ABSTRACT

VON FURSTENBERG, RICHARD JOSERreating a more Inclusive Future for Hunting and
Wildlife Conservation: A MultiStage Study to Understand and Engage College Studzossa
the United State@Jnder the directioof Dr. Lincoln R. Larsoh

Current conservation models and practices in the United States are increasingly
misaligned with evolving societal valueghese trends are markieg a decline in hunting
participation, which hetboth economic and ecological consequentesddress this, wilde
management agencies are striving to broaden the base for hunting and conservation by
diversifying participation. College students, with their high levels of civic engagement,
environmental awareness, and inherent diversity, make them a prime audightedatreach.
This dissertation informs efforts to diversify hunting and conservation participation by exploring

three interconnected research areas.

In the first chapter, we investigate college students' environmental identities and how
they influencdheir attitudes toward hunting and conservation. Using Social Identity Theory, we
examined the relationship between students’ environmental identities, wildlife value orientations,
and positions on polarizing issues such as hunting and gun rights. €achedased on a
comprehensive survey of over 17,000 students across the U.S., identifies distinct environmental
identity groups and their potential for collaboration or conflict in conservation efforts. This study
revealed that environmental identitiegrsficantly influence conservation and hunting behaviors
among college students. We found distinct environmental identity ghocqsservationists,
environmentalists, pluralists, and eagnostics. Conservationists were predominantly White and
male, whileenvironmentalists were more diverse in terms of race and gender. Conservationists

showed higher support for hunting and gun rights, while environmentalists supported animal



rights. Despite these differences, all groups shared a high level of conseraatigraad

approval of huntindor altruistic reasonssuggesting potential for collaboration.

The second chapter explores the relationship between Black students at Historically
Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) and hunting and conservation. \i¢editll Social
Ecological approach to understand their experiences and perspectives through nested levels of
influence, from individual to environment#s the first step in aequential explanatory mixed
methods approach, surveys of Black HBCU students @82) in the Southeastern U.S. were
conducted and compared to surveys of White students at Predominantly White Institutions
(PWIs) (N = 4,763) from the same region. Additionally, we expanded on quantiBiRel
findings by conducting focus groups (N 8) Wwith Black HBCU students to provide further
context. Our findings revealed lower hunting participation and significant barriers to hunting for
Black HBCU students relative to their White counterparts at PWiwgedl asa cultural and
generational diseamect from hunting. Focus groups highlighted experiences of racial
discrimination the positive impact of representatiand the need for targeted strategies to

support inclusivity in hunting and conservation.

The third chapter presents a comparativéyasigof two collegdevel Recruitment,
Retention, and Reactivation (R3) programs in the Southeastei® Ac&demics Afield (AA)
and Getting Started Outdoors (GSO). By examining the role of social support mechanisms such
as peer mentorship and instructou¢hpoints through the lens of the Outdoor Recreation
Adoption Model, we evaluated the effectiveness of these programs in attracting diverse
demographics and fostering positive changes in hunélaged beliefs, confidence, and intended

behaviors. Our stly included preand postsurveys for AA (Pre: 215, Pre & Post: 76) and GSO



(Pre: 206, Pre & Post: 160) to assess changes in these measures. We found that AA participants
were more diverse (race and gender) and exhibited greater increases in huntirnceraia
likelihood to purchase a hunting license compared to GSO participants. Additionally, AA
participants revealestrongelbeliefs in the safety of hunting and the responsible behavior of
hunters. Both programs were effective in reducing barrierarticypation, but AA's robust

social support mechanisms were particularly impactful with participants from traditionally

underserved groups hunting
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CHAPTER 1:

I ntroduction

Current conservation models and practices in the United States are increasingly losing
touch with changing societal values and culi@éteWA, 2019; Bruskotter et al., 2022)his is
best exemplified by the persistent decline in hunter numbers across the country. The loss of
hunting participation has both economic and ecological consequences for society as whole
(Larson et al., 2014)he decline in hunting participation can be traced to a number of factors.
Wildlife value orientations in the United Statare shifting from a utilitarian perspective
(animals in service of humans) that favored hunting and fishing to one that is more mutualistic
(humans in a trusting relationship to animélanfredo et al., 2018Additionally, demographic
changes have contributed to the downturn in hunter numbers. Hunting is predbnuresticed
by White individuals (75%) in the United Sta(@sSFWS, 2023)and the lack of new entrants,
combined with White baby boomseaging out, has created a recruitment c(islmkler &
Warnke, 2013)Recruitment of new hunters has typically targeted the same demographic, doing

little to broaden participatiofVayer et al., 2021)

In response to these challenges, wildlife management agencies (WMAS) are seeking to
broaden the base for hunting and wildlife conservation more gengk&WA, 2019)
Supporting this effort, the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies and the Wildlife
Management Institute published the Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap to guide
conservationists in connecting with a more diverse public. Central to this docuntenBisi¢
Ri bbon Panel 6s suggestion to strive for diver

evaluation, social science, and informed outreach. The Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap



(AFWA, 2019)makes the mission clear: broaden the audience for hunting and wildlife
conservation. However, translating this mandate into informed policy and action requires new
insight; it also requires engagement with new populatiotsiae of traditional hunters and

anglers(Quartuch et al., 2017)

While there are mgnpromising nortraditional populations, college students stand out
as particularly influential. College students represent a diverse and influential demographic
poised to shape the future of wildlife conservation. With their high levels of civic engagemen
and environmental consciousness, they are uniquely positioned to challenge the status quo and
drive systemic changgarson etal.,, 2021 nder st anding coll ege studert
conservation and hunting crucial for aligning efforts with the next generation of stakeholders.
By focusing on college students as the rising generation of natural resource stakeholders, this
dissertation aims to inform the mission of increasing diversity in hunting and wildlif

conservation by addressing three interconnected research areas.

First, understanding how college students' environmental identities influence their
attitudes towards the environment, hunting, and conservation is critical to creating relevant
policy. Ths chapter explores these environmental identities and their impact on students'
engagement with environmental issues through the lens of Social Identity Thejbey, 1982)

By exploring these relationships, this research provides valuable insights for developing targeted
strategies to engage a broader range of students in hunting and conservation activities. Despite
differing philosophies, there are areas of overlap in their beliefs that could foster collaboration.
However, wedge issues such as hunting, animal rights, and gun rights can exacerbate divisions.

We explored this with comprehensive surveys (N =17,203) tdgmistudents across 22 U.S.



states. The survey included questions on environmental identities, values associated with wildlife
and conservation, and positions on polarizing issues such as hunting and gun rights.
Understanding these identities on collegenpuses can help natural resource managers engage

with future stakeholders and identify both unifying and divisive issues.

Second, communities of coleand African Americans in particulaface particularly
unique challenges and experienceeelation to hunting and conservatihdesawe, 2024;
Giltner, 20®). In this chapter we employ a SoeEtological approacfLarson et al., 2014p
explore the complex and often challenging hunérgeriences within one of these communities:
Black students at HBCUs (Historically Black College and Universitidss model, in
combination with a sequential explanatory mixedthods approach, allows for a deep and
contextualized understanding of thested levels of influential factors that shape the experience
of hunting among Black HBCU students in the Southeastern U.S. We used surveys (n = 622) of
Bl ack HBCU studentsd perceptions and behavior
similar studyof White PWI students (n=4,763). The focus groups (N = 19) allowed us to
contextualize our survey findings with descri
hunting. The findings from this research are intended to inform strategies tosheftert and
include African Americans in hunting and conservation efforts, addressing historical

underrepresentation and fostering a more inclusive approach.

Third, social support plays a critical role in enhancing hunting participation,
particularly br nontraditional path hunters. This chapter presents a comparative analysis (pre
post evaluation) of two collegevel recruitment, retention, and reactivation (R3) programs, one

with robust social support (Academics Afield, n = 215) and the other viitimal social



support (Getting Started Outdoors, n = 206), examining the effects of social support mechanisms
such as peer mentorship and multiple touchpoints with instructors. Guided by the Outdoor
Recreation Adoption Mod€Byrne & Dunfee, 2018bhis study evaluates how these support
structures attract different demographics and impact students' hunting intectitficence,

beliefs, and barriers to participation, investigating the effectiveness of social support in fostering

sustained engagement in hunting.

Collectively, these studies enhance our understanding of how environmental identities,
unique challenges ¢ad by Black HBCU students, and social support mechanisms influence
conservation and hunting behaviors among college students. While these findings provide an
innovative framework for understanding and engaging diverse audiences, they also underscore
the reed for continued efforts to develop inclusive policies and interventions that address

persistent gaps in participation and representation in conservation.
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CHAPTER 2:
Environmental Identities of U.S.CollegeStudents: Potential Conflicts and Common
Ground for Wildlife Conservation

Abstract

AConservationisto and fienvironmentalisto
American wildlife conservation that are increasingly perceived as being at oddseith
another. While these groups have differing philosophies, their beliefs and attitudes may overlap
and generate opportunities for collaboration. However, wedge issues (e.g., hunting, animal
rights, gun rights) could further polarize these identity graunuktrigger conflict. Characterizing
these identities on college campuses can provide natural resource managers with insight on this
future generation of stakeholders and highlight issues that build consensus or further divide
environmentalists and consationists. We explored the environmental identities among college
students across 22 U.S. states (n = 14,999) from-2028 to investigate their membership in
identity groups, values associated with wildlife and conservation, and their position oripglari
issues such as hunting and gun rights. Studentglseilfified as either a conservationist (8%),
environmentalist (9%), pluralist (59%) expressing both identitiesnecoagnostic (24%)
expressing neither identity. We found a strong associatiovelea identity groups and
demographic factors, with the environmentalist group being the most diverse in terms of race and
gender, while the conservationist group demonstrated the lowest demographic diversity. Students
in the conservationist group tendedetxpress dominionistic wildlife value orientations, while
those in the environmentalist group were more mutualistic. Our findings indicate that perceptions
regarding key wedge issues varied significantly between groups, with conservationists generally

supporting hunting and gun rights, while environmentalists advocated for animal rights. Despite



opposing values, conservationists and environmentalists scored equally high on the conservation
caring scale. Moreover, there was broad approval of huntirgjtfaristic reasons (e.qg.,
ecological benefits) among all groups, including-agoostics. Our results suggest that although
unique social identities regarding wildlife and the environment exist and appear starkly different
at first, there may be opporttieis to bridge divides based on common ground (e.g., conservation
caring, altruistic motivations) and work toward a more unified future for wildlife conservation.
I ntroduction

This collection of guiding case law and policy throughout the 20th centurytcanee
interpreted as the North American Model (NAM) of Wildlife Conservation, a series of tenets that
proposes wiseise of natural resources and management for the benefit(Girgéin et al.,
2012) However, the NAM is increasingly cwff-step with shifting societal values, beliefs, and
practiceqBruskotter et al., 2022Contributing to this dilemma, wildlife management agencies
have few mech@sms to account for cognitive variables such as values, beliefs, and preferences
when making policyManfredo, 2008; Manfredo et al., 201Bue to this combination of
historic legacy and practical feasibility, the NAM has continued to center on the needs of
consumptive users (i.e., hunters and anglers) over other stakeholder groups foctrauagt

The widening gap between traditional wildlife agency values and the evolving values of
society has led to tensions within the wildlife conservation community. These tensions manifest
in conflicts across a spectrum of issues that include pregtaioagement, land access, wildlife
reintroduction, and ballot initiatives safeguarding hunting ri¢kanfredo et al., 2020;
Manfredo et al., 2017 his has been explained by a larger cultural shift from a predorthy
dominionistic view (perceiving animals as existing solely for the benefit of humans) to one of

mutualism (recognizing humans as being in a trusting relationship with wildlife), driven by



processes related to modernization such as increasetth veglaication, and urbanization
(Manfredo et al., 2020Additionally, the trend toward mutualistic values in the U.S. is seen
across different generational cohorts, while traditionalist values déMaefredo, Teel, et al.,
2021)

Mirroring these shifts in values and demographics, two different and potentially
competing social identities around the environment have emerged and evolved over the past 100
years. Over 100 years ago, Gifford Pinchot, the first chief of the U.S. ForesteSardicJohn
Muir, founder of the Sierra Club, would come to represent two distinct ways in which Americans
relate to nature, ficonservationo and Apresery
natural resources and conservation were not mutuatlysive, and he is often credited with
coining the term fAcon gMeyev, 4997, Mortan, 199dMuid e s cr i be w
naturalist, believed that nature had intrinsic and aesthetic value deserving of appreciation and
preservation. These distinct notions have giyvV
onwiseuse) and Aenvir on me n teradtidnistl identifiea thapersispaadh s i o n
evolve today. These identities are no | onger
extrinsic value, they have grown more complex and now embody a mix of traditional and
modern values recognizea U.S. culture. Public impressions of these identities describe
conservationists as practical, pragmatic, and sohdi@nted sportsmen and women, while
environmentalists are seen as advocates with a broader ideology, preservationist values, and a
desireto serve as a public conscier{€dder, 2003)Reconciling agency priorities with these two
identities presents a major challenge on the modern conservation landscape. However, a focus on

these dktinct identity groups also presents a unique opportunity.



Social identity offers an advantageous approach for understanding conflicting
relationships because it accounts for how peopledetitify, adhere to group membership, and
perceive differencesom an outgroup. Basic beliefs (i.e. wildlife value orientations) can align or
diverge from the norms or values of a social identity group; however during interactions that
activate a salient identity, beliefs that are congruent with that identity aeelikely to be
expressed and reinforc€tlajfel & Turner, 1986)Social identity theory (SIT) explores a
cognitive and social process where individuals navigate their own identity group and interact
with an opposing outgroup. Individuals within the ingroup strive to conform to graunpsrand
definitions to reduce uncertainty and enhance a positive ingroup id@rdjfgl, 1982) This
group comparison process includes judging others and engaging in emotionally charged
competition for positive identity, where a threat to theaong is perceived as a threat to oneself
(Islam, 2014)According to iderity theory, this means that an ingroemphasizes
distinguishing features and magnifies differences compared to an "outgroup” to affirm a more
positive selview (Islam, 2014) Therefore, members of the ingroup feel greater alignment with
shared values and ideals, perceiving more shared humanity within their own group and less with
the outgrougSchwartz & Stauch, 1989)

The social identity framework offers a relatively novel, comprehensive, and nuanced
approach for understanditige growing rift in the conservation community, and it has been used
to examine a range of contentious seenvironmental issuesdétuding climate chang@-ielding
& Hornsey, 2016)environmental activisniSchmitt et al., 2019}rust in state agencies
(Schroeder et al., 20219nd attitudes towards wildlif@irdsong et al., 2024)Polarizing issues
fuel this process of categorization and contrast, potentially provoking different identity groups

(e.g., conservationists vs. environmentalists) to focus on their intgrgitierences. Failure to



consider identityrelated tensions could create or exacerbate conflicts initiated by agency
interventions. Conversely, decistomaking aided by an understanding of identities can elucidate
common ground between groupsn Eeden et al., 2019; van Eeden et al., 20@®refore it is
critical that agencies understand conservationists and environmentalists and how they perceive
wildlife, conservation, and key wedge issues such as hunting.

Hunting is a focal point in American culture's intersection with conservation, supporting
narratives of selfeliance and stewardship, and remains central to the North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation (NAM)Bruskotter et al., 2022Hu nt i ng 6 s antywillber e r el ev
determined by how various environmental identity groups perceive and approach it, affecting
both regulatory frameworks (e.g., game seasons, bag limits, and land access) and cultural
perceptions. For example, the acceptance of hunting by edtedents depends on the hunter's
underlying motivations and whether these motivations are seen as al(iestar et al., 2021)
Framing hunting to appeal to altruistic values (er@intaining ecological batee protecting
f ar me r scéuld aniteohprgers and ndmnters, environmentalists, and conservationists
around common groun@ecker et al., 2015 onservationists typically embrace hngtas
central to American conservation, while others find it cruel, inhumane, and overemphasized
despite declining participatiqiGhasemi & Muraca, 2020; McKean, 202R)s not uncommon
for hunting to be at the center of conservatielated turmoil, especially in debates about trophy
hunting (e.g., Cecil the Lion) or U.S. policies on large carnivore hurithagman, 2016;

Dickman et al., 2019; Hare et al., 2028y understand the complex sentiments around hunting,
it is necessary to discern to witltigree different environmental identities approve of hunting
and for what reasons. Additionally, support for hunting among wildlife stakeholders hinges on

the belief that hunters are committed to conserving natural resources. This trust is pivotal in
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influencing public opinion and policy support for hunting practices. Hunters and NAM have
traditionally emphasized hunting's role in wildlife conservafi@rist et al., 2001; Heffelfinger

et al., 2013)but the extent to which other identity groups share this perspective is uncertain.

Challenging this common ground are charged and potentiallyiziofawedgeissue
identities, proximal to hunting, such as gun rights advocates and animal rights advocates. The
issue of gun rights is inextricably linked to debates around hunting and conservation. Gun rights
are deeply rooted in American culture, ptayi significant role in hunting and broader notions
of seltsufficiency. Gun rights advocacy has also gained cultural prominence as firearm
ownership has shifted from AGun Culture 1.00
shooting, ure 2G0On oCwhi c h e mpdieass and eosceafed careyar ms
(Yamane, 2022)This transformation is also intertwinadgth political identity, where gun rights
have become a symbol of personal freedom and resistance to governmental control, often
associated with conservative and libertarian va{@aslson, 2015; Spitzer, 201%) the non
hunting public, the distinction between hunters and outspoken gun rights advocates ively
apparentfurther complicated by the merging of these identities under broader political and

cultural banners

The concurrent rise of animal rights advocacy in the U.S. is linked to sociocultural
developments marked by a shift toward mutualisticlkféd value orientations and demographic
changes that have increased anthropomorghigra attribution of humatike qualities to
animals(Manfredo et al., 2020)or wildlife managers, the interests of animal righdlvocates,
who often oppose traditional hunting practices integral to the North American Model of Wildlife

Conservation, represents a complex challéiMygh & Jamison, 2000; Perry & Perry, 2008)
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Wildlife manages and NGOs will need to navigate tension between identities to develop
relevant policies that appease all constituedtitegic message framing, particularly regarding
contentious subjects like hunting, could play a vital role in reducing conflictostetihg
consensus on mutually significant goals among different identity groups.

In this study, we explore environmental identities of a critical stakeholder group that
could exert a powerful influence on the future of wildlife management in Ameridageol
students. College students represent a diverse and influential demographic poised to shape the
future of wildlife conservation. With their high levels of civic engagement and environmental
consciousness, they are uniquely positioned to challeng¢atiie guo and drive systemic
changglLarsonetal., 2021y nder st anding coll ege studentso
influencing their support for wildlife conservation strategies is crucial for aligning effdtis wi
the next generation of stakeholders. We examine the proportion of college students expressing
different environmental identities (e.g., conservationist, environmentalist) and characterize each
identity group based on their soalemographic attributesd outdoor activity preferences. We
also compare and contrast wildlife value orientations and conservation caring across identity
groups and explore how different identity groups respond to wedge issues in conservation (i.e.,
hunting, gun rights, and anifnaghts).
Methods

From 20182020, we worked with university researchers at 22 public universities in 22

at

states{able2l) t o conduct a web based survey of wunde

regions across the United ufversitieg which dftendetaturs ¢ h o o |

majors and courses related to wildlife and natural resources that might attract students with

various types of environmental identities.
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Table 2.1. Survey breakdown by university.

University Survey Count
1. Auburn Uniersity 645
2. Ball State University 423
3. California State University 918
4. Clemson University 740
5. Cornell University 745
6. Kansas State University 845
7. Michigan Tech University 946
8. NC State University 893
9. Ohio State University 738
10. Oregon State University 796
11. Penn State University 530
12. South Dakota State University 928
13. Texas A&M University 1122
14. University of Florida 594
15. University of Georgia 1111
16. University of Kentucky 370
17. University of Montana 478
18. University of Nebraska 1089
19. University of Northern Colorac 482
20. University of Tennessee 1088
21. University of Wisconsin 705
22. Virginia Tech 1017
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At 20 of the universities we sampled, researchers sent a web survey linki(QuRhovo, UT,

USA) to a random sample of undergraduate students (typically 5,000 in the sample frame but

ranging from 3,000 to 16,000) provided by university administrators (Rale

Table 2.2.Demographic and outdoor recreation associations aerv@onmental identities

Variable vs. Env ldentity Chi Square P-Value Cramer 6
Race (2 category) 175.3981 8.69E38 0.075892
Gender (2 category) 385.5816 2.94E83 0.112453
Childhood Location (2 Category) | 70.91635 2.72E15 0.04819
College Major (2 Ceegory) 399.2572 3.21E86 0.11431
Hunting Participation (2 Category) | 933.2565 5.41E202 0.167111
Fishing Participation (2 Category) | 168.1606 3.18E36 0.07357
Birding 241.6205 4.25E52 0.085019
Hiking 376.5693 2.63E81 0.106139
Wildlife Watching/Photgraphy 448.605 6.54E97 0.115847

In thetwo cases where a university wide random sample was not possible, we worked with
colleges within the university to obtain a random sample of participants across a variety of
majors. We used an adapted versiorhefillman (2014)approach to administer the
guestionnaire. This method included 2 email contacts at approximately weekly intervals,
foll owed by a shorter survey of non responden
for potential response bias. The survey process involving human subjects was approved by the
North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board (Protocol 12676) prior to

implementation.

14



Our questionnair@Appendix A)was developed by researchers attN&arolina State
University with written and verbal input from collaborators across participating institutions and
R3 staff from state agency partnévayer et al., 2021)The instrument was designed to describe
and assess university students' beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors with respect to wildlife
conservation (broadly) and hunting (specifically). Most constructs were based on theoretical
frameworks commonly employed in outdoor recreation and leisure research

Following work byBruskotter et al(2019)and colleaguegsan Eeden et al., 2019; van
Eeden et al., 2020ye ugd singleitem indicators to ask participants the extent to which they
identify with the following groups: conservationist, environmentalist, hunter, gun rights
advocate, and animal rights advocate. Participants provided their respondepaintascale,
with optionsinot at all o6 (1) dAslightlyo (2), fAmoder a
(5). Using a duahxis framework adapted fro@rocetti et al(2015) we developed four distinct
identity groups based on t he ajishandconservptianist so6 r e
identity items: conservationist, environmentalist, pluralist, andagrmstic Conservationists
were identified based on a strong rating with the conservationist identitssaeor es O 4)
coupled with a moderate or lesserrgtinwi t h t he environmentali st i 0
Environmentalistsvere definedbyat r ong rating with the environ
bunottheconser vati oni st i dewereidéefiyed lfys bighileeesof O 3) . Pl
identification with both conservationist and environmentalist identtiessc or es O 3 i n bo
Eco-agnostics were characterized by a lack of strong identification with either dimension (scores
<2 on both axes).

We assessed demographic attributes including infoomatibout participants' gender

identity (choices included male, female, or not listed), race and ethnicity (choices included
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White, Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian, Middle Eastern

or North African, Native Hawaiian or Bific Islander, other), college major (grouped into 6
categories, later coded as agriculture or natural resource majors vs. other majors), and the
population size of the area where a participant grew up (e.g., urban vs. rural based on population
density).We measured respondents' participation in outdoor recreation activities during the past
year with a checklist including bird watching, hiking, and wildlife viewing or photography,

hunting, and fishing.

We assessed wildlife value orientations, or basiietseabout wildlife using items from
existing scales. Specifically, we used 4 item
across the dominionistic to mutualistic spectriManfredo et al., 2020; Teel & N&redo,

2010) We assessed broader conservation caring using four items that focused on personal
perceived importance of wildlife conservati@@kibins & Powell, 2013)Each of these items

was rated on a scale from fistrongly disagreebo
Aneithero (3).

To investigate how these foanvironmental identity groups aligned with wedge issues,
we compared their responses to other identity items such as hunters, gun rights advocate, and
ani mal rights advocate. We also asked partici
Aneut roarl of a(p2pr,ovedo (3) of hunting for nine di
recreation, being close to nature, or obtaining local, free range meat. We adapted potential
reasons for hunting from previous studiPgcker et al., 2015; Quartuch et al., 2017; Responsive
Management & National Shooting Sports Foundation, 20//@)measured participants' beliefs
about hunters and hunting in several ways. First, wedske@ m t o r at e legdhei r apr

regulted hunting' on a scale from 'strongly disapprove' (1) to 'strongly approve' (5), following
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the methodology used in previous studi@gesponsive Management & National Shooting Sports
Foundation, 2017)We also asked participants whether they 'disapproved’ (1), were 'neutral’ (2),
or ‘approved' (3) of hunting for nine different reasons, such as engaging in sport or recreation,
being close to nature, or obtaining local, fraage meat. &tential reasons for hunting were

adapted from previous reseaf@ecker et al., 2015; Quartuch et al., 2017; Responsive
Management & National Shooting Sports Foundation, 201¥se reasons were used to create
three, more specific, variables of hunting approval: hunting to obtain a trophy (i.e., animal body
parts that can later be displayed), and hunting for egoistic (i.e., hunting for personal benefit) and
altruistic reasons (i.e., hunting to contribute to coret&sn and society) described in the broader
motivations literaturéBatson et al., 2011; Vayer et al., 202h)addition, we asked participants

to indicate their level of agreement with statements about humieisusting, on a scale from

strongly disagree’ (1) to strongly agree' (

conservation of wildlife and natur al resource

Data Analysis

Prior to analysis, we excluded survey responses that were less thao@plete (since
the key questions about environmental identities appeared a third of the way through the survey)
and removed respondents who were not undergraduate students’ia®yedibés led to the
removal of 13% of all surveys started. We usg@RRCore Team, 202Xpr all analyses. We
calcukted mean composite scores for core constructs, such as value orientations and
conservation caring, which appeared in subsequent analyses. The reliability of these scales has

been previously establish@€dayer et al, 2021)
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Associations between respondentdés environm

(race, gender, childhood location, and college major), as well as outdoor recreation preferences
(hunting, fishing, birding, hiking, and wildlife watching)eve examined using ekguare tests
with Cramer's V to measure effect sizes. When the assumption of unequal variances was
violated, we used Welch's ANOVA with Tukeyods
between environmental identity groups andetefent variables including WVOs, conservation
caring,wedge issue associated identities (animal rights advocate, hunter, and gun rights
advocate) approval of hunting, and beliefs about hunters. We assessed effect size for ANOVA
using etasquared, applyingutoff criteria for small, medium, and large effect sizes outlined by
Maher et al(2013) To further explore differences for key variables among the environmental
identities, we fit a blocked linear regression model to examine the relative inflolevaeous
factors on the wedge issue associated identities. We added independent variables sequentially to
the model in blocks, beginning with demographic variables, followed by wildlife value
orientations, and environmental identities. The contributiogach block to the overall
predictive power was asses e d  &esFistatgpticspand residual sum of squares (RSS). Model
metrics, such aR2and Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), were also evaluated.
Results

The overall survey response rate was 14.2% (ranging from 6.1% to 31.5% among
universities)yielding a total effective sample size of 17,203 acrossgtitutions.The sample
included 75% of respondents identifying as white, 43% identifying as male, 49% from rural
hometowns or cities smaller than 50,000 residents, and 20% majoring in stddpdets to
agriculture or natural resources. These ratios roughly align with the national averages of students

at public universities across the United StétéS. Census Bureau, 2020)
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Defining and Describing Environmental Identities

We classified individuals into four distinct groups based on affinity towards
conservationist and environmentalistitees:i conser vat i oni st so, fAenvir
Apl ur al i s-ageocs,t (AR 1Yife@Conser vati oni stso, charact
inclination towards a conservation identity but not others, represented 8% of the sample.
Environmentalists, dracterized by a strong affinity for the environmentalist identity but not
others, represented 9% of the sample. The #dApl
environmental ideologies, represented the majority (59%) of respondents. Individiradsirfiad
this category exhibited a balanced or high level of identification with both identities. Lastly, the
Ae@agnostico category was the second | argest i
identification with either conservation or environmentigdlogies. This group's stance might be
interpreted as one of indifference or generalized disengagement from ecological issues,
potentially highlighting a segment of the population not actively involved in environmental or

conservation efforts.
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Figure 2.1. Distribution of four environmental identity groups reported by college students
across the United States.
Demographic Characteristics across Identity Groups

We found significant associations between environmental identity and the demographic
factors @ race (white vsothers), gender (male vs. female/ridantifying), childhood location
(urban vs. rural), and college major (natural resourcethisrs); Table 1 and Table S2).
Conservationists had a notably higher percentage of white individuals (8ppced to other
identity groups: environmentalists (67%), e nosti cs (72%), and plur al
p<0.001, Cramerb6s V=0.076). Gend e alesuentifitkder enc e
as conservationists, nearly double the 36%iet envi r onmental i st group (
V=0.112). The pattern for childhood location reveals that a greater percentage of
environmentalists report an urban childhood location (56%), suggesting an association between
urbanity and [ dpr0i 09l(cCratheP S V=0,048). Co

notable pattern, wdre 28% of Conservationists were pursuing a natural resource major,
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considerably higher than environmentalists at 13%-aggmstics at 9%, or pluralists at 22%
(6] =3 PX.0250M,1, Cramerds V=0.114). These patter
that environmental identity is significantly associated with multiple demographic factors, albeit
with varying strengths of association.
Outdoor Recreation Patternacrossldentity Groups

Significant associations were also found between environmental identities and various
outdoor recreation activitiggable 2.2 and Table 2.3or example, most conservationists
(64%) were hunters, much higher than environmentalists (189 pagnostics (22%), and
pluralists (32%) (6] =933.Anajorityeof cpnsebvatiOnists, Cr a me
(90%) also participated in fishing, whereas numbers in other groups did not exceed 82%
(] =168.16, p< 0.001, @G@Gmadestbuttsignifivant@ssatiatidn)with Bi r d
environment al identity (6] =241.62, p<0.001, C
participants was relatively low across all identity groups, ranging from 3%guustics to 11%
for pluralists. The relatiomgp between environmental identity and hiking was similarly
pronounced (6] =376.56, p<0.001, Cramerds V= o
participation rate, followed by environmentalists (71%), conservationists (68%), and eco
agnostics (57%). Aigher proportion of pluralists (40%) and conservationists (37%)
participating compared to environmentalists (32%) andeegon o st i ¢cs (1 21%) , ( 6]

0.001, CramgTaldlesl).V = 0. 116)
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Table 2.3 Comparativesummary of demographic atitites and outdoor recreation participation
based on environmental identities of collsggdents in the United Statés,= 15.227). Each

percentage is presented with a margin of error at a 95% confidence level.

O O @ @

Demographic Attributes Conservationist Environmentalist Eco-agnostic Plurallst
White  87% (20.53%)  67% (£0.75%)  72% (£0.71%) 76% (+0.68%)
Male 68% (10.74%) 6% (10.76%)  38% (10.77%) 42% (10.78%)
Urban Childhood Location  42% (10.78%) 56% (10.79%)  54% (10.79%) 51% (£0.79%)
Natural Resource Majors  28% (+0.71%) 13% (£0.53%) 9% (£0.45%) 22% (+0.66%)

Outdoor Recreation Participation

Hunting  64% (+0.76%) 19% (£0.62%)  22% (10.66%) 32% (+0.74%)
Fishing  90% (10.48%)  76% (£0.88%)  77% (10.67%) 82% (+0.61%)
Birding  10% (+0.48%) 7% (10.41%) 3% (£0.27%) 11% (10.50%)
Hiking  68% (+0.74%) T1% (£0.72%)  57% (20.79%) 74% (£0.70%)
Wikilife Watching / Photography  37% (+0.77%) 32% (£0.74%)  21% (10.65%) 40% (20.78%)

Wildlife Value Orientations and Conseriat Caring across ldentity Groups
We found distinctive relationships between wildlife value orientation and conservation

caring across the different identgyoups (Figure 2.A). Themean scores for dominionistic

213. 08,

WVOs varied significantly by identity (F3, 16692) =

p <
conservationists having the highest mean (M = 3.40, SD = 0.93, 38% agreeing or strongly
agreeing), followed by eeagnostics (M = 3.13, SD = 0.87, 26%), pluralists (M = 2.85, SD =
0.95, 18%), and environmgtists (M = 2.75, SD = 0.96, 17%). While all groups showed
significant differences Tukey's HSD test, the most striking disparity was observed between

conservationists and environmentalists, where the difference was highly significant (p<.001,;

Figure2B).
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For mutualistic WVOs, mean ratings for all identity groups were greater than the neutral
value, andlifferent( F( 3, 16692) = 467 . 7Huralisppshewedthed0 1, d2 =
highest score (M = 3.85, SD = 0.84, 58% agreeing or strongly agreeing) followed by
environmentalists (M = 3.81, SD = 0.80, 57%), conservatiorists 8.47, SD = 0.89, 40%),
andecoagnostic§M = 3.28, SD =0.84, 30%; FigurezB) . Tukeyds HSD test
demonstrated that environmentalists and pluralists share a notably higher agreement with
mutualism, setting them apart from both conservationists andguustics. Additionay,
conservationists and e@gnostics not only differed significantly from the environmentalists and
pluralists, but also displayed mutualistic attitudes distinct from each other (p <.001; Figure
2.2B).

Despite differences found in wildlife value oriatibns among groups, there was broad
agreement on the Aconservation car i nagnhodic al eo
identity group (F(3, 16692) = 1265.62, p < .001). Pluralists (M = 4.24, SD = 0.59, 74% agree or
strongly agree), consenaiists (M = 4.23, SD = 0.54, 76%) and environmentalists (M =4.13,

SD = 0.53, 71%) exhibited closely aligned conservation caring scores. Although conservationists
and pluralists expressed conservation caring levels that were slightly higher than

environmetalists (Figure2C) , ef fect si ze was small (d2=0.
general consensus towards conservation caring among these identities. In conteagtpstcs,

with a mean rating of 3.56 (SD = 0.64, 31% agree or strongly agread, spart as the clear

outlier (p <.001). This underscores the broad agreement on the importance of conservation

efforts across most environmental identities, despite differing labels.
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Figure 2.2. Comparison of wildlife value orientations and consgoracaring by environmental
identity groups of U.S. college students (n = 16,696). Boxplots illustrate the distribution of four
environmental identity groupsconservationist, environmentalist, eegnostic, and pluralidt

across three different measure) Wildlife value orientation (WVO) Dominionistic(F =

213.1, p <, (B) WVO-Mutualistic, and (C) conservation caririgach enhanced boxplot displays

the median (central line), interquartile range (box), and the range excluding outliers (whiskers).
Outliers and individual data points are represented as jittered piiet&nnotations above each

box (lowercase letters a, b, ¢, and d) denote significant differences between the groups; groups
that do not share a letter are significantly differentfromeathh er ( Tukey 6s HSD)

ratings for each measure.
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Consensus and Contention around Hunting

We found that the hunter identity varied significantly across the environmental identity
groups (F(3, 16663) = (HKgordLhAR0onsenmtionistsGepdrté@dihe ()
highest mean alignment with the hunter identity (M = 3.41, SD = 1.79), with 56% identifying
strongly or very strongly as hunters. This was significantly higher than pluralists (M = 2.14, SD
= 1.58, 22%), environmentalgs(M = 1.68, SD = 1.44, 11%), and eagnostics (M = 1.61, SD =
1.39, 10%). These results suggest that environmental identity plays a substantial role in how
individuals align with the hunter identity, with conservationists showing the strongest associati
and eceagnostics the weakest. This was reinforced by the hierarchical linear regression model
predicting hunter identity, which demonstrated that adding the WVO block impRA®d4.5%
over demographics alone. The subsequent addition of the envintainaentity block increased
R2by another 5.6%, with both blocks significantly contributing (p < 0.001) to predicting hunter

identity (Table 24 .A).

Overall, environmental identities and WVOs together explained approximately 10% of
the total varianceni hunter identity. When examining gun rights identity, the hierarchical linear
regression showed that the WVO block incred®&oly 7.5% over demographics alone, and the
addition of the environmental identity block further increaReldy 4.9% (Table 21 B).

Combined, environmental identities and WVOs explained about 12.4% of the total variance in
gun rights identity, suggesting that these factors play a more substantial role in shaping gun
rights identity compared to hunter identity. For animal rights eateoidentity, the WVO block
added 21.9% to the2over demographics, and the environmental identity block contributed an

additional 8.7% (Table.2.C). Together, environmental identities and WVOs explained nearly
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30% of the total variance in animal riglaidvocate identity, indicating a strong influence of these

factors.
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Table 24. Comparison of predictive power across different hierarchical blocks predicting (A)

animal rights advocate, (B) hunter, and (C) gun rights advocate identity among U.S. college

students (n = 15, 142). This table shawsdel metrics including? change iRz ( B?), AIC,

residual sum of squares (RSS)statistic, and fvalues. Each block represents a distinct set of

variables added sequentially (demographics, WVOs, and enviroaindsgritities),

demonstrating the relative contribution of each block to the overall model performance.

A. Comparison of hierarchical blocks predicting hunter identity.

Linear regression variable R? h R2 AIC RSS F- P-value
block Statistic

Block 1 Demogaphics 0.202 | NA 51257.92| 26218.73 NA NA
Block 2 WVOs 0.247 | 0.045 [50388.64| 24747.90| 485.086 |<0.001
Block 3 Environmental 0.303 [ 0.056 |49231.79( 22916.63 402.639 | < 0.001
Identities

B. Comparison of hierarchical blocks predicting gun rights identity.

Linear regression variable R? h R2 AIC RSS F- P-value
block Statistic

Block 1 Demographics 0.157 | NA 53520.41( 30408.11f NA NA
Block 2 WVOs 0.232 | 0.075 [52120.42| 27714.03| 784.895 | < 0.001
Block 3 Environmental 0.281 [ 0.049 | 51134.53| 25955.87] 341.481 | <0.001
Identities

C. Comparison of hierarcha blocks predicting animal rights advocate identity.

Linear regression variable R? h R2 AIC RSS F- P-value
block Statistic

Block 1 Demographics 0.061 | NA 48925.50| 22419.14) NA NA
Block 2 WVOs 0.281 | 0.219 |[44903.18| 17184.55 2621.594| < 0.001
Block 3 Envirmmental 0.367 | 0.087 |[42958.29| 15107.20| 693.587 | < 0.001
Identities
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We found a significant difference in approval of legal regulatatting (Figure2.3.A)
across the four identity groups (F(3,15,158)
betweergroups indicated that conservationists had the strongest approval (M = 4.38, SD = 1.03,
83% approving or strongly approving), notably higher than that of pluralists (M = 3.71, 1.24,

62%), eceagnostic (M = 3.67, SD = 0.71, 58%), and environmentalists (]2, $D = 1.28,

49%). While conservationists may be expected to have greater approval of legal regulated
hunting, the gap between environmentalists anebgrmstics (mean difference = 0.35, p <
0.001) highlights the varied perspectives held by theseitidsnPerhaps most importantly, the
large difference between environmentalists and conservationists (mean difference = 1.06, p
<0.001) likely reflects an underlying philosophical difference in how each group perceives the

relationship between humans ahd environment.

To investigate these nuanced aspects of hunting approval, we compared different
environment al identity groups6 perceptions of
(Figure2.3B & 2.3C). Approval ratings of hunting for egoistieasons weragnificantly
di fferent across the four identity groups ((F
mirroring the distribution of overall hunting approval (Figdrg.A). Conservationists showed
the highest mean approval (M =2.64,SD=0.86),t h 47 % r at i fpgntale2 . 5 on
including a neutral), significantly greater than all other groups. Again, the biggest difference was
found between conservationists and environmentalists (M = 1.98, SD = 0.71, 30%) with a mean

difference of 0.6@®etween the two (p < 0.001).

When examining the approval of hunting for altruistic reasons among the identity groups,

significant differences were observed (F(3, 1
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overall effect size was much smaller. Thaservationists had the highest approval rating (M =
2.84, SD = 0.41, wi t-Jpoinfsalé incluing ameutra)anngdheon a t
identities Figure2.3.C). Again, the largest mean difference was between conservatiamists a
environmentalist for altruistic approval, but the magnitude of that défere (0.35) was notably

smaller compared to difference found with egoistic approval (0.66). Comparing the two

motivations, approval for hunting based on altruistic reasons typically receivest ragihgs

across all identity groups than egoistic reasons. Even the group with the lowest approval,
environmentalists, had a majority of 68%. This indicates a broader preference for hunting when

it is perceived as beneficial to ecological or communitgrasts rather than individual gains.
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A Legal Regulated Hunting B Egostic Reasons for Hunting C Altruistic Reasons for Hunting
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Figure 2.3. Variations inhunting approval among U.S. college students (n = 15,162) across
different environmental identities. The boxplots depict the differences in levels of hunting
approval across four envirormmtal identity group® conservationist, environmentalist, eco
agnostic, and pluralist. Approval ratings are measured on two scales: (A) legal regulated hunting
approval on a scale from 1 (strongly disapprove) to 5 (strongly approve), (B & C) approval for
egoistic reasons and altruistic reasons for hunting utilize a scale from 1 (disapprove) to 3
(approve) Each enhanced boxplot displays the median (central line), interquartile range (box),
and the range excluding outliers (whiskers). Outliers and indivathtal points are represented

as jittered pointsAnnotations above the boxes (lowercase letters a, b, ¢, and d) indicate
significant differences in approval levels; groups that do not share a letter differ significantly
(Tukeybdbs HSD test).

Finally, wesoght to unravel the four environment a
conservation ethic of hunters. Responses to t
natur al res our ctysaossdhe fdéntty geodds(8, iL5958) =f26.5 @m<n
0.001, d] = 0.0483). Not s ur p-identficatiog &syunterg,i v e n

conservationists had the strongest conviction
30



SD =1.02, with 72% agreeing or strongly agregifjuralists (M = 3.20, SD = 1.12, 41%), eco

agnostics (M = 3.12, SD = 1.02, 36%), and environmentalists (M = 2.85, SD = 1.08, 28%), while
significantly different from one another (p <
regarding wildlifeconservation (Figur@.4). The pronounced difference between

environmentalists and conservationists (mean difference = 1.113, p < 0.001) suggests that
environmentalists may either be |l ess informed

commitment to conseation and their financial contributions to it.

Belief that Hunters Care about
Conservation
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Figure 2.4. Mean ratingamong U.S. college students (n = 15,623) across four environmental
identity group® conservationists, eeagnostics, environmentalists, and pluraéstegarding

the belief that huntercare about wildlife and natural resource conservafiba.enhanced

boxplot displays the median (central line), interquartile range (box), and the range excluding
outliers (whiskers). Outliers and individual data points are represented as jittered points
Annotations above the boxes (lowercase letters a, b, ¢, and d) indicate significant differences in

approval l evel s; groups that do not share a |
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Contention around Gun Rights and Animal Rights
Exploring howcontentious singléssue identities like gun and animal rights influence
broader environmental identities is essential for understanding the dynamics of conservation

conflict. Importantly, we found significant differences in the way that environmentditide

related to gun rights advocate identity (F(3,

Conservationists exhibited the highest mean alignment with gun rights (M = 3.88, SD = 1.39,
69% strongly or very strongly aligning with this identity), followgpluralists (M = 2.61, SD =
1.53, 32%), ec@gnostics (M = 2.17, SD = 1.43, 21%), and environmentalists (M = 2.10, SD =
1.34, 19%). Environmentalists and eagnostics, showing the least alignment with gun rights,
were notsignificantly different from oa another (mean dérence =0.073, p = 0.367) (Figure
25.B). The differences among these groups reflect the complex interplay between cultural
identity and environmental identity. The hierarchical linear regression model predicting gun
rightsadvocacy sbwed the addition of the WVO block improvedby 7.5% over demographics
alone. The inclusion of the environmental identity block incre&8éy another 4.9%, with both
blocks significantly contributing (p < 0.001) to predicting gun rights advocate tig€hsible

2.4B).

Our study uncovered a substantial correlation between environmental identities and the
endor sement of ani mal rights advocacy (F(3
environmentalists displaying the highest mean support, albeit at a modeeh{®lev3.09, SD
= 1.18, 38% aligning strongly or very strongly), and pluralists not far behind (M = 2.99, SD =
1.21, 35%). Few conservationists (17%) anda&goostics (6%) strongly or very strongly
identified as animal rights advocates, with means & &SP = 1.21) and 1.78 (SD = 0.93),

respectively. NotablyT uk ey 6s HSD tests confirmed that
32
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advocacy was significantly distinct from the others (FigBeC). A hierarchical linear

regression model predicting aninmaghts advocacy identity (Block <ldemographics, Block 2

WVOs, Block 3- environmental identity) demonstrated that adding the WVO block imprie¥ed

by 21.9% over demographics alone. The subsequent addition of the environmental identity block
increasedr? by another 8.7%, with both blocks significantly contributing (p < 0.001) to

predicting animal rights advocacy identity (Tablé.@).
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A Hunter B Gun Rights Advocate C Animal Rights Advocate
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Figure25.Compari son of U.S. <college studentsd (n

identification with polarizingadvocacy and interest groups associated with wedge issues.
Boxplots illustrate the distribution of responses from participants identifying with four
environmental identity groupsconservationist, environmentalist, eegnostic, and pluralidt
across threeifferent wedge issue identities: (A) hunters, (B) gun rights advocates, and (C)
animal rights advocates. Each boxplot represents the median response (central line), the
interquartile range (box), and the full range excluding outliers (whiskers). Outiesb@avn as
individual points. Annotations above the boxes (lowercase letters a, b, ¢, and d) indicate
significant differences in seiflentification levels; groups that do not share a letter differ

significantly (Tukeyds HSD test).

Discussion
Environmetmal Identities on U.LCollegeCampuses
This study idlicates that whiléJ . S . c ol | eogservationistdaadn t s 6

environmentalist identitiesre indeed in conflict and polarizing at times, they are also
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characterized by overlapping beliefs that cregieortunities for collaboratio.he differing
identities of conservationists ardvironmentalistamong college studengdigned with

expected demograplsiowildlife related recreation, and wildlife value orientation variables,
where conservationistgpically engage in dominionistic practices like hunting and value the
environment to benefit humans, while environmentalists favor mutualistic values and animal
rights. This dichotomy reflects the instrumental versus intrinsic valuation of nature sekarin
conservation resear¢fChan et al., 2016; Himes et al., 2024pwever, both groups showed a
strong overlap in their conservation caring scores, indicating a shared commitment to
environmental stewardship. iBhconvergence can be better understood through the lens of
relational values as proposed (©han et al., 2016Relational values emphasize the importance
of relationships and responsibilities between peoplenahare, suggesting that both
conservationists and environmentalists, despite their differing activities and values, are motivated
by a deepseated commitment to caring for the environment. While conservationists (utilitarian)
roots) and environmentalisfgreservationist roots) are the smaller identity groups, they are the
most vocal as wildlife managers struggle to maintaievance in a shifting cultural and
environmental landscagBruskotter et al., 2019Employing this relational value perspective
reframes the conservationist versus environmentalist paradigm, highlighting that their shared
values around stewardship and respect for nature havettnipl to bridge their differences,
fostering collaboratioand mutual understanding in conservation effortsid@wntifying

common ground, promoting collaborative effpgsn d f ost eri ng appreci ati o
perspectivesyildlife managers an develop more inclusive and effective conservation policies
that resonate with both groups, ensuring a collective approach and reducing the chance for

conflict (Chase et al., 2004; Hare et al., 2017)
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The strong pluralist majority fanvironmental identities among college students
highlights the importance of understandintgrsectional identities in wildlife conservation.
Others have demonstrated that individuals can hold multiple and diverse conservation related
beliefs and elationships to natur@®iamond, 2022; Pascual et al., 20143 such, pluralists
engage in a wide range of wildligssociated recreation and positively relate to both hunting and
mutualistic wildlife value oriemttions. They straddle the wedge issues that typically divide
environmentalists and conservationists. This suggests that classifying users strictly as
consumptive or nogonsumptive, and specifically developing programs and messaging to target
each particudr group, may be less relevant for this generation and the broader(Qdujer et
al., 2015; Grooms, 2021instead, supporting opportunities that appeal broadly and provide
direct cantact with nature is central to fostering conservation engagement across identity groups
and ensuring that the majority group of pluralists is not negléBtes & Collado, 2019;
Sinkular et al., 2021)

Ecoagnostics present a unique challefayjemanagersdetached from wildlife issues and
potential supportive actioifhe concept that people identify with thetities they are in contact
with (Hinds & Sparks, 2011provides a useful framework for understanding theagmostic
identity. Eceagnostics often exhibit a lack of connection with environment, which may stem
from limited direct experiences or interactions with natural settings. Thagustic identity
has similarities to fAdi Ghasanadgkyld a02Avinochiev i dual s
largely indifferent to wildlife conservation, scoring lowest on empathy for wildlife, moral
concern for animal welfare, and support for comggon efforts in theistudy.This reduced

contact with nature could lead to less personal relevance of environmental issues and
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subsequently, the lack of a proactive environmental identity (whether pluralist, conservationist,
or environmentalist) and prenvironmental behavidtJdall et al., 202Q)
Environmental Identities and Wedge Issues

The evolution of the hunter identity in the United States, from revered cultural heroes to a
distinct marker of rural, White American identity, reveals significanedsfices in how various
environmental identities perceive hunting and its role in conserv@iiemman, 2014)in our
study, the hunter identity was strongest among conservationists, the most demographically white
and rural of the environmental identities, and was shared to some extent with pluralists. In
contrast, environmentalists and esgnostics do not appet share this hunter identityhis
hunter identity is closely linked to principles of wigee and stewardship of wildlife, and
conservationists' traditionalist belief that hunting is integral tatimservatiofNeumann &
Seidel, 2021)Hunter identity alignment was much lower for esgnostics and
environmentalistsThe small number of these groups cria&ntifying as hunters may refleat
lack of relevancéor ecoagnosticsor a preservationistviewh at does nouseasbdar e
philosophy of hunters, in the case of environmental&tsilarly, approval for legal regulated
hunting varies across identitiagth environmentalists having the most notable disapproval.
Hunting for egoistic (selferving) reasons drew even less approval for all groupsease
hunting for altruistic reasons (e.g., maintaining ecological balance) approval increased hcross al
identity groups. This mirrors the strong approval of altruistic hunting reasons found in the
general population of college studefifayer et al., 2021)and the general public as a whole
(Decker et al., 2015 hese altruistic reasons align with hunters-astfribed narratives of a
longstanding and ongoing closeness to, and concern for, iatweNichols, 2020)However,

the absence of a shared positive narrative around hunting, one that emphasizes altruistic
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motivations, is evident in the widespread béiefxcept among conservationidtshat hunters

do not care about conserving wildlife and natural resources. This aligns with other research
suggesting that a majority of the population (most of whom are not purely conservationists) see
hunting differently than tnters(Blascovich & Metcalf, 2019; Knezevic, 2009; Stedman &

Decker, 1993)

Our results highlight the intersection between wildlife management and gun colture
the U.S, a relationship that ensures funglibut also entangles wildlife managemerdin
acrimoniouggunrightsdebate. Alignment with the gun rights identity was strongest among
conservationists, indicative of their traditional views on hunting anesséitiency.

Conversely, ecagnostics anénvironmentalists identified the least with gun rights, perhaps
reflecting their different views on the role of firearms in society and conservation. There are
more guns in the U.S. than in any other country, and a unique cultural connection links guns to
personal identity, but recent shifts show that gun purchases fatefetise now surpass those

for recreational shooting and huntifigamane, 2022)or many, gun culture and hunting remain
synonymous consolidated into a single issue rapidly scrutinized and critiqued through a

political lens. Few people can differentiate between an assault weapon and one commonly used
for hunting (Wilson, 2007) Guns are a tool, symbol, anditact tied to huntindBoine et al.,

2020) thereby making the distinction of the two cultures difficult for the larger pubtic.

conflation can create divergent images of hunténsse held byhemselves versus those held by

the general publie potentially leading to a misunderstanding and an impasse.

This study reveals a strong link between environmental identities and animal rights
advocacy, suggesting that animal welfare concerns mayasiogdy shape wildlife management

policies.Thereis increasing concern in the U.S. about the ethical treatment of animals, which
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has led to a number of changes related to hunting (e.g., abolishment of mountain lion hunting in
California) and trapping (g., leghold traps) law in a number of sta{@wollin, 2011) We found

a strong correlation between environmental identities l@@nimal rights advocate identity,

with environmentalists and pluralists showing more support as compared to conservationists and
ecaagnosticsThis interposeanimal rights as a potential point of conflict between
environmentalists and conservationidstably, pluralist§ having both conservationist and
environmentalist tendenci@ddentify more strongly as animal rights advocates than pure
conservationists. This finding may have implications for the broader acceptance of hunting,
especially considerinthe substantial size of the pluralist grdiyanfredo et al., 2020Wildlife
management policies may need to integrate conservation goals with animal welfare concerns.
For example, managers might need to moreroigsly justify hunting as a conservation tool

while addressing ethical considerations, maintaining a balance between conservation objectives

and animal welfare.

Both wildlife value orientations (WVOs) and environmental identiiess important
factorsinto understandingow groups relate to wedge issagsociated identities (hunters, gun
rights advocates, and animal rights advocates), while demographics play an important but
variable role. This finding supportsi o r d o 2028)suggestiondhat coupling WVOs and
social identity, in this case environmental identity, can help predict how groups relate to wildlife
conservation related issu@irdsong et al., 2024; van Eeden et al., 2019; van Eeden et al.,
2020) The multifaceted relationship between environmental identities and contentious issues
such as hunting, gun right s, a n d abfabiicpaad right
holds the potential to polarize stakeholders, creating unique challenges for wildlife managers

(Anderson et al., 2024; Patterson et al., 2003; Schroeder et al., @02 findings suggest that
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hunting identity is less of a wedge issue compared to gun rights and animal rights, which are
more heavily influenced by environmental identities and WVOs. This is intuitive given that
hunting, when presented as legal and safe, is widely supported, whereghtpuand animal

rights are more polarized issué&vironmentalists tend to advocate strongly for animal rights,
and do not identify with gun rights or hunting. Conversely, conservationists align more closely
with hunting and gun rights, reflecting theragmatic approach to wildlife management that
includes hunting as a conservation tool. These contrasting values and outlooks not only
illuminate philosophical divides, but serve as a compass to help managers navigate a changing

conservation landscag®anfredo, Berl, et al., 2021)

Limitations

Our quantitative approach enabled us to cover a wide geographic area and study a range
of environmental identities, behaviors, and perceptions. Although environmental identities are
typically seltreportedWhitmarsh & O'Neill, 201Q)there is potential for social desirltyi bias
in responsesparticularly surrounding the controversial wedge issues related to hunting.
However, it should be noted that setported behavioral antecedents are widely viewed as
effective measures of overt behavigjzen & Driver, 1992) particularly in hunting studies

(Hrubes et al., 2001; Larson et al., 2014)

Our sample was large and geographically diverse, but the study included only large
public universities, most of which were land grant institutmite a longstanding emphasis on
agriculture and natural resource management. This sampling frame may be biased in unknown
ways because it did not represent students at all types of institutions (e.g., private schools,

smaller public schools, community cadjes). Furthermore, our focus ori 38-yearold students
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at large institutions excluded naraditional undergraduates (e.g., older adults pursuing college
degrees), and our low response rate to the online survey across most schools raises questions
aboutpotential response bias. However, as describ®&ayer et al(2021) we conducted a nen
response check to confirm that the survey was representative of the student population at the 22
universities we surveyedpth demographically and behaviorally (with respect to hunting

participation).

Implications for @nservationCommunication anéractice

Our research supports recent work showing that idenpitegsan importantrole in
shaping conservatioerelatedattitudes and behaviofBirdsong et al., 2024; Bruskotter et al.,
2019; Liordos et al., 2023; van Eeden et al., 2019; van Eeden et al., id@2fijy-based
conflict around wedge issues cawolve andoersist, espediy between conservationists and
environmentalists. Hunting, gun rights, and animal rights are all prime examples, and cultural
backlash experienced by agencies that might be attributed to identity ¢lsisiméiedo et al.,
2017) Conservation practitioners should tailor their messaging to bridge divisions by framing
hunting in terms of its ecological and altruistic benefits, which can appeal broadly and reduce
polarization. Traditional portraj@often focus on aspects that resonate with only a narrow
segment, neglecting critical issues like biodiversity and animal welfare that are significant to
diverse identitiegPeerson, 2014)To foster broader support, conservation programming can use
strategies |Iike the National Wildlife Federat
part of a holistic outdoor identity that prizes inclusivity, environmental stewardsimip
conservatiofrelated activism, appealing to a public with diverse interests and (&lagsnal

Wildlife Federation, n.d.)

41



Conservationists, environmentalists, and pluralists all share a strong commitment to
conservation caring, and the majority of students in the pluralist group identify witk tbsiie
spantheideological divides. This common ground provides an opportunity to develop
collaborative projects and prograthsit appeal to a wide range of stakeholders. Moreover, with
pluralists representing a relatively silent majority, conservatigarozations should recognize
the potential of this group to act as a bridge between conflicting perspectives, enabling more
inclusive and cooperativefforts (Green et al., 2015for example, developing funding models
that support collaborative conservation efforts and encourage contributions from various groups
on college campuses would naturally include pluralists based on their representation (59%),
positioning them as relatable partners to both conservationists and environmeBktdists.
agnostics may require more targeted efforts to foster their engagement with conservation
(Ghasemi & Kyle, 2021)By increasing opportunities for these individuals to engage with
nature, whether through educational programs, recreational activities, or combasaty
conservation projects, it might be possible to enhance their environmental identity and
involvement in conarvation practicefLarson et al., 2018)

Finally, rather than condemning or avoidigigpups based on thaiistinctenvionmental
identities, practitioners should recognize and accept them to better understand the nuanced
perspectives of their constituents. Tosleh as the corientation mode{Brgnn & Brgnn, 2003;
McLeod & Chaffe, 1973; von Furstenberg & Larson, 2028h help identify areas of alignment
and misalignment between groups, guiding strategic messaging and policy develéjmment.
instance, if both conservationists and environmentaladtse habitat restoration, meggng can
highlight successful restoration projects and the role of various groups in achieving these

outcomes. Additionally, policies can be crafted to include provisions that address the concerns of
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multiple groups, such as incorporating both consemajaals and ethical considerations for
wildlife welfare.By acknowledging and addressing these conflicting identities, conservation
practitioners can craft nuanced policies that cater to a diverse range of stakeholders while

fostering a more unified appradato wildlife management.
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CHAPTER 3:

Just AA Rich White Man's Activityo? Explori

Experiences and Perspectives on Huntqin the Southeastern United States

Abstract

To combat persistent declines in hunting driven in part by demographic change, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service developed the Relevancy Roadmap urging agencies to engage non
traditional audiences in variofierms of outdoor recreation including hunting. However, there is
little information on how one of the most ungervedgroups in hunting, young Black
Americans, perceive hunting and the outdoors. In this mixed methods study, we partnered with
five historially Black colleges or universities (HBCUs) across four states in the Southeastern
U.S. to measure behaviors and perceptions among Black students (N = 662) toward hunting and
the outdoors. Using results from a similar study of predominantly White instisu(PWIs), we
compared Black HBCU students and White PWI students (N = 4,763) from the same region.
Quantitative analysis of survey data (N = 662) revealed significant disparities: only 11% of
Black HBCU students have hunted compared to 35% of White RMists, with future hunting
intentions three times lower among Black students. Black HBCU students reported more
barriers, including individudlevel issues like discomfort around firearms and equipment storage
challengesas well as communitievel barrers such as lack of hunting larehd discouragement
from past negative experiencdé3ualitative data from focus groups (N 8) highlighted themes

such as insufficient familial and social support, viewing hunting as a "white activity," and the
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impact of acial tensions on attitudes toward hunting. Students called for more inclusive

mentorship and educational programs to bridge the participation gap.

Introduction

Over the last forty years, the number of hunters in theedstates has declined, with an
approximately 40% declinan per capita hunting participation from 1991 to 2022, according to
theU.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic€l993, 2023)This decrease in hunting participation has
economic, cultural, and ecoliegl implications(Larson et al., 2014; USFWS, 2023he decline
in hunting activity mirrors broader social and demographic shifts, presenting numerous
challenges, such as the gradual loss of aging White hykt@nkler & Warnke, 2013)These
trends represent particularly pressing concerns because state wildlife management agencies
largely depend on a uspay model, such as the sale of hunting and fishing licenses, combined
with an excise tax on gunammunition, and gear (Pittmdtobertson Act) to fund their

conservation activitief/oyles & Chase, 2017)

In response, in 2016, the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA) established
a Blue Ribbon Panel on Sustaining Americabs
primary recommendations were: 1) to increase funfiinfjsh and wildlife conservation, and 2)
to make conservation more relevant to a wider audience, thereby increasing public support and
engagement. Agencies and organizations have implemented initiatives to broaden participation
in various conservatiorelated activities, including hunting, by focngion nortraditional
audiencesuch as women, urban residents, and racial and ethnic min{lDtiatee et al., 2019;
Quartuch et al., 2017The recommendations ounéd in theRelevancy Roadma@FWA,
2019)a document that helps guide many of these engagement efforts, aim to make hunting and
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conservation more inclusive, ensuringtth more diverse array of people can contribute to and

benefit fromthese activities. But effective inclusion remains a challenge.

The National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and WildlAssociated Recreation,
conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seeyicevealed that the percentage of hunters who
were Black was too small to measure reliably in 2016, in contrast to the 97% who reported as
White (USFWS, 2016)However, the subsequent 2022 report, which utilized a different
methodology, indicated that 1186 hunters were Black, compared to 77% WKISFWS,
2023) Regardless, Black Americans remain one of the mmadérservegroups in huting,
especially when taking into account their unique and intimate legacy with th@tamtson,
1998; Taylor, 2016 Historical reasons fahese disparities abour@iltner (2008)illustrates
how following the enaf slavery, Black Americans were systematically excluded from hunting
through Jim Crow Laws and fABlack Codesod enact
ability to own firearmshunting dogsand imposed license requirements that were expensive or
made difficult to obtair{Giltner, 2008) Violent intimidation (confiscating equipmeor
physically driving Black hunters off hunting grounds), lack of land ownership and access,
legalized discrimination in law enforcement, and cultural exclusion wamd in some cases
continue to be direct, systemic, and symbolic forms of violenoaeted to create barriers and
maintain hunting as the domain of White pedi@dtner, 2008; Johnson et al., 2001; Lee et al.,
2014) Against this backdrop, White wealthy and influential conservation leadersT(leeggore
Roosevelt, George Bird Grinnell) legitimized hunting for sport while trivializing market hunting
and hunting for subsisten¢€aylor, 2016) Roosevelt, Grinnell, and other prominent figures
establishedhe weltknown conservatiooriented Boone and Crockett hunt clifhile

undoubtedlybeneficial to preservation of some specibeprizihngod A f ai r chaseo hun
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its noble conservatioronnectedraming,as opposed tbunting for income osubsistence
created a subtext for the relationship between hunting anolso@nomic statu@Herman, 2014;
Taylor, 2016) For instance, to be a member of the Boane Crockett Cluban individual had

to be wealthy, male, and have killed three types of American big (eawgkor, 2016)

Researchers have pointed out other factors
participation.Various theories propose that both external, structural factors and cultural
preferences affect levels of participation indmdr activities among minoritized populations
(Stodolska et al., 2020%tudies have indicatdtiat poverty and discrimination may be
significant external factoré-loyd, 1998; Floyd & Gramann, 1993; Washburne, 19%8)le
culturd norms, and their enforcemeaitso contribute to underrepresentatiScott & Lee, 2018)
Others have drawn attention to the whreiatframing of the outdoors in shaping recreation
patterns and preferenc=agn & Ducey, 2019; Finney, 2014; Lee et al., 20H)nting, as a
form of outdoor recreation, presents even more unique challenges that diséagdrsim other
activities: it takes place in remote areas, is often a solitary activity, it involves fgeanah it
typically requires entering the wilderness before sunrise or leaving after sunset. As a result,
safety considerations have been shown to be a significant determinant of participation in outdoor
recreation for Black Americans as compared to tivkite counterpartéJohnson et al., 2001)
More recent interviews with Black Americans discussing challenges arourabouégreation
and hunting in traditionally white spaces have provided insight into issues of perceived
exclusion, safety concerns, cultural relevance, and the need for companionship and
representatio(Dorwart et &, 2022; Pinckney et al., 2024Another study utilized focus group
interviews with Black American hunters to und

the systemic barriers they face, including economic challenges, discrimination, low
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represetation, public stereotypes, and limited access to inftion on hunting opportunities

(Adesawe, 2024)

Despite previous studies, there remains a gap in understanding #peé@irum of the
Black experience of hunting. This study addresses this gap by employing a comprehensive
approach that includes a broader sampling pool from multiple HBCUs, the combination of
guantitative and qualitative data, and a comparative andlgsiseeen Black and White college
students. By leveraging these diverse data sources and perspectives, this research aims to provide
a more nuanced and thorough understanding of the Black experience of hunting, both among
those students who hunt and thos@wlb not Additionally, by contrasting Black HBCU
students and White PWI students, this work contributes to understanding the outgroup
experience of hunting, throughotivations and barriers. Additionally, we seek to understand the
individual, interpersoriaorganizational, and environmental forces that shape their perceptions

and behaviors related to huntifuy Black HBCU students

We propose that the historically charged and layered experience of Black Americans'
relationship to hunting is best understagsing an ecological systems perspediitigure3.1), a
novel approach for this context. The so@ablogical model of behavior posits that individual
actions are influenced by higherder nested systems of social, environmental, and policy
related corponents. This model has its originbehavioral and social sciena@onfenbrenner,
1979)it is oftenused in fields such as health promot{&allis et al., 2015and community
psychology(Moskell & Allred, 2013) but has been more recently applied to understanding
hunter recruitment and retenti¢barson et al., 2014Applying this model to Black participation

in hunting allows us to examine the interaction of various factors across different levels. This
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comprehensive framework identifies barriers and facilitators at multipislesffering a holistic
understanding of the Black hunting experience and enabling the development of targeted
interventions to increase participation and address systemic inequities in hunting and outdoor

recreation.

Environmental
(Physical landscapefaccess, policy environment,
and societal factors)

Organizational
(sense of welcome and
representation)

Interpersonal
(Family and friends' influence,
social support)

Individual
(motivations, benefits, and
constraints)

Figure 3.1. Nested levels of sociatructure interacting to influence hunter recruitment and
retention. Adapted from soctakological models of individual behavi@@ronfenbrenner, 1979;

Larson et al., 2014; Moskell & Allred, 2013; Sallis et a12).

We focus on college students, a decision predicated on several key considerations. As
emerging adults, college students are in a critical developmental phase where they are open to
experimenting with new leisure activities, such as hunting, wheprtay adopt longerm
(Larson et al., 2017; Luyckx et al., 2008his period also presents a uniqumportunity for
retaining or reactivating individuals whose participation in hunting has been shown to decline

during their college yea(®ayer et al., 2021)Given the transformative potential of this age
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group,collegefocused R3 programs have gained populdBgshford et al., 2024; Delta
Waterfowl, n.d.; von Furstenberg et al., 20BR)hlighting the relevance of engaging this
demographic for conservation effo(Ringelman et al., 2020; Stayton et al., 20Ftythermore,
the demographic shift towardsmoreracially and ethnicallgiverse genation (Gen Z)
underscores the importance of inclusive conservation strategies that reflect the values,
orientations, and needs of a changing and diversifying p(Flyc& Parker, 2018; Manfredo et

al., 2020)

In this stidy, we used a sequential explanatory mixed methods (MM) appiCeetwell
& Tashakkori, 2007)o assess past and future hunting participation among Black college
students in the southeastern United States, aiming to identify their perspectives on hunting and
expore how diverse socioultural and environmental contexts shape their experiences by
applying a sociakcological model of behavigFigure3.1). At the individual level, we
investigated personal motivations, benefits, and constraints associated witigy.nTimé
interpersonal level examined the influence of family, friends, and social support. At the
organizational level, we assessed the sense of welcome and representation within hunting
programs and clubs. Lastly, at the environmental level, we anatygeghysical landscape,
access, policy environment, and broader societal factors shape hunting behaviors and
perceptions. Understanding how students at HBCUs perceive the inclusivity of hunting activities

can inform broader efforts to make wildlife conssfen more culturally inclusive and relevant.

Methods

Study Area
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Our geographic focus on the Southeastern U.S., which included seven states in our
sample (Figuré.2), not only contextualizes our study within a region pivotal to American
hunting culturebut also aligns with the broader demographic trends that shape regional

conservation strategies.

Race or ethnicity
group
- White alone, non-Hispanic

Black or African American alone,
non-Hispanic

American Indian and Alaska Native
alone, non-Hispanic

- Asian alone, non-Hispanic
- Two or More Races, non-Hispanic

- Hispanic or Latino, of any race

_] No single group was the
second-most prevalent

> \ —

Note: Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, non-Hispanic, and Some Other Race alone, non-Hispanic were not the second
most prevalent group in any county.

Information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions is available at
<https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial/2020/technical-documentation/complete-tech-docs/summary-file/>.

Source: US. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File.

Figure 3.2 2020 U.S. Census Prevalence Mdwowing second most prevalent racial or ethnic
groups in different regions of countrfglue colored countiesathote where the Black or African
American population was the secemist prevalent group are mostly concentrated in the South;
it was also the secofdost prevalent group in parts of the Northeast and Midwest. This is

similar to patterns observed in thelP0Census.

This ensures that our findings have both local relevance and potential national implications for
enhancing diversity in hunting and conservation effdntgollaboration with university

researchers from five HBCUs across four states, we coediacivebbased survey from 2022 to

57



2023 targeting undergraduate students within the Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife

Agencies (SEAFWA) regiorFigure 3.3.

Survey coverage in the exclusive SEAFWA region of the Southeastern U.5.

. PWI Survey . HBCU Survey . PWI and HBCU Survey

Figure 3.3.Survey coverage across the Southeastern U.S. (SEAFWA exclusive radgiRa)-
only states shown in red, PWhly states shown in blue, states with both PWI and HBCU

surveys shown in purple.

Focus groups were conducted with four of the five HBCUs across three states3(Talbler
comparison purposes, we utilized previoustylected survey data from a similar study of PWIs
conducted from 2028020(Vayer et al., 2021 ¥iltered for those seven states in the exclusive

SEAFWA region.
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Table 3.1.Description of survey participation @rfiocus group (HBCU only) involvement across

various universities. For Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUSs), it includes both

the number of survey responses and focus group participants, with a total of 622 survey

participants and&8focusgroup attendees. For Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs), the

table exclusively lists survey participants, totaling 4,763 across six universities.

Black HBCU Student Participants

White PWI Student Responses

University / State Surveys Focus University / State Surveys
(Total = Group (Total = 4,763)
622) (Total = 18)
Alabama A&M (AL) 99 3 Auburn (AL) 602
Albany State (GA) 161 6 Clemson (SC) 611
NC Central (NC) 98 NC State (NC) 663
Tuskegee (AL) 71 5 U of Georgia (GA) 787
U Ark Pine Bluff 193 4 U of Florida (FL) 403
(AR)
U Tenn Knoxville 841
(TN)
Texas A&M U (TX) 856

Study Design & Data Collection

We used a sequential, explanatory MM research approach to investigate Black HBCU

student séb

experience

of

h u n tive approachesonthimian i n g

single study to gather, analyze, and interpret (l2taswell & Tashakkori, 20077 his

integration of surveys and focus group interviews allows us to integrate findings, contextualize

the information, and draw more comprehensive conclgsibhe use of MM is recommended

when studying sensitiviepics related to conservatigBrowneNufiez et al., 2015)-or the

survey, research collaborators at each of the five HBCUs sgual&rics XMweb survey link
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(Quialtrics, Provo, UT, USA) to a random sample of undergraduate students (typicallyn2,000 i
the sample frame but ranging from 500 to 4,000) provided by university administrators
(Appendix B) We employed a modified version of the approach outlined by Dillman et al.
(2014)to distribute the questionnaire. This process medlsending two email reminders
approximately one week apart, followed by a brief survey terespondents that included a
selection of the same questions to assess potential response bias. The survey methodology
employed at the five HBCUs was identicalthat used with PWIs in the 202820 study(Vayer

et al., 2021¥acilitating comparison between the two. The research involving human subjects
received approval from the North Carolina State University InstitatiReview Board (Protocol

#12676) before it was conducted.

Survey Instrument

For both the HBCU and PWI survey, we assessed past hunting experience by asking
participants whether they had ever hunted before, providing three response options: 'yes' (1), 'l
have accompanied someone hunting but did not personally hunt' (0.5), and 'no’ (0). If participants
responded 'yes' or indicated they had accompanied someone on a hunt, we then inquired further
about the age at their first hunting experience and the finegjued their hunting activities in the
past year. We assessed future hunting participation by asking participants, "How likely are you
to hunt in the future?" with response options ranging from "I will definitely not hunt" (1) to "I

will definitely hunt" ).

Motivations for hunting were explored through a series of questions that matched
previously referenced approval items and spanned a broad array of niDge&sr et al., 2015;

Resmnsive Management & National Shooting Sports Foundation, 2U0hésancluded hunting
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for meat, hunting to obtain a trophy (i.e., animal body parts that can later be displayed), and
hunting for egoistic (i.e., hunting for personal benefit) and altruiséisons (i.e., hunting to
contribute to conservation and society) described in the broader motivations lit@Batisen et

al., 2011) Participants indicated whether they would consider hunting for each stated purpose

with options of "no" (1), "mybe" (2), or "yes" (3).

To gauge social support for hunting, participants were asked to identify which family
members or friends hunt, such as a parent, sibling, or other relative. We then categorized these
responses into three groups: immediate famidy€pts and siblings), extended family and
friends (all other hunting connections), and no social support. This classification helps us
understand the socialization patterns into hunting, which establish the social norms that influence

hunting participatiorfHrubes et al., 2001; Larson et al., 2014; Stedman & Heberlein,.2001)

We measured beliefs about hunters and hunting in several ways. Initially, we inquired if
participants approved of "legal, regulated huntingjhg a scale from "strongly disapprove" (1)
to "strongly approve" (5), following methodologies from previous studies. We also asked
whether they disapproved (1), were neutral (2), or approved (3) of hunting for various reasons
such as sport, recreatiaripseness to nature, or obtaining local, fréege meat. These potential
reasons were adapted from prior rese@bdcker et al., 2015; Quartuch et al., 2017; Responsive
Management & National Shooting Sports Fouiag 2017) Additionally, we asked participants
to express their level of agreement on a scale from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly agree” (5)
with statements about hunting, covering aspects like safety, legal adherence, and financial

contributionsto wildlife conservation.
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We explored potential hunting constraints by utilizing items from previous research to
identify a range of barriers, including intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural factors
commonly identified in recreation studi@detcalf et al., 2015; Responsive Management &
National Shooting Sports Foundat, 2017) Participants rated these potential constraints on a
scale from "not at all" a barrier (1) to "very much" a barrier (4). Another significant constraint
for students of color is their perception of exclusion and lack of welcome in predominhitdy
recreational outdoor spac@3orwart et al., 2022)0On the HBCU survey, we assessed this with
two additional questions not included on the PWI survey. In the survey section dealing with
constraints we incl udhleuwntai rbcarird efrori tpemn @ilDeo ntoh &
the scale from "not at all"* a barrier (1) to "very much" a barrier (4). Additionally, toward the end
of the survey we asked fADo you feel wel come i
responses foYoe s(00)(,1)a sokri nigN st u d e ntextexplanatibrol | ow u

of their response.

In addition to these predictors of behavior, we explored key demographic correlates of
hunting participationThese attributes included information about particigaggnder identity
(choices included male, female, or not listed), race and ethnicity (choices included White,
Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian, Middle Eastern or
North African, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, adhé&or this study, race was used to select

for students at HBCUSs that identified as Black and students at PWIs who identified as white.

Focus Groups

Following the survey, we conducted focus groups in 2023 to deepen our understanding of

the quantitative ults. This sequential explanatory MM design allowed us to explore complex
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themes and insights that emerged from the survey data in a more nuanced manner. The focus
groups involved students from four universities across three different states selectéukfrom
survey region: Alabama A&M University (AL), Albany State University (GA), Tuskegee
University (AL), and the University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff (AR). Each focus group consisted
of three to six students who initially volunteered to participate psisubmitting their web

survey. At the end of the survey students were able to indicate if they wanted to participate in a
focus group that expanded on the topic. | f
faculty collaborator at each HBCU to joimet focus group discussions, ensuring a diverse range

of perspectives.

These sessions were held via Zoom to facilitate participation across locations and were
recorded with the consent of the participants. This allowed for accurate transcription of the
disaussions and ensured that the facilitator could fully engage in the conversation without the
distraction of notdaking. The focus group discussions were structured around a set of
predefined question@ppendix C) designed to elicit detailed insights inte students' personal
experiences with hunting and outdoor activities, their perceptions of diversity in these spaces,
and the influence of racial and cultural identity on their experiences. Discussion facilitation,
including the initial welcome, was cdacted by a person of color on the research team. This
approach was employed to enhance the comfort level of the participants and facilitate more open
and authentic dialogu@atton, 2014)The discussion protocol was structured to last between 60

and 90 minutes and included questions that focused on:

1. Participants' personal experiences with hunting, including maingticontexts, and

barriers to participation.
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2. Perceptions of hunting among their family and friends, and the impact of racial identity
on their hunting experiences.

3. Feelings of comfort and inclusion within the hunting community.

4. The historical dominance @fhite men in hunting and outdoor recreation, and its impact
on participants' perceptions and participation.

5. Suggestions for enhancing racial and ethnic diversity in hunting and outdoor recreation,

including potential programs and policies that could supporeased participation.

The focus group discussions aimed to provide a comprehensive understanding of the factors that
influence hunting participation among students of color, contributing to broader efforts to

increase inclusivity in outdoor recreatad practices.

Data Analysis

Quantitativedata

For survey analysis, we filtered out survey responses that were <100% complete, which
resulted in removal of 56%f all surveys that were started. All quantitative data analyses were
conducted using R Core Team, 2021pata manipulation was perfoed using the
Ati dyver gwWickham,22@18)Aegceiptive statistics, including means, standard
deviations, and percentages, were calculated to summarize participants' responses to survey
items and describe categorical data. Associations between student groups (Black$iBCU v
White PWI) and categorical variables, such as past hunting experience and approval levels of
hunting, were assessed using the-&juared Test of Independence. Following significant Chi
squared test results, Cramer's V was calculated to measure tigghstreassociation between

these categorical variablé&gresti, 2012) To compare proportions of specific responses (e.g.,
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levels of hunting appral) between Black HBCU and White PWI studentde&ts for

proportions were utilized. To compare mean ratings for scaled items (e.g., approval of hunting,
beliefs about hunters and hunting, motivations, constraints) between the two groups, we used
We | ctiebt slue to its robustness in handling unequal variances between groups. Effect sizes
were reported using Cohen's D for mean differences and Cohen's H for proportions, providing a

guantitative measure of the magnitude of these differdi@msen, 1988)

We mapped these quantitagivariables onto the sociatological model across all
levels. At the individual level, we assessed variables such as past and future hunting
participation, perceived motivations (e.g., hunting for meat, altruistic reasons), and personal
barriers (e.g.lack of knowledge of laws, moral/ethical objections). The interpersonal level
included variables related to the influence of family, friends, and social support networks, such
as the percentage of family members who hunt and social beliefs about huntimg. A
organizational level, we evaluated the sense of welcome and representation within the institution
of hunting. Finally, at the environmental level, we examined barriers such as the availability of
hunting land, the impact of moving away from theiritgb hunting area to attend college, and

safety concerns related to sexism, hate crimes, and racism.
Qualitative data

We first constructed verbatim transcripts of the Zoom recordings from each focus group.
The transcripts were then analyzed using NVIV@veare. Following(Bingham et al., 2022)
themes were defined in two ways: (1) deductively according to a priori themes generated from
the initial quantitative findings, and (2) inductively to allow for emergent themes during the

analysis of the focus gup transcripts. The initial coding was guided by the sagialogical
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framework, encompassing individual motivations and barriers, interpersonal influences,
organizational sense of welcome and representation, and broader environmental factors such as
community norms and policyelatedchallenges (Takl 3.9. As the analysis progressed,

emergent themes and stilemes were identified and integrated into the existing framework to
capture new insights and uriipated patterns in the dgfanwuegbuzie et al., 2009)he

findings were triangulated with relevant literatureagtitative data, and discussions with
collaboratorgCreswell & Tashakkori, 2007faculty topic experts facilitated this coding

process by providing guidance and ensuring the rigor of the research.

At the individual level, we explored personal motivations likating for meat,
connection to nature, and therapeutic benefits, as well as barriers like lack of knowledge and
moral concerns. At the interpersonal level, we examined the influence of family, friends, and
social support networks on hunting participatiOmganizational level analysis focused on the
sense of welcome and representation within hunting programs and clubs, including barriers like
discomfort around firearms and lack of hunter education. At the environmental level, we
highlighted societal and camunity barriers, such as lack of hunting land, safety concerns due to
racism and sexism, and the impact of moving away from rural areas for college. Additionally, we
remained open to emergent codes from focus group discussions and interviews, ensuring new
insights were integrated into the analysis. This dual approach allowed us to comprehensively
explore both predefined and emergent themes, providing a richer understanding of the factors

influencing hunting behavior among Black HBCU students.
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Table 3.2 A priori themes derived from quantitative analysis of survey data evaluating HBCU

ated

studentsé6é behaviors and perceptions r el
Theme Description Relevant Quantitative | SocicEcological Level(s)
Data
Perceived Evaluate the Reasons Black HBCU | Individual (personal
benefits from | benefits of hunting students might hunt (i.e| motivations such as food,
hunting that Black HBCU | motivations) social experience )
students
experience or Interpersonal (family and
desire friends may influence group
value of hunting benefits)
Sources of Explore who Immediate family, Interpersonal level (linked td
social support| influences hunting| grandparents, extended| social support around
for hunting behaviors and family, and friends and | hunting)
attitudes among | prominent sources of
students support
Perceived Investigate Discomfort with lack of | Individual level (personal
barriers to specific obstacles | diversity, knowledg of | barriers such as discomfort
hunting and barriers that | laws, equipment with hunting, lack of

participation

impact Black
HBCU st u|
hunting

participation

storage, hunter
education, and previous
negative experiences
outdoors

knowledge, or previous
negative experiences)

Environmental level (legal
and logisticchallenges that
affect ability to hunt)

Cultural and
community
norms
regarding
hunting

Understand how
cultural norms
within the Black
Community shape
attitudes toward
hunting

Indifference and
approval ratings of
hunting, skepticism
about traditional beni$
associated with hunting

Interpersonal level (cultural
beliefs about hunting and
hunters)

Environmental level (norms
about hunters and hunting,
and who hunting is for)
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Table 3.2 (continued.

Perceptions off Assess feelings of| Sense of welcome in Organizational level (sense

inclusivity in | belongingness or | formalized hunting of welcome in hunting
hunting exclusion within | opportunities and the | programs, and clubs affects
culture the hunting larger hunting participation)

community amongl community

Black HBCU Environmetnal level (broadel

students cultural, gender, political,

and racial dynamics that
influence feelings of
belonging in the hunting
community)

Positionality Statement

| (RJV) am a Ph.D. Candidate at North Carolina State University (Raleigh, NC, USA)
studying varios aspects of interplay between hunting, society, and conservation. | am White, my
parents were thirgeneration American children of German and Italian immigrants, and | am
one of four children. | was born and lived most of my life in Houston, TX, wheegdn hunting
with my neighbors at the age of 13. | tend toward a constructivist worldview when seeking to
explain social phenomena; as norms, attitudes, and beliefs change within and between
populations, and over time, so too will behavioral outcomessé& hehaviors are best explained
as functions of their multidimensional context. My position, broadly, is one of intentionality,
authenticity, and awareness of limitgiven my identity. | am passionate about hunting and the
connection it provides to theutwloors, and believe strongly in equitable use of natural resources.
Being from a large city, my entrance into hunting was-tmaditional, requiring me to overcome
a lack of opportunity and absence of mentorship. That experience, combined with my sense of
justice, is my inspiration to identify barriers and constraints experienced by those who are

outside of this predominantly White and male space so that they can be addressed in an
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actionable way. My White race and experience is clearly limiting in myratadaling of the

Black experience of hunting. | exercise caution, given that my passion for hunting and inclusion
can create blind spots and oxeaxgerness. In this process of reflection, | specifically work to

avoid a whitesavior mentality and think abbbow | can be objective, empathetic, and

intentional in this process of discovery. My passion for hunting and inclusion is also channeled
into enthusiasm for the project and translates into a commitment to doing rigorous and thoughtful

work.
Results

The esults of this study are organized according to levels of influence in the social
ecological model obehavior (Figure 3)1 Comparisons between Black and White students’
perceptions and behaviors related to hunting are based on quantitative data, avitatvgu
findings are used to contextualize and enhance the quantitative results for Black students. We
received completed surveys from Black HBCU students (n = 622) and White PWI students (n =
4,763) across seven stat&emographic analysisf the surey datarevealed some notable
differencesbetweee 2 = 747 . 13, p < HBCWstudent€haewembighérs V = 0
percentage of students majoring in social sciences and humanities (23.8% vs. 17.8%) while
White PWI students have higher representaticenigineering and technology (23.2% vs. 6.8%)
and business and ecofFo ni4c’s. 1(31,6 .p8 % v.s0.0 19 . X%)a,me
Childhood locationdetween groupwere also significaty different, with a higher percentage
of Black HBCU students comg from urban areas (large and medium cities: 58.2% vs. 53.4%),
while a larger proportion of White PWI students hail from more rural areas (small cities and rural
areas: 44. 7% vXx3. 44l,. 2p%)< .(0c0 AdditioGallyafouefocoss VvV = 0.

groups (n = 1Bwere conducted across five participating HBCUale 3.). The majority of the
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focus group participants were female (67%) kess than half (39%) described themselves as
active huntersThis combined dataset provides a comprehensivevigveof the factors
influencing hunting behaviors and attitudes among these student populations in the Southeastern

u.S.

Individual level

Hunting participation (past and future)

Analysis of participation among Black HBCU students revealed unique patidsathi
past and future likelihood of huntirfgigure3.4.A & 3.4B). Among Black HBCU students, a
small proportion have participated in hunting (11%), similar to the number who have
accompanied someone else who was hunting (13%). For Black HBCU studertiaavhunted,
the age of their first hunt averaged at 12.3 years (SD = 5.5). Looking towards the future, only 8%
of Black HBCU students reported they will definitely hunt, with 17% indicating they will
probably hunt. Notably, 20% said they probably wilt hant, and 32% stated they will

definitely not hunt.

When comparing these findings to White PWI students, significant differences were
evident(Figure3.4A & 3.4B). A larger proportion of White PWI students have patrticipated in
hunti ng ( 35 %0.166;p <atndel), busthe\percentages of those who have
accompanied someone else hunting are quite similar to Black HBCU students (11%). White PWI
students started hunting at an average age of 10.6 years (SD = 4.4). In terms of future hunting
likelihood, 25% of White PWI students reported that they will definitely hunt, with 17%
indicating they will probably hunt. Only 12% are unsure about hunting in the future, compared to
23% of Black HBCU students. Furthermore, 24% of White PWI students probabhoiiiunt,
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and 22% will definitely not hunt. Future hunting likelihood across both groups was significantly
di fferent -0(3Zppxe).00)s witll Black HBCU students having a lower hunting

likelihood (M = 2.49, SD = 1.31) compared to White PWHhstuts (M = 2.98, SD = 1.51).

71



A. Past hunting participation

Black HBCU students White PWI students
Have hunted 1% 35%
Have accompanied someone 13% 1%
Have not hunted 6% 54%
0 100 200 300 400 0 1000 2000
Count Count

B. Future hunting likelihood

Black HBCU students White PWI students
| will defintely hunt - _
1 will probably hunt 17% 17%
Not sure 23% 12%
| will probably NOT hunt 20% 24%

il cetnie ROThent _ _

0 50 100 150 200 0 300 600 900 1200
Count Count

Figure 3.4 Comparisons between Black students from HBCUs and White students from PWIs
regarding past hunting participation and future hunting likelihood are depicted.(Ranel

illustrates the distribution of students' pashting experiences, categorized by student group.
Panel(B) contrasts the future hunting intentions of Black students from HBCUs and White
students from PWIs, ranging from 'l will definitely hunt' to 'l will definitely NOT hunt.' The data
encompass respees from HBCUs (N = 622) and PWIs (N = 4,763) in the Southeastern U.S.,
with the xaxis indicating response counts and percentages represented within each category for

both panels.
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Perceivedmotivations andenefits

Bl ack HBCU s t-ratedenottateod wab humfihgdos meat (M = 1.79, SD =
0.81), followed closely by altruistic reasons (e.g., to maintain ecosystem balance or control
wildlife causing problems for people; M = 1.77, SD = 0.77) and egoistic reasons (e.g., adventure,
social reasons, M £.72, SD = 0.70Figure 3) However, the lowest mean rating was for trophy

hunting (M=1.33, SD = 0.61).

In comparison, White PWI students reported higher mean ratings for all motivations,

though the same pattern was evident across categbigese 35. Whi t e studentso

mo

were significantly higher than Black students

0.33, p < 0.001), al t r0B7,p<0.001), pyoistic motivatiorsns ( Co h

(Cohen@XA, p&0.601),anddrphi es ( C1B,@r @001).d =

Focus group discussions with Black HBCU students expanded our understanding of
motivations and revealed nuanced personal and cultural reasons for hunting. An emphasis on

food motivations for hunting was reflected hetfocus group discussions. One student

explainedi The benefit is what you can provide. So,
because itds been done years bef Anoteerstudent so it
remarked

| grew up lunting and fishing, | think | was born with a shotgun in my hands, but in my

case, we hunt mainly because wedre in a
the way of [|ife. So you hunt to be abl e
eventough we do want the biggest buck, the

gonna be eaten, So wle it strictly for consumption.
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Some altruistic motivations came to light, too. One student8aid, . i t 6s a benefi ci .

for the environment as wel éaad another:

I only hunt just for the sheer fact of | k
have fair game, because | went hunting the other day and missed a wild hog. Compared
to going to a farm, t heylsdnetypeoffailnesgidr e gonn
actually go on hunting compared to actually buying something that was bred and birthed

just for the sake of consumption.

Also prominent as a motivation was the connection to nature, captured in the egoistic
motivation construdincluded in our quantitative results. A student speaking in reference to
hunting saidi Some peopl e equate it to religion, I do
can see where it connects you very closely to nature, and | think that a éatpdé gan benefit

f r o m Andther particint described this experience:

€ getting up early morning, seeing the sunrise, hearing the birds wake up, and it's real
peaceful, you know, and that's my escape nowadays. | can just go out there, or | go
fishinga lot, too. And sometimes | don't even have to kill anything or catch anything. |

just like being outside and being with nature.

This connection to nature also linked to wa#ling, and one student described hunting as a

therapeutic experience

Iguesst 6 s kind of therapy in a way, because vy
you go into the woods wherever youb6re hunt

the forest, and you get out there, and you get to sit and think with your mentor, or
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whoever youbre hunting with, or justaby

really big, important thing.

Across all focus group discussions, a sociakfiewas only described oncéé being able to be
there with your buddies and fellowship afsesuccessful harvest. It's alwagyst something |

love nowthatl m gonna do for the rest of my |ife

Collectively, focus group discussions illuminated the complex interplay of identity,
sustainability, and personal fulinent that drive the hunting practices of Black students. By
emphasizing the multifaceted motivations behind hudtirgm sustenance and environmental
stewardship to therapeutic engagement with néttinese insights underscore the deeply rooted

cultural and personal significance of hunting in Black communities.
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Figure 3.5. This bar plot illustrates the mean ratings of different motivations for hunting among
Black HBCU (N = 622) and White PWI (N = 1473) students across the Southeastern U.S. The
motivations considered are Egoistic, Altruistic, Meat, and Trophy. The bars represent the mean
ratings for each belief, with error bars indicating the 95% confidence intervals for the mean
ratings on a scale where a value of 1 indicates "No," 2 indicates "Maylk3'iadicates "Yes."

Black HBCU and White PWI groups are distinguished by orange and green bars, respectively.
Personal barriers (moral, logistic)

Black HBCU students in our study faced several significant indivilbwall barriers or
constraints to humtg. The highest rated barrier was lack of knowledge of laws (M = 2.60, SD =
1.25), closely followed by the lack of knowledge/skills for hunting and meat preparation (M =
2.68, SD = 1.34and reluctance to kill animals (M = 2.66, SD = 1.25). Discomforttdu&ck of
ethnic/racial diversity was also a notable barrier (M = 1.95, SD = 1.14). Other perceived barriers
reported by Black students included previous negative experiences outdoors (Mean = 1.63, SD =
0.98), moral/ethical objections to hunting (Mea.48, SD = 1.20), and discomfort around

other hunters (Mean = 2.32, SD = 1.20).
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Compared to White PWI students, Black HBCU students consistently reported facing
these individual level or persortarriers more intenselfigure3.6). For example, the bigge
difference was that Black students were 61% more likely to report discomfort due to lack of
ethnic/racial diversity as a barrier to hunt.i
also more likely to rate previous negative experiences ogd86%6 more likely) lack of
knowledge of laws (28%), lack of knowledge/skills for hunting and meat preparation (16%), and

moral/ethical objections to hunting (14%) as barriers.

The highest rated barrier, lack of knowledge of laws around hunting, was ecleoed
student's reflection on the educational gap filled by a {eahunt programs that some of them

had participated in through theiniversity:

Lack of resources, lack of knowledge, or lack of people to introduce me. So | feel like, |
feel coming tohis university was a good way to introduce something different or

something that | wanted to do agelt that opportunity to do it.

Similarly, moral and ethical considerations present substantial hurdles. Students shared poignant
reflections on their inteal conflicts about hunting, influenced by a love for animals and

discomfort with the idea of killing. One student articulated this dibam

| 6ve al ways been an ani mal |l over, so they
it. Anditis,uh, whenhave gone hunting, ités certainly
havetotakeananeml 6 s | i f e, it does make me sad.

Awarenesand familiarity with hunting activities also pose challenges, as students often lack
initial interest or feel intimidatedue to insufficient knowledge. A student's comment about a

learnto-hunt opportunity advertised at the university underscores this barrier:
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When | first learned that this was on campusjyrhediately thought abouike,t hat 6 s no't

something that you wouldke up, or something that you would do all the time, but

mai nly because | didndédt know the informat:.
I i ke, |l didndét know what exactly it was. I
gun. ltwaskindobi g, and you shot something. When
or know, I|Iike, how in depth the informatio

too scared or you just be like, maybe another time, and just never get around to it

Despite thesedrriers, some students made a concerted effavercome their
apprehensioand engage with hunting, driven by a desire to step outside their comfort zones and

gain new expeéences. As one student reflects:

| agreed to go, and then | had a slight thoughtat | di dnét want to go
|l i ke, |l et me just really go and step out o
probably be primarily white men there, | 6 m

experience, so | can, you know, do ithese | did want to do it, you know.

These personal narratives, when combined with survey responses, provide a more complete
understanding of the multifaceted personal challenges Black students grapple with when
engaging with hunting. This synthesis natyoillustrates the prevalence of these barriers but

highlights the resilience and adaptability of the students as they navigate these challenges.
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Discomfort w lack of ethnic/racial diversity -

61%

Previous negative experiences outdoors - 39%
Lack equipment storage - 35%
Lack transportation -
Lack knowledge of laws - 28%
Discomfort around hunters and hunting culture - 21%
Don't know where to go hunting -
Have not completed hunter education course -
Lack knowledge/skills for meat preparation - 16%
Lack knowledge/skills for hunting -
Don't feel comfortable around firearms - § Lo
Moral/ethical objections to hunting - 14%
Concern about judgment from friends/relatives - 14%
Costs associated with hunting -
No one to hunt with - 99,
Reluctant to kill animals -
0 20 40 60

Percent increase in barrier means for
Black HBCU students vs White PWI students

Figure 3.6. Comparison of selperceived barriers to hunting between Black HBCU students and
White PWI stuénts.This bar chart details the sglérceived barriers to hunting as reported by
Black students at HBCUs relative to their White counterparts at PWIs. The vertical axis lists
various barriers, while the horizontal axis indicates the percent incredserapbrted frequency

of each barrier by Black HBCU students compared to white PWI students.

Interpersonal level

Socialsupport for hunting

Our findings revealed distinct differences in social support for hunting between Black
HBCU students and White PWiwlents(Figure3.7). For Black HBCU students, familial
involvement in hunting was limited. Only 12% of students reported that their fathers hunt,

significantly lower than their white counterparts at PWIs (37%, Cohen'®16%, p < 0.001).

79



This trend exénds to other family members, with 19% of Black students reporting hunting
among grandparents compared to 35% for White students (Coher0s36 < 0.001), and 2%
of mothers and 4% of siblings of Black students reported hunting compared to 6% afat 25%

White students.

Beyond the immediate family, the involvement of friends in hunting also reflects a
similar pattern, where 64% of White PWI students report having friends who hunt, compared to
31% of Black HBCU students (Cohen's k369, p < 0.001).n fact, Black HBCU students only
reported a higher percentages of hunting conn
3%, Cohen's h = 0.36, p < 0.001), suggesting that while familial and peer involvement in hunting
is lower, other members of theaiocial network (e.g., coaches;workers, neighbors) might

offer some level of exposure to hunting practidgégure3.7).

Focus groups reinforced the fact that, for many Black HBCU students, the tradition of
hunting is not passed down through immediaterfi | v channel s. One studen

encapsulates this gap:

There was really nobody in my area or in my immediate, like, family who really hunted.
Like, I know that my great grandparents, they hunted, but you know, by the time | was
like, of age to appmriately hunt, you know, they had passed and all that. And some

family that did hunt years ago, they were all the way up in Milwaukee, so very far away

Another Black student highlighted the impact of this delayed social support:

80



| started a little latein life, probablythree orfouy e ar s ago, doing it
My father didn't hunt that much, and so | didn't have someone that came into my life that

started teaching me until later on.

This statement illustrates how the absence of early lifesaxp to hunting can delay or diminish

engagement in such activities.

Percentage of students' social circle that hunt (by relationship and group)

" BiackHecu [ white PwiI

0,
Friends 64%

31%

Other Family 0%

0,
Father 37%

|

Grandparent 35%

Sibling 25%

Relationship Type

& n
X

0,
Partner 13%
%

6%

Mother
2%

Other %
13%

20 40 60

N

Percent that have hunted

Figure 3.7. Prevalence of hunting within the social circles of Black students from HBCUs (N =
622) and White students from PWIs (N = 4,763) from the Southeastern, U.S. segmentes by typ
of relationships. The categories range from immediate family members to friends and partners,

revealing the percentage of each student's social network that participates in hunting.
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Beliefs abouhunting andhunters

Bl ack HBCU st ud eahtd nsoderate approval aftlegad regulated thunting,
with an overall mean rating of 3.04 (SD = 1.20). This is reflected in the distribution of responses,
with the largest proportion of students (42%) selecting "Neither" as their level of approval
(Figure3.8). A smaller but significant proportion of students expressed strong disapproval
(13.5%) and moderate disapproval (12.5%). Conversely, fewer students strongly approved

(12.4%) or moderately approved (19.1%) of hunting.

In contrast, White PWI studentsrdenstrated a higher overall mean approval rating (M =
3.85, SD = 1.20) for | e g-@d86 p<e0®Qal). Bhe rmagoritthoi nt i n g,
White PWI students strongly approved (38%) or moderately approved (28.5%) of hunting, with

fewer selectingi Nei t her 06 (18%) or (@Figwed®.provi ng to any
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Black HBCU Student Approval of White PWI Student Approval of

Legal Regulated Hunting Legal Regulated Hunting
(31% Overall Approval) (67% Overall Approval)

o

E Moderately Approve 19% 29%

©

3 Neither 42% 18%

o

<

Moderately Disapprove 13% 12%
Strongly Disapprove - l
0 100 200 0 500 1000 1500
Count Count

Figure 3.8 Comparative approval levels for legal regulated hunting among Black students at
HBCUs (N = 622) and White students at PWIs (N = 4,763) in the Southeastern, U.S.. The left
barchart epresents responses from Black students at HBCUs, showing a 31% overall approval,
while the right panel shows responses from White students at PWIs with a 67% overall approval.
Approval levels are categorized as "Strongly Approve," to "Strongly Disapprbive.

percentage of respondents in each category is represented on the bar, with the count of
respondents displayed along the horizontal axis. Note: The '‘Count' axis is scaled differently for
HBCU and PWI to accommodate the range of responses from earh $tatistical analysis

revealed other significant differences among the levels of hunting approval between the two

groups (Table 3.3)
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Table 3.3.This table presents the results of statistical analyses comparing the approval of legal
regulated hunting beeen Black HBCU students (N622) and White PWI students (N = 4,763)

across the Southeastern U.S. The table includes the mean approval ratisgsacdul test

results, and Zest results for different levels of hunting approval (Strongly Disapprove,

Moderately Disapprove, Neither, Moderately Approve, Strongly Approve). The statistical

measures provided are Welchtest statistic,chs quar ed (6] ) stati-stic, d

values, and effect sizes (Cramer's V and Cohen's h) where applicable.

Measure Black White | Statistic | Degrees of | P-value Effect Size
HBCU PWI Freedom

Mean 3.04 3.85 t=- df =795.26 | <0.001 NA
Approval 16.16
Rating
Strongly 12.4% | 38.0% | Z=158 NA < 0.001 | Cohen's h =0.610
Approve
Moderately| 19.1% | 28.5% | Z=23.9 NA < 0.001 | Cohen's h =0.222
Approve
Neither 42.4% | 17.5% | Z=209 NA < 0.001 | Cohen's h =0.555
Moderately| 12.5% | 11.7% Z= NA 0.594 | Cohen's h =0.025
Disapprove 0.285
Strongly 13.5% | 4.18% | Z=94.3 NA < 0.001 | Cohen's h=0.34]
Disapprove

Note: For this comparisn of all values § 380, df = 4, p <0.001, and

Analyses of hunting beliefs among Black HBCU students compared to White PWI
students revealed significant differences across all assessed diméRgjans3.9). For beliefs
regarding lhe safety of hunting, the mean score for Black HBCU students was lower (M = 2.61,
SD = 1.01) than for White PWI students (M = 3.21, SD = 1.07, Cohen§.867, p < 0.001).

Similar patterns were observed in beliefs that hunting is a wise use of nasaaices, that
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hunters behave responsibly, and that hunters care for conservation. Both groups strongly agreed
with two items- hunting is an ethical source of meat (mean of 3.36 for Black vs. 3.98 for White
students) and hunting provides a connectioratane (mean of 3.06 for Black vs. 3.60 for White
students). Despite this shared positive perception, the statistical analysis still revealed higher

scores for Whit e-0.638and Eanen's d-§.4C%réspentiGedy, pa 0.601).

In the focuggroups with Black HBCU students, similar to quantitative findings, many
students described an indifference toward hunting in their personal interactions. For example,

one student said

My parents, friends, and f anmerllknovdroyn 6t r e al
family is really big on animals. So | thin

really, you know, have too much of an opinion on it either

Similarly, another studentremarkgdl have a few family realyd fri en:

|l i ke you said, no opinion on it. l'tdés really

Another recurring theme around their interpersonal interactions was the notion that
hunting was for ficountry: fOEkKkérywodh aneusd unm
family just thought it was the most country t
Others shared the perspective that hunting symbolized a socioeconomic regression in the eyes of

the previous generations, withoies dent speaking of their father

| kind of held off on doing it in general, because, like my dad, he was just so against it.
He just felt like, you know, we sent you to the school to, you know, learn, to get an

educaion. Why you out thereunting?

85



Another student describes growing up in the city and her family having a similar perception of

hunting:

If you talked about it, they was like girl, go to Georgia, girl, go somewhere else, like girl
what you doing. Girl, go to the supermarket andygel some, or go to the flea market

and go get you some meat, what you out there hunting for?

Some students describe a more positive view of hunting in their interpersonal relationships:

| also have like, other friends and family members that, thatdoh , and t hey t hji
really like a fun thing to do. |l dondt thi

| see it as somethingke, you know, for sustenance.

These varied experiences illustrate the complex interpersonal perceptionstaroting,

whether it is viewed as an outdated practice, a fun activity, or a necessary means for sustenance.
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Hunting is a wise use of natural resources

Hunting is a safe activity . White PWI Students

[T Black HBCU Students
Hunters behave responsibly and follow laws

People who want to hunt should have the opportunity
Hunters care about conservation and natural resources
Hunters financially contribute to wildlife conservation
Hunting is an ethical source of meat

Hunting provides direct way to connect to nature

1 2 3 4 5
(Strongly Disagree)  (Disagree) (Neutral) (Agree) (Strongly Agree)

Figure 3.9. Comparison of beliefs about hunters and huniigplayed are the average ratings

from Black HBCU students and White PWI studertgarding their stances on statements that

touch on the ethics, safety, societal, and conservagiated implications of huntingRatings

span from 1, expressing fAiStrongly Disagreeo,
mean ratings for eadbelief, with error bars indicating the 95% confidence intervals for the mean

ratings.
Interpersonabarriers

Our analysis identified several interpersonal barriers to hunting that significantly
impacted Black HBCU students more than White PWI stud&ingsire 4).These barriers

included discomfort around hunters and hunting culture (M = 2.32, SD = 1.20; 21% higher for

Bl ack students, Cohenés d = 0.345, p < 0.001)
relatives (M = 1.50, SD = 0.87, 14% higherthan Whitt udent s, Cohendés d = 0
and having no one to hunt with (M = 2.25, SD

0.163, p < 0.001).
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Discussions with Black HBCU students in the focus groups provided context around
these interpersonahrriers. Discussindiscomfort around hunters and hunting culture, a student

recalled an experience shopping for huntingrgend described mixed feelings

€ we'll walk around in our camo sometimes and walk in the store and it's like, you might
catcheye from ot her races |i ke, Aoh, wow, I di
kinda like, yeah, it's like you want them to say something to you sometimes, so you can
actually inform them and enlighten them. So it was fun. | actually liked grabbing the

attertion, | guess. So it just kind of opens people, people's eyes, and you know, with more
social media that's coming out like Tik Tok and stuff, it's becoming more and more

known, like, Black people hunt as well.
Another student felt more concerned aboutriatting with hunters and hunting culture:

People that often went hunting were always, were often the people that had, you know,
Make America Great Again flags on the back of their pickup trucks, and often, like,
Trump memorabilia, and things that madefesd unwelcome as a Black, queer person.

So | never really wantei interact with these people.

Judgment from friends and family was also expressed as a barrieug\gmup participant

remarked:

You know, the Black community, you don't reaftiear lile people saying, ohm going
hunting, or something |ike, so |ike when I
just give me like a funny look, or they'll start laughing, or like, you kind of get like

bullied about it. But now it seems like noweeybody wanted to go mud riding, riding

horses, or go fishing, or go hunting now, because they see how fun it is, or they just, to
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me , I say, TikTok because they see it's a

they'll be like whenisthenexntie y 6éal |l are going hunting??o

Another student described the strong internal motivation that may be required to overcome

judgment from family and friends:

é it's still the internal desire of that person to want to get out and actually do something,
becaus@again you have your family that could go against it, friends that don't agree with
it. So those external people can play a part in your desire to want to go hunting or

anything |ike that.o
Organizational / Institutional Level
Organizatioral / institutiond barriers

In the context of organizational/institutional barrjgre data revealed several significant
challenges faced by Black HBCU students compared to White PWI students (Figure 4). One
prominent barrier for Black students was the lack of compieifaa hunter education course (M
= 2.68, SD = 1. 34,; 19% higher for Black stude
Another barrier that affects hunting was the discomfort around firearms (M = 2.23, SD = 1.18,

16% higher f or Bdda©6.R59,9 & 0.00E.rCongpared @ANiee stddents,
Black students also reported significantly higher difficulties with equipment storage (Mean =
2.43, SD = 1.27, 35% higher; Cohends d = 0.56

M=233,sb=25; 20% higher; Cohendéds d = 0.336, p

Of these barriers at the organizational level, only discomfort around guns was mentioned
as an obstacle by focus group participants. A student remarked on their experience #oa learn

hunt workshopii . . n Iwhowed my parents pictures of the events from last Friday, they were
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really worried. They wer eAndtherkstedent debcyibechbeimg y ou s

caught off guard by the prominence of firearms in the program

To be honesknow Wwedwéteegygenna be shooting
what | thought it was. | thought we were gonna be like, in a little, where they just taught

us information about hunting, and gave us
going to be holoshg weapons and shooting them. So | was like, oh, this was not what |

thought we were going to be doing.

Of the students that participated in a leaiunt program through the college, none shared a
negative experience shooting firearmsut theyrangd fr om A ét hi s i s ki nd

~

A...it was really exciting. | loved it.o

Feeling welcome in the institution of hunting

When Bl ack HBCU students were asked on the
hunting community?0 ed with£7%indiatmgthey feeswelsameand di v i d
53% expressing feelings of exclusion. In the optional follgtext response, students listed
reasons they did feel welcome, ranging from openness'@igce | have begun hunting, the
hunting community hakeen very welcoming. Everyone has been kind no matter their gender or
race.")to a sense of independence and defiance of n@@ms "You can do whatever you put
your mind to! You don't have to have anyone's consent and welcdpeatiinents among those
who did not feel welcome included a lack of support.(e.g " Havenét had any ex|
no one to help me start.") and the perception of exclusion (e.g., "Hunting is a very white space

and the forest can be a very dangerous place to be the onkyd&eson there..)
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Representation in the Institution of Hunting

When asked for suggestions to enhance racial and ethnic diversity in outdoor recreation
to increase participation, one Black HBCU student talked about the importance of representation

in socal media:

| know, when, before | started getting into hunting. | used to look up videos on Youtube,
and things like that, just to learn about it. And most of the people out there, even though
theydore showing peopl e howtlcamtellonlyorhi ngs,
mostly white men. So maybe if there were Youtubers out there that could fill that role,
that might help make certain individuals like they are more welcome in this community,
and the same thing with advertisements and just geneial stedia outreach. If it was

more, if they had more minorities in those advertisemantl those social media posts

that could probably draw in more people.

Another student expressed the importance of reaching out to young people:

...if there were progims that would reach out to these elementary schools or these middle
schools, and just talk to them, or maybe implement segments into the curriculum about,
you know, wildlife, and why these subjects are important. That can help mold, you know,

their mindsin a good way towardse field and everything in it.

Several focus group participants had previously engaged inrtieéiumt programs,
which were conducted in collaboration with their university and occasionally led or accompanied
by Black instructorsThis offered unique insights into the impact of representation at the
organizational level of hunting activities. Students described the impact of seeing an instructor

that looked like them when they arrived at the workshop location:
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Oh, yeah. It was relgl helpful, I'd say, because | mean just saying, Sergeant F [male
instructor of color], him just yelling at you to go ahead and get on that gun. Go ahead and
get in there. Don't be shy. Just go for it. So yeah, that definitely helped to feel like, almost

like another family member was there, almostingipo guide you along the way.
Another studentcoment ed on Sergeant FOS presence:

| feel representation is a huge key piece. If you have someone in that job field or someone
like Sergeant F, who's going the schools and, like, you know, relating to you know, the
students there like, you know, for, | feel for some Black people like having someone that
looks like them relaying information, it makes them feel more comfortable cause it's
already like, oh, walready have one thing in common, like we come from the same
background, and now you're telling me, like, you're a person of color in this field and
you're doing this, and you're doing these activities. It makes me like, okay, well, they can

do it. Why ca't | push myself to do it?

There was also a notable intersection between race and gender that posed additional challenges.

As one student explained:

| definitely, | definitely felt more at ease, like, | would have been a little bit more closed
offifthadnét been CM [female instructor of <co
of times like getting direction from older white men can sometimes feel a little bit
patroni zing. I feel l i ke, that éds, tudtiondonodt
because again, everyone was very open and welcoming. But, | feel like seeing someone

that looks like me, it makes me feel, oh, this is approachable, | can do this. So | feel like

A

thatds a moment . | t was |lu&ke,| iakéilttdiedmort
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this is something that, oh, |ike itds some
seems doable, it seems manageable, and then | like actually have, like, a good bit of fun,

like getting to know everything about it.

Another student echoed this opinion

€ when we came out of the vans and the instructors came and we immediately seen her
[referring to CM], | was like, oh! This is nice, okay, cool! That was my immediate
thought, was okay cool, | was expecting a white maleally was, | was like okay, great,

you know?

A third participant offered a unique contrast of the dynamic she anticipated and experienced with

a mix of Black and white instructors:

| would also like to add on to what you were saying when CM was gissngstructions.

There were also like, white male trainers there. They, they let her speak, and they let her
explainé |ike they | et her do her thing, w
a lot of white males kind of like, overpower, andttygo in direct and lead. Which, it

was really nice to let them, let her lead. That was cool to see.
For one student the representation of women was particularly important

...something else, | noticed, was like gender, specifically having women who were
hunting and things |ike thaté You know, ev
that. They're all still, men. There's just like, from what I've just seen, there's just not a lot

of women just in general who hunt. So | think just having like some sprbgfam,

awareness program for women telling them, yeah, you can hunt. Yeah, it's okay. And

yeah, we're here.
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These personal stories of Black HBCU students who felt more engaged and comfortable when
seeing instructors and leaders who mirror their owntitles illustrate the powerful impact of

relatable role models.

Environmental (Community, Policy, and Society)

Community hunting norms and access to land

In terms of community level barriers to hunting, which focused on the relationship
between individua and their larger environment, moving away from their typical hunting area
to attend college was a prominent barrier (M = 1.67, SD = 1.08, 10% higher than White
Student s, -0037hpe<®.604Figdre 4 Theconstraint of land access was reinfalce
in focusgroup conversations witBlack HBCU students. Aside from transient separation from
local hunt spots while in college, focus groups participants also reflected on a cultural movement

away from rural life. As one student said

When my dad grew uphat's when they was really pushing, like, okay y'all need to, you
know, leave the country. Don't worry about all this, you know, and you'll become a
doctor, become a lawyer, become a teacher, and that's when everything really started to

change.

This student went on to describe how leaving the land behind and moving to the city was both a
barrier and a symbol of a larger cultural shift in the value of hunting and consequent norms. The

student, explaining about his family members that moved to the city:

So even if they wanna hunt, they didn't have the access to it because of how they work
and | can probably speak for most all our parents, that their grandparents hunt, but their

parents didnét, cause that was wantgoma of
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stay out here in no field like me and your mama did. We worked so hard, so y'all can, you
know, live like that. So that's pretty much what happened, is the reason why parents

especially are #hones that push back the most.

A fear of racismwithin the community was also discussed. One student recalled the

unease of her family negotiating race and hunting

My uncle, he owns, he has his own land, and he has white friends. And the way he treats

his white friends, versus how they treat him somes when they go hunting, concerns

me a little bit. And | feel like, okay, so he treats them @hkey, you know, come on over

anytime. We can go huntir@But then, when he wantstogohumty on t heir | anc
a | waopn,d don'tdhink that my othdériends wo ul d Il ifkeeelt Haitk.ed it 6s
racial issue, like they don't want to be racist, or they trying to more, like, pratect h

from the other white people.

Another student described being conscious of race while hunting in the everdrieporos

other hunters who were white:

€ because we're Black, you know, and they [white people] are not used to seeing that,
and, or they just raised up on just hunting with their family, and they think that they can
only use it instead of other peoplenasse it. But | don't feel that way, but it's just, there's
always a thought, because you know, you growing up as a Black man. You always see
stuff on the news and stuff, or people being misjudged, so | always had that in the back of

my head.
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Policy enviramment related to hunting

At the policy level, the need to enhance the perception of inclusivity for hunting and
outdoor recreation was the primary sentiment shared by focus group participants. A student
remarkedfil still stand behind making it more accis. So just letting people know that it's
okay to try it, and not just hunting but other outside related activities, especially your personal
color, to | us tAngherpartitipaatduggestet patt@yminting as a unifying

activity:

show that i1itds okay to hunt with a Bl ack
white person to hunt, or it's okay to have a Hispanic or Jamaican, or it really doesn't
matter, to see how different ethnics hunt, or how they hunt like, just, bagicslly

equality, like everybody comes to be one and have a good time.

Students also saw value in creating programs that reached outt@ditional audiences or
those distanced from nature. One student explained that it was importantta . . peoptet r o d u c
to different aspects of the world that arenot

anything |like that, get some outdoors. o

Another participant touched on the lack of awareness and opportunity within urban areas,

suggesting apossibleedi Ever yone in the city doesndt hunt
exposed to it. | dondt know anyone whobés hunt
know, | et me | ust Thisavastechoed by mother paniapantskonesayingd

Al 6ve al ways wanted to go, but |1 6ve never bee

wasnoOt r aourgrgalea where évargbody goes hunting, or people even know how to do
it.o
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Historical and contemporary social forces

Discomfort with the lak of diversity in hunting at the social level was evident in the
experiences shared by some Black HBCU focus group participants, reflecting the perceived
discomfort with racial diversity reported by students at the individual level (61% greater than

PWI sudents). One student described a shopping trip ahead of a hunt:

We went to a local gun store here, and were looking to purchase a firearm or whatever.
And so you might have the clerk behind the counter, he just didn't want to really give us
the time of dg when we kind of walked in. But as | went over and approached him, |

asked him about a certain firearm, mentioned the name of it, the manufacturer, the caliber
pretty much this and all of the shoot and everything and the ammo that it needed, and

then he vas like,kay, this guy kind of knows what he's talking aliiout

The student went on to describe stereotypes and a perceived double standard harkening back to

Jim Crow laws around firearms ownership

I'm not just lookingforaGock, 0 you kdewstlame]]styodemnon't
to have a concealed carry [permit] to get a firearm, but they make you, us as a race, make
us feel that we need one to make sure that
minorities feel that, for that control piecthat you have to do this, you have to do that.

Or, you know, follow this rule or follow that rule. You don't follow a particular rule. You

make theule that you want us to follow.

A student who participated in a leaiszhunt workshop described thenggon arouad the

social norm of who hunts:
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| don't know, should | be really doing this? This doesn't really feel like a type of thing a
lot of people that look like me tend to do so, but otherwise, other than that, like, kind of

hesitance at the beginninigfeel pretty fine about it. It feels just like another part of me.

Generational racism, violence, and norms around hunting seemed to intermingle in this student's

reflection:

But talking about it with other friends and family like instantly, it's iy would you

want to go hunting. That's like, you know, a white man's sport. We don't typically do that.
We don't typically do firearms, or like, just buy firearms for pleasure like that, and to go
and kill and process animals. And just, you know, esfigdike my grandparents, like,

you know, they identify with Black people in the woods. It wasn't safe. It wasn't, you
know, a place you wanted to be, because most of the time, historically, if a Black person
is in the woods, it probably wasn't for a gabing. Especially growing, like my
grandparents growing up during like, the Jim Crow era and stuff, like that wasn't a place
you wanted to be, and it wasn't necessary. And, like current day issues like my
grandparents would still say, you know, thake Jia rich white man sport. That's not
something we're into. We don't need to do

mi ght affect | i ke ol der sogallypiedoesrttaffecomei dent i t

Racial discomfort and previous negatiexperiences outdogaich as encountering
aggressive behavior from other hunters, significantly impact Black students' willingness to
participate in hunting. One studentds experie

concerns in these setgs:
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What got me is like when we walked in, so it's 4axklin the morning. It's pitchldck,

so you walk in with head lamps and stuff, you waited, and it, it shocked me, because, like
they are so aggressive to get to a hole, like, like we had a ghig italking about, we

shoot his ducks or anything, he'll shoot wu
ducks flying over usébut hey, that's what,
Black men and mostly in the hunting community istejhwhite guys, you know, and |

will be out numbered one day, and like we'll get into an altercation, and we can't get back

to our families, or something happened. But sometimes | like, | always think about that
before 1 like, go duck hunting or like huintgeneral. But | always just leave it in the

back of my head, and pray, and get to it. If it ever gets that bad, I'll just probably give a

hole up and jusgo to another hole, you know.

Reflecting on the historical ties and changing traditions withiramsly, one student
recounted the gradual decline of hunting practices despite maintaining a strong connection to
their ancestral land. As urban employment opportunities drew the family away from rural

activities, much of their traditional practices bet¢afade. He explains:

We got history going back to the very end of slavery. It was my, once in my

grandmothers, her grandparents both was, well they both of them half native and they

used to hunt, used to hunt and fish, and a lot of the practicesfustgoo st over ti m
we've had that land a long time. Always hunted off of it. They grew most all their

produce, and even the areas that grew up with trees is where they used to have their

cotton fields, and they used to plant cotton and grow it. Anckyow, of course, the

kids would pick 1it, and then theyodéd send i
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money, off of that, tooéThe only thing we

said, the practice is, we pretty mudhd of lostaloté 1 t €&

Despite these social challenges, several students expressed a strong sense of
independence and determination to defy norms and foster their connection to nature via hunting.

As one student reflected

€ you know, historically being like, oh, white mia activity, it really didn't deter me

from wanting to try it. I mean, it's for
know, actually trying new things and stop listening to stereotypes and things of that
nature, because | mean, it's honestly antazAnd it's not necessarily just about killing
things. But if you want to go out there and just enjoy nature, if you want to just look at
nature, the animals in nature, that's what you can do. You don't always have to just look

at, like | said, the sterggpes of it.
Regarding perceptions of who hunting is for, another student shared their defiance

For me, 1's still like well, why not? So if someone told me | can't do something, it's like,
okay, well, I'm gonna go do it now. So since | guess theylaihtelike, be wary about
who you're going outside with, and stuff don't do all these dangerous activities. Now, it's

kinda like, well, I'm gonna do it now.
Discussion

Findings from this study highlight significant disparities in hunting participation and
support between Black students from HBCUs and White students from PWiIs. Black HBCU
students showed lower levels of hunting participation, less intent to hunt in the future, and lower

levels of familial support for hunting. Following previous wdllarson et al., 2014yve applied
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a socialecological model to integrate quantitative and qualitative data and explore the
intersecting individal, interpersonal, organizational, and environmental factors influencing these
observed differences in hunting behavior. Here we discuss these findings by model level, in the

context of relevant literature, and conclude each level with implications fciiqara

At the individual level, motivations for hunting among Black HBCU students are deeply
influenced by historical forces and current prefereiieesckney et al., 2024The most
prominent motivation for Black students is hunting for meat, followed by altruistic reasons such
as maintaining ecosystem balance, and egoistic reasons like adventure and social connections.
However, trophy hunting is notably less favored, mirroring pagterisupport for hunting
among norhunters in the general populatjaoo (Decker et al., 2015)n contrast, White PWI
students reported higher mean ratings for all motivatjgager et al., 2021 Yeflecting a
stronger overall inclination towards hunting. Historical factors, including the legacy of racial
violence and safety concerns, play a significant role in shaping these preferences among Black
studentg(Finney, 2014; Lee & Scott, 2016; Scott & Lee, 20I8)e presence of racial
oppression, both historical and modern, directly influences personal feelings of fear, safety, and
belonging in outdoor settingsn affect individual feelings of safety and willingness to engage in
activities outdoorgFinney, 2014; Lee & Scott, 2016; Pinckney et al., 2024; Scott & Lee, 2018)
In spite of these unique challenges and appaliffierences in conceptualization of nature, both
Black and White students have been shown to share a preference for naturalistic landscapes
(Taylor, 2018) suggesting similarities in cultal preferences might actually outweigh
differences. To address individelalel barriers to hunting, it is important to frame hunting in a

way that resonates with Black studengsmphasizing meat and altruistic reasoasd to strive
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to create safer @more inclusive environments by acknowledging and addressing concerns

about racial violence and discrimination.

The interpersonal level in this study provides insight into hawias relationships and
supportnetworks influence hunting participationgeneral(Byrne & Dunfee, 2018)ynd
especially among Black HBCU students. Social support for hunting was signyfilcaner
among Black HBCU students compared to White PWI stud®aiger et al., 2021 Many Black
students lack familial involvement in hunting compared to White students. This lack of familial
support extends tother family members and friends, creating a substantial barrier to hunting
participation. Focus group discussions reinforced the idea that, for many Black students, hunting
is not a tradition passed down through immediate family chankeésawg2024)noted that
although the tradition of hunting is strong in the African American community, it is challenged
by loss of privately held land, which may be fueling the gatienal decline in participation we
observed. Focus group discussion also revealed that this lack of support is accentuated by a
negative connotation of hunting, that it is
urbanity achieved by the prieus generations. More broadly, focus group accounts showed that
Black students hold different views about wildlands compared to their white counterparts,
influenced by collective memories of historical oppression and excl{isai! et al., 2022)
Conseqgently, many Black Americans see outdoor recreation as a "white activity," impacting
their personal interest and willingness to particigBt&vis, 2018; Dorwart et al., 202Z)orwart
et al (2022)found that companionship is crucial for participation. Students were more likely to
engage in outdoor activities if they had friends who were also participating. This highlights the
importance of social networks in facilitating or hindering outdoor recreation among HBCU
students, with direct implications for R3 efforts in the Black comtguio address
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interpersonalevel barriers to hunting, interventions could take the form of urban outreach
programs that shift perceptions that hunting is solely a rural activity and make it more relevant to
urban students. Offering introductory huntecwurses that foster interactions among
intergenerational family, friends, and larger groups could emphasize the social and communal
aspects of hunting, helping to reinforce some of the traditions and connections that might have

been lost

At the organizabtinal level, historic practices and institutional barriers contribute to the
exclusion of Black students from hunting communities. A majority of Black students reported
not feeling welcome in the hunting community. Factors that exacerbate this issue Isig&hoas
representation in social media, absence of targeted programs, and insufficient awareness of
hunting organizations were described by students in the focus groups and have been reported in
other studieg¢Schultz et al., 2019 he presnce of role models and mentors who share similar
backgrounds, such as Black instructors in learhunt programs, significantly improved the
sense of inclusion and representation among Black students. The key role of culturally relevant
mentors has beatocumented in other research on hunting recruitment and retévion
Furstenberg etal., 2023) n c | u di n g(2024)studyafvBEadck siunters. Unfortunately, the
manageent and policies of parks and recreation departments rarely reflect the needs or histories
of BIPOC communitie$Schultz et al., 2019; Taylor, 201%)rganizational practices that
overlook the importance of diversity and inclusion contriliata lack of engagement from these
groups(Lee, 2023) Having Black people in leadership positions, a key recommendation fo
meaningful inclusion in natufeased recreatiofl.ee, 2023)had a significant and palpable
i mpact on Bl aofcondort and selfticacy in thedr focus group reflections.
Partnering with community organizations that support historically marginalized populations can
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provide a conduit for establishing trust and building interest in hu(iialrl et al., 2022)

Additionally, institutions can support outdoor activities that are culturally significant, such as
communal gatherings or traditional practices in nature, which are passed down through
generations and reinforced through social interaciiSeseHarper et al., 2022) o address
organizational and institutional barmseio hunting, agencies should actively hire staff who reflect
the communities they serve, including BIPOC individuals. Cultural competency training for
organizational staff may enhance their understanding of unique histories, experiences and needs
of the Back community. Additionally, utilizing culturally relevant mentors can provide

meaningful guidance and foster a sense of inclusion and representation for Black participants.

Environmental factors, including community and land access, policy factorsraaukb
societal influences, also impact hunting participaicarson et al., 2014Black HBCU students
face significant barriers reked to access to hunting land, with many reporting that attending
college has moved them away from their typical hunting areas. Similar concerns have been
reported by White studenf¥ayer et al., 2021)Safety comerns due to racism and sexism in the
outdoors further deter Black students from patrticipating in huiifiolgnson et gl2001) The
lack of inclusivity in communityjlevel support for hunting activities highlights the need for more
inclusive practices and programs that cater to the needs of Black students. Historically, policies
that have directed the development and fagdif recreational spaces often marginalized
communities of color, resulting in fewer and lovegrality parks and recreational facilities
(Kephart, 2022; Rigolon et al., 2018his lack of investment has enduring effects on the
accessibility and quality of recreational options available to tb@senunitiegKabhrl et al.,
2022) Moreover, the historical erasure of Indigenous and other BIPOC histories in the context of

outdoor spaces perpetuates a narrative that outdoor recreata | spaces ahite predo
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s p a dRagisy 2018; Finney, 2014; Lee & Scott, 20I/ese policy level biases toward white
dominant values, accessibility, and framing, have had an effect on R3 effadgionally

catering to white males in rural arda&yer etal.,2021d nd r el ying on fAherita
potentially alienates minoritigSerenari & Peterson, 201&s our study shows, these

perceptions of exclusivity continue to drive disparities in outdoor recreation participation,
particularly in historicallycontroversial activities such as hunting. To address environmental

level barriers, managers should increase hunting opportunities on public land, especially near
urban areas. It is also important to change the social narratives regarding hunting te be mor
inclusive and representative of diverse backgroamdsmotivations (e.g., obtaining foo@ther

research suggests this will require acknowledgement and own@rebkip2023)f: (1) historic

exclusion of norelite and nofWhite groups from hunting and land use, §dthe elevation of

sport huntingas a tool of conservation (and diminishment of subsistence huni@sgotust

about preserving wildlife but also about asserting social control and maintaining racial
hierarchiegJacoby, 2014; Powell, 2016)his could be achieved through targeted media

campaigns, educational programs, and community engagement initiatives thahhitelig

contributions and traditions of Black communities related to hunting and the outdoors. By
promoting an inclusive narrative and improving access, agencies can make progress toward

di smantling the perception t Isgtactelsg 00 uthdkea erbsy

increasing minority participation in hunting.
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Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations that could be addressed in future research. Expanding the study
to include a broader age range and geographic scope wowidgpa more comprehensive
understanding of the barriers to hunting across diverse populations. Additionally, exploring other
historically marginalized groups could reveal unique challenges and opportunities for promoting
inclusivity in hunting. In the fous groups, there was the potential for social desirability bias;

while the discussion was led by a woman of color, another white male facilitator was present
during the conversations. This might have inf
and truthfully. We also cannot account for potential-regponse bias in the surveys, although a
similar data collection approach with White PWI students experienced minim#Vhiger et

al., 2021) Experimentaktudies to assess the impact of mentorship and social support on hunting
participation among Black students could provide valuable insights into the efficacy of different

interventions.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this mixed methods study revealed sigmfibarriers to hunting participation and
support among Black HBCU students compared to their White PWI counterparts. Even when
interest in hunting is present, systemic and policy changes are necessary to make hunting more
accessible and inclusive for Bka&mericans. By addressing individual, interpersonal,
organizational, and environmental factors that interact to impact outdoor recreation behavior, the
community of researchers, agencies, andgmrernmental organizations can work

collaboratively to cre@ new leisure opportunities and challenge historic paradigms. Our

research provides a comprehensive overview of the factors influencing hunting behaviors and
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attitudes, highlighting the need for targeted interventions and inclusive practices to fesise a s
of belonging and representation in hunting communities. While this study uncovers a lot about
the Black experience of hunting among HBCU students in the Southeastern U.S., our findings
demonstrate that more exploration, intentionality, and authgnéicgtrequired to effectively

engage minoritized communities in hunting and wildlife conservation.
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CHAPTER 4:
Enhancing Hunting Participation through Social Support: A Comparative Analysis of Two
CollegelLevel R3 Programs

Abstract

In recent decades, hunting participation in the United States has deploséng risks to
wildlife conservation funding ansburring the growth of hunter recruitment, retention, and
reactivation (R3) effortsThis study compares the efficacy of two colldgeused R3 programs,
the Academics Afield (AA) program and Getting i&d Outdoors (GSO). AA emphasizes
social support through peer mentorship and multiple workshops, in line with the Outdoor
Recreation Adoption Model framework, while GSO primarily involves-tome workshops. We
aimed to determine whether AA attracts a endiverse student population and to evaluate
differences in outcomes such as huriiagted behavioral intentions, confidence in hunting
skills, and beliefs about hunting and hunters. We conductepgstesurveys across 13
universities for AA and utilize preexisting survey data from 6 universities for GSO, all in the
Southeastern U.S. Data analysis includedschiared tests and logistic regression models to
assess demographic characteristics, motivations, social support, and programmatic outcomes.
Restts showed that AA attracted more female and racially diverse students compared to GSO.
Logistic regression analysis indicated ttathough many program outcomes were simady,
participants were more likely to purchase a hunting license and expresalgmnfidence in
hunting, highlighting the importance of extended social support. The findings suggest that R3
programs should incorporate mentorship initiatives with increased social contact and ongoing

support- especially when focused on ntnaditional path hunters. These insights can inform the
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development of more effective R3 programs that enhance broader recruitment and sustain
hunting participation.
Introduction

In 1960, approximately 7.7 percent of the U.S. population held a hunting licenbg, but
2022, this percentage had declined to just 5.5 percent, marking a significant drop in hunter
participation per capita over the decal@SFWS, 2023)This declining trend poses a critical
risk to wildlife conservation funding, which is primarily supported by revenue generated from
hunting and fishing related activities. In 2017 alone, these activities contributed $3.3 billion, or
59% ofstate wildlife agency budgef¥oyles & Chase, 2017Additionally, hunter expendites
reached a significant $45.2 billion in 2022, underscoring the substantial economic impact of
hunting(USFWS, 2023)The reduction in tinter participation threatens not only the financial
resources necessary for the management and operational costs of wildlife agencies, but also
endangers conservation efforts aimed at wildlife restoration and the management of game animal
populations, whih are critical for ensuring ecological balance and sustainaf#ilitgerson &

Padding, 2015; Brown et al., 2000)

The decline in hunting is driven in large part by demographic trends such as urbanization
and the dninishing proportion of White individuals in the overall U.S. populaficarson et al.,
2014) Given these changing societal contextere is growing concern that the tramfital
hunting demographic aloreaural, white males may no longer be sufficient to support hunting
and the associated conservation infrastrudfiuaeson et al., 2021; Re Tack et al., 2018; Ryan
& Shaw, 2011)Researchers and practitioners have therefore called for an expansion of hunter
recruitment, retention, and reactivation (R3) gff¢o include norraditional path hunters

(NTPHs)Larson et al., 2017; Quartuch et al., 20THday, there is a growing recognition of the
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importance of NTPHs, including women, BIPOC, urban residents, and people frem non

agricultural backgrounds, in huntig@uartuch et al., 2017)

College students, particularly those from ficaditional backgrounds, represent a
valuable but uderutilized audiencéor hunter recruitment effor{Stayton et al., 2017; Vayer et
al., 2021) College campuses, where many NTPHs can be found, offer unique advantages for R3
efforts. They provide a social atmogpd where new identities can flourish and young adults,
developmentally primed for new activities, can explore hunting in a supportive environment
(Ravert, 2009; Reifman et al., 2007; Vayer et al., 202djlitiondly, Vayer et al(2021)found
that compared to traditional hunters, potential hunters on college campuses are more likely to be
female or from racial/ethnic minority backgrounds, providing a broader base for hunte
recruitment. College students also display a broad array of motivations for hunting including
ethical food consumption and conservati@giayer et al., 202 jeflecting motivations prevalent
among other notraditonal hunting population€Stedman et al., 2017; Tidball et al., 2013)
However, many potential young adult hunters on college campuses lgriicél the social
support that traditional hunters have, which is necessary for continued hiluatisgn et al.,
2014; Quartuch et al., 201'Hor example, social support for hunting from immediate family
memberge.g., parent, sibling) is the single strongest predictor of past hunting participation
among potential hunters on college campuses, but only 39% of students report this type of

support(Larson et al., 2017; Vayet al., 2021)

R3 programming has traditionally focused on the individual level, aiming to equip
participants who attend these programs with the necessary skills and knowledge for hunting

(Decker & Purdy, 1986 However, a significant shortcoming is that participants are often
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abandoned after a otiene workslop experience and left to pursue the activity without

additional social suppo(Byrne & Dunfee, 2018)The imporaince of the social component in

the adoption of hunting has been described at multiple levels of social structure, from the
individual 6s family and friends to the broade
to the social representation ofrtiing in society as a who[@rown et al., 1995; Larson et al.,

2014; Winkler & Warnke, 2013 he critical role of social support in hunting is highlighted in

the Outdoor Recreation Adoption Model (ORAM), whichpdrasizes the social and educational

factors critical to advancing through each phase of activity adofyme & Dunfee, 2018)

The ORAM involves a progression through distinct phases: awareness, interest, trial, a critical
decision to continue, continuation with support, and finally, continuation without support.
ORAM6s focus on soci al nproviggs aframewark for addtessigoe d pr o
the nuanced needs of NTPHSs, such as college students, at different stages of the hunting adoption
process. Yet, few studies have attempted to explore how varying levels of social support can

impact the success of R¥ats and learfto-hunt programgvon Furstenberg et al., 2023)

In this case study, we examine the efficacy of the Academics Afield (AA) program,
founded in Georgia in 2019, which aims to introduce college students from nontraditional
backgrounds to hunting asthooting(Bashford et al., 2024A distinguishing element of the AA
program is an emphasis on social support through peer mentorship as well multiple touchpoints
with instructos (34 workshops per year in addition to mentored hunts). Recognizing the
importance of social support in the hunting adoption process, we compare AA outcomes to those
of a similar collegiate learto-hunt program called Getting Started Outdoors (GSO).G%©
program, for the most part, implemented a-tme workshop to develop hunting skills and

knowledge amiog college student participar(igon Furstenberg et al., 2028)ur research
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examined the effects of different types of R3 program participation on a variety of outcome
variables. Specifially, our aims weref1) to determine whether longéarm programs with
enhanced social support (e.g., AA) can attract a more diverse population of college students
compared to onday programs, measured by demographics, motivations, previous hunting
expeience, and social support among students that siganag2) to evaluate differences in
outcomes through comparison of behavioral intentiefeged to huntingconfidence in hunting

skills and knowledge, and beliefs about hunters and hunting.

Methods

Study context and participant recruitment

Working with state wildlife agencies, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and
university collaborators, our team implemented the Academics Afield (AA) program designed
specifically for college students with lited previous hunting experience. The workshop's
purpose was to teach students basics of hunting, to highlight broader benefits of hunting, and to
inspire students to adopt positive huntnetated beliefs, attitudes and behaviors. AA provided
social suppdrthrough multiple points of contact. Workshop content and format were modeled
after existing R3 programs around the country, with particular emphasis on programs with
demonstrated success attracting NTPHSs in general (e.g., Getting Started Outdoos, Faod f

in Wisconsin, Field to Fork in Kentucky and Georgia) and college students spec{gcglly

(Conservation Leaders for Tomorrow, n.d.; Ringelman et al., 2020; von Furstenberg et al., 2023)

Social supporin AA takes many forms. The program employs a student coordinator and
peer student coaches to recruit and engage students fretradaional backgrounds into

hunting and shooting activities. Participants are accepted into the program through an@pplicati
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process that assesgdbeir experience levels, ensuring a tailored and effective learning

experience. The program comprise4 &nnual workshops, each focusing on a different species

and including a corresponding mentored hunt. Students begin by cioigblenter education,
including firearm training at a shooting range. Each subsequent workshop is-$peases],

learning about game animal habitat and behavior, hunting strategy and preparation, and
culminates in a mentored hunt, allowing practical imagibn of the skills learned. Throughout

the program, participants receive ongoing support from peer mentors and local professionals and
volunteers affiliated with conservation organizations. Individual students engage with a
consistent coach for multiplaeetings, promoting continuity and personalized guidance. After

the program there is the wild game culinary social and recap of the program experience allowing

for reflection.

Elements of the AA program varied based on resources, community partnesys, seas
game species, and other variables. All AA programs utilized extended social support through
oneon-one mentoring and continued interactions with supporting organizations. However, a
different structure was implemented in North Carolina, wher&5L8tulents were recruited as a
cohort and progressed through the program together over approximately four months (referred to
as the Acohort model 0) . Il n contrast, in the o
(Il abeled the Ardellldoi)ng add miwd snigorsd udent s to att
events as they wished. This variability is expecteahuttistate evaluation resear@ewcomer
et al., 2015)To ensure comparability across sites, we worked with our collaborators to follow
best practices for data collecti@dewcomer et al., 2015; Powell et al., 2028)ich involved the

use of consistent protocols and shared assessment criteniaeklly meetings were held
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throughout the program implementation and evaluationga®to ensure integrity and

consistency.

Collaborators at participating universities coordinated recruitment of-aedelfted
sample of students to participate in R3 workshops, specifically targeting individuals without
previous hunting experience. Reitment efforts varied by university but, in addition to the zero
or limited previous hunting experience criterion, aimed to attract d@\sgicipants based on
genderface/ethnicity, and academic major. The events were publicized by posting flyerd aro
campus, talking with large lecture classes, meeting with student organizations, and distributing
information via college and departmental email lists. From spring 2020 through fall 2024, we
implemented AA programs with participants from 13 public ursites in 7 Southeastern U.S.

states Table4.1.A).

We compared evaluation data from these AA programs with existing data from single
day GSO programming restricted to 6 universities across 6 statessartte Southeastern U.S.
region(von Furstenberg et al.p23)(Table4.1.B). GSO programs contained similar content
and utilized a very similar approach recruitibgttheywere oneday workshops with limited

opportunities for followup interactions and lower levels of social support.

We used a prpost surey approacto collect data from workshop participants and
evaluate the efficacy of R3 programs across all stBt#h. surveys contained similar items and
structuresSimilar approaches have been used in other education program evaluation studies
(Ozogqul et al., 20193hough rarely with R3 programminBrogram leaders sent a wishsed
guestionnaire via Qualtrics to registered participants about one week before the event.
Participants were sent a second vaa@sed questionnaire via Qualtrics the week following the
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workshop. If participants did not respotada particular round of surveys (i.e., the pretest or

posttest), they were sent an additional email reminder.

Table 4.1.A Overview of Academics Afield R3 workshops for college students held across 14

universities and 7 US states from spring 2021 tc2fa24.

Academics Afield

State University Pre Post Pre & Post
Alabama A&M University 1 6 0
AL Tuskegee University 27 21 18
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural Collegg 7 1 1
Albany State University 20 0 0
Fort Valley State University 10 4 3
Georgia Sathern University 19 2 2
Ogeechee Technical College 3 0 0
GA University of Georgia 32 14 13
LA Louisiana State University 6 0 0
TN University of Tennessee, Knoxville 40 18 17
MS Jackson State University 2 0 0
NC North Carolina State University 41 19 19
SC Clemson University 7 3 3
Totals 215 88 76
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Table 4.1.B. Overview of Getting Started Outdoors R3 workshops for college students held

across 6 universities and US states from fall 2018 through spring 2020.

Getting Started Outdoors
State University Pre Post Pre & Post
SC Clemson University 61 70 61
NC North Carolina State University 62 45 44
X Texas A&M University 21 12 12
FL University of Florida 30 28 28
GA University of Georgia 8 10 7
VA Virginia Tech 24 8 8
Total§ 206 173 160

Surveyinstrument design and administration

Project leaders at North Carolina State University developed survey instruments with
input from project collaboratopre- postsurvey are Appendix D & E respectivelBoth
instruments were designed to assess theantle of R3 workshops with respect to discrete
themes. Following best practices in evaluation resgitetvcomer et al., 2015)ve
intentionally selected output and outcome variables that were meaningful and relevant, goal
oriented (with respect to R3 program objectives), comprehensive (with respect to the range of

outputs and ogbmes assessed, not limited to future hunting behavior), and both reliable and
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valid. AA surveys were designed to match those used for the GSO program, for details on

construt development and validation s@@n Furstenberg et al., 2023)

Participant Backgrounds

During workshop registrati aphiginfornmtionol | ect ed
including gender identity, race/ethnicity (using U.S. census designations), college major, and
selfreported population size of the area where a participant grew up (e.g., urban vs. rural). To
assess motivations for hunting prior to wdrips, we used constructs establishe@am
Furstenberg et al., 2023)e asked participants to rate the importance of each potential reason
for hunting using a-oint unipolar rating scale, rangifig@m (1) not at all important to (4) very
important. We used 4 categories of motivations that aligned with the hunting motivation
structure identified by/ayer et al(2021)and(von Furstenberg et al., 2023)od-related
motivations focused on adohing meat (2 items), altruistic reasons focused on community
benefits such as contributing to conservation or controlling wildlife that damages ecosystems (3
items), egoistic motivations focused on personal reasons such as spending time with friends and
family and connecting with nature (6 items), and hunting to obtain a trophy (1 item). Social
support was categorized into immediate support (family members who hunt, such as father,
mother, partner, or siblings) and extended support (the extended stwiatknof the
participants that hunts, including grandparents, friends, and other relatives) where students could

select all that apply.

Hunting participation

We assessed participantsd previous hunting
intent tohunt (immediately following workshops). Ontheqges r vey i nstrument, w
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you ever hunted before?0 Response options 1inc
hunting but did not personally hunt, or (3) no.-Buevey items also evaluatedrticipants' social

support for hunting. For example, we asked participants to indicate if any of the following people

in their lives hunt: father, mother, brother/sister, grandparent, other family member, friends, or

other (specify).

To gauge participagtdé f ut ure i ntewotrkoshbpnsuoweyheweo
likelyar e you t o h wiihtrespomse dptoes off (1) twill dedirtely not hunt to (5),
| will definitely hunt. If a participant answered (3), (4), or (5). To explore inteparticipate in
other huntingrelated behaviors, we asked participants how likely they were to engage in various
actions such as purchasing a hunting license, huhtamibther program participait, eat game
meat on a scale from (1) very unlikely &) {ery likely, mirroring the questions provided in the

postsurvey of the previous GSO based st(dbyn Furstenberg et al., 2023)

Confidence in huntingelated skills and knowledge

Before and after the workshops, we measured confidence in various spedsjdsikil
for this study, we chose to focus only on the general confidence variable. This was measured as
overall confidence in hunting skills on a unipolar rating scale from (1) not at all confident to (5)

extremely confident.

Beliefs and attitudes aboutihters and hunting

Before and after workshops, we asked participants to rank their level of agreement with 9
items measuring attitudes and beliefs about hunters and hunting on a scale from (1) strongly

disagree to (5) strongly agree, with higher scoregatithg more positive beliefs about hunters
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and hunting. In this study we focus on 3 relevant beliefs. These items followed previous studies
(Responsive Management & National Shooting Sports Foundation, 2017;&{ajer2021; von
Furstenberg et al., 2028nd included belief statements such as hunting is a safe activity, hunters

behave responsibly, and hunters care about conservation.

Postprogram support questions (Academics Afield Only)

To better understand Apar ti ci pant sé experiences of sup
future iterations of the program, we asked several questions on the Adupesy. These
included, ADo you have the resources you need
mentorsandmeénor shi p opportunities after this progr ;.
not sure, and (3) no. Buildingon this,oppm ded questions asked partic
of the resources (people, places, organizations, etc.) where you plan totsaektous and
ment orship opportunities?o6o, and fAWhat woul d h
finding mentors and mentorship opportunities

Data analysis

To better understand the participants drawn to each program, we used descriptiv
statistics to explore the demographic characteristics, background information (e.g., past hunting
experience and social support), and motivations of those registered basegmveyeaata.
ChirSquared Test s aappied@grestin20i2)osasséss ame corepare
participant attributes across programs. Effect sizes were reported using Cohen's D for mean

differenceqCohen, 1988)

For analyzing correlates of hunginelated behavioral intentions and program effects, we

utilized descriptive statistics and logistic regression models-dRogty data was used to predict
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the future intent to engage in huntirglated behaviors, such as the likelihood of hunting,
purchaing a hunting license, hunting with another participant, and befriending another hunter.
Predictor variables included gender (male/female), immediate social support (yes/no), extended
social support (yes/no), and program format (AA/GSO). Odds ratios@er)interpreted to

identify significant relationships.

To evaluate other huntiagelated outcomes, such as change in overall confidence and
beliefs about hunters and hunting, we used logistic regression models with the same predictors as
above. Dependentriables were coded into binary responses fromfostey data, with higher
scores indicating Aconfidentodo or fAagreeodo grou
We included the continuous pservey scores for the respective binary dependadbles to
control for baseline differences, ensuring that the effects observed were attributable to the
intervention (AA or GSO program format). The variance in the dependent variables explained by
these logistic regression models were assessed usindai?’ and Nagelkerk&? calculations
to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the program effects on huelatgd behaviors and

beliefs.

The data were analyzed using R, a program for statistical comgRtiégre Team,
2021) Data manipulation was perforshie usi ng t he i (Wickhgrnw, 2006 e 0 pack a
Results pesented in this paper are based on data pooled from R3 workshops across all
participating states. To understand to what extent students felt they had the resources needed
following the program we also coded and analyzed -@meled responses. A single raser
conducted inductive coding based on response content, adhering to conventional content analysis

guidelinegElo & Kyngas, 2008; Hsieh & Shannon, 200Ajter coding the responses, the codes
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and themes pertaing to social support were reviewed by an additional researcher with expertise

in the subject matter.

Results

Description of program participants

Demographics

The mean age of participants in the AA program was 22.7 years (SD = 6.89), with a
median age 021 years. In contrast, the GSO program had a significantly older cohort with a
mean age of 24.4 years (SD = 5.92) and a medi
More women patrticipated in the AA program (59% female) compared to the GSO p(d@eam
female),? 615281p < 0. 001, Cramerds V = 0.19). The A
of participants from no#wWhite racial categories (38%) compared to the GSO program (28%),
making it more racially divers®(é¢ 4. 066, p < 0.10QKtAAGadanmer 6 s V =
identical number (28%) of neWhite participants if HBCUs were excluded from the analysis
The racial composition of the AA program was predominantly White (62%), followed by Black
(30%), Latinx (3%), Asian (1.4%), and Middle Eastédr5%). The GSO program was similar in
the predominance of White participants (72%), followed by Asian (14%), Latinx (6%), Black

(5%), and the remainder (3%) identified as Mi

The majority of participants in the Aprogram were from a large city or urban area
(81%), with smaller proportions from a medisized city (18%). There were no AA
participants from small cities or small towns/rural areas, and a small number (3%) reported

Aot her o f or ¢ hinpdrisom o dA, the @GSO tparticipants inclndeccaomuch
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smaller proportion from large cities and urban areas (4%, 102. 84, p < 0. 001,
0.50), followed by mediursized cities (21%), small cities (29%), small towns or rural areas

(15%), and 2% choosing fAothero.

Students pursuing degrees in agriculture and natural resources were the predominant
participarts in both programs, but significantly greater in AA (67%) as compared to GSO (42%,
?7¢ 24.641, p < 0.001, Cramerbés V = 0.25). Oth
mathematical, and physical sciences (15%) and engineering (9%). There were a fgvaptstic
from humanities and social sciences (6%). The GSO program also had a variety of non
agricultural and natural resource majors, including engineering (26%), biological, mathematical,
and physical sciences (13%). As with AA, there were fewer partiiseom social sciences and

humanities (6%).

Pastexperience

Participantsdéd past hunting experience show
programs, though these differences were not statistically significant. In the AA program the
majority (71%) of paticipants reported no prior experience, similar to GSO (76%). A smaller
proportion of participants in AA had hunted themselves (18%) or accompanied someone hunting
(11%). The GSO participants mirrored this pattern with 17% having hunted already and 7%

having accompanied someone.

Motivations

Students in AA reported stronger altruistic motivations (M = 3.34, SD = 0.83) compared

to those in GSO (M = 2.99, SD = 0.95, p <0.001, Cohen's d = 0.40). Pooled mean scores for
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food reasons (M = 3.13, SD = 0.92) agbistic reasons (M = 3.03, SD = 0.66) were similarly

high, while the mean score for harvesting a trophy was the lowest (M = 1.68, SD = 0.91).

Pre-existing social support forhunting

Incoming participants had comparable levels of social support betwegnamis
Collectively, across programs, one quarter (25%) of students reported haniediate support
and almost half49%) of participants reported support for hunting within their extended social

network. Approximately a quarter (27%) of both progranskedd any social support for hunting.

Comparison of Programmatic Outcomes

Huntingrelatedbehavioralintentions

Participants in the Academics Afield group had a lower average score on the continuous
measure of future hunting (M = 3.90, SD =@.as compaad to those in th&SO program (M =
4.41, SD = 0.73). However, AA participants showed greater license purchasengdhti=
4.53, SD = 0.71) thatnose in the GSO program (M = 4.33, SD = 0.87). Logistic regression
analysis revealed that participantghie Academics Afield program were significantly more
likely (88%likely or very likely) to report a high likelihood of purchasing a hunting license (OR
= 2.37, p < 0.1) compared to those in GSO (84% likely or very likely), (FaBleThough not
statistially significant, a greater proportion of AA participants were also more likely (88% likely
or very likely) in terms of their intention to hunt following the program as compared to 84% for
GSO (OR =2.19, p=0.114), (Takl). Men had a higher odds afture hunting (OR = 4.57,

p < 0.01) and future license purchase (OR =4.73, p < 0.01) compared to women. Similarly, those
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with immediate social support were also more likely to purchase a license (OR = 8.53, p < 0.01)

compared to those without (Table).

Table 4.2. Parameter estimation (Beta) and odds ratios (OR) from generaliZsticloggression
models predicting (a) likelihood to hunt in the future and (b) likelihood to purchase hunting
license in the future based on workshop format and particgtiftutes. Sample of university
students participating in AA (9 universities, 6 states, n = 88) and GSO (6 universities, 6 states, n

= 173) programs in the Southeastern United States (n = 261)

Proportion (a) Future Hunt®* | (b) Future License Purchasé
Variables in in
models category Beta SE OR Beta SE OR
(Intercept) 1.408 | 0.455 0.424 | 0.368
Format (Academic
Afield) 0.32 0.783 | 0.495 |2.188 0.863 | 0.450 [2.371*
Gender (Male) 0.48 1.519 | 0.508 |4.567*** | 1.555 | 0.454 |4.735%**
Immediate Social
Support (yes) 0.24 0.747 | 0.729 [2.111 2.143 | 0.792 |8.525***
Extended Social
Support (yes) 0.46 -0.503 | 0.497 |0.604 0.346 0.411 [1.413

3Model Pseud®? = 0.089and Nagelkerk&?= 0.120
®Model Pseud®? = 0.128 andNagelkerkeR?= 0.179.

“Reference categories for therkshop attribute variables were GSO single day, female gender,
no immediate social support for hunting, and no extended social support for hunting.

* **, *** denote stati skljO05 D.0lyrespectigehyihf i c ant
Ilberal significance thresholds designed to minimize false negatives.

In addition to intentions related to future hunting and license purchases, othdedte

hunting behaviors also varied significantly between the programs. Participants in the AA
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program reported higher likelihood (M = 4.03, SD = 0.99) of hunting with another program
participant in the future compared to those in the GSO program (M =50369,1.09, OR =

1.74, p < 0.1)(Table4.3). The likelihood of future consumption of game meat was similar
between the two programs in this model, with the AA participants having a mean rating of 4.70

(SD = 0.59) similar to that of GSO participants (M.¥4 SD = 0.70).
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Table 4.3. Parameter estimation (Beta) and odds ratios (OR) from generalized logistic regression
models predicting (a) likelihood to hunt with another program participant in the future and (b)
likelihood to befriend another hunter imetfuture based on participant attributes and workshop
format. Sample of university students participating in AA (9 universities, 6 states, n = 77) and

GSO (6 universities, 6 states, n = 160) programs in the Southeastern United States (n = 237)

(a) Future Hunt with (b) Future Eat Game
Another Participant? Meat®
Variables in Proportion
modeF in category| Beta SE OR Beta SE OR
(Intercept) 0.505 | 0.317 3.103 | 0.729
Format
(Academics
Afield) 0.32 0.551 | 0.312 |1.735* -0.316 | 0.641 |0.729
Gender (Male) 0.48 -0.035 | 0.283 |0.965 0.226 | 0.637 |[1.25
Immediate Social
Support (yes) 0.24 -0.432 | 0.376 |0.649 0.869 1.172 |2.385
Extended Social
Support (yes) 0.46 -0.500 | 0.324 |0.606 -0.575 | 0.697 |0.563

aModel Pseud®? = 0.021and Nagelkerk&? = 0.037.

®Model Pseud®? = 0.035 andNagelkerkeR?= 0.042.

“Reference categories for the workshop attribute variables were GSO single day, female gender,

no immediate social support for hunting, and no extended social support for hunting.

* *x ek denote statistically significan t
liberal significance thresholds designed to minimize false negatives.

odds

rat i o 81, raspectidelywith 0. 1,
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Confidence

Confidence and se#fficacy around hunting, a key outcome of R3 programs, was greater
for AA participants (M = 36, SD = 0.82) compared to those enrolled in GSO (M = 3.34, SD =
0.81) on possurveys. After controlling for prprogram confidence in hunting scores,
participants in the AA program were twice as likely (OR = 2.11, p < 0.01) to feel confident or
very confdent (55%) compared to those coetpig GSO 41%),(Table 44). Additionally,
immediate support was a significant predictor of confidence (OR = 2.73 p < 0.01). In space for
reflection at the end of the AA survey, a student rematkedade a lot of conraions and
friends and | now feel c o n Ariottlez AAtparticipantg o o u t
acknowledged the entigvel nature of the program, but felt confident nonethefeds, f e e | I
have learned so much, and while | know | still have addarn | am confident in the

foundati on that this program has given me. 0
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Table 4.4. Parameter estimation (Beta) and odds ratios (OR) &generalized logistic
regression predicting peptogram confidence in overall hunting skills and knowle@®gmple
of university students participating in AA (9 universities, 6 states, n = 77) and GSO (6

universities, 6 states, n = 160) programs in the Southeastern United States (n = 237)

Overall Confidence

Variables in Proportion in

modeP category Beta SE OR
(Intercept) -2.109 0.428

Format

(Academics

Afield) 0.32 0.747 0.331 2.111*
Gender (Male) 0.48 -0.045 0.322 0.956
Immediate Social

Support (yes) 0.24 1.002 0.428 2.725%*
Extended Social

Support (yes) 0.46 0.019 0.344 1.019
Presurvey

Overall

Confidence 0.859 0.194 2.362***

Model Pseudd® = 0.146and Nagelkerk& = 0.244.

2Reference categories for the workshop attribute variables were GSO single day, female gender,
no immediate social support for hunting, no extended social suppburiting, and presurvey
overall confidence as a control.

* % *xx denote statisticallys i gni f i cant 1¢0d0S, 0.01arespectivelyght U =
liberal significance thresholds designed to minimize false negatives
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Beliefs

The belief that hunters behave responsibly was greater among AA patrticipants (M = 4.42,
SD = 0.67) comparea those who completed the GSO program (M = 4.16, SD = 0.80).
Although a logistic regression analysis did not show a statistically significant effect of the AA
program format on the belief that hunters behave responsibly (OR = 2.07, p 5 @l20)
controling for other variables, including pggrogram scores, the direction and magnitude of the
odds ratio suggest a potential trend towards a positive association. The belief that hunters care
about conservation was not significantly different between progr@ther beliefs also had
higher mean ratings for AA participants, specifically the belief that hunting is safe (M = 4.43, SD
= 0.67) compared to GSO participants (M = 4.16, SD = 0.80), and for the belief that hunters care
about conservation (M = 4.52, SD056 for AA vs. M = 4.44, SD = 0.65 for GSO). However,
these beliefs were not significantly predicted by program format, or other variables, in our

logistic regression model.

Exploring Support Structure variations in Academics Afield

When comparing partigant attributes and outcomes for the two types of AA programs
the cohort model (from NCSU) and the rolling admission model (employed at other institutions)
- results were comparable with a few key exceptions. The demographic characteristics of
program rticipants in the cohort and rolling program formats were largely similar, but notable
differences in gender and race composition were observed. Both formats had participants with a
mean age of approximately 21 to 23 years, and similar distributionsifrctilege majors, with
the majority of students in agriculture and natural resources. In terms of hometown size the
groups were very similar in distribution, almost completely coming from large and medium sized
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cities. However, gender composition varkeztween the two formats. The cohort program had a
higher percentage of female participants (68%) compared to the rolling program (53%), though
this difference was not statistically significant. Racial composition significantly differed between
the formatsn terms of noAVhite participants (> = 4.066, p < 0.05, Cram@rV = 0.10). The

cohort program was predominantly White (88%), with smaller percentages of Black (5%), Latinx
(2.5%), and Asian (2.5%) participants. In contrast, the rolling admissionsapragss more

racially diverse, with 57% White and 36% Black participants.

While statistical comparisons of outcomes (intentions, confidence, or beliefs) revealed no
significant differences between rolling admissions and cohort variations, partially dhee to t
small sample sizes, the rolling admissions group had higher means across most measures. For
example, participants in the rolling admissions group rated higher means for future hunting
intentions (M = 3.93, SD = 0.26) compared to the cohort group (M4; 3D = 0.37), and for
future license purchase intentions (M = 4.58, SD = 0.66) compared to the cohort group (M =
4. 37, SD = 0.83). Participantsdé | ikelihood of
higher in the rolling admissions group (M = 4.8D = 0.89) than in the cohort group, nearing a
significant difference (M = 3.58, SD = 1.12, p = 0.041). The only instance where the cohort
participants rated a higher mean was the intention to eat game meat, with the cohort group
havingameanof4.79(Sb 0. 42) compared to the rolling ad

= 0.65).

Other measures reflected this pattern of rolling admissions yielding greater mean ratings.
The rolling admissions group had a mean qppegram overall confidence of 3.60 (SD:86)

compared to the cohort groupbés mean of 3.42 (
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higher for beliefs that hunting is safe (M = 4.42 SD = 0.70 vs. cohort M = 4.28, SD = 0.57) and
that hunters behave responsibly (M = 4.48, SD = 0.61 vs. thher4.29, SD = 0.59).
Similarly, the feeling of being socially supported ppstgram was higher in the rolling

admissions group (M = 3.57, SD = 0.63) compared to the cohort group (M = 3.77, SD = 0.60).

Importantly, the majority of students in both tleling admissions (67%) and cohort
(58%) groups responded Ayeso when asked i f th
hunting mentors, or help mentor, following the program. The same proportion of both groups
(31%) reported they were not sure. Mofeéh® cohort group (10%) compared to the rolling
admissions group (2%) indicated they did not know how to connectweittors following the
program. A student from the cohort model sugg

helpful if there wereadaa base of mentorship resources for

Even with the social support provided through Academics Afield (both variations), a
suggestion from a cohort member pointed towards a desire for more, or perhaps more
intentionality "Having more chares to interact with potential mentors socially so | become
more comfortable reaching out to therA.hhumber of participants from both groups suggested
maintaining social connections through social media, one sayiagbe a Facebook group?"
Other suggestits reflected the desire for the program to foster more diverse participation by
"Connecting with other people of color" and recruiting "More black people”, were reported by
participants in the rolling admissions group. A student from the cohort grougkezirthey
would likehéhavi ng more connections to younger f ema
or messaging regarding the program, and a larger group size, also seemed to play a role in

making a cohort group me mb e rhavingembils/seeinge c omf or
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posters for social gatherings with a lot of people makes me more comfortable. Knowing that

there are many people willing to help and alr

Discussion

The AA and GSO programs both aimimtroduce college students to hunting, yet they
differ in their approaches and outcomes. Both programs successfully attracted participants from
diverse backgrounds, but AA had a broader more inclusive reach that appealed to more women
and racial/ethnic miorities. Motivations to hunt were largely similar across programs with food,
altruistic, and egoistic reasons ranked highly compared to trophy reasons, consistent with
previous studies of college stude(fsayton &al., 2017; Vayer et al., 202Ihe AA program
drew a much larger portion of participants from large cities and urban areas as compared to
GSO, suggesting greater appeal of the lofigen AA program to notiraditional path hunters.

AA had more particignts from agricultural and natural resources degree programs, possibly due
to AA collaborators' departmental affiliations and heavier recruitment efforts within these
departments. Additionally, this may reflect a higher interest among agricultural anal natu
resources students in extended programming compared tedapii@ermat, or perhaps the result

of recruiting bias. Social support was similarly lacking among applicants across both programs,
reflecting the advertised recruiting goal of aiding studeatg to hunting, or with limited

hunting experience.

The AA program notably attracted more female applicants compared to the GSO
program. This difference may be attributed to the enhanced social support provided by the AA
program, which includes peer mergioip and multiple touchpoints with instructors. Women,
who often face unique challenges in traditionally radeninated activities such as hunting,
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might be more likely to participate when they perceive a strong support n€iMantin &

Miller, 2008; Metcalf et al., 2). Women might also benefit from greater sefficacy when

social support is provide@mith et al., 2022)While logistic regression analysis showed that

men were more likely to hunt following both programs, women were equally likely to engage in
huntingrelated behaviors such as purchasing a hunting license or hunting with another program
participant. This inttates that women can play a significant role in the broader impacts and
ripple effects of R3 effortd.arson et al., 2014; Stedman et al., 20HHwever, a study of new
hunter mentorship in the southeast revethatl men are more likely to mentor in R3 initiatives
(Bakner et al., 2022 he critical role of social support for women, specifically, highlights the
need for continuous engagement, representation, and nst@ptéollowing workshops to ensure

their sustained participation and confidence in hunting activities.

The racial composition of the AA program was more diverse than the GSO program,
largely due to the targeted recruitment emphasis on Historically Blal&ges and Universities
(HBCUSs). This focus on HBCUs might have skewed the results; however, there is substantial
reason to believe that the extra social support provided by the AA program is particularly
beneficial for nortraditional path hunterd.arson et al., 2014; Quartuch et al., 20ih¢juding
those from minoritized racial backgrounds, based on findings related to h(Adiesawe, 2024)
and broader outdoor recreation contgkterwart et al., 2022)The structured, ongoing support
from peers and mentors in AA likely plays an important role in encouraging participation and
retention among these groups, who migtierwise feel isolated or unsupported in this pursuit

(Adesawe, 2024; Byrne & Dunfee, 2018; Dorwatrt et al., 2022)
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The AA programdébs approach, which includes
mentorship in line wth ORAM, producechigher levels of overall confidence related to hunting.
The opportunity for multiple points of interaction and contacts might be particularly important
for diverse populations like college students who come fromtraatitional hunting
backgrounds(Quartuch et al., 2017; Vayer et al., 2024ptably, the AA program rated higher
in measures that intuitively benefit from greater direct experience in a social context, such as the
belief that hunterbehave responsibly and hunting is safe (even if not significant) and the
likelihood of hunting with another program participant which was significantly increased over
GSO. With declining approval of hunting in the U(Responsive Management, 202dXxposure
to hunting through socialyich R3 programming may trangéainto increased approval and
advocacy

In contrast, measures such as intention to eat game meat are less influenced by social
experience and were not significantly different between AA and GSO. This pattern was also
apparent in the measurement of lwgprelated constraint items carried over to the AAssyr
from the GSO studgvon Furstenberg et al., 2028hich we measured but chose not to report
because their reduction was nearly identical across the two programs. Additionally, most of these
barriers focued on structural constraints (e.g., cost of hunting equipment, access to hunting
areas), and few had a strong social compofiditier & Vaske, 2M3; Shrestha & Burns, 2016)
This highlights the efficacy of both programs in reducing the constraints measured, but also
suggests the need to consider an increased focus on measurement of social barriers, perhaps
building on previous work that directlyldressed social aspects of hunting constréBdasro &
Manfredo, 1996)Assessment of socikarrierscould potentially enhance implementation of the

ORAM framework in future work by incorporating measures of cultural attitudes that discourage
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participation or anxiety about idetytconflict and not fitting in with an existing participant

group, for exampléArmstrong & Greene, 2022; Martin et al., 2023)

The comparison aflling and cohort groups with AA revealed that the cohort model,
in spite of thancreased time investment asdlstained interaction between participants within
the same group, did not yield any additional significant benefit. In fact, on most measares,
for the rolling admissions cohort were a bit higher. College students have numerous obligations
such as studying, participating in clubs, and attending sporting events on weekehbisk of
free time is often cited as a prominent barrier to mgndéimong college studer(iayer et al.,
2021) This means that even with the cohort model, due to time constraints and schedule
conflicts, the same participants may not be present at every event. The rollingiaasmsodel
offered greater flexibility, with the roster open to new or returning participants with each new
event. These options might have been appealing to college students. However, tracking and
managing individual participants' progress becomes ni@kenging in the rolling admission
program. Ultimately, a larger sample is needed to reach definitive conclusions relatimg to th
optimal amount of support, how that support is delivered, and how different groups (e.g. women

and minoritized individuals) are impacted by these variations in R3 programming.

Conclusions and mplications forPractice

The findings of this study highligiseveral implications for practice, particularly for R3
programs aiming to increase hunting participation among diverse jaaluigpopulations. The
enhanced social support provided by the AA program, through its-toutthpoint approach and
consistentmentorship, significantly boosted likelihood to purchase a hunting license, overall
confidence, and positive beliefs about hunting among participants. This suggests that similar
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programs should incorporate mentorship initiatives with increased sociattc@ta,

workshops, mentored hunts, wild game meals) and ongoing s@ppes#lly from peer

mentor® to help nortraditional path hunters feel more confident and supported, provided this
aligns with the target audience and programmatic goals. Howeveramaigthigh levels of
mentorship and recurrent programmingiise andresource intensive, so cday, GSOstyle
workshops may be a more appropriate choice for certain audwhodsave limited time or

may require less guidance because they are almashr to hunting (e.g., white males, or those
in rural areas)Thereforeit is important to consider the needsaofaudience when determining
the level of social support a program needs to offer (e.g., supm@ort needefbr women and
minorities). Havingmentors that reflect diverse participarggy(,women and minoritized
individuals) will increase comfort and sense of belondxdesawe, 2024; Dorwart et al., 2022)
Building capacity for cultural competency amangntorsand program facilitators can better
support participants from diverse backgrounds, reducing anxiety and feelings of igdlkrtn

et al., 2024)Additionally, AA participants voiced the desire for continued mechanisms of
support (database of mentors, email lists, etc.) to follow after the program is complete. Thi
would not only benefit the participants, but it also has the potential to provide R3 practitioners

and researchers with insights ink@ value othis type of social support integration.

Limitations andFuture Research

This study has several limitatisthat should be considerdang-term evaluation of AA
programs is difficult given turnover rates of participants and the challenge of fofis\e.qg.,
deactivation of college email address upon graduatfokgy limitation is the inability to

measure @ntinued hunting participation or actual license purchases after the AA program, with
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less than 4% responding to our gyear followrup survey in this casgtudy. Similar challenges
have been described in previous studies, such as the one focused ontGat@guon
Furstenberg et al., 2023n additional challenge with the AA format is a higher attrition rate
(40%) because up to four months or melapsedetween preand postsurveys, compared to
one or twodays for GSOprogramq16%).Wh i | e p ar entions tehaunt and gurchaset
licenses were measured as proxy indicators, these do not capture actual behavior. Future research
should include longitudinal studies to track whether participants follow through with their
intentions. Another limitation wasehack of a nofresponse analysis, which could provide
insights into potential biases due to attrition betweenand postsurveysandimprove the
accuracy of program evaluatioWhile barriers to hunting were omitted from this study due to
similaritiesacross programs, future research should focus specifically on social barriers to
provide a deeper understanding of the challenges faced by new hunters. Finally, this study
compared only two program formats (AA and GSO). Future research should explder a wi
range of R3 program formats, including various durations, participant ngraberdiverse

goals (not restricted to successful harvest, license purchase, e¢s¢.mbre comprehensive
investigationsvould offer a moréhoroughunderstanding of factercontributing to successful

hunter recruitment, retention, and hunting advocacy.
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CHAPTER 5:
Implications for Policy and Practice

The previous chapters have provided adepth analysis of our research findings and
suggested potential avenues for future investigation. The length and depth of information
included in each chapter can make applicationactpgre challenging particularly for
overburdened wildlife practitioners. Therefore we have condensed key findings from each
chapter into three corresponding infographics to highlight the major implications of our findings.
These visual summaries are dgsd to facilitate easy dissemination and understanding among
wildlife managers. The firdtgure (Figure5.1) is a breakdown of important environmental
identities among college students, their characteristics, and their potential implications for
managersNext,Figure5.2 describes the key takeaways from the comparison of Black HBCU
students and White PWI st udemithsadditibnal indinge g b e h a
and implication from the Black HBCU focus groups. Finally, the last fiffigure 5.3)
describes the case study of a lesrlmunt program with a high level of social support
(Academics Afield) vs. a program with minimal social support (GSO), graphically conveying

key comparisons in terms of demographics, confidence, and behavieragians.
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Figure 5.1. Breakdown of important environmental identities among college students across 22
states in the U.S. Hi ghl i ghted are the ident.i

and key issues.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IDENTITIES
AMONG U.S. COLLEGE STUDENTS

AND WHY THEY MATTER FOR
CONSERVATION

We surveyed more than 17,000 students across 22 states from 2018-2020,
using this information to understand their environmental identities....

Conservationists

Who they are: Students who primarily identify with using and
managing natural resources wisely.

Diversity: Least diverse group. Predominantly white (87%), male

@ (68%), from rural areas, and majors in agriculture or natural
/@) resources (28%).

Key Issues: Care strongly about conservation. Many identify as
hunters, strongly support hunting and gun rights. They do not
align with animal rights advocacy.

Environmentalists

Who they are: Students who prioritize protecting nature for its
own sake and promote preservation.

Diversity: Most diverse group. More racially diverse (67% white),

()
i@ @ more women (64%), more from urban areas (56%), and few
Ly ©%

agricultural or natural resource majors (13%).

Key Issues: Care strongly about conservation. Advocate for
animal rights and less supportive of hunting and gun rights.

- Who they are: Students that hold both conservationist
PluraIISts (wise-use) and environmentalist (preservationist) identities
to some degree.

Diversity: Moderately diverse. (76% white), gender diversity
(57% female), mixed hometowns (urban/rural), and moderate
5@@/ number of agriculture or natural resource majors (22%).

@ Key Issues: Care strongly about conservation. Open to both
hunting for ecological benefits
and animal welfare.

Eco_agnostics Who they are: Students that do not identify with either
conservationist or environmental identities.
Diversity: Moderately diverse. (72% white), balanced gender
diversity, mixed hometowns (urban/rural), and fewer
agriculture or natural resource majors (9%).

@é}% Key Issues: Generally indifferent towards issues like hunting

and neutral on conservation caring. Outreach to this group
may require innovative strategies.

Practitioners strive to make decisions that maximize
conservation benefits, broaden engagement, while minimizing
stakeholder conflict. Understanding identities can help!

ENIPLIASIZE o asom

hunting (e.g. maintaining .. wedge issues such as
ecological balance), and other trophy hunting, gun rights,
initiatives that have diverse or animal rights that have
appeal and approval narrow appeal and

potentially trigger conflict
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Figure 5.2. A graphical depigon of the study and findings from a comparative analysis of Black
HBCU students and White PWI students in the Southeastern U.S. regarding -nelatied
perceptions and beliefs. Additionally, key themes from focus groups with Black HBCU students

providecontextual insight.

150



ack People's

— . az°L b * 5
EXperience With Hunting:

hts from College

Problem: Exc

Ul"' rJ:JJJ

. ()

g e

COMPARATIVE FINDINGS

= Significant Disparity in Hunting Participation:
Only 11% of Black HBCU students have hunted, compared to 35% of White PWI students. Future hunting
intentions are three times lower among Black students.
= Higher Barriers (18 of the 21 measured) for Black Students:
Black HBCU students face more individual-level barriers like discomfort around firearms (16% higher) and
quip storage (35%), and ity-level barriers such as lack of hunting land (19%) and
i t from past negati es (39%) as p: to White PWI students.
« Equal Commitment to Conservation:

Despite differences, both Black HBCU and White PWI students scored equally high on the conservation caring scale.

FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS

= Racial and Social Barriers in Hunting
Many Black HBCU students see hunting as a "white activity”
and face significant barriers: lack of social support, discomfort
in white hunting spaces, and fear of racial discrimination.

« Enhanced Participation through Representation
Seeing instructors and leaders who look like them and having
targeted outreach programs significantly enhances Black
HBCU students' willingness to participate in hunting activities.
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Figure 5.3. Sideby-side comparison of a higbocial support learto-hunt program (Academics
Afield) and a program with minimal support, Getting Started Outdoors (GSO). This graphic
describes the format, key findings, and recommtaowds for application depending on the

audience and other facto
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Enhancing Hunting Participation
Through Social Support:

A Comparative Analysis of Two College-Level
R3 Programs in the Southeastern U.S.

This study compared the Academics Afield program,
conducted across 13 universities in 7 Southeastern U.S.
states with 215 participants, to the Getting Started
Outdoors program, conducted at 6 universities in 6
Southeastern U.S. states with 206 participants.

[ (ACADEMIS AFIELD

A COLLEGIATE HUNT!NG
— COMMUNITY =

* Multiple workshops and

mentored hunts * One-time workshops

; Program
* Emphasis on peer >' ¢
mentorship and social Description
support ¢ Limited follow-up
support

* Focus on skill-building

* Extended engagement
over several months

Much more diversity than . .
typical hunters; More diversity than

More Diversity than GSO  {ETala]sE 18] typical hunters

59% Female 40% Female
37% BIPOC individuals 28% BIPOC individuals
81% Urban Hometown 34% Urban Hometown

LG Resource e
nvestment

Academics Afield participants Getting Started Outdoors
were twice as likely to gain reduced skills and
hunting confidence and knowledge barriers to
purchase hunting license hunting as effectively as AA
compared to GSO

How to Choose a Program

Academics Afield: Best suited for diverse and urban Academics Afield
student populations needing extended social support R3 Toolkit
and mentorship to build confidence and sustained '
engagement in hunting. E_ E
. .

Getting Started Outdoors: Ideal for participants with

limited time or those closer to traditional hunting

backgrounds who benefit from concise, one-time

workshops. E
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Appendix A:
Survey instrument for college studentso6é perce

outdoors

Wildlife Conservation, Hunting & Fishing:
College Student Survey

Our team of researchers at multiple universities around the country is working with state wildlife
agencies to learn more about college students’ beliefs about wildlife conservation, hunting, and fishing.
Whether or not you hunt or fish, your perspectives about these activities and conservation are

important to us.
Your participation in this study is voluntary, but we sincerely hope you will take a few minutes to answer
our questions. All of your responses will be kept completely confidential. If you respond, your name

will be entered for a chance to win one of ten $100 Amazon gift cards.

Thank you for your helpl
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Before you begin, please provide the following information...

What university are you currently attending? (Write answer in the space provided )

In which U.8. state is this university located?

Section 1: Your Qutdoor Recreation and Beliefs about Conservation

Which of the following outdoor recreation activities do you participate in? (Select ALL that apply.)

[J Adventure sports (climbing, mountain biking, [J Jogging/running
skiing, surfing, efc.)

[ Bird Watching [ Off-road vehicles (4WDs, ATVs, etc.)
[J camping [ swimming

[J Canoeing/kayaking [ wildlife viewing/photography

[J Hiking [ Other (specify):
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How do you feel about the following statements related to wildlife?

{Select ONE response for each item. )

Humans should
manage fish and
wildlife populations so
that humans benefit

| view all living things
as part of one big
family

| feel a strong
emotional bond with
animals

The needs of humans
should take priority
over fish and wildlife
protection

Wildlife conservation
is very important to me

Wildlife conservation
and habitat protection
should be one of
societies highest
priorities

Wildlife should be
conserved for future
generations

| am willing to
voluntarily spend my
own money on wildlife
conservation

Strongly
disagree

O

Strongly
disagree

O

Disagree

O

Disagree

O

Neutral

o)

MNeutral

@)

Agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

O

Strongly
agree

O
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Do you belong to any of the following organizations? (Select ALL that apply )

[ Hunting, fishing, or wildlife conservation organizations (Ducks Unlimited, NWTF, Rocky
Mountain Elk Foundation, QDMA, etc.)

[J Other environmental or nature-based organizations (The Nature Conservancy, The Audubon

Society, Sierra Club, etc.)

[J | am NOT a member of any hunting, conservation, or environmental organizations.

To what extent do you identify with each of the following groups? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Mot at all

Wildlife advocate O
Animal rights advocate
Hunter

Gun rights advocate
Environmentalist

Conservationist

O O O0OO0O0O0

Farmer/rancher

Slighty ~ Moderately
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O

Section 2: Your Previous Experience with Hunting

Do any of the following people in your life hunt?

{Select ALL that apply.)

[ Father
[ Mother
[ Brother/sister

[ Grandparent

[ ©ther family member

[ Friends

[ Partner/spousessignificant other

[ Other (specify):

Strongly

O

O O OO0OO0O0

Very
strongly

O

O O OO0OO0O0
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How often do you participate in the following activities related to hunting?

(Select ONE response for each item.)

Newver Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often
Watch TV shows or
videos about hunting O O O o O
Play video games
about hunting O O O o O
Read websites, blogs,
or social media posts
(such as Facebook O O O O O
and Instagram) about
hunting
Read magazines
about hunting O O O o O
Talk to family and
friends about hunting O O O o O
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often
Eat game meat
obtained through O O O @) @)
hunting
Help process or
prepare wild game
meat to eat (field O O O O @
dress, cut/package, or
cook game)
Recreational shooting O O O @) O
Archery @) O @) @] @)
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Have you ever been hunting? (Select ONE response.)

O Yes

O | have accompanied someone hunting, but did not personally hunt

O No

About how old were you when you first went hunting?

Age (in years) of first
hunting experience:

How many times have you gone hunting in the last 12 months?

Separate hunting trips
in last 12 months:

Which of the following types of animals, if any, have you harvested at some point in your life?

{Select ALL that apply. If you have NEVER harvested game, move on without checking a box.)

[ peer [ Small Game (rabbits, squirrels, etc.)
[ Turkey [ Furbearers (coyotes, foxes, efc.)
[ waterfowl [ Feral Hog

[J Upland Birds (quail, pheasant, etc. ) [ Other (specify):
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Where do you typically hunt? (Select ALL that apply.)

[ Private land owned by family or friends
[ Other private land (hunting clubs, leases, lands with permission to hunt, etc.)

[ Public land (State WMA's, BLM Land, National Forest Land, etc.)

O Other (specify):

How has your participation in hunting changed since you started college?
(Select ONE response.)

O Decreased
(O Stayed about the same

QO Increased

To what extent have the following factors been a barrier to hunting or a reason you do not
hunt? (Select ONE response for each item )

Is this a barrier for you?

Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much
Would rather do other activities @) @) O O
Lack the free time required to go
hunting O o o O
Don't have anyone to go hunting
with O o o O
Don't know where I'm allowed to
nunt @] O O @]
Lack of available hunting land
where | currently live O o o O
Moved away from the area |
typically hunt to attend college O o o O
Lack transportation to get to 0 @) @) @)

hunting areas

161



Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much

Lack knowledge/skKills required to
nont O O O O

Lack knowledge/skills required to
prepare game meat to eat
and firearm laws

Unsure of how/where to store
equipment and firearms

@] @ O @]
Lack knowledge about hunting O O O O
@] @) @) @]

Costs associated with hunting
(licenses, tags, equipment, @) O @] O

firearms, travel, etc.)

Have not completed a hunter
education course O O O O

To what extent have the following factors been a barrier to hunting or a reason you do not

hunt? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Is this a barrier for you?
Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much

Have moral/ethical objections to
hunting O O O O

Reluctant to personally Kill an
animal

Don't feel comfortable around
firearms or hunting equipment

Don't feel comfortable around
hunters and hunting culture

O O O

O O O
O O O
O O O
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Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much

Worried non-hunting friends and
family may judge me O O O O

Feel discouraged or frightened

by negative experiences I've O O @] O
had in the outdoors

Don't feel comfortable due to
the lack of racial and ethnic O O O O
diversity associated with hunting

Other (specify):

How likely are you to hunt in the future? (Select ONE response.)

QO [ will definitely NOT hunt
QO | will probably NOT hunt
(O Not sure

O 1 will probably hunt

QO | will definitely hunt

If you might go hunting in the future, how often do you think you will hunt? (Select ONE response.)

O Mignt try it once
QO Rarely (once every few years)

O Regularly (at least once a year)
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Section 3: Your Attitudes about Hunters and Hunting

Please indicate the extent to which you disapprove or approve of legal, regulated hunting in

general? (Select ONE response.)

(O Strongly disapprove

O Moderately dissapprove

(O Neither approve nor disapprove

(O Moderately approve
(O strongly approve

People hunt for a variety of reasons.

First, (1) indicate whether you disapprove or approve of hunting for the following purposes.

Then, to the right, (2) indicate how likely YOU would be to hunt for those same purposes.

(Select TWO responses for each item.)

To engage in sport
and/or recreation

To relax or escape
from every day life

To be closer to nature
and the outdoors

To harvest a trophy
animal

1. Do you approve of hunting for

this purpose?

Disapprove

O

O
O
O

MNeutral

O

O
O
O

Approve

O

O
O
O

2. Would YOU hunt for this

purpose?
No Maybe Yes
O O @)
O O @)
O O O
O O @)
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To spend time with
family and friends

To seek a new
adventure

To obtain local, free-
range meat

To control wildlife
populations that are
causing problems for
people

To control wildlife
populations that are
damaging ecosystems

How do you feel about the following statements related to hunting and hunters?

o)

(Select ONE response for each item )

Hunting is a safe
activity

Hunting is a wise use
of natural resources

Hunters behave
responsibly and follow
hunting laws

Hunters care about
conserving wildlife and
natural resources

Hunting can be an
ethical means to
acquire locally
sourced meat

Strongly
disagree

O

O

O

Disagree

@)

O

O

MNeutral

o)

O

@)

@)

Agree

o)

O

Strongly
agree

o)

O
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Hunting provides a
direct way to connect
to nature and
ecosystems

Hunters financially
contribute to wildlife
conservation

Hunting is cruel and
inhumane to the
animals

People who want to
hunt should be
provided an
opportunity to do so

Strongly
disagree

O

Disagree

O

Neutral

Section 4: Your Previous Experience with Fishing

Do any of the following people in your life fish?

(Select ALL that apply.)

[ Father
] Mother
[ Brother/sister
[ Grandparent

[ Other family member

[ Friends

Strongly
Agree agree
O O
O O
O O
O O

[ Partner/spouse/significant other

[ Other (specify):

Have you ever been fishing? (Select ONE response)

QO Yes
QO No
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About how old were you when you first went fishing?

Age (in years) of first
fishing experience:

How many times have you gone fishing in the last 12 months?

Separate fishing trips
in last 12 months:

What types of fishing have you participated in?
(Select ALL that apply)

[ coldwater fishing (trout, etc.)
[ warmwater fishing (bass, sunfish, catfish, etc.)

[ saltwater fishing (ocean or coastal marshes)

How has your participation in fishing changed since you started college?
(Select ONE response.)

(O Decreased
(O stayed about the same

QO Increased
How likely are you to go fishing in the future? (Select ONE response.)

O 1 will definitely NOT go fishing
QO | will probably NOT go fishing
O Not sure

O 1 will probably go fishing

QO 1 will definitely go fishing
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If you might go fishing in the future, how often do you think you will go fishing? (Select ONE

response.)

O Might try it once

O Rarely (once every few years)

O Regularly (at least once a year)

Section 5: Your Thoughts about Funding Conservation

How do you think your state fish and wildlife agency is currently funded? Rank the potential

conservation funding sources below from the one you think is (1) most important to (3) least important

by clicking and dragging them into the appropriate order.

Public tax funds (income taxes, property taxes, general sales taxes, etc )

Park entrance fees

Hunting & fishing license fees and equipment sales

Would you oppose or support the following potential strategies to help fund wildlife
conservation in the future? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Portion of state sales
tax dedicated to
conservation

Portion of state lottery
proceeds dedicated to
conservation

State and local bonds
that support
conservation

Strongly
oppose

O

Oppose

O

Neutral

O

Support

O

Strongly
support

O
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Licenses and fees
associated with O
hunting and fishing

Licenses and fees

associated with other

types of outdoor O
recreation activities

(not just hunting and

fishing)

Strongly
oppose

Excise or special sales

tax on hunting and

fishing equipment @)
purchases (guns,

ammunition, rods and

reels, tackle, etc. )

Excise or special sales

tax on other types of

outdoor recreation

equipment purchases O
(hiking gear, tents,

kayaks, bikes,

binoculars, etc.)

Outdoor recreation

outfitters (Cabela's,

Bass Pro Shops, REI,

etc.) contribute a O
portion of their annual

revenue to

conservation

Companies that profit

from natural resource

extraction (oil/gas,

timber, mining, etc.) @]
contribute a portion of

their annual revenue

to conservation

Oppose

MNeutral

o)

Support

o)

Strongly
support

O
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Section 6: Background Information

In what year were you born?

Year of Birth:

With what gender do you identify?

[ male
[ Female

0J Not listed (specify):

Which of the following best describes your racial/ethnic background?
(Select ALL that apply.)

White

Hispanic/Latino

Black or African American

Asian

American Indian or Alaska Native
Middle Eastern or North African

Mative Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

0 I I O O

Other (specify):

170



Which of the following best describes your college major or field of study (or likely major, if you

are currently undecided)? (Select ONE response.)

(O Agriculture & Natural Resources (Agriculture, Ecology, Conservation Biology, Environmental
Science, Crop & Soll Science, Animal Science, Natural Resource Management, Parks & Recreation,
etc.)

(O science & Math (Biology, Physics, Chemistry, Math, Statistics, Public Health, etc.)
(O Engineering & Technology (Engineering, Materials Science, Computer Science, etc.)
(O Business & Economics (Accounting, Economics, Finance, Management, etc.)

(O Social Science & Humanities (Psychology, Sociology, Anthropology, Political science, History,
English, Religion, Language & Linguistics, Education, etc )

(O Arts (Architecture, Visual Arts, Performance Arts, etc.)

O Other (specify):

How would you best describe the area where you grew up? (Select ONE response )

O A large city or urban area (more than 250,000 people)
O A medium-sized city (50,000-250,000 people)
O A small city (10,000 to 50,000 people)

(O A small town or rural area (10,000 people or less)

O Other (describe):

What is the ZIP code of the place where you grew up?

ZIP Code:

Are you interested in learning more about hunting opportunities through instructional hunting
clinics and/or mentored hunting programs? (Select ONE response )

(O Not at all interested
(O Somewhat interested

(O Very interested
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For additional information about these hunting opportunities (instructional clinics, mentored
hunting programs, etc.), please provide your email address:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey!

172



Appendix B:
Survey instrument for HBCU studentsd percepti

outdoors

Wildlife Conservation, Hunting & Fishing:
College Student Survey

Our team of researchers at multiple universities around the country is working with state wildlife
agencies to learn more about college students’ beliefs about wildlife conservation, hunting, and fishing.
Whether or not you hunt or fish, your perspectives about these activities and conservation are

important to us.

Your participation in this study is voluntary, but we sincerely hope you will take a few minutes to answer
our questions. All of your responses will be kept completely confidential. If you respond, your name
will be entered for a chance to win one of ten $100 Amazon gift cards.

Thank you for your helpl

Before you begin, please provide the following information...

What university are you currently attending? (Wiite answer in the space provided.)

In which U.8. state is this university located?
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Section 1: Your Qutdoor Recreation and Beliefs about Conservation

Which of the following outdoor recreation activities do you participate in? (Select ALL that apply)

[ Adventure sports (climbing, mountain biking, [] Jogging/running
skiing, surfing, etc.)

[ Bird Watching [ off-road vehicles (4WDs, ATVs, etc.)
[ camping [ swimming

[ canoeing/kayaking [ wildlife viewing/photography

[ Hiking [ Other (specify):

How do you feel about the following statements related to wildlife?

(Select ONE response for each item.)

Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Meutral Agree agree

Humans should

manage fish and e @) @) @) O

wildlife populations so
that humans benefit

| view all living things

as part of one big O O O @) O
family

| feel a strong

emotional bond with O' O O O O
animals

The needs of humans

should take priority e O O O O

over fish and wildlife
protection
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Wildlife conservation
is very important to me

Wildlife conservation
and habitat protection
should be one of
societies highest
priorities

Wildlife should be
conserved for future
generations

| am willing to
voluntarily spend my
own money on wildlife
conservation

Strongly
disagree

O

o)

Disagree

O

O

MNeutral

O

O

Strongly
Agree agree
O O
O O
O O
O O

Do you belong to any of the following organizations? (Select ALL that apply.)

[ Hunting, fishing, or wildlife conservation organizations (Ducks Unlimited, NWTF, Rocky

Mountain Elk Foundation, QDMA, etc )

[J Other environmental or nature-based organizations (The Nature Conservancy, The

Audubon Society, Sierra Club, etc.)

[J ' am NOT a member of any hunting, conservation, or environmental organizations.

To what extent do you identify with each of the following groups? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Wildlife advocate
Animal rights advocate
Hunter

Gun rights advocate
Environmentalist

Conservationist

Not at all

O

O O OO0 O

Slightly

O

O O OO0 O

Moderately

O

O O OO0 O

Very
strongly

O @)

Strongly

O O OO0 O
O O OO0 O
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Section 2: Your Previous Experience with Hunting

Do any of the following people in your life hunt?

{Select ALL that apply.)

[ Father [ other family member

[] Mother [] Friends

[ Brother/sister [ Partner/spouse/significant other
[ Grandparent [ Other (specify):

Have you ever been hunting? (Select ONE response )

QO Yes

QO | have accompanied someone hunting, but did not personally hunt

O No

176



About how old were you when you first went hunting?

Age (in years) of first
hunting experience:

How many times have you gone hunting in the last 12 months?

Separate hunting trips
in last 12 months:

Which of the following types of animals, if any, have you harvested at some point in your life?

(Select ALL that apply. If you have NEVER harvested game, move on without checking & box.)

[ Deer [J Small Game (rabbits, squirrels, etc.)
[ Turkey [ Furbearers (coyotes, foxes, etc.)
[J waterfowl [ Feral Hog

[ Upland Birds (quail, pheasant, efc. ) [ Other (specify):

Where do you typically hunt? (Select ALL that apply.)

[ Private land owned by family or friends

[ Other private land (hunting clubs, leases, lands with permission to hunt, etc.)
[ Public land (State WMA's, BLM Land, National Forest Land, etc.)

[ Other (specify):

How has your participation in hunting changed since you started college?

(Select OME response.)

(O Decreased
(O Stayed about the same
QO Increased
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To what extent have the following factors been a barrier to hunting or a reason you do not
hunt? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Is this a barrier for you?

Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much
Would rather do other activities O O O O
Lack the free time required to go
hunting O o o O
Don't have anyone to go hunting
with O O O O
Don't know where I'm allowed to
nunt O O O O
Lack of available hunting land
where | currently live O o o O
Moved away from the area |
typically hunt to attend college O o o O
Lack transportation to get to
hunting areas O O O O
MNot at all Very little Somewhat Very much
Lack knowledge/skills required to
ot @] @ @ @]
Lack knowledge/skills required to
prepare game meat to eat O o o O
Lack knowledge about hunting
and firearm laws O O O O
Unsure of how/where to store
equipment and firearms O o o O
Costs associated with hunting
{licenses, tags, equipment, @] O O O
firearms, travel, efc.)
Have not completed a hunter ®) O @) @)

education course
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To what extent have the following factors been a barrier to hunting or a reason you do not

hunt? (Select ONE response for each item.)

Have moral/ethical objections to
hunting

Reluctant to personally kill an
animal

Don't feel comfortable around
firearms or hunting equipment

Don't feel comfortable around
hunters and hunting culture

Worried non-hunting friends and
family may judge me

Feel discouraged or frightened
by negative experiences |'ve
had in the outdoors

Mot at all

O

o O O O

O

Is this a barrier for you?

Very little

O

o O O O

O

Somewhat

O

o O O O

O

Very much

O

o O O O

O
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Not at all Very little Somewhat Very much

Don't feel safe because of
sexism, hate crimes and/or O O O O
racism in the outdoors

Don't feel comfortable due to

the lack of gender diversity O O O O
associated with hunting

Don't feel comfortable due to
the lack of racial and ethnic O O O O
diversity associated with hunting

Don’t think hunting is for people
that look like me O o O O
Other (specify): O O O 0O
Do you feel welcome in the hunting community? (Select ONE response.)
QO Yes
QO No

Briefly explain your answer:

How likely are you to hunt in the future? (Select ONE response.)

O | will definitely NOT hunt
QO | will probably NOT hunt
O Not sure

QO 1 will probably hunt

QO 1 will definitely hunt

If you might go hunting in the future, how often do you think will hunt? (Select ONE response.)

O Might try it once
O Rarely (once every few years)

QO Regularly (at least once a year)
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Section 3: Your Attitudes about Hunters and Hunting

Please indicate the extent to which you disapprove or approve of legal, regulated hunting in

general? (Select ONE response.)

O Strongly disapprove
O Moderately dissapprove

(O Neither approve nor disapprove

O Moderately approve

O Strongly approve

People hunt for a variety of reasons.

First, (1) indicate whether you disapprove or approve of hunting for the following purposes.

Then, to the right, (2) indicate how likely YOU would be willing to hunt for those same purposes.

(Select TWO responses for each item. )

To engage in sport
and/or recreation

To relax or escape
from every day life

To be closer to nature
and the outdoors

To harvest a trophy
animal

1. Do you approve of hunting for

this purpose?

Disapprove

O

@)
O
O

MNeutral

O

O
O
O

Approve

O

O
O
O

2. Would YOU hunt for this

purpose?
No Maybe Yes
O O O
O O O
O O O
@) @) O
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To spend time with
family and friends

To seek a new
adventure

To obtain local, free-
range meat

To control wildlife
populations that are
causing problems for
people

To control wildlife
populations that are
damaging ecosystems

How do you feel about the following statements related to hunting and hunters?

(Select ONE response for each item.)

Hunting is a safe
activity

Hunting is a wise use
of natural resources

Hunters behave
responsibly and follow
hunting laws

Hunters care about
conserving wildlife and
natural resources

Hunting can be an
ethical means to
acquire locally
sourced meat

Strongly
disagree

O

O

Disagree

O

O

Meutral

Agree

@)

@)

Strongly
agree

O

O
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Hunting provides a
direct way to connect
to nature and
ecosystems

Hunters financially
contribute to wildlife
conservation

Hunting is cruel and
inhumane to the
animals

People who want to
hunt should be
provided an
opportunity to do so

Strongly
disagree

O

O

Disagree

O

O

MNeutral

O

Section 4: Your Previous Experience with Fishing

Do any of the following people in your life fish?

(Select ALL that apply.)
[ Father

] Mother
[] Brother/sister

[ Grandparent

Strongly
Agree agree
@ @
O O
O O
@ @

[ Other family member (uncle, aunt, cousin,

[] Friends

[ Other (specify):

Have you ever been fishing? (Select ONE response.)

QO Yes
O No

183



About how old were you when you first went fishing?

Age (in years) of first
fishing experience:

How many times have you gone fishing in the last 12 months?

Separate fishing trips
in last 12 months:

What types of fishing have you participated in?
(Select ALL that apply)

[ coldwater fishing (trout, etc.)
[0 warmwater fishing (bass, sunfish, catfish, etc.)

[ saltwater fishing (ocean or coastal marshes)

How has your participation in fishing changed since you started college?

(Select ONE response.)

O Decreased
O Stayed about the same

QO Increased

How likely are you to go fishing in the future? (Select ONE response.)

O | will definitely NOT go fishing
O | will probably NOT go fishing
O Not sure

O | will probably go fishing

QO | will definitely go fishing
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If you might go fishing in the future, how often do you think you will go fishing? (Select ONE

response.)

O Might try it once
O Rarely (once every few years)

O Regularly (at least once a year)

Section 5: More About You...

Please indicate whether you disagree or agree with the following statements regarding your

future career. (Select ONE response for each item.)

Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree agree
| am interested in careers focused on ®) o) o) O O

wildlife conservation

Important people in my life would like it
if | chose a career focused on wildlife O O O O O
conservation

| have a role model in a career related
to wildlife conservation O O O O O

| plan to work on wildlife conservation
in my future career O O @ O @)

How likely are you to pursue a career path focused on wildlife conservation (for example,

working in a park or with a wildlife agency)?

O Very unlikely
O Unlikely

(O Not sure
O Likely

O Very likely
Briefly explain your answer:
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In what year were you born?

Year of Birth:

With what gender do you identify?

O Male
[ Female

[J Not listed (specify):

Which of the following best describes your racial/ethnic background?

(Select ALL that apply.)

OOo0O000000

White

Hispanic or Latino

Black or African American

Asian

American Indian or Alaska Native

Middle Eastern or North African

Mative Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Other (specify):
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Which of the following best describes your college major or field of study (or likely major, if you
are currently undecided)? (Select ONE response.)

(O Agriculture & Natural Resources (Agriculture, Ecology, Conservation Biology,
Environmental Science, Crop & Soil Science, Animal Science, Natural Resource
Management, Parks & Recreation, efc.)

Science & Math (Biclogy, Physics, Chemistry, Math, Statistics, Public Health, etc.)
Engineering & Technology (Engineering, Materials Science, Computer Science, etc.)

Business & Economics (Accounting, Economics, Finance, Management, etc.)

O00O0

Social Science & Humanities (Psychology, Sociology, Anthropology, Palitical science,
History, English, Religion, Language & Linguistics, Education, etc.)

Arts (Architecture, Visual Arts, Performance Arts, etc.)
O Other (specify):

O

How would you best describe the area where you grew up? (Select ONE response.)

QO A large city or urban area (more than 250,000 people)
O A medium-sized city (50,000-250,000 people)

O A small city (10,000 to 50,000 people)

O A small town or rural area (10,000 people or less)

Q Other (describe):

What is the ZIP code of the place where you grew up?

ZIP Code:

Are you interested in learning more about hunting opportunities through instructional hunting
clinics and/or mentored hunting programs? (Select ONE response.)

(O Not at all interested

(O Somewhat interested

(O Very interested

For additional information about these hunting opportunities (instructional clinics, mentored
hunting programs, etc.), please provide your email address:
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Are you interested in participating in a brief, follow-up conversation with a member from our
research team to discuss your views regarding hunting and the outdoors in more detail? All
students selected to participate will receive a $25 VISA gift card. (Check ONE response.)

Q Yes (Please provide your email address below for follow-up purposes):

QO No

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey!
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Appendix C:

HBCU focus group guide

DIVERSITY IN HUNTING & THE OUTDOORS:
COLLEGE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP GUIDE

Consent Script (participants to be contacted viza# or telephone):

Thanks for volunteering to talk with us todalyout your views on hunting and diversity in the
outdoors. Wedd |ike to invite you to tell us
negative) with hunting and the outde@nd how it has shaped your current perspectives. We

will do this using a 4%0 minute focus grouptyle interview format with a few of your

peersconsisting of a few opeanded questions. | would like to record the interview, with your
permission, so tit instead of taking notes | can fully participate in the conversation and

transcribe your responses accurately later.

Participation in this focus group is voluntary, and you may elect to discontinue at any time. Your
identity will be kept confidential. ¥ur name and identifying information will not be linked with

any of the information you provide. We do not anticipate any risks related to participation in this
research. Although research participants may not experience direct or immediate benef#s, resul
of the study may help to increase diversity, equity, and inclusion in hunting and broader outdoor
recreation. If you would like a copy of the results of our study, we would be pleased to send
them to you upon request.

If you have any questions abobetstudy, please contact Dr. Lincoln Larson at NC State
University @19 XXX -XXXX ; LRLarson@ncsu.edu). If you have anyegtions or concerns
about your rights in this research study, please contact the North Carolina State University
Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Human Participants Administrator at®1®8754 or
access the website laitps://research.ncsu.edu/sparcs/compliance/irb/
Consent Questions:

0 Do you agree to be interviewed as part of this focus group?
Do you agree to havedhinterview recorded?
Do you have any other questions before we begin?

O¢ O«

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:

1. Tell us about your participation in hunting.

How did it start?

0 Describe your favorite or most comfortable context for hunting (type of hunting,docati
people youdre with, etc.).

What factors have helped you participate in hunting? What factors or barriers have held
you back from participating?

O«

O«
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2. What do other people you are close to, such as your family and friends, think about
hunting?
0 Why do you think they feel this way?

3. Hunting T and outdoor recreation more broadlyi have been historically dominated by
White men. How does this affect your perception of or participation in hunting and
outdoor recreation?

4. Given the large numberof White hunters, to what extent do you feel welcome or
included in the hunting community?

O Tell wus about times or places where you wo
0 When you are around White hunters, do you feel comfortable? Do you feel like you
belong?

5. What kinds of changes would you like to see to encourage and increase racial/ethnic
diversity in hunting and outdoor recreation more broadly?
0 What have you done (or what could be done) to help you overcome somdaifrtbes
to hunting that you havfaced?

6. Please share any other thoughts about your relationship to hunting and the outdoors or
ot her things that youdd Iike us to know.
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Appendix D:

Academics Afield PreSurvey

Academics Afield
Pre-Program Survey

| ACADEMICS AFIELD ||
= COMMUNITY =

Thank you for your interest in this hunting program for college students. Before you begin, we'd like to

learn more about you and your perspectives regarding hunting. We'll be asking some similar gquestions
at the end of the program. Your responses to this survey will help us improve future proegramming and

gain a better understanding of the motivations driving first-time hunters.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary, but we sincerely hope you will take the time to answer our
questions. Although we need you to provide your contact information for program registration
purposes, all of your responses will be kept completely confidential. No data collected will ever be

associated with your name. The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. Thanks in
advance for your participation.
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Registration Information:

What is your name?

First Name

Last Name

What is your date of birth?

Month
Day

Year

What is your address?

Street
City
State
ZIP

What is your phone number?

What is your email address?

192



What university do you current attend?

In what state is your university located?

Which of the following best describes your current academic standing/position?

(O Undergraduate student
(O Graduate student
O Other (specify:)

Section 1: Your Connection to Hunting

Have you ever been hunting? (Select ONE response.)

QO Yes

O | have accompanied someone hunting, but did not personally hunt
O No

About how old were you when you first went hunting?

Age (in years) of first
hunting experience:

How many times have you gone hunting in the last 12 months?

Separate hunting trips
in last 12 months:
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What species did you hunt?
(Check ALL that apply.)

[ Deer
[ waterfowl

[ Turkey

[ Small birds or game
Do any of the following people in your life hunt?
{Select ALL that apply.)

[ Father [ other family member

[J Mother [ Friends

[ Brother/sister [ Partner/spouse/significant other
[ Grandparent [ other (specify):

Overall, to what degree do you think the following groups of people are supportive of
hunting?

Very

unsupportive Mot supportive Supportive Very supportive
Your immediate family
{parents, siblings, O O O O
grandparents)
Your extended family
{uncles, aunts, O O O @
cousins, etc.)
Your friends O O O @
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How often do you participate in the following activities related to hunting?

{Select ONE response for each item.)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often

Watch TV shows/

videos or play video O @) O O O

games about hunting

Read magazines e O O O O

about hunting

View websites, blogs,
or social media posts

about hunting O @) O O O
(YouTube, Facebook,
Instagram, etc.)

Talk to family and e O O O O

friends about hunting

Eat game meat

obtained through O O O O O
hunting

Participate in

recreational shooting O O O @) O
or archery

Have you used a firearm or archery equipment before?

O Yes
O No
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People hunt for a variety of reasons. How important to you is each of the following potential

reasons to hunt? (Select ONE response for each item.)

To engage in sport and/ar recreation
To relax or escape from every day life

To be closer to nature and the
outdoors

To harvest a trophy animal

To spend time with family and friends
To seek a new adventure

To obtain local, free-range meat

To control wildlife populations that are
causing problems for people

To control wildlife populations that are
damaging ecosystems

To contribute to wildlife conservation
To test and challenge my outdoor skills

To connect mare closely to sources of
food

Other (specify):

Mot at all
important

O

O OO0 O O OO0 00O O O

O

Mot at all
important

Slightly
important

O

O OO O O OO0 OO0 O O

O

Slightly
important

Moderately
important

O

O OO0 O O OO0 00O O O

O

Moderately
important

Very

important

O

O OO0 0O O O0OO0O0O O O

O

Very

important
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Have any of the following been a barrier to your previous hunting participation?
(Check ALL that apply.)

Would rather do other activities

Lack free time required to hunt

Don't have anyone to go hunting with

Don't know where I'm allowed to hunt

Lack of available hunting land where | currently live

Moved away from the area | typically hunt fo attend college

Lack transportation to get to hunting areas

Lack knowledge/skills required to hunt

Lack knowledge/skills required to prepare game meat to eat

Lack of knowledge about hunting and firearm laws

Unsure of how/where to store equipment and firearms

Costs associated with hunting (licenses, tags, equipment, firearms, travel, etc.)
Have not completed a hunter education course

Have a moral/ethical objection to hunting

Reluctant to personally Kill an animal

DCon't feel comfortable around firearms or hunting equipment

Don't feel comfortable around hunters and hunting culture

Worried non-hunting family and friends may judge me

Feel discouraged or frightened by negative experiences I've had in the outdoors

Don't feel comfortable due to the lack of racial/ethnic diversity associated with hunting

Oo00000000000000000000

Other (specify):
To what extent do you agree with this statement?

I feel like | have the social support | need to become a successful hunter.
{Select ONE response.)

Meither agree nor
Strongly disagree Disagree disagree Agree Strongly agree

O O O O O
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How confident do you feel about your skills and knowledge in the following areas?

(Select ONE response for each ifem. )

Mot at all Slightly Somewhat Extremely
confident confident confident Confident confident
Firearm safety O O O O O
Shooting skills O O O O O
Hunting regulations (seasons,
license requirements, etc.) O O O O O
Choosing the right hunting
cho O ® ® O O
Scouting and selecting good
hunting spots O O O O O
Ethical shot placement O @) O @] @
Field recovery/dressing of
wild game O O O O o
Butchering and preserving
game meat O O O O O
Cooking harvested game @) ®) @) @) @)

meat

Overall, how confident do you feel about your hunting skills and knowledge?

(Select ONE response.)

O Not at all confident
O Slightly confident
O Somewhat confident
O Confident

O Extremely confident
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How do you feel about the following statements related to hunting and hunters?

(Select ONE response for each item.)

Hunting is a safe activity

Hunting is a wise use of natural
resources

Hunters behave responsibly and
follow hunting laws

Hunters care about conserving
wildlife and natural resources

Hunting can be an ethical means
to acquire locally sourced meat

Hunting provides a direct way to
connect to nature and
ecosystems

Hunters financially contribute to
wildlife conservation

Hunting is cruel and inhumane to
the animals

FPeople who want to hunt should
be provided an opportunity to do
S0

Wildlife conservation is very
important to me

Hunting has a positive impact on
wildlife conservation

Strongly
disagree

@)

O O O O

O

O

Disagree

O

o O O O

O

MNeutral

O

O O O O

@]

Agree

o)

O O O O

O

O

Strongly

agree

O

O O O O

O

O
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What are TWO THINGS that you hope to get out of this hunting program?

(Wiite answers i the space provided. )

Section 2: Your Other Activities

Which of the following outdoor recreation activities do you participate in? (Select ALL that apply.)

[ Adventure sports (climbing, mountain biking, [] Jogging/running
skiing, surfing, etc.)

[ Bird Watching [J off-road vehicles (4WDs, ATVs, etc.)
[J camping [J swimming

[ canoeing/kayaking [ wildlife viewing/photography

[J Hiking [ Other (specify):

What cooking or food sourcing activities do you participate in, if any? (Select ALL that apply )

[J cooking classes

[ Edible gardening

[ Foraging

[J Shopping at farmers' markets

Do you belong to any of the following organizations? (Select ALL that apply.)

[ Hunting, fishing, or wildlife conservation organizations {Ducks Unlimited, NWTF, Rocky
Mountain Elk Foundation, QDMA, etc.)

[J oOther environmental or nature-based organizations (The Nature Conservancy, The
Audubon Society, Sierra Club, etc))

[J 1 am NOT a member of any hunting, conservation, or environmental organizations.
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Section 3: Background Information

In what year were you born?

Year of Birth:

With what gender do you identify?

O male
[J Female

[ Not listed (specify):

Which of the following best describes your racial/ethnic background?
(Select ALL that apply.)

[ White

[ Hispanic/Latino

[ Black or African American

[ Asian

[J American Indian or Alaska Native

[] Middle Eastern or North African

[ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
[ Other (specify):

How would you best describe the area where you grew up? (Select ONE response.)

O A large city or urban area (more than 250,000 people)
O A medium-sized city (50,000-250,000 people)

O A small city (10,000 to 50,000 people)

O A small town or rural area (10,000 people or less)

(O Other (describe):
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Which of the following best describes your college major or field of study (or likely major, if you
are currently undecided)? (Select ONE response.)

(O Agriculture & Natural Resources (Agriculture, Ecology, Conservation Biology,
Environmental Science, Crop & Soil Science, Animal Science, Natural Resource
Management, Parks & Recreation, etc.)

(O Sscience & Math (Biology, Physics, Chemistry, Math, Statistics, Public Health, etc.)
(O Engineering & Technology (Engineering, Materials Science, Computer Science, etc.)
(O Business & Economics (Accounting, Economics, Finance, Management, etc.)

(O Social Science & Humanities (Psychology, Sociology, Anthropology, Political science,
History, English, Religion, Language & Linguistics, Education, etc.)

(O Arts (Architecture, Visual Arts, Performance Arts, etc.)
QO other (specify):

Thanks again for participating in the Academics Afield program and for taking the time to
complete this questionnaire.
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Appendix E:

Academics Afield PostSurvey

Academics Afield
Post-Program Survey

|| ACADEMICS AFIELD ||

A COLLEGIATE HUNTy -
= COMMUNITY =

Thank you for participating in the Academics Afield program. We'd like to ask you a few questions to

gain a better understanding of how your participation in this program shaped your perceptions of and
interest in hunting. Your responses will help us improve future programming.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary, but we sincerely hope you will take the time to answer our
questions. Although we ask you to provide your name and date of birth, this will only be used to match
your responses with the information you provided before the program. All of your responses will be
kept completely confidential. No data collected will ever be associated with your name. The
survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. Thanks in advance for your participation.

What is your name?

First Name

Last Name

What is your date of birth?

Month ~
Day v
Year "
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What university do you current attend?

In what state is your university located?

W

Section 1: Your Program Experience

Overall, how would you rate your experience in the Academics Afield program?
(Select ONE.)

QO Very negative
O Negative

O Neutral

O Positive

QO Very Positive

Would you say the length of the program was (Select ONE)..

(O Too long
O About right

QO Too short

Would you say the overall time commitment required for the program was (Select ONE). .

O Too long
O About right
(O Too short
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Would you say the number of participants in the program was (Select ONE)..

O Too many
(O About right
O Too Few

Would you say the skill level of the program was (Select ONE). .

(O Too advanced
(O About Right

(O Too novice

How would you rate each of the following aspects of the program? (Select ONE response for each

item.)

Quality of information/
instruction

Amount of information/
instruction

Usefulness and
practicality of
information/instruction

Instructors' knowledge
and experience

Instructors' ability to
explain and
demonstrate

Discussion of hunting
rules and regulations

Discussion of firearm
safety and
marksmanship

Discussion of hunting
gear and eqguipment

Very poar

O

O

Poor

Fair Good Very good
O O O
O O O
O O O
O O O
@] O @]
O O O
O O @)
O O O
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Very poor Poor
Discussion of scouting
and game recovery o O
Discussion of game O O
meat processing
Discussion of cooking
& game meat O O
preparation
Discussion of hunting-
conservation O O

connections

Fair

Good

How effective was the program in accomplishing each of the following?

{Select ONE response for each item.)

Increasing your interest in
hunting

FProviding you with the skills/
knowledge needed to begin
hunting safely

Froviding you with the skills/
knowledge to clean and
prepare wild game meat

Providing opportunities to
meet and connect with fellow
hunters

Helping you facilitate hunting
with your family and friends

Increasing your knowledge of

the role hunters play in
conservation

Mot effective
at all

O

@)

Somewhat
effective

O

O

Effective

O

O

Very good

O

O

Very effective

O

O
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What did you enjoy most about the Academic Afield program? What topics and skills covered did
you find most helpful and/or interesting? What event was most memorable?

What did you like least about the Academic Afield program? |s there anything else we could have
done to make your experience more effective and enjoyable? Are there any additional hunting skills or

topics that you would like to have learned or discussed?

4

Did your participation in the program impact your hunting participation, skills, or views in any
way? Please explain.
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Section 2: Your Future Hunting Participation

How likely are you to hunt in the future?

(O 1 will definitely NOT hunt
O 1 will probably NOT hunt
(O Not sure

(O 1 will probably hunt

O 1 will definitely hunt

If you might go hunting in the future, how often do you think you will hunt? (Select ONE response)

O Might try it once
QO Rarely (Once every few years)
O Regularly (At least once a year)

After this program, to what extent do you think you can do these things?

Definitely Maybe Could not
Plan a hunt @) O O
Spot game O O @]
Track game O O @
pehavior and biology O O O
Process game O O @]
Shoot proficiently O O O
Safely handle a @) O O

firearm
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In the future, how likely are you to do the following... (Select ONE response for each item.)

FPurchase a hunting
license

Attend a hunter
education course or
another hunting
program

Hunt deer

Hunt any other
species (turkey,
waterfowl!, small birds
or game, etc.)

Go on any type of hunt
with another
participant from the
program

Become friends with
someone who is a
hunter

Eat game meat
obtained through
hunting

Very
unlikely

O

O

O

Very
unlikely

O

Unlikely

0

o)

Unlikely

O

MNot sure

Not sure

O

Likely

O

O

Likely

Very Likely

O

O

Very Likely

O
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Do you expect any of the following been a barrier to your future hunting participation?
(Check ALL that apply.)

[J Would rather do other activities

[J Lack free time required to hunt

[J Don't have anyone to go hunting with

[J Don't know where I'm allowed to hunt

[ Lack of available hunting land where | currently live

[J Moved away from the area | typically hunt to attend college

[J Lack transportation to get to hunting areas

[J Lack knowledge/skills required to hunt

[J Lack knowledge/skills required to prepare game meat to eat

[ Lack of knowledge about hunting and firearm laws

[J Unsure of how/where to store equipment and firearms

[ Costs associated with hunting (licenses, tags, equipment, firearms, travel, etc.)
[J Have not completed a hunter education course

[J Have a moral/ethical objection to hunting

[J Reluctant to personally kill an animal

[J Don't feel comfortable around firearms or hunting equipment

[J Don't feel comfortable around hunters and hunting culture

[J Worried non-hunting family and friends may judge me

[J Feel discouraged or frightened by negative experiences I've had in the outdoors
[J Don't feel comfortable due to the lack of racial/ethnic diversity associated with hunting
[ Other (specify):

To what extent do you agree with this statement?

I feel like | have the social support | need to become a successful hunter.
(Select ONE response. )

Neither agree nor
Strongly disagree Disagree disagree Agree Strongly Agree

O O O @] O
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How confident do you feel about your skills and knowledge in the following areas?

(Select ONE response for each item. )

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Extremely
confident confident confident Confident confident

Firearm safety O O O O

Shooting skills

O

Hunting regulations (seasons,
license requirements, etc.)

Choosing the right hunting
gear

Scouting and selecting good
hunting spots

Ethical shot placement

Field recovery/dressing of
wild game

o O O O O 0O O
O O O O O O O
O O O 0O O 0O O
O O O O O 0O O

Butchering and preserving
game meat

O O O O O O 0O O

Cooking harvested game
meat o O O

O

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Extremely
confident confident confident Confident confident

Overall, how confident do you feel about your hunting skills and knowledge?

(Select OME response.)

O Not at all confident
O Slightly confident
O Somewhat confident
O Confident

O Extremely confident
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How do you feel about the following statements related to hunting and hunters?

(Select ONE response for each item )

Hunting is a safe activity

Hunting is a wise use of natural
resources

Hunters behave responsibly and
follow hunting laws

Hunters care about conserving
wildlife and natural resources

Hunting can be an ethical means
to acquire locally sourced meat

Hunting provides a direct way to
connect to nature and
ecosystems

Hunters financially contribute to
wildlife conservation

Hunting is cruel and inhumane to
the animals

People who want to hunt should
be provided an opportunity to do
50

Wildlife conservation is very
important to me

Hunting has a positive impact on
wildlife conservation

Do you have the resources you need to find and connect with potential hunting mentors and

mentorship opportunities after this program ends?

O Yes
O Not sure

O No

Strongly
disagree

O

O

O

O
O

O

Disagree

O

O
O
O
O

O

MNeutral

O
O
O
O
O

O

Agree

O

O O O O

O

O

Strongly
agree

O

c O O O O

O
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What are some of the of the resources (people, places, organizations, etc.) where
you plan to seek out mentors and mentorship opportunities?

What would help you feel more comfortable seeking and finding mentors and
mentorship opportunities in the future?

#

Please list any other suggestions or comments you have about the Academics Afield program
below:

#

Thanks again for participating in the Academics Afield program and for taking the time to
complete this questionnaire.
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