APPENDIX 1
COMPREHENSIVE DESCRIPTION OF DATA COLLECTION, DATA EXPLORATION AND ASSUMPTION TESTING
Further details on survey design and data collection
Each participant was approached by one person from the interview team who introduced themselves, the wider research project and the collaborating institutions. They explained what the survey was going to be used for, what participation would entail and how the results would be published. The interviewers explained that participation was voluntary and anonymous, and then asked whether the person would consent to participate. 97% of people asked to participate complied. Everyone was interviewed individually, without other people present.
No foreign researchers were present at interviews after the initial training process was complete in order to minimise bias in the responses. To prevent any bias that might arise from being interviewed by a person connected to the respondent’s social circle, none of the interviewers had close ties to the villages in Mabale. Villages were approached after receiving permission from both the regional chief and the village head of each village. 
Data exploration	
Scatterplots (numeric variables), bar graphs (categorical and numeric variables) and box-and-whisker plots (categorical and numeric variables) were used to detect outliers which were checked for transcription errors. Outliers that could not be attributed to transcription errors were not removed. Summary statistics (number of values, number of null values, min, max, range, sum, median, mean, SE mean, confidence interval of the mean, variance and standard variation) were calculated for all variables.
As part of the data exploration process, we plotted the response variable against all predictors. We plotted the raw data of every variable against the response variable. For ordinal variables, we constructed stacked bar plots, while for nominal and continuous variables we constructed box-and-whisker plots.
We carried out factor analysis for mixed data (FAMD) to explore the potential for reducing the number of variables by generating summary factors, but the axes generated did not summarise a substantial part of the total variability.
Collinearity 
 It is well established that collinearity among predictors is a problem for constructing linear models (Johnston et al., 2018). We quantified collinearity for all pairs of predictor variables. Since our data include continuous, ordinal and nominal variables, different methods were required for the different combinations of variable types. We focused on effect sizes rather than hypothesis tests as with large sample sizes unimportant effect sizes can be detected as statistically ‘significant’. We ran Spearman’s rank correlation test on all combinations of numeric and ordinal variables, with a correlation coefficient cut-off threshold of 0.70 identifying problematic collinearity   (Dormann et al., 2013). We ran Kruskal-Wallis tests on combinations of numeric to nominal and ordinal to nominal variables. Combinations of nominal variables were examined using Cramer’s V, with a cut-off criterion of 0.5. Values of Cramer’s V above 0.4 and 0.6 indicates “relatively strong” and “very strong” similarities among variables, respectively (Ellis et al., 2010, Rea and Parker, 2014). These three statistics are not comparable, as Spearman’s and Cramer’s V yield measures of degrees of association (Friendly and Meyer, 2015). These tests were used in combination with variance inflation factors (VIFs). VIFs above the value 10 indicate a serious collinearity problem (Lin, 2008). All VIFs for models presented here have VIFs below 2 (tables S2 – S6), showing that there are not problematic levels of collinearity between any variables included in the same model. 
Assumption testing
Ordinal response models improve on previous treatment of ordinally scaled responses as continuous (e.g. Marchini (2010)).  Testing the fit of ordinal models has until recently been problematical. Recent work has shown that ‘surrogate’ residuals can be used for this  (Liu and Zhang, 2018, Greenwell et al., 2018). We used the ‘R ‘sure package (Greenwell et al., 2018), which extract these residuals and provides appropriate diagnostic plots. We considered polynomial effects greater than second order (quadratic) to have no a priori plausibility. Non-significant quadratic terms were not retained.  
We tested the proportional odds assumption of ordinal models both graphically and statistically. There is emerging consensus that the graphical tests are better, as statistical tests can pick up on even small discrepancies when analysing data with large sample sizes (Christensen, 2015), such as the data set in this study. We tested the assumption by comparing pairs of models with a likelihood ratio test where the PO odds assumption was relaxed in one of the pair by using the ‘nominal’ option. We used the clmm2 package for this (counter-intuitively, the clmm2 package is earlier) as the clmm package does not currently allow for random effects models to be compared in this way (Christensen, pers. comm.). The graphical method was carried out as outlined by Liu & Zhang 2018 (Liu and Zhang, 2018). Neither the graphical methods nor the statistical test revealed any problematic breaches of the proportional odds assumption. 
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TABLES
Table S1. Hypotheses supporting the selection of variables 
	Variable 
	Hypothesised relationship to response variable 
	Supporting references 

	“How do you feel about having lions in your area?”
	This is the response variable
	

	Name of village
	This is used as a random variable to control for site-specific variation 
	

	Gender
	Females expected to be more negative, due to higher levels of perceived vulnerability and fear.
	Suryawanshi et al. (2014), Bhattarai and Fischer (2014), Campbell and Lancaster (2010), Fort et al. (2018), Gebresenbet et al. (2018)

	“What is your mother tongue?” (indicator of ethnicity)
	Ethnicities expected to differ in their level of agreement with response variable 
	Hill (2004)

	How old are you? 
	Negative relationship with response variable, due to increased vulnerability in old age and due to older people having had a longer time period to accumulate negative experiences and stories about lion conflict.
	Suryawanshi et al. (2014), Røskaft et al. (2007), Campbell and Lancaster (2010), Zimmermann et al. (2005), McKay et al. (2018)

	“Do you or anyone in your household work for Hwange National Park or The Hwange Lion Project?”
	Positive relationship with response variable. Receiving income from wildlife-related activities are hypothesised to improve attitude towards lion presence. 
	Hemson et al. (2009), Sillero-Zubiri and Laurenson (2001)

	“To what degree do you feel that your household benefits from the presence of Hwange National Park?”
	Positive relationship with response variable. Receiving benefits from wildlife-related activities are hypothesised to improve attitude towards lion presence. 
	Sillero-Zubiri and Laurenson (2001), Broekhuis et al. (2018), Matseketsa et al. (2018), McKay et al. (2018), Tessema et al. (2010)

	“To what degree does fear of lions interfere with your daily activities? (such as going to school, fetching water, going to visit friends or relatives, or other activities)”
	Negative relationship with response variable, due to psychological stress and opportunity costs. 
	Marchini and Macdonald (2012), Lagendijk and Gusset (2008), Dickman (2010)

	“Have you ever seen a lion before, if so how many times?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Increased exposure to lions is hypothesised to increase perceived risk. 
	Struebig et al. (2018), Kansky and Knight (2014)

	“How many livestock have you lost to lions in the last 3 years?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Increased tangible losses to lions is hypothesised to increase negativity to the presence of lions. The 3 year period was established as the longest that participants could accurately remember in the piloting process. 
	 Tessema et al. (2010), Gebresenbet et al. (2018), Bhattarai and Fischer (2014), Holmern et al. (2007), Marchini and Macdonald (2018)

	“Have you ever lost livestock to lions?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Increased tangible losses to lions is hypothesised to increase negativity to the presence of lions. It is not known what time scale is most influential on attitudes, so this variable and the above were recorded. 
	Tessema et al. (2010), Gebresenbet et al. (2018), Bhattarai and Fischer (2014), Holmern et al. (2007), Marchini and Macdonald (2018)

	“How often do you think lions come onto your village lands?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Increased perceived risk of encounters of lions for people and livestock was hypothesised to increase negativity to lions presence. 
	Inskip et al. (2014), Naughton-Treves and Treves (2005)

	“Do you know personally anyone who has been attacked by a lion?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Personally knowing victims of lion attack is hypothesised to create resentment towards lions and increase perceived risk. 
	Naughton-Treves and Treves (2005), Sillero-Zubiri et al. (2007)

	“What is your level of education?”
	Positive relationship with response variable. Education level is hypothesised to be associated with positive attitudes. 
	Carter et al. (2014), McKay et al. (2018) de Pinho et al. (2014), Gebresenbet et al. (2018), Romanach et al. (2007), Romanach et al. (2007), Fort et al. (2018), Suryawanshi et al. (2014), Romanach et al. (2007)

	“How many children or elderly people who are past working age, or sick/disabled people who cannot work do you provide for?”
	Negative relationship with response variable. Number of dependants was hypothesised to lead to more negative attitudes to carnivores because of increased vulnerability to economic losses and higher vulnerability to attack on humans.
	Bjerke et al. (2001), Zinn and Pierce (2002)

	“To what extent do you agree with the following statement: lions have the right to exist”
	Positive relationship with response variable. This indicator of ecocentric value orientation towards lions was hypothesised to increase positivity to lion presence. 
	Teel et al. (2010), Manfredo and Dayer (2004) Bjerke and Kaltenborn (1999)

	“How often do you attend church or other religious ceremonies?” 
	Negative relationship with response variable. Religiosity, particularly in regards to Christian beliefs, was hypothesised to be associated with more negative attitudes to lion presence. 
	de Pinho et al. (2014), Hazzah et al. (2009)

	“How important do you think traditional ceremonies (such as rainmaking, ukuthethela and traditional memorial ceremonies) are for the wellbeing of your community?” 
	Positive relationship with response variable. Adherence to traditional pre-Christian beliefs was hypothesised to be associated with more positive attitudes to lion presence.
	Struebig et al. (2018), McKay et al. (2018), (1995)

	Total wealth (individual's wealth from all sources; livestock, crops, employment and informal work)
	Positive relationship with response variable. Hypothesised to be associated with more positive attitudes as wealth increases the ability to absorb losses incurred due to lion presence. 
	Naughton-Treves and Treves (2005), Zimmermann et al. (2005), Sarker and Røskaft (2011)

	Number of livestock owned, excluding poultry 
	Negative relationship with response variable. Owning greater number of livestock may increase the probability of loss or possible magnitude of loss.
	Parker et al. (2014)

	“Do you or anyone in your household own livestock (cattle, goats, poultry and so on)?” 
	Negative relationship with response variable. This was included in addition to the variable above as it was not known whether people’s risk perception is sensitive to numbers or operate on a more categoric basis.  
	Parker et al. (2014)

	Proportion of wealth derived from non-animal sources
	Positive relationship with response variable. Less dependence on livestock is hypothesised to be associated with more positive attitudes to lion presence due to lower vulnerability of damage to the individual’s livelihood.
	Holmern et al. (2007), Suryawanshi et al. (2014), Romanach et al. (2007), Tessema et al. (2010)

	Whether have bomas, guardians, both or neither 
	Positive relationship with response variable. The purpose of providing mobile bomas and community guardians is to achieve an assumed positive effect on attitudes towards coexisting with lions by reducing livestock losses.
	Included to test the effect of the Hwange Lion Project’s intervention 

	“How satisfied are you with your current standard of living (material circumstances)?”
	Positive relationship with response variable. Wealth has been shown to be related to attitude to carnivores. Work within the field of economics has shown that sometimes the level of satisfaction with own wealth is more influential on people’s attitudes as absolute wealth is sensitive to shifting baselines. 
	Naughton-Treves and Treves (2005)

	No one else is responsible for lion depredation
	Positive relationship with response variable. If the risk and losses associated with lions are perceived to be externally imposed, it may be resented to a greater extent. 
	Dickman (2010), Skogen et al. (2013)

	Proportion of life spent in Hwange
	Positive relationship with response variable. Being embedded within communities that have co-existed with lions in the area for a long time and have knowledge about how to live alongside them might to lead to less negative attitudes, so immigrants were hypothesised to be more negative. 
	Røskaft et al. (2003), Hariohay et al. (2018) 

	Conflict level (the number of livestock lost and injured per village)
	Negative relationship with response variable. This variable was included because attitudes may be shaped by the conflict level experienced in the community, rather than losses incurred to the individual household. 
	Kideghesho et al. (2007), Sillero-Zubiri et al. (2007)

	Experienced crop raiding (by elephants, baboons, quelea birds, bush pigs or similar)
	Negative relationship with response variable. We hypothesise that there is a spill-over effect where losses caused by other wildlife leads to a more negative attitude to conflict-prone wildlife in general.
	Our hypothesis

	In your household, who makes most decisions on how money is spent?
	Negative relationship with response variable. If material losses are a main driver of negative attitudes towards lion presence, we hypothesise that individuals with greater ownership of wealth will have more negative attitudes.
	Our hypothesis

	How do you feel your wealth compares with the rest of your village?
	Positive relationship with response variable. Work within the field of economics has shown that sometimes perceived relative wealth is more influential on people’s attitudes than absolute wealth.
	Luttmer (2005)



Table S2. Variance Inflation factors for the comprehensive model 
	Variable 
	Variance Inflation Factor
	Degrees of freedom 

	Gender
	1.54
	1

	Ethnicity 
	1.67
	3

	Age
	1.96
	1

	Owns livestock 
	1.33
	1

	Number of livestock lost
	1.28
	1

	Education
	1.88
	3

	Physical condition 
	2.88
	10

	Total wealth  
	2.03
	1

	Number of livestock owned 
	2.23
	1

	Proportion of non-animal wealth
	2.02
	1

	Satisfaction with material circumstances 
	2.76
	10

	Perceived relative wealth 
	1.88
	4

	Conflict level in village 
	1.32
	1

	Employment in wildlife work 
	1.15
	1

	Ownership of wealth 
	1.63
	2

	Number of dependants
	1.21
	1

	Proportion of life spent in Hwange
	1.18
	1

	Programme participation
	1.56
	2

	Frequency of seeing lions 
	1.62
	3

	Personally know someone attacked by lion
	1.23
	1

	Experienced other wildlife-related harm 
	1.14
	1

	Perceived household benefits from national park 
	1.50
	4

	Fear
	1.74
	4

	Ecocentricity 
	1.41
	4

	Religiousness 
	1.69
	5

	Belief in traditional religion 
	1.49
	4

	Nobody is responsible for losses to lions 
	1.11
	1

	Perceived frequency of lions entering village lands 
	1.87
	4




Table S3. Variance Inflation Factors for the management model 
	Variable 
	Variance Inflation Factor
	Degrees of freedom 

	Gender Female 
	1.02
	1

	Ethnicity 
	1.12
	3

	Age
	1.03
	1

	Programme participation
	1.27
	2

	Number of livestock lost
	1.03
	1

	Conflict level in village
	1.16
	1













Table S4. Variance Inflation Factors for the socio-economic model
	Variable 
	Variance Inflation Factor
	Degrees of freedom 

	Gender
	1.17
	1

	Ethnicity 
	1.25
	3

	Age
	1.80
	1

	Education
	1.65
	3

	Owns livestock 
	1.26
	1

	Number of livestock lost
	1.11
	1

	Physical condition
	1.94
	10

	Total wealth ^2
	2.10
	2

	Number of livestock owned
	2.16
	1

	Proportion of non-animal wealth
	1.99
	1

	Satisfaction with material circumstances^2  
	1.62
	10

	Employment in wildlife work
	1.07
	1

	Ownership of wealth 
	1.47
	2

	Number of dependants
	1.15
	1








Table S5. Variance Inflation Factors for the beliefs and perceptions model
	Variable 
	Variance Inflation Factor
	Degrees of freedom 

	Fear
	1.31
	4

	Ecocentricity 
	1.12
	4

	Religiousness
	1.12
	5

	Belief in traditional religion 
	1.13
	4

	Nobody is responsible for losses to lions 
	1.05
	1

	Perceived frequency of lions entering village lands 
	1.24
	4





Table S6. Variance Inflation Factors for the past experiences with wildlife and conservation model
	Variable 
	Variance Inflation Factor
	Degrees of freedom 

	Proportion of life spent in Hwange
	1.05
	1

	Programme participation
	1.23
	2

	Frequency of seeing lions 
	1.14
	3

	Personally know someone attacked by lion
	1.10
	1

	Conflict level in village 
	1.17
	1

	Experienced other wildlife-related harm
	1.04
	1

	Number of livestock lost
	1.10
	1







Table S7. Coefficients, SE and p-values of the socio-economic model. “.” Indicates very low significance level (0.1), “*” indicates low level (0.05), “**” indicates intermediate level (0.01), and “***” indicates high significance level (0.001).
	Variable 
	Estimate 
	SE
	P-value 
	 *

	Gender Female (reference level: “male”)
	-0.32
	0.11
	0.00
	**

	Ethnicity Nambya (reference level: “Ndebele”)
	0.21
	0.16
	0.21
	

	Ethnicity Tonga 
	-0.56
	0.19
	0.00
	**

	Ethnicity other 
	0.19
	0.24
	0.42
	

	Age
	-0.02
	0.00
	0.00
	***

	Education
	-0.32
	0.21
	0.13
	

	Owns livestock (reference level:  “does not own livestock”)
	-0.26
	0.22
	0.24
	

	Number of livestock lost
	-0.06
	0.01
	0.00
	***

	Physical condition
	-0.25
	0.20
	0.21
	

	Total wealth
	-2.76
	2.65
	0.30
	

	Total wealth ^2
	4.20
	2.04
	0.04
	*

	Number of livestock owned
	0.03
	0.02
	0.24
	

	Proportion of non-animal wealth
	0.52
	0.26
	0.04
	*

	Satisfaction with material circumstances^2 
	0.35
	0.15
	0.02
	*

	Employment in wildlife work (reference level:  “not employed in wildlife work”)
	-0.19
	0.13
	0.16
	

	No ownership of wealth (reference level:  “full ownership of wealth)
	0.13
	0.15
	0.40
	

	Partial ownership of wealth 
	-0.05
	0.14
	0.71
	

	Number of dependants
	0.05
	0.03
	0.05
	.





Table S8. Coefficients, SE and p-values of the beliefs and perceptions model. “.” Indicates very low significance level (0.1), “*” indicates low level (0.05), “**” indicates intermediate level (0.01), and “***” indicates high significance level (0.001).
	Variable 
	Estimate 
	SE
	P-value 
	 *

	Fear
	-1.52
	0.13
	0.00
	***

	Ecocentricity 
	0.82
	0.19
	0.00
	***

	Religiousness
	-0.18
	0.14
	0.19
	

	Belief in traditional religion 
	0.17
	0.11
	0.10
	

	Nobody is responsible for losses to lions (reference level:  “someone else is responsible for losses to lions”)
	0.27
	0.11
	0.02
	*

	Perceived frequency of lions entering village lands 
	-0.84
	0.20
	0.00
	***


















Table S9. Coefficients, SE and p-values of the past experiences with wildlife and conservation model. “.” Indicates very low significance level (0.1), “*” indicates low level (0.05), “**” indicates intermediate level (0.01), and “***” indicates high significance level (0.001).
	Variable 
	Estimate 
	SE
	P-value 
	 *

	Proportion of life spent in Hwange
	-0.35
	0.15
	0.02
	*

	Programme participation: only guardians (reference level:  “Both guardians and bomas”)
	-0.55
	0.27
	0.04
	*

	Programme participation: neither guardians or bomas (reference level:  “Both guardians and bomas”)
	-1.21
	0.30
	0.00
	***

	Frequency of seeing lions 
	-0.17
	0.10
	0.10
	.

	Do not personally know someone who has been attacked by lion (reference level: “personally know someone”)
	0.44
	0.12
	0.00
	***

	Conflict level in village 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.95
	

	Experienced other wildlife-related harm (reference level:  “not experienced other wildlife-related harm)
	-0.33
	0.11
	0.00
	**

	Number of livestock lost
	-0.05
	0.01
	0.00
	***












Table S10. Coefficients, SE and p-values of the management model. “.” Indicates very low significance level (0.1), “*” indicates low level (0.05), “**” indicates intermediate level (0.01), and “***” indicates high significance level (0.001).
	Variable 
	Estimate 
	SE
	P-value 
	 *

	Gender Female (reference level: “male”)
	-0.16
	0.10
	0.13
	

	Ethnicity Nambya (reference level: “Ndebele”)
	0.19
	0.16
	0.23
	

	Ethnicity Tonga 
	-0.49
	0.18
	0.01
	*

	Ethnicity other 
	0.11
	0.23
	0.62
	

	Age
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	***

	Programme participation: only guardians (reference level:  “Both guardians and bomas”)
	-0.41
	0.26
	0.12
	

	Programme participation: neither guardians or bomas (reference level:  “Both guardians and bomas”)
	-0.93
	0.30
	0.00
	**

	Number of livestock lost
	-0.07
	0.01
	0.00
	***

	Conflict level in village
	0.00
	0.00
	0.87
	




Table S11. Comparison of the comprehensive model, and of the three thematic models with variables pertaining to beliefs and perceptions, socio-economic variables and past experiences. ΔAIC is the difference in AIC between the model in question and the top model.
	Model 
	Number of parameters (K)
	AIC
	ΔAIC
	AIC weight (ω)
	Log likelihood (LL)

	Comprehensive model
	38
	2938.15
	0
	1
	-1431.08

	Beliefs and perceptions
	11
	3212.71
	274.56
	0
	-1595.36

	Socio-economics
	23
	3255.42
	317.26
	0
	-1604.71

	Past experiences
	13
	3340.83
	402.68
	0
	-1657.42

	Management model
	14
	3356.67
	418.52
	0
	-1664.33



EFFECT SIZES 
Average effect sizes

Table S12. Average effect size of explanatory variables across all levels of the response variable (attitude to coexistence with lions) within the socio-economic model. Ordered from highest to lowest
	Explanatory variable  
	Average effect size

	Number of livestock lost
	0.15

	Total wealth ^2
	0.15

	Proportion of non-animal wealth
	0.15

	Satisfaction with material circumstances^2
	0.15

	Age
	0.10

	Number of dependants
	0.07

	Gender Female 
	0.03

	Ethnicity
	0.02




Effect sizes of individual variables within the comprehensive model 

Table S13. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “gender” within the comprehensive model
	Gender
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Male
	0.73
	0.15
	0.06
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Female
	0.78
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00








Table S14. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “ethnicity” within the comprehensive model
	Ethnicity
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Ndebele
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Nambya
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Tonga
	0.84
	0.09
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Other
	0.76
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.05
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S15. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “age” within the comprehensive model
	Age
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	20
	0.72
	0.15
	0.07
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	30
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	50
	0.78
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	70
	0.82
	0.10
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	80
	0.84
	0.09
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00




Table S16. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “number of livestock lost” within the comprehensive model
	Number of livestock lost
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0
	0.75
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	10
	0.79
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	30
	0.87
	0.08
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.05
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	40
	0.89
	0.06
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.06
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00



Table S17. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “education” within the comprehensive model
	Education
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	None
	0.71
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.02
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Primary
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Secondary
	0.77
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Tertiary
	0.79
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




	Number of dependants
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0
	0.79
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	3
	0.75
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	6
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	10
	0.65
	0.18
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01

	13
	0.60
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.08
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02


Table S18. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “number of dependants” within the comprehensive model












Table S19. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “proportion of life spent in Hwange” within the comprehensive model
	Proportion of life spent in Hwange
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0.01
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.30
	0.72
	0.15
	0.07
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.50
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.80
	0.77
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	1.00
	0.78
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00




Table S20. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “Participation in the project’s conflict mitigation programmes” within the comprehensive model
	Participation in the project’s conflict mitigation programmes
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Boma and guardians
	0.61
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.07
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01

	Only guardians
	0.74
	0.15
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Neither
	0.83
	0.10
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00










Table S21. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “frequency of seeing lions” within the comprehensive model
	Frequency of seeing lions
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Never
	0.73
	0.15
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	One time
	0.76
	0.13
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	A couple of times
	0.78
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Many times
	0.80
	0.11
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00




Table S22. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “personally know someone attacked by lion” within the comprehensive model
	Personally know someone attacked by lion
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Yes
	0.78
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	No
	0.74
	0.15
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01














Table S23. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “Perceived degree of benefits accruing from the protected area” within the comprehensive model
	Perceived degree of benefits accruing from the protected area
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Don't benefit at all
	0.78
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Benefit a little
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Moderately benefits
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Benefit strongly
	0.65
	0.18
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Very strongly benefits
	0.60
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01




Table S24. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “interference of fear of lions” within the comprehensive model
	Interference of fear of lions
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Doesn’t interfere at all
	0.48
	0.23
	0.14
	0.09
	0.06
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02

	Barely interferes
	0.59
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Moderately interferes
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Severely interferes
	0.79
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Very severely interferes
	0.85
	0.09
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00



Table S25. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “ecocentric values regarding lions” within the comprehensive model
	Ecocentric values regarding lions
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Strongly disagree
	0.87
	0.08
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00

	Somewhat disagree
	0.84
	0.09
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00

	Neither agree nor disagree
	0.80
	0.11
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Somewhat agree
	0.76
	0.13
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Strongly agree
	0.71
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S26. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “belief in traditional religion” within the comprehensive model
	Belief in traditional religion
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Not important at all
	0.78
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Somewhat important
	0.76
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Moderately important
	0.75
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Very important
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Extremely important
	0.73
	0.15
	0.06
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S27. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “perceived frequency of lion incursion onto village land” within the comprehensive model
	Perceived frequency of lion incursion onto village land
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Never
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	A few times per year
	0.74
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Every month
	0.77
	0.13
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Every week
	0.80
	0.11
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00

	Every day
	0.83
	0.10
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
















Effect sizes for individual variables within the socio-economic model 

Table S28. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “gender” within the socio-economic model
	Gender
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Male
	0.59
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Female 
	0.66
	0.18
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S29. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “ethnicity” within the socio-economic model
	Ethnicity
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	Ndebele
	0.62
	0.19
	0.09
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Nambya
	0.57
	0.21
	0.11
	0.07
	0.05
	0.05
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01

	Tonga
	0.75
	0.14
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	Other
	0.58
	0.21
	0.11
	0.07
	0.04
	0.06
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01




Table S30. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “age” within the socio-economic model
	Age
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	20
	0.54
	0.22
	0.12
	0.07
	0.05
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01

	30
	0.59
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	50
	0.68
	0.17
	0.08
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	70
	0.76
	0.13
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	80
	0.79
	0.12
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S31. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “number of livestock lost to lions” within the socio-economic model
	Number of livestock lost to lions
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0
	0.60
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	10
	0.73
	0.15
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	30
	0.91
	0.06
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00

	40
	0.95
	0.03
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00

	60
	0.98
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00




Table S32. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “total wealth” within the socio-economic model
	Total wealth^2 (standardised) 
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	-0.9
	0.58
	0.21
	0.11
	0.06
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	1
	0.67
	0.18
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	3
	0.66
	0.18
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.06
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01

	6
	0.47
	0.23
	0.14
	0.09
	0.07
	0.15
	0.03
	0.05
	0.05
	0.04

	8
	0.24
	0.22
	0.20
	0.18
	0.17
	0.20
	0.08
	0.03
	0.10
	0.16












Table S33. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “proportion of non-animal wealth” within the socio-economic model
	Proportion of non-animal wealth
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0.02
	0.70
	0.16
	0.07
	0.04
	0.03
	0.05
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.3
	0.67
	0.17
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.5
	0.65
	0.18
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	0.8
	0.61
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	1
	0.59
	0.20
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01




Table S34. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “Satisfaction with material circumstances” within the socio-economic model
	Satisfaction with material circumstances ^2
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0 (Extremely dissatisfied) 
	0.62
	0.19
	0.09
	0.06
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	1
	0.62
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	2
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	3
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	4
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	5
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	6
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	7
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	8
	0.63
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	9
	0.64
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	10 (Extremely satisfied) 
	0.64
	0.19
	0.09
	0.05
	0.03
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01


Table S35. Effect sizes and associated standard errors (SE) for “number of dependants” within the socio-economic model
	Number of dependants
	Very negative
	Quite negative
	Indifferent
	Quite positive
	Very positive
	SE Very negative
	SE Quite negative
	SE  Indifferent
	SE Quite positive
	SE Very positive

	0
	0.66
	0.18
	0.08
	0.05
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	3
	0.62
	0.19
	0.09
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	6
	0.58
	0.21
	0.11
	0.07
	0.04
	0.04
	0.02
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01

	10
	0.53
	0.22
	0.12
	0.08
	0.05
	0.06
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02

	13
	0.49
	0.23
	0.13
	0.09
	0.06
	0.08
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03
	0.02
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