
This article was downloaded by:[Kaczensky, Petra]
On: 14 September 2007
Access Details: [subscription number 782026207]
Publisher: Taylor & Francis
Informa Ltd Registered in England and Wales Registered Number: 1072954
Registered office: Mortimer House, 37-41 Mortimer Street, London W1T 3JH, UK

Human Dimensions of Wildlife
An International Journal
Publication details, including instructions for authors and subscription information:
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~content=t713666717

Wildlife Value Orientations of Rural Mongolians
Petra Kaczensky a
a Research Institute of Wildlife Ecology, University of Veterinary Medicine Vienna,
Vienna, Austria

Online Publication Date: 01 September 2007
To cite this Article: Kaczensky, Petra (2007) 'Wildlife Value Orientations of Rural
Mongolians', Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 12:5, 317 - 329
To link to this article: DOI: 10.1080/10871200701555303
URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10871200701555303

PLEASE SCROLL DOWN FOR ARTICLE

Full terms and conditions of use: http://www.informaworld.com/terms-and-conditions-of-access.pdf

This article maybe used for research, teaching and private study purposes. Any substantial or systematic reproduction,
re-distribution, re-selling, loan or sub-licensing, systematic supply or distribution in any form to anyone is expressly
forbidden.

The publisher does not give any warranty express or implied or make any representation that the contents will be
complete or accurate or up to date. The accuracy of any instructions, formulae and drug doses should be
independently verified with primary sources. The publisher shall not be liable for any loss, actions, claims, proceedings,
demand or costs or damages whatsoever or howsoever caused arising directly or indirectly in connection with or
arising out of the use of this material.

http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~content=t713666717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10871200701555303
http://www.informaworld.com/terms-and-conditions-of-access.pdf


D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

317

Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 12:317–329, 2007
Copyright © Taylor & Francis Group, LLC
ISSN: 1087-1209 print / 1533-158X online
DOI: 10.1080/10871200701555303

UHDW1087-12091533-158XHuman Dimensions of Wildlife, Vol. 12, No. 5, Jul 2007: pp. 0–0Human Dimensions of Wildlife

Wildlife Value Orientations of Rural Mongolians

Wildlife Value Orientations in MongoliaP. Kaczensky PETRA KACZENSKY

Research Institute of Wildlife Ecology, University of Veterinary Medicine
Vienna, Vienna, Austria

Mongolia provides an interesting example to study wildlife value orientations (WVOs),
because of its long tradition as a society based on pastoral nomadism and the dramatic
changes in the socioeconomic situation during the recent transition from socialism
toward a market economy. In the summer of 2005 and 2006 nine semi-structured inter-
views were conducted with respondents with a herding background. Large individual
differences were expected in the WVOs, but with an overall tendency toward more
materialism and less mutualism. The WVO concept and quantitative method seemed to
work well for the Mongolian sample, but results were not in accordance with expecta-
tions developed from a western U.S. sample. This is most likely due to widely differing
economic and cultural realities. Yet, it still challenges the idea of a common cross-
cultural trend in the human–wildlife relationship.

Keywords market-economy, Mongolia, semi-nomadic herders, socialism, wildlife
value orientations

Based on empirical evidence from inter-state comparison in the United States, Inglehart’s
revised theory of modernization (Inglehart, 1990; Inglehart & Baker; 2000, Inglehart &
Welzel, 2005) and Ingold’s (1994) theory on human–animal relations, Manfredo, Teel,
and Henry (2007) suggest that the relationship of people and wildlife may follow a transi-
tion from trust to domination to mutualism wildlife value orientations. On an individual
basis the mutualism wildlife value orientation (WVO) in the western United States is pos-
itively correlated with environmentalism and allows for predictions about the likelihood a
person engages in fishing and hunting activities or agrees with lethal wildlife control
(Manfredo et al., 2007). Based on an interstate comparison, a mutualism WVO is posi-
tively associated with increased income level, urbanization, and educational attainment
and the study suggests that mutualism WVOs may increase as political entities (states or
countries) move toward a more post-industrial stage (Manfredo et al., 2007). If this theory
holds true, the documented shift toward a mutualism WVO would have important implica-
tions for nature conservation and wildlife management (Teel & Manfredo, 2007). In order
to test whether or not the observed pattern is a real, and a more broadly applicable trend,
longitudinal and cross-cultural studies are needed.
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318 P. Kaczensky

Not much data is available on attitudes toward wildlife or WVOs from north-eastern
Asia. In a comparison of basic wildlife values between the public in the United States and
Japan, Japanese residents scored considerably higher on dominionistic and lower on mor-
alistic values than U.S. residents, despite similar levels of economic wealth and a Confu-
cian tradition that is based on “harmony with nature” (Kellert, 1991). Upon a more
detailed analysis, the assumed “harmony with nature” proved to lack an ecological and
ethical perspective and to be highly idealized and primarily focused on a few charismatic
species (Kellert, 1991). These results from Japan are not easily comparable to the
approach by Manfredo et al. (2007) and Teel and Manfredo (2007), yet suggest that under-
standing the cognitive component of the human–wildlife relationship might be very com-
plicated when comparing different cultures. In the following article I will provide
additional data on the human–wildlife relationship from Asia by reporting on preliminary
findings from Mongolia.

Socioeconomic Development of Mongolia

From the times of Chinggis Khan until 1911, Mongolia was governed under a primarily
feudalistic scheme. Land and game use followed regulations set by by ruling nobles (secu-
lar princes or high-ranking lamas) and informal norms and customs or “unwritten laws”
(Fernandez-Gimenez, 1999). The prevailing religion became northern Buddhism (Lamaism).
Strict environmental regulations were already included in the code of Chinggis Khaan’s
“Ikh Zasag”(Great Rule) and many of those are still widely known today (see Table 1,
Becker, 2004). In mountains that were recognized as sacred hunting grounds, cultivation,
and logging were banned and violators severely punished (Becker, 2004; Enebish &
Myagmasuren, 2000).

In 1924 the Mongolian People’s Republic was declared and Mongolia became the
world’s second communist country. Thousands of monks were executed and most monas-
teries were destroyed. Concurrently, basic infrastructure was established, and schools and
hospitals were built throughout the country. Literacy rates reached almost 100% and life
expectancy increased significantly (Human Development Report—Mongolia, 2003). The

Table 1
Top Ten Mongolian Hunting Norms

Key statement

Do not decimate the entire herd or pack
Do not kill more than needed
Don’t hunt animals of special colour or body build
Don’t kill pregnant or she-animals with young litter
Don’t hunt migrating animals
Don’t kill an animal, escaping from a predator
Don’t hunt animals during their mating season
Never kill the lead animal of a herd or pack
Never let blood of prey fall onto the ground
Leave no traces on watering places or with salt frequented by animals

From Becker (2004).
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family-based herding tradition was dismantled and collectives (herding cooperatives)
were established (Fernandez-Gimenez, 1999).

With the breakdown of the Soviet system, Mongolia gained full independence and in
1992 adopted its present constitution as a parliamentary democracy. The change of the
political system occurred in conjunction with the deterioration of the Russian infrastruc-
ture, the loss of most administrative jobs, and the re-privatization of livestock (Mearns,
2004). Many unemployed people resumed a pastoral lifestyle that resulted in a dramatic
increase in livestock numbers and herder families. Several hard winters from 1999–2001
resulted in massive livestock losses and drove many of the new herders under the poverty
line (Kaczensky et al., 2006). Presently 33% of the population is estimated to live below
the poverty line and the society is experiencing a widening gap between rich and poor.
Since 1995 the GDP returned to positive growth again and in 2004 reached 2,056 USD. In
present day Mongolia, the service industry accounts for 57% of the GDP, but agriculture
still makes up 20% of the GDP and semi-nomadic pastoralism remains the most important
economy of rural people (Human Development Report—Mongolia, 2003).

Thus far only a few wildlife-related attitude surveys have been conducted in Mongolia,
focusing on herder–wildlife conflicts (e.g., livestock predation: Allen, McCarthy, &
Bayarjagal 2002; Mishra et al., 2003; or pasture use: Bedunah & Schmidt, 2004; Kaczensky
et al., 2006) or the hunting of wildlife (Pratt, MacMillan, & Gordon, 2004; Wingard &
Zahler, 2006). In 2005 and 2006 I conducted nine semi-structured interviews with respon-
dents that either had a herding background or were actively involved in herding. Respon-
dents were between 37 and 75 years old and, thus, had grown up during the communist era
and as adults experienced the collapse of the political system and the following economic
transition to a market economy. None of the respondents seemed to have profited econom-
ically from the present day market economy. Based on Inglehart’s revised theory of mod-
ernization (Inglehart, 1990; Inglehart & Baker, 2000) one would expect respondents to
score high on survival as well as secular-rational values. Given the country’s political and
religious background, Mongolia would be expected to fall somewhere between the cluster
of ex-communist and Confucian countries. This remains to be tested, as Mongolia was not
among the countries sampled for the Wold Values Surveys (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005;
World Values Survey, 1981–2004).

My expectations were:

1. Given the rapid socioeconomic change over the last two generations I expected to find
a high variation in WVOs among individual respondents.

2. Given the overall low income, the rural upbringing and the low level of formal educa-
tion, I expected to see an overall tendency for strong materialism and weak mutualism
WVOs.

Study Area and Methods

We used semi-structured interviews following a basic script and prompts asking people to
tell us about experiences with wildlife that made them (1) happy, (2) sad, (3) angry, and
(4) frightened. In a final question respondents were asked to tell us what they think about
animals and how they treat them (see Dayer, Stinchfield, & Manfredo, 2007). The inter-
view guide was translated from English into Mongolian by a professional translator and
then back-translated into English by another professional translator to control for possible
problems with understanding and wording.
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All interviews were conducted by H. Otgonbayar, a Mongolian biology student at the
National University of Mongolia who grew up in a herding family and is familiar with
rural and urban people alike. All interviews were recorded on a tape recorder and tran-
scribed to English language by Otgontsetseg Alexander, a professional translator with a
strong background in sustainable resource management. In June–July 2005 four people
were interviewed in the southeast Gobi and two in the capital Ulaanbaatar. In 2006 an
additional ten people were interviewed in the southwest Gobi. However, due to a failure of
the tape recorder, only 3 of the 10 interviews from 2006 were actually fully recorded and
available for analysis (Table 2). All interviews lasted about 15 to 20 minutes. The six
interviews from 2005 were initially coded and discussed with Ashley Dayer of Colorado
State University. In February 2007 all nine interviews were coded anew by the author
according to the revised WVO classification developed by Dayer et al. (2007; Table 1).
The only difference was that I added the Concern for Safety WVO as a subcategory to the
materialism WVO, which I subdivided into four subcategories: (1) Wildlife exists for
human use, (2) Concern for livestock, (3) Concern for safety, and (4) Hunting. In addition,
I subdivided the mutualism WVO in two subcategories: (1) Relationship of trust and (2)
Caring.

Results

The prompts of happy, sad, angry, and frightened did not always work and sometimes trig-
gered WVOs that seemed unrelated or opposite to the emotions in the questions. In gen-
eral, this approach seemed to encourage people to talk about wildlife, allowing researchers
to extract six different WVOs (see Table 3 for examples of each WVO). The WVOs trig-
gered by the different emotional prompts varied most widely for “happy” and least for
“afraid.” The final general question again prompted a wider variety of WVOs (Figure 1).
Several statements had aspects of more than one WVO. As expected according to hypoth-
esis 1, the WVOs varied considerably among the nine respondents (Table 2). However,
there was only partial support for hypothesis 2, as both materialism and mutualism WVOs
were frequently expressed, in some cases parallel by the same person (Table 2).

Materialism

The emotional prompt about fear-related issues with wildlife always triggered materialism
statements about Concern for safety. However, often a response was only provided after
probing more deeply into the issue. The fear of wildlife does not seem to be very prevalent
in Mongolians and several respondents explicitly stated: “there is no dangerous wildlife in
the Gobi.” Upon probing, a certain fear of “mad wolves” (rabid wolves, Canis lupus) or
wolves and snow leopards (Uncia uncia) under certain conditions was offered (e.g., when
killing wolf pups, when encountering wolves at night, during hard winters, or for small
children).

Statements about Concern for livestock were also mentioned by five respondents and
focused primarily on predation by wolves. A secondary concern was competition for pas-
tures with wild ungulates. Respondents seem to subdivide wildlife in “good” animals
(basically those that are rare or live in the mountains) and “bad” animals (large predators
and locally abundant ungulates like Asiatic wild ass (Equus hemionus) and Mongolian
gazelles (Procapra gutturosa). For example, Respondent 9 stated: “I think it is good to
increase the number of wildlife and reserve the natural resources in its proper condition.
But as for the animals like wild asses and white gazelles which are harmful to the soil and



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

321

T
ab

le
 2

Pe
op

le
 I

nt
er

vi
ew

ed
 in

 M
on

go
li

a 
in

 J
un

e/
Ju

ly
 2

00
5 

an
d 

A
ug

us
t 2

00
6

#
S

ex
A

ge
R

es
id

en
ce

/ R
eg

io
n

E
du

ca
ti

on
O

cc
up

at
io

n
E

co
no

m
ic

si
tu

at
io

n
W

V
O

s 
in

 th
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w
1

1
F

em
al

e
48

V
il

la
ge

-c
ou

nt
ry

si
de

/
SE

 G
ob

i
O

th
er

Pu
bl

ic
 s

er
vi

ce
 a

nd
 

a 
fo

rm
er

 h
er

de
r

Po
or

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: W
il

dl
if

e 
fo

r 
hu

m
an

 u
se

 (
+

/−
),

 C
on

ce
rn

 
fo

r 
li

ve
st

oc
k 

(+
),

 C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 (

+
/−

)
M

ut
ua

li
sm

: R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
of

 tr
us

t (
+

) 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

li
sm

 (
+

) 
R

at
io

na
l /

 S
ci

en
tif

ic
 (

+
)

2
M

al
e

62
C

ou
nt

ry
si

de
/S

E
 G

ob
i

S
pe

ci
al

 tr
ai

ni
ng

R
et

ir
ed

 h
er

de
r

Ju
st

 e
no

ug
h

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: W
il

dl
if

e 
fo

r 
hu

m
an

 u
se

 (
+

),
 C

on
ce

rn
 

fo
r 

li
ve

st
oc

k 
(+

),
 C

on
ce

rn
 fo

r 
sa

fe
ty

 (
+

),
 H

un
ti

ng
 

(+
) 

R
es

pe
ct

 (
+

)
3

M
al

e
55

V
il

la
ge

/S
E

 G
ob

i
O

th
er

Pu
bl

ic
 s

er
vi

ce
 

w
ith

 a
 h

er
di

ng
 

ba
ck

gr
ou

nd

Ju
st

 e
no

ug
h

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: W
il

dl
if

e 
fo

r 
hu

m
an

 u
se

 (
−)

, C
on

ce
rn

 
fo

r 
li

ve
st

oc
k 

(−
/+

),
 C

on
ce

rn
 fo

r 
sa

fe
ty

 (
+

/−
),

 
H

un
ti

ng
 (

−)
M

ut
ua

li
sm

: R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
of

 tr
us

t (
+

),
 C

ar
in

g 
(+

) 
A

tt
ra

ct
io

n 
(+

) 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

lis
m

 (
+

) 
R

at
io

na
l /

 
S

ci
en

tif
ic

 (
+

) 
R

es
pe

ct
 (

+
)

4
M

al
e

69
C

ou
nt

ry
si

de
/S

E
 G

ob
i

Pr
im

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
H

er
de

r
Ju

st
 e

no
ug

h
M

at
er

ia
li

sm
: C

on
ce

rn
 fo

r 
li

ve
st

oc
k 

(+
),

 C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 (

+
/−

),
 H

un
ti

ng
 (

+
)

M
ut

ua
li

sm
: C

ar
in

g 
(+

) 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

li
sm

 (
+

)

(C
on

ti
nu

ed
)



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

322

T
ab

le
 2

(C
on

ti
nu

ed
)

#
S

ex
A

ge
R

es
id

en
ce

/ R
eg

io
n

E
du

ca
ti

on
O

cc
up

at
io

n
E

co
no

m
ic

si
tu

at
io

n
W

V
O

s 
in

 th
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w
1

5
F

em
al

e
75

U
la

an
ba

at
ar

Pr
im

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
R

et
ir

ed
 h

er
de

r a
nd

 
pu

bl
ic

 s
er

vi
ce

Ju
st

 e
no

ug
h

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: W
il

dl
if

e 
fo

r 
hu

m
an

 u
se

 (
+

/−
),

C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

li
ve

st
oc

k 
(+

/−
),

 C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 

(+
/−

),
 H

un
ti

ng
 (

+
) 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
li

sm
 (

+
)

6
M

al
e

37
U

la
an

ba
at

ar
U

ni
ve

rs
it

y
U

ne
m

pl
oy

ed
 b

ut
 

gr
ew

 u
p 

in
 th

e 
co

un
tr

ys
id

e

Ju
st

 e
no

ug
h

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 (

+
),

 H
un

ti
ng

 (
−)

 
M

ut
ua

li
sm

: C
ar

in
g 

(+
)A

ttr
ac

tio
n 

(+
)

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
lis

m
 (

+
) 

R
at

io
na

l /
 S

ci
en

ti
fi

c 
(+

)
7

M
al

e
60

V
il

la
ge

-c
ou

nt
ry

si
de

/
SW

 G
ob

i
U

nk
no

w
n

H
er

de
r

Ju
st

 e
no

ug
h

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 (

+
/−

)M
ut

ua
lis

m
: 

C
ar

in
g 

(+
) 

A
ttr

ac
tio

n 
(+

) 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

lis
m

 (
+

) 
R

at
io

na
l /

 S
ci

en
ti

fi
c 

(+
)

8
M

al
e

40
V

il
la

ge
-c

ou
nt

ry
si

de
/

SW
 G

ob
i

Sp
ec

ia
l t

ra
in

in
g

R
an

ge
r 

an
d 

he
rd

er
Ju

st
 e

no
ug

h
M

at
er

ia
li

sm
: C

on
ce

rn
 fo

r 
sa

fe
ty

 (
+

/−
),

 H
un

ti
ng

(+
/−

) 
M

ut
ua

li
sm

: C
ar

in
g 

(+
) 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
li

sm
 (

+
)

9
M

al
e

50
V

il
la

ge
-c

ou
nt

ry
si

de
/

SW
 G

ob
i

U
nk

no
w

n
H

er
de

r
U

nk
no

w
n

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

: C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
 (

+
/−

),
 H

un
ti

ng
 (

+
) 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
lis

m
 (

+
)

1 +
=

su
pp

or
t f

or
 W

V
O

, −
=

op
po

si
tio

n 
to

 W
V

O
, +

/−
=

no
 c

le
ar

 p
os

iti
on

 in
 r

es
pe

ct
 to

 th
is

 W
V

O
.



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

323

T
ab

le
 3

E
xa

m
pl

e 
St

at
em

en
ts

 T
yp

ic
al

 f
or

 th
e 

W
V

O
s 

of
 M

on
go

li
an

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

W
V

O
E

xa
m

pl
e 

st
at

em
en

ts

M
at

er
ia

li
sm

W
il

dl
if

e 
ex

is
ts

fo
r 

hu
m

an
 u

se
#2

: B
es

id
es

, .
 . 

. w
ild

 a
ss

, i
s 

it 
po

ss
ib

le
 to

 b
ri

ng
 th

em
 to

ge
th

er
 in

 a
 s

pe
ci

al
 o

r 
ce

rt
ai

n 
ar

ea
 a

nd
 g

ro
w

 th
em

? 
Is

 it
 

po
ss

ib
le

 to
 ta

ke
 s

uc
h 

ki
nd

 o
f 

a 
m

ea
su

re
 o

r 
no

t?
 S

am
e 

as
 h

ow
 p

eo
pl

e 
ar

e 
pr

ot
ec

ti
ng

 a
 P

re
ze

w
al

sk
i h

or
se

 n
ow

. 
T

od
ay

, n
um

be
r o

f w
il

d 
as

s 
is

 in
cr

ea
si

ng
 a

nd
 p

eo
pl

e’
s 

li
ve

li
ho

od
 is

 d
et

er
io

ra
tin

g.
 It

 s
ee

m
s 

th
at

 p
eo

pl
e 

w
ho

 a
re

 p
oo

r 
so

m
et

im
es

 u
se

 w
il

d 
as

s 
fo

r 
th

ei
r 

ow
n 

us
e.

 A
nd

 th
e 

st
at

e 
is

 tr
yi

ng
 to

 c
on

tr
ol

 th
is

 th
ro

ug
h 

a 
la

w
 a

nd
 r

eg
ul

at
io

n 
an

d 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t r
es

ol
ut

io
n 

w
as

 m
ad

e 
on

 th
is

, I
 h

ea
rd

 it
 r

ec
en

tl
y.

 I
t w

ou
ld

 b
e 

go
od

 if
 a

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t, 

M
in

is
tr

y 
of

 N
at

ur
e 

an
d 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

t t
ak

es
 a

n 
or

ga
ni

ze
d 

m
ea

su
re

 o
n 

hu
nt

in
g 

w
il

d 
as

se
s 

an
d 

gi
ve

 p
er

m
is

si
on

s 
to

 lo
ca

l p
eo

pl
e 

to
 h

un
t 

so
m

e 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 w
ild

 a
ss

es
 to

 u
se

 f
or

 th
ei

r 
li

ve
li

ho
od

.
C

on
ce

rn
 fo

r 
li

ve
st

oc
k

#1
: T

he
re

 is
 a

n 
oc

ca
si

on
 th

at
 w

ol
ve

s 
m

et
 li

ve
st

oc
k 

in
 p

as
tu

re
 a

nd
 a

tt
ac

ke
d 

th
em

. I
ns

te
ad

 o
f 

ea
ti

ng
 o

ne
 li

ve
st

oc
k,

 th
ey

 
ki

ll 
te

n 
an

d 
tw

en
ty

 o
f 

li
ve

st
oc

k 
w

it
ho

ut
 e

at
in

g 
th

em
 f

ul
ly

 b
ut

 ju
st

 e
at

 o
ne

 le
g 

or
 c

ut
 th

e 
th

ro
at

. I
 f

ee
l s

ad
 a

bo
ut

 it
 

be
ca

us
e 

th
ey

 k
il

l t
he

 li
ve

st
oc

k 
in

 b
ig

 n
um

be
rs

 w
ith

ou
t e

at
in

g 
fu

ll
y.

C
on

ce
rn

 fo
r 

sa
fe

ty
#8

: N
ot

hi
ng

. (
af

te
r 

th
e 

in
te

rv
ie

w
er

’s
 p

ro
bi

ng
) 

W
el

l, 
pe

op
le

 a
re

 a
fr

ai
d 

of
 a

 m
ad

 w
ol

f.
 I

 h
ea

rd
 th

at
 in

 s
om

e 
pl

ac
es

, 
so

m
et

im
es

 a
 w

ol
f d

oe
s 

no
t r

un
 a

w
ay

 fr
om

 a
 fa

m
il

y 
ho

m
e 

ev
en

 if
 p

eo
pl

e 
tr

y 
to

 s
ca

re
 th

em
 a

w
ay

. S
om

e 
w

ol
ve

s 
ke

ep
 

co
m

in
g 

ba
ck

. S
o 

he
rd

er
s 

ar
e 

af
ra

id
 o

f 
th

at
.

H
un

ti
ng

 /F
is

hi
ng

#4
: T

he
n 

w
e 

sa
w

 th
e 

w
ol

f 
ru

nn
in

g 
fr

om
 th

e 
ju

st
 n

ea
rb

y 
fr

om
 th

e 
no

rt
he

as
t. 

W
e 

ru
n 

af
te

r 
w

it
h 

a 
ca

r 
an

d 
ki

ll
ed

 it
 

im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

. N
ow

 th
e 

he
ad

 o
f 

th
e 

w
ol

f 
is

 h
un

g 
at

 th
e 

ad
m

in
is

tr
at

io
n 

bu
il

di
ng

.
M

ut
ua

li
sm

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
of

 tr
us

t
#1

: W
e 

ha
ve

 m
an

y 
ib

ex
 a

nd
 a

rg
al

i i
n 

a 
m

ou
nt

ai
n.

 T
he

y 
ar

e 
no

t a
fr

ai
d 

of
 w

om
en

, w
he

n 
th

ey
 g

ra
ze

 th
ei

r 
li

ve
st

oc
k.

 
T

he
y 

co
m

e 
cl

os
er

 to
 li

ve
st

oc
k 

he
rd

s 
an

d 
fo

ll
ow

 u
s 

in
 th

e 
pa

st
ur

e.
 T

ha
t m

ak
es

 m
e 

fe
el

 s
o 

ha
pp

y 
be

ca
us

e 
it

 s
ee

m
s 

li
ke

 th
ey

 k
no

w
 a

nd
 u

nd
er

st
an

d 
th

at
 w

om
en

 a
re

 w
ar

m
 a

nd
 lo

vi
ng

 p
eo

pl
e 

an
d 

w
il

l n
ot

 d
o 

an
y 

ha
rm

 to
 th

em
. I

t i
s 

ve
ry

 o
bv

io
us

 th
at

 th
ey

 a
re

 a
fr

ai
d 

of
 m

en
 a

nd
 r

un
 a

w
ay

 w
he

n 
th

ey
 s

ee
 m

en
. T

he
y 

re
co

gn
iz

e 
m

en
 a

nd
 w

om
en

 b
y 

th
ei

r 
vo

ic
es

. T
he

y 
re

co
gn

iz
e 

w
om

en
’s

 s
of

t l
ig

ht
 v

oi
ce

 w
he

n 
th

ey
 s

ho
ut

 to
 th

ei
r 

li
ve

st
oc

k 
an

d 
fo

llo
w

 th
em

.

(C
on

ti
nu

ed
)



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

324

T
ab

le
 3

(C
on

ti
nu

ed
)

W
V

O
E

xa
m

pl
e 

st
at

em
en

ts

E
xt

en
de

d 
fa

m
il

y
#3

: I
 th

in
k 

pe
op

le
 s

ho
ul

d 
pr

ot
ec

t, 
lo

ve
 a

nd
 c

ar
e 

fo
r 

a 
w

il
dl

if
e 

as
 th

ey
 d

o 
fo

r 
th

ei
r 

li
ve

st
oc

k.
C

ar
in

g
#4

: W
el

l, 
it

 is
 v

er
y 

sa
d 

to
 s

ee
 a

 b
ab

y 
ga

ze
ll

e 
le

ft
 b

eh
in

d 
w

ith
ou

t a
 m

ot
he

r.
A

ttr
ac

tio
n

#3
: F

or
 e

xa
m

pl
e,

 w
he

n 
yo

u 
ar

e 
tr

av
el

li
ng

 in
 G

ob
i s

te
pp

e 
an

d 
yo

u 
se

e 
a 

ca
m

el
, w

hi
ch

 is
 a

 p
ri

de
 o

f 
th

e 
G

ob
i p

eo
pl

e 
or

 
w

il
d 

as
se

s,
 o

r g
az

el
le

 h
er

ds
, y

ou
 fe

el
 v

er
y 

ni
ce

, d
on

’t
 y

ou
? 

T
he

 n
at

ur
e 

ca
n 

be
 b

ea
ut

if
ul

 it
se

lf
, b

ut
 it

’s
 a

 w
il

dl
if

e 
th

at
 

m
ak

es
 it

 m
or

e 
be

au
ti

fu
l a

nd
 li

ve
ly

 a
nd

 p
eo

pl
e 

ca
n 

se
e 

it
 a

nd
 fe

el
 h

ap
py

. P
eo

pl
e 

fe
el

 p
ro

ud
 o

f t
he

ir
 c

ou
nt

ry
 a

nd
 ta

lk
 

th
e 

be
au

ty
 o

f 
na

tu
re

 in
 r

el
at

io
n 

to
 th

e 
ex

is
te

nc
e 

of
 w

il
dl

if
e.

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
li

sm
#6

: W
il

dl
if

e 
is

 g
et

ti
ng

 r
ar

e 
th

es
e 

ye
ar

s.
 F

or
 in

st
an

ce
, m

ar
m

ot
s.

 T
he

y 
w

er
e 

ve
ry

 a
bu

nd
an

t b
ef

or
e.

 A
nd

 g
az

el
le

s 
as

 
w

el
l. 

W
el

l, 
ga

ze
lle

s 
ar

e 
sa

id
 to

 b
e 

an
im

al
s 

th
at

 d
on

’t
 h

av
e 

pe
rm

an
en

t h
ab

it
at

. O
ur

 a
re

a 
an

d 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t a
ls

o 
de

gr
ad

ed
 a

nd
 h

av
e 

li
tt

le
 g

ra
ss

. S
o 

m
ay

be
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f 
ch

an
ge

 in
 n

at
ur

e,
 th

ey
 a

re
 m

ov
in

g 
ar

ou
nd

. I
 th

in
k 

w
il

dl
if

e 
is

 
co

nn
ec

te
d 

to
 e

ac
h 

ot
he

r.
R

at
io

na
l /

 S
ci

en
tif

ic
#7

: T
od

ay
 m

an
y 

pe
op

le
 s

ay
 th

at
 w

ol
ve

s 
ne

ed
 to

 b
e 

ki
lle

d 
an

d 
de

st
ro

ye
d.

 B
ut

 I
 th

in
k 

it’
s 

w
ro

ng
. C

er
ta

in
 n

um
be

r 
of

 
th

em
 h

as
 to

 e
xi

st
. W

el
l, 

it
 is

 tr
ue

 th
at

 w
ol

ve
s 

ar
e 

da
ng

er
ou

s 
to

 o
th

er
 w

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
li

ve
st

oc
k.

 B
ut

 o
n 

th
e 

ot
he

r 
ha

nd
, 

w
ol

ve
s 

ar
e 

si
gn

if
ic

an
t i

n 
a 

w
ay

 th
at

 th
ey

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

to
 c

le
an

 e
nv

ir
on

m
en

t b
y 

re
du

ci
ng

 c
ar

ri
on

 (
re

m
ai

ni
ng

 o
f 

de
ad

 
an

im
al

s)
 a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
th

ey
 m

ak
e 

ot
he

r 
liv

es
to

ck
 a

nd
 a

ni
m

al
 v

ig
il

an
t a

nd
 s

tr
en

gt
he

n 
th

em
 p

hy
si

ca
ll

y.
R

es
pe

ct
#3

: A
nd

 it
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

s 
po

ac
he

rs
 a

nd
 b

ad
 p

eo
pl

e 
to

 e
nj

oy
 th

ei
r 

fr
ee

do
m

 o
n 

na
tu

re
 w

it
h 

an
 id

ea
 th

at
 th

ey
 c

an
 d

o 
an

d 
ki

ll
 

an
yt

hi
ng

 a
nd

 m
ak

e 
a 

pr
of

it 
ou

t o
f 

it.
B

ut
 th

er
e 

ar
e 

pe
op

le
 w

ho
 a

ls
o 

tr
ea

t n
at

ur
e 

w
ith

 a
 b

us
in

es
s 

in
te

re
st

 a
nd

 w
ith

 a
n 

in
te

re
st

 o
f 

m
ak

in
g 

pr
of

it
. T

he
y 

tr
ea

t 
na

tu
re

 v
er

y 
ba

dl
y 

an
d 

vi
ol

en
tl

y.



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 [K
ac

ze
ns

ky
, P

et
ra

] A
t: 

09
:1

1 
14

 S
ep

te
m

be
r 2

00
7 

Wildlife Value Orientations in Mongolia 325

earth, they can be decreased or limited in number. But the animals that are under the strict
protection or animals like marmot, argali, ibex, saiga, wild camel, Gobi bear needs to
grow in number.”

Seven respondents made statements concerning Hunting. Four were in favor of hunting,
with one person almost exclusively focusing on this part of human–wildlife relationship,
whereas three were neutral or opposed hunting. Stories from wolf hunts or capture
attempts of adult wolves or wolf pups were the stories most often told. One respondent
made it quite clear that he opposed hunting. Others mainly opposed “hunting triggered by
greed” (commercial use of wildlife) and here the Materialism Hunting WVO starts to mix
with the Respect and Environmentalism WVO.

Respect

Respondent 3 stated that hunting “encourages poachers and bad people to enjoy their
freedom on nature with an idea that they can do and kill anything and make a profit out
of it. . . .There are people who also treat nature with a business interest and with an
interest of making profit. They treat nature very badly and violently.”

All respondents seemed to hold a very strong basic value of respect in regard to hunt-
ing/killing: for example, not wasting the hunted animal, not causing unnecessary suffer-
ing, only allowing sustainable hunting. When adhering to these norms, subsistence
hunting and the reduction of problem animals (e.g., livestock predators like wolves or pas-
ture competitors like wild ass and Mongolian gazelles) seemed largely accepted.

Mutualism and Attraction

A mutualism WVO with a focus on a Relationship of trust between people and wildlife
was only expressed by two respondents and focused on wildlife being part of the family

Figure 1. Wildlife value orientations expressed by Mongolians in response to four basic emotional
prompts and a general question about how they feel about wildlife.
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like livestock. This idea was expressed in the following statement by Respondent 3: “I
think people should protect, love and care for wildlife as they do for their livestock.” A
mutualism WVO with a focus on Caring was expressed by five respondents and state-
ments focused on young ungulates abandoned by their mothers (due to hunting or preda-
tion) and/or ungulates being helplessly exposed to adverse weather conditions. The
attraction WVO focused on the joy of seeing wildlife and its beauty.

Environmentalism and Rational/Scientific

Environmentalism WVOs were expressed by eight respondents and focused on decreasing
wildlife populations and habitat deterioration due to adverse weather conditions or the
breakdown of the socialist system. A rational/scientific WVO was expressed by four respon-
dents who acknowledge the importance of medium and large predators for the integrity of
the ecosystem. An example for both an environmental and a rational/scientific WVO are
captured by respondent 6 in the following statement: “Wildlife is getting rare these years.
For instance, marmots. They were very abundant before. And gazelles as well. Well,
gazelles are said to be animals that don’t have permanent habitat. Our area and environment
also degraded and have little grass. So maybe because of change in nature, they are moving
around. I think wildlife is connected to each other [Environmental]. It is wrong to hate and
kill a wolf because a wolf always catches the most sick and weakest animals and prevent dis-
ease spread. If we kill more wolves, there might be disease spread [Rational/Scientific].”

Discussion

Due to the very limited sample size of only nine respondents, the findings cannot be con-
sidered representative for the rural population of Mongolia and should be treated as pre-
liminary insight. However, I do believe that they provide some interesting insights in the
challenge of transferring concepts of WVOs cross-culturally. Based on Manfredo et al.’s
(2007) hypothesis, the relationship of our respondents and wildlife would have been
expected to be one of domination with the prevailing WVO being a materialism one. Evi-
dence from our semi-structured interviews does not support such a linear path, but rather
provides a more complex picture. I see a possible explanation in the cultural roots of the
Mongolian herding society.

When working with Mongolian pastoralists it becomes very clear that livestock is
considered a part of the family. People live in very close relationship with their livestock,
both in spatial and economic terms. For most rural people livestock is the main source of
income. The right to use them as source of meat, milk, wool, and skin remains largely
unquestioned and qualifies as a domination orientation (Ingold, 1994).

However, the dependency is not as one-sided as it may seem. People protect their
livestock from predators and adverse environmental conditions, care for the young and
wounded, and make sure they have access to water and pasture. It seems one cannot thrive
without the other—a classical example of mutualism in a biological sense (Hoeksema &
Bruna, 2000). Gazelles (Gazella subguturosa and Procapra gutturosa), ibex (Capra ibex),
and argali (Ovis ammon) resemble domestic sheep and goats and Przewalski’s horses
(Equus przewalskii) resemble domestic horses in appearance and behavior. Like domestic
stock these animals are viewed with great passion and seem to be regarded as the wild rel-
atives of the extended human–livestock family. Thus, mutualism WVOs have most likely
been part of pastoralist Mongolian’s culture for a long time, rather than being a phenome-
non of recent societal changes.
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More surprisingly, materialism statements on Wildlife for human use were rare and
respondents seemed to strongly oppose the use of wildlife other than for subsistence.
However, respondents did not see a contradiction between seeing animals (both livestock
and wildlife) as part of their extended family and using them for consumption. The Gobi
areas are largely unsuitable for agriculture and semi-nomadic pastoralism is the only form
of land use possible, allowing for no other alternative than a livestock based diet. Slaugh-
tering an animal for consumption is a necessity in the Gobi, as opposed to most industrial
or post-industrial nations, where it is largely a luxury.

Nevertheless, killing an animal is not something taken lightly and nothing one likes to
talk about. During my work in Mongolia it became quite clear that people typically do not
like to kill animals or be associated with killing animals. Taking pictures of a person
slaughtering livestock or of people selling meat is not much appreciated. For hunting,
strong norms have been in place since the times of Chinggis Khaan (Becker, 2004) and were
later enforced with the adoption of Buddhism (Paterson, 2006). For respondent two, who
was most interested in hunting wildlife, a strong materialism Hunting WVO was coupled
with a high respect WVO. In addition, hunting of almost all wildlife species has become
illegal, due to decreasing population trends (Wingard & Zahler, 2006), and might further
discourage respondents to talk about this aspect of the human–wildlife relationship.

Wolves are an exception. The attitude toward large predators like wolves largely fol-
lows what one would expect for pastoralists. Wolves are seen as a threat to a person’s live-
lihood—the classical example for a materialism Concern for livestock WVO—and
reducing the number of wolves is seen as a necessity (Reading, Mix, Lhagvasuren &
Tseveenmyadag, 1998; Enkhsaikhan, 2002). The wolf is the only wild animal that people
freely admit they hunt and enjoy hunting, which closely resembles the concept of recre-
ational hunting in other societies. But even for hunting wolves, strong norms exist. Inflict-
ing unnecessary suffering is believed to have negative consequences for the hunter and his
family. When collecting wolf pups, at least one should be left alive for the bitch
(Enkhsaikhan, 2002). Contrary to the Christian European tradition of negatively viewing
the wolf (Lopez, 1978), Mongolians often see the wolf as beautiful, intelligent, and pos-
sessing great hunting skills. Additionally, the wolf is acknowledged as a “cleaner of the
ecosystem,” expressing a rational/scientific WVO.

The high importance of environmental issues reflects the dependency of local people
on natural resources. Contrary to a farming society where emergency supplies can be
accumulated, semi-nomadic pastoralists can do very little stockpiling, rendering them
more susceptible to environmental changes. Under these conditions, environmental integ-
rity becomes an existence rather than a belongingness need for rural people (Brechin &
Kempton, 1994). All respondents commented on wildlife species becoming rare and most
asked for better protection. Despite a strong environmental WVO, illegal hunting of wild-
life has become the number one threat to the survival of Mongolia’s wild fauna (Wingard &
Zahler, 2006). The increasingly broad gap between rich and poor people, a huge market
for wildlife products in China, the lack of law enforcement, and an open access mentality
with respect to natural resources presently seems to undermine old norms and beliefs
(Pratt et al., 2004) and/or disrupts the hierarchical succession between value orientations,
attitudes and norms, behavioral intention, and the resulting behavior (Pierce, Manfredo &
Vaske, 2001).

Based on this case study from Mongolia, I believe that the hypothesis of Manfredo
et al. (2007) and Teel and Manfredo (2007) may be applicable to the post-industrial West-
ern world, but are only of limited value in making predictions for societies with widely
different economic and cultural realities.
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