade & Burnham, 2003; Kleiman &
Mallison, 1998) and, given the current global biodiversity
crisis, have become an important part of the conserva-
tion toolkit (Berger-Tal et al., 2020; Seddon et al., 2012).
However, despite their growing popularity, the majority of
translocations have failed to establish viable populations
(Berger-Tal et al., 2020). They remain risky, high-cost en-
deavours, and in the past have been associated with low
success rates (Berger-Tal et al., 2020; Letty et al., 2007;
Seddon et al., 2007; Van Wieren, 2012). They are especially
complex due to the continually changing nature of anthro-
pogenic ecosystems, cultural diversity in human communi-
ties and climate change (Manfredo et al., 2017; Payne &
Bro-Jgrgensen, 2016). Landscapes that historically sup-
ported species that have been extirpated may no longer be
suitable or appropriate for their reestablishment. In other
places, natural regeneration, the restoration of ecosys-
tems by humans, and cultural shifts in attitudes towards
nature, particularly in western societies, make reintroduc-
tion of historically absent species increasingly possible
(Armstrong & Seddon, 2008; Martinez-Abrain et al., 2020).

In Britain, the discussion and consideration of large predator rein-
troductions has become inextricably linked with rewilding, which
is increasingly prominent in contemporary conservation discourse
(Deary & Warren, 2019; Svenning et al., 2019; Thomas, 2021).
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Rewilding emphasises the restoration of ecological processes, and
in Britain, large predator reintroductions are primarily framed as
providing ecosystem services such as herbivore control (see, e.g.
Kirkland et al., 2021). Increased prominence of rewilding, the recov-
ery of large carnivore populations in Europe (Chapron et al., 2014)
and cultural changes in western attitudes towards wildlife (Manfredo
et al., 2017) are providing new spaces and opportunities to explore
the feasibility of large predator restoration in Britain.

In addressing whether people could once again live with large
carnivores in Britain, Wilson (2004) concluded that the most feasi-
ble reintroduction would be that of Eurasian lynx Lynx lynx. This has
been supported to some extent by ecological modelling focusing on
habitat availability, connectivity and prey abundance (Hetherington
et al., 2008; Johnson & Greenwood, 2020; Ovenden et al., 2019).
However, a significant amount of time has passed from a human per-
spective since the lynx became extinct from the majority of Britain in
the late Middle Ages (Hetherington et al., 2008). British culture and
land use practices have developed without the need to accommo-
date large predators such as lynx, and remaining habitats classed as
natural and seminatural in Britain often occur on private land within
a fragmented, largely agricultural landscape (Oldfield et al., 2003).

Conflict with humans and illegal killing represent acute threats
to large predators worldwide (Treves et al., 2017) and are signifi-
cant threats to the survival of many European populations of lynx
(Breitenmoser et al., 2000; Drouilly, 2019; Melovski et al., 2020).
This has led Linnell et al. (2009) to state that the human dimension
is the most important consideration for lynx restoration. Conflicts
between people and lynx in Europe are primarily associated with
predation of livestock, particularly sheep, and game species (Linnell
et al., 2009). It has been anticipated that, in Britain, lynx reintroduc-
tion would be contested by livestock farming and game shooting
communities, as well as by conservationists in relation to potential
impacts on resident endangered species (Drouilly & O'Riain, 2021;
Hetherington, 2006). For lynx in Britain, establishing only the eco-
logical feasibility of reintroduction is, therefore, not sufficient and is
arguably subordinate to thoroughly exploring the social feasibility
(Breitenmoser, 1998; Dando et al., 2022; Drouilly & O'Riain, 2021;
Gray et al., 2016; Hawkins et al., 2020).

To date, however, efforts to advance lynx reintroduction in
Britain have failed to adequately incorporate human social dimen-
sions into the exploration of feasibility (Convery et al., 2016; Drouilly
& O'Riain, 2021; Gray et al., 2016). A proposal by the Lynx UK Trust
(LUKT) for a trial reintroduction of lynx to Kielder Forest in north-
east England in 2018 was rejected by the UK government for, among
other reasons, insufficient engagement with key stakeholders and
communities (Gove, 2018). A report by Convery et al. (2016) high-
lighted that consultation with local communities and key stake-
holder groups had been insufficient, while media coverage during
the consultation suggested tense relations between LUKT, local
people and stakeholder organisations (Halliday & Parveen, 2017,
Hexham Courant, 2018). As a result of this well-publicised experi-
ence, conversations around lynx and other predator reintroductions

are expected to be fraught with difficulty.

Lynx reintroduction nevertheless continues to be discussed as
a desirable component of rewilding and ecosystem restoration in
Great Britain (Neilson, 2019; Weston, 2021). Public debates around
wildlife reintroductions in Britain have, at the same time, become in-
creasingly polarised, with advocates for and against species reintro-
ductions making cases across media platforms (Crowley et al., 2017,
Hodgson et al., 2018). In light of this ongoing discussion, we con-
ducted a study using Q-Methodology to explore stakeholder per-
ceptions of the prospect of lynx reintroduction to Scotland. Our
objective was to disclose the range and dimensions of stakeholder
perspectives to enable a constructive discourse among stakeholders
and policymakers.

2 | METHODS

The study was carried out in the Cairngorms National Park in
Scotland, which is Britain's largest national park. It covers an area
of 4528km?, and is centred around the Cairngorm mountain range.
It has a resident population of 18,000 people, and most of the land
area is owned and managed by private individuals or businesses. The
main land uses (in order of area of coverage) are managed moorland
(upland grass/shrubland characterised by low growing vegetation on
acidic soils), farming (predominantly livestock), conservation, for-
estry and recreation.

Q-methodology is a form of pattern analysis that combines
quantitative and qualitative elements and was developed as a
means of characterising human subjectivity (Stephenson, 1935;
Zabala et al., 2018). It is increasingly used in conservation science
(Bavin et al., 2020; Crowley et al., 2020; Dempsey, 2021; Newth
et al., 2019; Webler et al., 2009). Q method employs a factor anal-
ysis of individual responses to explore patterns of commonality in
perspectives across a topic, rather than generalising from a sample
to a larger population. It typically involves a relatively small num-
ber of respondents (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The resulting clusters
of commonality might represent value positions, belief systems, or
mental models (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). The method also high-
lights areas of divergence and latent viewpoints, which are equally
important in determining areas of agreement and disagreement. Q
method involves some qualitative interpretation of its quantitative
output, which is often guided by data from interviews and follow-up
questions. This means that final interpretations have an element of
subjectivity and researchers must be cognisant of this, it is not seen
as a problem but as a strength of the method (Eden et al., 2005).
Compared to other approaches, the methodology provides insight
into more nuanced opinions (Kamal et al., 2014). It is also sensitive to
minority voices, which may otherwise be marginalised and excluded,
but which can have a disproportionately great impact on the out-
come of conservation initiatives (Ockwell, 2008; O'Rourke, 2014;
Redpath et al., 2013).

The stakeholders in this study comprised representatives of
non-governmental organisations and independent individuals

with a potential interest in lynx in relation to environmental use/
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management. Stakeholders were identified through initial conversa-
tions with members of the Lynx Working Group (LWG), a subgroup
of the National Species Reintroduction Forum (NSRF). The NSRF
was established to consider strategic issues related to species rein-
troductions and other conservation translocations in Scotland and
represents a range of stakeholders from the land use, conservation,
and scientific sectors. Where it was perceived that there were gaps
in the spectrum of interest, individuals or organisations who were
not members of the NSRF were identified until it was deemed, with
cross-checking from members of the LWG, that a full spectrum of
stakeholder interests was likely represented.

For the first stage of the study, semi-structured interviews
with 12 stakeholder representatives were conducted to build a
concourse of verbatim statements from which a subset, the Q-
set, was derived. The aim of the interviews was to disclose, as
much as possible, the full spectrum of stakeholder views on lynx
reintroduction. As a result of restrictions due to COVID-19, inter-
views were conducted online between April and June 2021. The
interviews were orientated around four questions: (a) How do you
feel about the potential for lynx reintroduction to the Cairngorms
within the next five years? (b) Do you think there are opportunities
associated with lynx reintroduction? (c) Do you think there will be
negative impacts from lynx reintroduction? (d) What do you think
are the challenges associated with a lynx reintroduction process?
The interviewees were given the freedom to discuss and expand
on issues they deemed relevant or related. Conversations were
recorded and transcribed.

Initially, a concourse of 430 verbatim statements was selected
from the interview transcripts, with the aim of achieving full rep-
resentation of the interviewees' responses. These were refined to
a set of 52 statements (Table 1) after consideration by a team com-
prising the authors and advice from four independent experts who
had experience in the discourse about lynx ecology, reintroductions,
and rural land use. Statements were selected by omission of those
that were deemed ambiguous, had actual or potentially conflict-
ing or contrasting interpretations, or were duplications (Watts &
Stenner, 2012; Webler et al., 2009).

Thirty-four participants, not including any of the initial in-
terviewees, undertook the second stage of the survey. These
participants were identified through a mixed process of snow-
ball sampling and targeting of specific organisations/individuals.
Ideally, Q Method sorting exercises should be administered with
participants in person, but due to the restrictions of the Covid-19
pandemic, the survey was hosted online using Q Method Software
(www.gmethodsoftware.com). Participants were able to log into
the survey with a code and password. Following introductory in-
formation and instructions, the first step of the survey involved
sorting the 52 statements into three piles: statements with which
the participants broadly agreed, disagreed, or felt neutral/ambig-
uous. The participants then sorted the statements into a forced
choice array that approximates a normal distribution, where there
was a space for each statement, and where +6 was ‘most agree’
and -6 ‘most disagree’ (Figure 1). After populating the array,

participants could refine and shuffle sorts until they were satis-
fied before submitting their response. The lead author was able
to conduct the survey in person with three of the participants
who encountered technical difficulties with the online software.
The lead author followed up with all participants by telephone or
email following their completion of the survey, recording any addi-
tional comments. This post-sort information, along with the initial
twelve interviews with stakeholder representatives, was used to
contextualise the data from the sorts.

The Q-sorts were analysed using principal component analy-
sis with automated varimax rotation (Webler et al., 2009) in the
R package aqmeTHoD (Zabala, 2014). The selection criteria for fac-
tor extraction were based on visual interpretation of the scree
plot and the Kaiser-Guttman criteria (eigenvalues exceeding 1;
Watts & Stenner, 2012). Additionally, the lead author conducted
a preliminary inspection of the factors which judged them realis-
tic, congruent, and distinctive (Zabala et al., 2018). Five factors
were appropriate for extraction on this basis. The sorts that had
a positive significant loading on each factor were identified from
their factor loadings (the degree to which a sort was exemplified
by a factor; Table 2) and factor loadings of 0.47 or greater were
considered significant at p <0.01 (Brown, 1993). These positive,
significantly loading sorts were then used to derive factor arrays,
effectively a single ‘ideal-typical’ sort for each factor. The state-
ment scores for each array were automatically calculated by the
QMeTHoD package. The distinguishing statements for each factor
are produced by the qmeTHoD package. These represent statement
scores that were significantly different for one factor compared to
all other factors. Each array was inspected and cross-referenced
with the other arrays to identify the perspective-defining fea-
tures, areas of consensus, and of disagreement. Material from
the interviews and the post-survey follow-up discussions was re-
ferred to and incorporated into interpretation at this stage. The
perspective-defining features were identified from the distin-
guishing statements for each factor. These were augmented and
contextualised with the authors' interpretation of the interviews
and post-survey discussions. Two sorts positively loaded on Factor
5, which is the minimum required to constitute a factor (Webler
et al., 2009). In this case, the authors made a judgement to retain
this factor based on the percentage variance explained, the eigen-
value and that the factor was coherent and captured elements of
the discourse distinct from the other four factors (Figure 2).

The project team considered the ethical implications of partici-
pants engaging in what is seen by many to be a contentious conver-
sation, and were aware of the potential for the research project itself
to become the focus of contention among stakeholders and wider
publics. All participants were assured that they would not be iden-
tifiable in the published work and that they had the right to with-
draw at any time. The interviewees provided their informed consent
in writing and the Q Sort participants provided their consent upon
admission to the online survey portal. The study was ethically re-
viewed and approved by the Vincent Wildlife Trust ethical review
committee (Reference VWTREC/05/02/21).
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44
36 45 43 37 38
42 49 32 28 35 31 27 46 52
40 39 16 26 24 30 29 20 34 48 51
50 17 11 12 23 9 22 19 7 33 21 25 15
47 5 3 2 10 8 6 13 1 14 4 18 41
-6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Most disagree Neutral Most agree

FIGURE 1 Example of a completed Q-sort from a study of stakeholder perspectives towards the prospect of lynx (Lynx lynx)
reintroduction in Scotland. The numbers in each cell represent a single statement from the Q-set of 52 statements derived from interviews,
listed in Table 1. The sort shown here is the exemplar factor array for Perspective 1 Lynx for Change.

3 | RESULTS

Thirty-four participants completed the Q sort exercise. Thirty sorts
significantly loaded on five factors, which explained a total of 63%
of the variance within the data (Tables 1 and 2). Factors 1-5, here-
after referred to as ‘perspectives’ and by their descriptive names,
are presented as concise summaries of their key characteristics, with
illustrative quotes from participants associated with each perspec-
tive and from interviewees of stage 1. The statement numbers from
which the themes within the perspectives are derived are presented
in brackets in bold, followed by their corresponding score from the
factor array. Statements that were distinguishing are denoted with

an asterisk.

3.1 | Perspective 1: Lynx for Change
Twelve sorts loaded significantly onto this perspective (Table 2).

Lynx for Change strongly supports the potential for lynx reintro-
duction in Scotland (51, +5) and perceives that it represents an op-
portunity to develop a better relationship with nature than society
currently has (25, +5). A strong characteristic of Lynx for Change is
the belief that lynx reintroduction could and should be an import-
ant part of increasingly self-regulated ecosystems (13, +1; 14, +3;
15, +6* 16, -3). This is an important step in Scotland's efforts to
contribute to global efforts to stem biodiversity loss and mitigate
climate change (52, +4).

European countries with more dense human populations than
rural Scotland have top predators, so there is no reason Scotland
could not (17, -5%; 18, +5). Lynx for Change does not anticipate that
lynx would negatively impact protected species populations (11, -4;
12, -3), but that lynx will play an important role in their trophic inter-
actions with other species, particularly woodland deer (1, +2; 2, -3).
The lynx will contribute to healthier forests (15, + 6 *), while provid-
ing economic benefits through the creation of tourism opportunities
and associated products (46, +3; 48, +4; 50, -6).

Farmers will be able to adapt to living alongside lynx (5, -5), and
lynx will not have a major impact on sheep or other livestock (3, -4; 8,
-1). However, there will likely be some level of sheep predation, so a
mitigation strategy and compensation scheme should be developed

early (4, +4; 27, 4+2). Licensed lethal control is not desirable (32, -2),
but “If you do not have lethal control as an option, then it simply will not
happen’ (interview, Lynx Specialist).

Lynx for Change perceives that conflict between stakeholder
groups associated with the implementation and management of
wildlife reintroductions in Scotland has damaged trust (38, +2), but
believes that these experiences can be learned from and the reintro-
duction process improved (49, -3; “Conservationists should own up to
the fact that in the past we've not done these things as well as we should
have”, interview, Environmental Policy Advisor). Proactive and inno-
vative solutions to promote co-existence between people and lynx
should be developed (33, 3; 34, 3). Lynx for Change strongly supports
the establishment of a cross-sectoral working group to explore the

feasibility of lynx reintroduction (41, 6).

3.2 | Perspective 2: No to Lynx

Ten sorts loaded significantly onto this perspective. No to Lynx
strongly disagrees that lynx should be reintroduced to Scotland (51,
-5; 18, -4) and believes that reintroduction within the next five years
is not possible (44, -6). The stated justifications provided to support
reintroduction are disputed or perceived as weak (2, -5%; 15, -2; 17,
-1; 25, -4; 52, -2; 24, -6), and it was thought that conservationists
spend “obscene” amounts of money on attractive species (26, +4).

A strong theme for No to Lynx is a feeling of injustice that ex-
ternal agencies implement change that directly affects the lives of
locals but do not themselves take on any personal risk or experience
the negative impacts of their actions (23, +4*; 37, +5*). Compared to
the other four perspectives who disagreed, No to Lynx perceives that
lynx reintroduction is part of a wider environmental movement that
threatens people's belief systems, ways of life, culture and heritage
(22; +2%).

From this perspective, the ecosystem processes that are appar-
ently missing with the absence of a top predator are in fact imple-
mented by people (14, -4; 15, -2), and the idea of non-interventive
management of landscapes is considered naive (16, +4). Deer can be
adequately controlled by stalking and culling (2, +5%), and for some
estates, lynx predation of deer was expected to negatively impact
commercial stalking opportunities (10, +5* 45, +1; 1, -3). Lynx were
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TABLE 2 Rotated factor loadings for 34 sorts in a Q-methodology study of stakeholder perspectives on proposed lynx (Lynx lynx)
reintroduction in Scotland. The 30 sorts that loaded positively and significantly on a factor are denoted with *. The flagging process was
automated and conducted in the R package qmeTHoD. Sorts 11, 17 and 28 loaded significantly onto more than one factor but were flagged to

a single factor during the automated flagging process.

Perspectives

Sort (participant) 1

1 Countryside Ranger @ 0.71*
2 Public Servant @ 0.46
3 Estate Factor @ 0.19
4 Estate Manager @ -0.39
5 Environmental Justice Campaigner & 0.55*
6 Uplands Scientist @ 0.515
7 Forestry Consultant @ -0.06
8 Forester/Wildlife Ranger & 0.40
9 Rewilding Advocate @ 0.87*
10 Forester/Estate Manager @ -0.24
11 Gamekeeper & -0.05
12 Animal Welfare Campaigner @ 0.77*
13 Conservation Ecologist @ 0.79*
14 Research Ecologist @ 0.77*
15 Field Sports Representative ¢ -0.12
16 Nature Reserve Manager @ 0.71*
17 Conservation Woodland Manager ¢ 0.56 *
18 Conservation Practitioner @ 0.35
19 Environmental Policy Researcher @ 0.59*
20 Community Woodlands Advocate @ 0.39
21 Sporting Operations Manager & -0.07
22 Farmer (cattle & sheep) @ 0.25
23 Rural Policy Advisor @ 0.02
24 Estate Owner @ 0.33
25 Wildlife Veterinarian @ 0.56*
26 Gamekeeper @ 0.03
27 Head Gamekeeper g -0.19
28 Farmer (sheep) & -0.13
29 Estate Biodiversity Manager ¢ -0.11
30 Estate Manager @ 0.25
31 Deer Manager 8 -0.09
32 Outdoor Recreation Representative @ 0.74*
33 Estate Factor @ 0.57*
34 Sheep Farming Representative @ -0.03

believed to threaten gamebirds and protected wildlife such as the
wildcat Felis silvestris (12, +2*; 9; =5).

The predation of sheep and the emotional impact on farmers
will be a problem (3, +2; 7, +3). Farmers have not had to shepherd
with large carnivores for many generations and have limited ability
to adapt to living alongside lynx (5, +2*; 29, -3; 31, -2). Establishing
mitigation for the potential impact on farmers and livestock is im-
portant (4, +3), and this should include a sustainable compensation

3 4 5
0.01 0.32 0.13 0.08
-0.04 0.28 0.12 0.57*
0.52 0.52 0.22 0.00
0.61* 0.29 0.04 0.04
-0.30 0.14 0.18 -0.22
0.67* -0.01 0.01 0.15
0.28 0.37 0.38 -0.02
0.42 0.46 0.06 0.09
-0.14 0.03 -0.14 0.05
0.25 0.46 0.21 0.35
0.51 0.22 0.68* 0.20
-0.31 0.01 -0.25 0.17
-0.21 0.11 0.19 0.02
-0.09 0.15 -0.09 0.27
0.64* 0.26 0.38 -0.30
-0.12 0.15 0.25 0.28
-0.14 0.47 0.14 0.14
0.07 0.59* -0.04 0.02
0.04 -0.02 0.22 0.08
0.13 0.59* 0.32 0.24
0.36 0.20 0.67* 0.12
-0.05 -0.03 0.65* 0.28
0.77* -0.02 0.29 0.04
0.23 0.66* 0.11 -0.01
0.01 0.31 0.20 0.21
0.69* 0.03 0.14 -0.46
0.77* 0.12 0.06 0.08
0.60* 0.56 -0.04 0.08
0.72* 0.41 0.06 -0.14
-0.07 0.05 0.09 0.76*
0.84* 0.08 0.14 0.07
0.16 -0.02 0.03 -0.12
0.27 0.18 0.29 0.17
0.59* 0.20 -0.12 -0.41

mechanism (27, +3). Unlike the other perspectives, No to Lynx con-
siders it unlikely that there would be illegal killing of reintroduced
lynx (35, -3*).

The experience of issues associated with previous reintroduc-
tions has undermined trust in the competency of conservation
professionals (36, +1; 37, +5%; 38, +4; “Farmers were not listened to
by the office dwellers in Edinburgh”, participant 34, Sheep Farming
Representative), while gamekeepers and sporting land managers
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Perspective 1
Lynx for Change

Perspective 5
Lynx for Economy

“It would be an
attraction to the
area — if | saw one,
| would tell a
thousand people.”

“Fundamentally, at an
ecological level, large
predators are a vital part
of any functional living
system.”

Perspective 3
Scotland is not Ready

“In 20 years,
we will have the habitat
to support lynx.” from S

Perspective 4
We are not Convinced

Perspective 2
No to Lynx

“There has to be a
net environmental gain

“The certainty of
scientific knowledge is
questionable. The reality
of what we experience is
often different”

FIGURE 2 Summary of perspectives based on factors from a Q-Method investigation of the perspectives of stakeholders towards
prospective lynx (Lynx lynx) reintroduction to Scotland. The five perspectives vary in their support of lynx reintroduction and are positioned,
from left to right, in order of their level of support for lynx reintroduction, with a participant quote that characterises each perspective.
Photo credits: Perspective 1; Pexels, David Selbert. Perspective 5; Pexels, Marek Piwnicki. Perspective 3; Vincent Wildlife Trust. Perspective

4; Pexels, Danil Komov. Perspective 2; Pexels, Elizabeth Zernetska.

already feel “under pressure to deliver as a results based sporting en-
terprise” (participant 29, Estate Biodiversity Manager). Practitioners
must be accountable in the long term (37, +5*). Recourse to licensed
lethal control is an absolute necessity (32, +6), as is a robust exit
strategy that ensures reversibility (43, +6%).

3.3 | Perspective 3: Scotland is not Ready

Three sorts loaded significantly onto this perspective. Scotland is not
Ready supports the conversation exploring lynx reintroduction, but
does not feel Scotland is ready to proceed at this time (51, -2). The
environment in Cairngorms is perceived as a high risk for lynx; the
available habitat is not of sufficient quality (17, +3), there is too much
disturbance (“There are horse riders, hikers, and bikers everywhere”,
participant 20, Community Woodlands Advocate), and there is a sig-
nificant risk to lynx fromillegal killing (35, +5; “Lynx would wander into
hostile environments. There is co-ordinated persecution over hundreds
of square kilometers”, participant 18, Conservation Practitioner).

It is desirable to aim for more self-regulated ecosystems as part
of a holistic approach to the management of the environment, and
a top predator could be part of that (1, +3; 15, +2; “We are all about
a holistic approach on our estate, encouraging natural processes where
we can”, participant 24, Estate Owner). It is unrealistic, however, to
think that a contemporary Scottish landscape can be wholly self-
regulating without human management (14, -1*; 16, +5).

Scotland is not Ready considers that farmers are able to adapt
to coexist with lynx (5, -4), and an anticipated increase in wood-
land cover was expected to significantly reduce the risk of livestock
predation (8, -6*). However, developing a mitigation strategy for

livestock predation should be a priority (4, +5). Community buy-in
“Is essential” (participant 20, Community Woodlands Advocate), and
increasing community empowerment is expected to make lynx re-
introduction more feasible (21, +4). Tourism associated with lynx
reintroduction would strongly benefit local economies (50, -5; 48,
+4; 46, +4).

Given the potential for conflict, the establishment of a cross-
sectoral working group to direct research and work through con-
flicts was considered the top priority (41, +6). Problems can take
time to emerge, so long-term investment is necessary (37, +3*); lynx
reintroduction in the next five years is not thought possible (44, -4).
Licensed lethal control is not very palatable, but could potentially
be included in mitigations (32, +1*). However, public opposition to
lethal control is expected to be a major barrier to its implementation
(30, +6).

3.4 | Perspective 4: We are not Convinced

Three sorts loaded significantly onto this perspective. We are not
Convinced is a perspective open to discussing lynx reintroduction
(44, 0; 51, + 1), but believe it needs better justification than has been
provided to date (24, -3; 26, +2; 52, -4; “the reality is that no one has
put forward data to substantiate what the broader impact of lynx will
be in woodland and upland ecosystems.”, interview, Deer Ecologist).
The landscape and land use context in Scotland is different from
European countries with lynx (18, -4; 19, -3). Scotland is perceived
to be a highly managed landscape (16, 3), and it is strongly rejected
that the ecosystem processes associated with lynx as a top predator
are currently absent (14, -6).
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There is concern about the potential cultural and economic im-
pact on shepherding, which is intimately entwined with the man-
agement of grouse moors (3, +3; 5, -2; “If we lose the sheep, we lose
the grouse, and if we lose the grouse we lose the sheep”, participant 11,
Gamekeeper). A projected increase in woodland cover will only in-
crease the risk to sheep, which is informed by the experiences of
farmers in Norway (8, +3* “Small Norwegian farms that are near
woodland can't keep their sheep outside anymore”, participant 21,
Sporting Operations Manager). Some farmers could potentially
adapt to accommodating lynx (5, -2) if they are supported to do
so, both societally, by valuing the role of shepherds, and practically
with compensation of losses and funding of resources (27, +4; 4, +5;
“It would be a positive if funding for extra labour and training was pro-
vided”, participant 22, Farmer).

Estate managers must balance the conservation requirements of
protected species with sporting and resource production objectives,
and it is not clear how lynx could fit into this mix (9, -5; 11, +3; 13,
-5; 45, +4%; “Lynx might prevent the use of snares and hounds to con-
trol foxes, which is already difficult enough around capercaillie and black
grouse”, participant 21, Sporting Operations Manager).

We are not Convinced feels that there “would be impacts on other
land uses, and strong potential for conflict” (participant 21, Sporting
Operations Manager) should reintroduction be pursued without the
right assurances and mitigations (23, +2*; 49, +4). It is not thought
fair that external agencies should impose change on people (23, +2%;
7, +6%). The exploration of lynx reintroduction requires a transparent
collaborative process to address contested areas of knowledge (38,
+5; 41, +5; “it needs to be a slow, step by step approach. The issues
need to be able to be addressed”, participant 21, Sporting Operations
Manager). An important reassurance would be recourse to licensed
lethal control (32, +6), as other mitigation options do not appear fea-
sible (29, -5, 31, -1). For We are not Convinced, “there has to be a net
environmental gain from lynx reintroduction” (interview, Field Sports
Policy Officer).

3.5 | Perspective 5: Lynx for Economy

Two sorts loaded significantly onto this perspective. Lynx for
Economy supports the reintroduction of lynx and efforts to restore
missing species generally (15, +3; 18, +4; 20, +4; 42, -3; 51, +4;
52, +1). Access to scientific information from a trusted source with
knowledge and experience of lynx in Europe has been important
in shaping the views of Lynx for Economy (18, +4; 19, +2; “We are
informed by X, and respect X's solid scientific voice”, participant 30,
Estate Manager).

Aspirations for lynx are perceived to be in line with a change in
the land use trajectory in the Cairngorms (25, 4; “If you look back
twenty years, almost all the estates were sporting. Now it's many fewer”,
participant 2, Public Servant). This change is perceived as positive
and driven primarily by private enterprise (22, -+ 1; 28, +5% “Y now
owns a huge amount of land, but he's not trying to make a profit, he's
restoring nature”, participant 2, Public Servant). It is strongly agreed

that ‘obscenely large amounts of money’ are spent on attractive
species (26, 6). However, this is primarily in reference to the per-
ceived doomed efforts to conserve capercaillie in Scotland (“Massive
amounts of money have gone into caper, even though it seems terminal”,
Participant 2, Public Servant).

Lynx for Economy perceives that the threat to gamebirds and
other traditional sporting activities is minimal (10, -5; 9, +3), and
it is not anticipated that there would be any appreciable impact
on livestock (3, -4; 5, -4; 6, -2; 7, -2; 8, -3). Lynx for Economy per-
ceives tourism to be “the biggest industry in the Cairngorms” (par-
ticipant 2, Public Servant), on which many people rely; “Most small
farmers can't exist without additional income from tourism” (partic-
ipant 2, Public Servant). There is strong marketing potential for
lynx, and although elusive, lynx will contribute to local and estate
economies by making the area more attractive to tourists (46, 5;
48, 1; 50, -2; “We offer 70,000 bed nights a year). Lynx will be an ad-
ditional attraction” (participant 30, Estate Manager). It is strongly
disagreed that lynx will be seen by some estates as an additional
burden (45, -6%).

The perceived mismanagement of a population of beavers
(Castor fibre) on the river Tay by a cross-sectoral stakeholder
group—specifically the feeling that the use of lethal control was
overzealous—has damaged trust in wildlife management (35, +3; 38,
+2; 49, +6; “There was that disgusting carry on with the slaughter of
beavers last year”, participant 2, Public Servant). The initial illicit re-
lease of Tay beavers also informs the perception that if proponents
of lynx reintroduction become frustrated by slow progress, they will
continue to release lynx regardless (36, +5%).

There were three points of consensus that are not included in
the summaries of the distinguishing characteristics of the perspec-
tives. All five perspectives strongly disagreed that they would feel
threatened by lynx (statement 47), while only We are not Convinced
perceived a small threat to people's pets (statement 40). None of
the perspectives perceived lynx reintroduction to be ‘one step away
from wolves’ (statement 39).

4 | DISCUSSION

We identified five distinct stakeholder perspectives on the pros-
pect of lynx reintroduction in Scotland. Lynx for Change and Lynx for
Economy support lynx reintroduction, No to Lynx strongly opposes
it, while Scotland is not Ready and We are not Convinced have dis-
tinct reservations but are open to discussing the future potential.
Lynx for Change and No to Lynx accounted for the majority of the
variance (40% of a total of 63%) explained by the five perspectives.
Their opposing positions over the prospect of lynx reintroduction
arguably reflects the dominant competing environmental narratives
in Scotland and, more generally, in Britain. Importantly, however, we
disclose three further perspectives that highlight a greater level of
diversity and nuance among stakeholder views towards lynx reintro-
duction than the binary ‘for and against’ discourse typical of public
and media debate (see, e.g. Weston, 2021).
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4.1 | Lynx,landscape and rewilding

The degree to which wildlife and the environment should be man-
aged by people or allowed to self-regulate with minimal human inter-
vention provides an important theme around which the views of the
five perspectives orientin relation to lynx reintroduction. Supporting
perspectives perceive that a transition towards increasingly self-
regulating ecosystems is necessary for the restoration of biodiver-
sity in Scotland. They feel that lynx reintroduction could and should
facilitate this shift by virtue of their trophic interactions with other
species. This is a prominent component of narratives supporting con-
servation translocations (Arts et al., 2012; Svenning et al., 2019). No
to Lynx, Scotland is not Ready and We are not Convinced assert that be-
cause the contemporary Scottish landscape is highly anthropogenic
in nature, aspirations for self-regulating ecosystems in such a land-
scape are unrealistic. They do not perceive the Cairngorms as a wild
landscape, but one that is intensively managed for natural resource
use, farming, sporting interests, and tourism. Previous research into
the discourse around beaver reintroduction and exploration of local
people's perceptions of the Cairngorms landscape revealed this same
divergence in people's views on the extent to which Scotland can be
considered ‘wild’, and the appropriateness of the landscape for wild-
life reintroductions (Coz & Young, 2020; Fischer & Young, 2007).
Scotland is not Ready represents a position of compromise since this
view looks beyond the nature/culture duality. They are sceptical of
entirely transitioning towards non-intervention, but supports devel-
oping a more holistic approach towards managing land, in which lynx
could play a role in future.

Translocations have the potential to exacerbate existing and
emerging tensions between landowners with divergent aspirations
for land use and management. This is particularly the case if such in-
terventions are framed within a rewilding context (Drenthen, 2018).
The increased investment in land for carbon offsetting and rewild-
ing in Scotland by private businesses and individuals (characterised
by Scottish media as the ‘green laird’ phenomenon; Ross, 2021) is
perceived by some as threatening, which is reflected in No to Lynx's
feeling that lynx reintroduction is part of a broader rewilding move-
ment that threatens the culture, livelihoods and ways of life of rural
people. We are not Convinced does not necessarily perceive lynx re-
introduction as being part of a broader cultural threat in the same
way as No to Lynx. They do, however, feel under pressure from what
they feel to be a burgeoning environmentalism within public dis-
course and pro-environment media, which challenges the relevance
and necessity of their ways of life.

Whilet translocations can create excitement, optimism, and a
sense of proactive action for some, they can represent controversy
and conflict for those who perceive a clash with aesthetic, social
justice, socio-economic and environmental preservationist values
(Deary & Warren, 2017; Drenthen, 2018). Neilson postulates that
in reintroduction efforts, especially for charismatic species, “the an-
imal and its wild nature can be seen as the bringer of wilderness,
juxtaposed against humans, who are often seen as the destroyers
of wilderness” (Neilson, 2019, p. 3). This dynamic appears to be

BOX 2 Historical and existing conflicts.

There are underlying conflicts associated with wildlife
reintroductions and recovery that underpin the perspec-
tive's consensus that there is a lack of trust between groups
in Scotland. Interviewees and participants frequently men-
tioned the following conflicts as most relevant to the rein-
troduction of the lynx.

There is a perceived conflict related to the management
of protected wildlife, particularly predators that were his-
torically rare but are recovering following legal protection
(Sainsbury et al., 2019). No to Lynx and We are not Convinced
believe that land managers require greater autonomy in
being able to manage what they perceive as adverse im-
pacts on vulnerable species from existing, in situ predators
which, in their view, have become overabundant by virtue
of their protected status.

There is also a conflict revolving around reintroduced
white-tailed eagles and the (now legally protected) beavers
on the Tay catchment following initial illicit releases (Coz &
Young, 2020; Young, Searle, et al., 2016). No to Lynx and We
are not Convinced believe that white-tailed eagles were re-
introduced without sufficient consultation or the equitable
resolution of negative impacts, while perceived inaction
by statutory bodies in dealing with the presence of illicitly
released beavers has led to No to Lynx feeling that there is
one set of rules for conservationists, and another set for
everyone else. These underlying conflicts led an adherent
to No to Lynx to ask, “how can we think about reintroducing
lynx when we have so many unresolved issues with the preda-
tors we have?” (participant 28, Sheep Farmer).

With the exception of No to Lynx, all perspectives felt
that currently illegal killing of Lynx is likely. This perception
is informed by the highly contentious ongoing conflict over
the frequent illegal killing of protected raptors on moor-
land managed for grouse shooting in Scotland (Thirgood &
Redpath, 2008). It also relates to the illegal killing of bea-
vers in the Tay catchment (Coz & Young, 2020), an inter-
viewee stating that “There's been efforts by some people to
adopt mitigation for beavers, but the default has been to try
and kill them off” (Interview, Environmental Campaigner).
Lynx for Economy's trust in statutory bodies has been dam-
aged because they perceived them as unable to uphold
beaver protection in the face of lobbying from agricultural
stakeholders. They do not trust that lethal control of the
lynx could be effectively managed without being influ-
enced by powerful stakeholder interests.

reflected within the perspectives. For the supportive perspectives,
the restoration of lynx as a top predator is linked to, and symbolic of,
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aspirations for reduced human control of nature in favour of restor-
ing natural processes. But for No to Lynx, and to a lesser extent We
are not Convinced, the ‘bringing of wilderness’ as symbolised by lynx
is perceived as an existential threat. Currently, the level of ideolog-
ical alignment of stakeholders towards the principles of rewilding
has a strong influence on their support or opposition of proposed
lynx reintroduction, compared to species-specific considerations.
This was also apparent in Wales when a rural community was en-
gaged over a proposed pine marten Martes martes translocation; the
same divergent ideological alignment to rewilding provided the lens
through which a strongly supportive and an oppositional voice di-
verged over the proposal (Bavin et al., 2020).

4.2 | The perceived impacts of the lynx on rural
livelihoods

Socioeconomic considerations are an important determinant of
people's attitudes towards large carnivores. These considerations
underpin the divergence among the perspectives over the po-
tential for lynx reintroduction to be a source of conflict between
stakeholders. The predation of sheep (and the consequent impact
on farmers' livelihoods and well-being) is a key point of tension as-
sociated with human/lynx coexistence in sheep-rearing countries
(Odden et al., 2016; Stahl et al., 2001), and was the predominant
area of challenge discussed by the interviewees for this study. Risk
perception is an important aspect of wildlife conflict, and there is
often a mismatch between perceptions of risk and the actual degree
of risk (Dickman, 2010). Although there was consensus that mitiga-
tion of sheep predation would be necessary, perspectives diverged
in their interpretation of what constitutes ‘significant’ risk or impact
for sheep and sheep farming in the Cairngorms. Lynx for Change
and Lynx for Economy generally interpreted risk analytically (Slovic
& Peters, 2006), citing scientific research and expert opinion (e.g.
Hetherington, 2006) as their sources of information. They anticipate
minimal impact and envisage compensation payments. In contrast,
No to Lynx and We are not Convinced perceived risk to be high, and
that “the issues go beyond livestock. It's not just the financial impli-
cations, but the emotional impact” (participant 34, Sheep Farming
Representative). They were primarily influenced by peer-to-peer in-
formation exchange, both within Scotland and with peers in Europe
who live alongside the lynx, and anticipated significant levels of
sheep predation (Odden et al., 2016; Taylor, 2021). They perceived
that the loss of even small numbers of sheep would potentially con-
stitute a significant impact on the livelihoods of individual farmers
and estate owners.

Fear of loss of control is a recurring theme in discourses oppos-
ing wildlife reintroductions (Delfour, 2010; Dickman, 2010). For the
supportive perspectives, a relinquishment of control is in alignment
with a sympathetic leaning towards rewilding objectives. Conversely,
No to Lynx and We are not Convinced feel a strong need for greater
agency to be able to respond to events and mitigate perceived risk
from recovering wildlife (Box 2). The discrepancy in the views of

conservationists and affected farmers about their assessment of the
impacts of livestock predation was apparent in the livestock-puma
Puma concolor conflict in Argentina (Guerisoli et al., 2017), and spe-
cifically commented on by Swan et al. (2020) in relation to livestock
predation by birds of prey in Patagonia (Ballejo et al., 2020). For No
to Lynx and We are not Convinced, sheep predation would not sim-
ply represent economic loss and a welfare issue for livestock, but a
ratcheting up of pressure on a marginally subsisting culture that is
currently facing multiple challenges and an uncertain future.

No to Lynx and We are not Convinced were influenced by the ex-
perience of their peers in Scotland (Box 2), and by Norwegian farm-
ers who have been reported to suffer psychological distress from
incurring livestock loss to large predators (Zahl-Thanem et al., 2020).
Consequently, No to Lynx in particular assessed risk by feeling rather
than analytically, and from a position of fear, which can amplify
risk estimates (Lerner et al., 2003; Slovic & Peters, 2006). The per-
spectives in support of lynx reintroduction are cognisant of these
concerns but feel that lynx reintroduction represents part of the
necessary ecosystem rehabilitation to which farmers should adapt.
One contributor highlighted their frustration that “nature is being sup-
pressed in Scotland, it could be so much more” (participant 9, Rewilding
Advocate).There is an aspect of conservation triage in the views of
supportive perspectives, where there is an acceptance that some
negative socioeconomic impacts are justifiable for the imperative, or

‘greater good’, of environmental rehabilitation (Wilson & Law, 2016).

4.3 | Theissue of trust

Trust and confidence play a positive role in mitigating risk percep-
tion and conflict, facilitating collaboration, and improving support
for reintroductions (Stern & Coleman, 2015; Watkins et al., 2021).
Conversely, distrust can limit dialogue and meaningful negotiation
(Pruitt & Carnevale, 1993). Trust has been conceptualised in the lit-
erature in multiple ways (Stern & Coleman, 2015), but most defi-
nitions orient around the idea that trust is a psychological state in
which trustors, despite inherent uncertainty, accept a level of vul-
nerability in anticipation of positive intentions or behaviour on the
part of trustees (Stern & Coleman, 2015).

All perspectives felt that there is currently a lack of trust be-
tween groups in Scotland. Previous experiences of protected spe-
cies management and recovery of historically rare or extirpated
species in Scotland have led to distrust between stakeholders
(Box 2). The issues have caused No to Lynx and, to a lesser extent,
We are not Convinced, to question the competence and trustworthi-
ness of conservation organisations and statutory bodies. They feel it
an injustice that conservation objectives are, in their view, imposed
on local communities by external agencies who do not show due
consideration for affected people, do not fully understand the long-
term implications of their actions and policies, and who do not have
to bear any of the direct costs. Similar feelings of alienation over
perceived power imbalance led Maasai to kill lions Panthera leo as
a political statement in Tanzania and Kenya (Goldman et al., 2013),
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and for farmers to kill reintroduced white-tailed eagles in Ireland
(O'Rourke, 2014). In France, feelings of disenfranchisement among
farmers and hunters after the reintroduction of lynx into the Vosges
mountains resulted in a conflict that was also ultimately expressed
in the illegal killing of lynx (Drouilly, 2019). With the exception of No
to Lynx, the perspectives felt that illegal killing of lynx reintroduced
to the Cairngorms is currently probable (Box 2). Given that illegal
killing is a significant threat to the survival of many European popu-
lations of lynx (Breitenmoser et al., 2000; Drouilly, 2019; Melovski
et al., 2020), this is a serious consideration in Scotland.

4.4 | A consensus for collaboration

The apparent trust issues between groups in Scotland led to the con-
sensus that, should lynx reintroduction continue to be explored, it
would be desirable to establish a participatory approach with multi-
stakeholder collaboration. The objective of collaboration should be
to identify knowledge gaps, discuss contested areas of knowledge,
address existing and emerging areas of conflict, and crucially, build
trust between stakeholders. This could be a delicate and lengthy
process since, while there is a divergence over technical aspects of
the feasibility of lynx reintroduction, there is a deeper divergence
over its desirability rooted in values, which are often complex and
resistant to change (Hiroyasu et al., 2019; Manfredo et al., 2017).

The discussion surrounding lynx reintroduction involves dis-
putes around knowledge (e.g. likely impacts of lynx), values (e.g.
of managed vs. unmanaged landscapes) and ideology (e.g. around
the principles of rewilding). Recognising the importance of diver-
gent knowledge, our interview questions and the subsequent set
of statements focus mainly on the beliefs of the participants with
respect to a range of propositions and factual claims, with some
statements speaking to participants' ideologies (e.g. there is a moral
imperative to reintroduce lynx). Although we were able to uncover
some value orientations within and between the perspectives, this
was perhaps limited by the choice of interview questions. A growing
body of research highlights that relational values may have more rel-
evance for understanding people's views than a traditional focus on
biophysical impacts (Chan et al., 2016; Klain et al., 2017). Relational
values encompass eudaimonic values—“values associated with living
a good life, as well as reflection about how preferences and socie-
tal choices relate to notions of justice, reciprocity, care and virtue”
(Klain et al., 2017, p. 21). Relational values can help frame or facilitate
discussions about wildlife translocations in a way that connects and
relates proposals to a person's deeper sense of what it means to live
a good life. This is important, as cost-benefit analyses for large car-
nivores are typically weighted towards instrumental values, negative
biophysical impacts, and risk (Rode et al., 2021). This can increase
fear and amplify the perceived risk of large carnivores, while over-
looking the importance of emotional, spiritual and relational connec-
tions of people with the natural world.

In situations where values and/or interests conflict, transparency,
knowledge integration, independence (where no one party imposes

their interests over another), and influence (where the parties in-
volved can input in a way that genuinely influences the outcome of
a participatory process) can increase trust through the perceived
fairness and acceptability of a process (Gilkman et al., 2022; Klein
& Arts, 2022; Young, Thompson, et al., 2016). Any continuing lynx
reintroduction consultation will need to be inclusive of the range
of stakeholder interests, or risk the disaffection of marginalised
voices and further damage to trust between stakeholder organisa-
tions (Gilkman et al., 2022). ‘Further process’ should not be inter-
preted as an inexorable trajectory towards lynx reintroduction or as
a proxy for indefinite delay, which could alienate some stakehold-
ers. It must be a participatory, deliberative process that embraces
uncertainty, shares power, and demonstrates equity in elucidating
contested aspects of the case (Arts et al., 2012; Gilkman et al., 2022;
Reed, 2008; Young, Thompson, et al., 2016). It would perhaps be in-
formative to look to the global south for insights, where more infor-
mal, community-driven approaches typically provide the context for
human-wildlife co-existence (Kénig et al., 2020). We acknowledge a
male bias across the participants in this study (Table 2), and feel the
role of gender within social-ecological systems should be explicitly
considered. Human-wildlife co-existence has different implications
for men and women, regarding their attitudes towards co-existence,
and how they are affected by wildlife (Almuna et al., 2022), while
collaborations between female stakeholders can lead to more cre-
ative and democratic management decisions (Almuna et al., 2022;
Gore & Kahler, 2012).

4.5 | Moving forward

Translocations must be embedded in social-ecological systems to be
successful (Pettorelli et al., 2019; Svenning et al., 2019), and social-
ecological systems (SES) approaches aim to achieve this. Lischka
et al. (2018) describe SES as ‘systems of biophysical and social fac-
tors that interact at multiple spatial, temporal, and organisational
scales and whose flow is regulated in dynamic and complex ways.'
SES frameworks are rapidly gaining traction in informing debates
around wildlife reintroductions and coexistence between people
and wildlife (Dressel & Sandstréom, 2018; Lischka et al., 2018; Pooley
et al., 2016; Srivathsa et al., 2019). Lischka et al. (2018) applied an
SES model to human-black bear Ursus americanus conflicts, identify-
ing relationships and feedback mechanisms previously unexplored,
whilst an SES framework has been recommended by Drouilly and
O'Riain (2021) as offering a pathway for integrating the social and
ecological feasibility of lynx reintroduction in Britain.

An example of how a further process could be structured was
demonstrated by Scotland's Moorland Forum, a partnership of
27 organisations that engage in matters influencing the uplands
of Scotland (Ainsworth et al., 2020). Within the Moorland Forum,
Ainsworth et al. used a mixed-methods approach, based on theo-
ries of community science, knowledge coproduction, knowledge
integration, and conflict transformation to address contestation
over the management of predators and protected species on grouse
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moors. By gathering stakeholder perceptions to identify where local
and scientific knowledge converged and diverged, the group mutu-
ally prioritised knowledge gaps and identified future collaborative
actions. The framework and governing principles employed by the
Moorland Forum could be applied to create a structured and inde-
pendently facilitated space for the discussion of lynx reintroduction
by diverse stakeholders with opposing views. Such a framework
may be necessary for dialogue to progress in a situation where trust
between stakeholders is currently low and where there is contes-
tation over knowledge, risk, and the conservation rationale of lynx
reintroduction.

4.6 | Conclusions

Carnivore reintroductions are ambitious conservation interventions,
but are often perceived as presenting a radical change to the status
quo, provoking controversy. Gaining a deeper understanding of the
social dynamics among individuals and groups engaged with and af-
fected by translocations is the first step in facilitating the long-term
sustainability of conservation projects (Dando et al., 2022; Gilkman
et al.,, 2022). Regardless of whether there is a clear conservation
imperative, the findings of this study reinforce our understanding
and others that wildlife translocations cannot be approached in
isolation of wider socioeconomic and ideological influences. In line
with other authors, we recommend that the sociocultural considera-
tions of translocations be given equal weighting with ecological and
biological aspects of feasibility. We have found Q Method to be a
useful tool for establishing a knowledge base derived directly from
affected stakeholders. From here, dialogue between stakeholders
can progress and further process can be designed that is sensitive
to the needs of stakeholders. The findings from this study primarily
relate to a large carnivore translocation but have broader relevance
for wildlife translocations, species recovery, and conservation con-

flicts elsewhere.
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