The Journal of Wildlife Management 79(1):1-2; 2015; DOI: 10.1002/jwmg.819

EDITOR’S MESSAGE

Are Management Implications for the

Journal Ceremonial?

The idea that a gap exists between wildlife researchers and
managers or practitioners is not a new one (Wagner 1989,
Finch and Patton-Mallory 1993, Hanley 1994, Prendergast
et al. 1999, DeMaso 2012) nor is it limited to our field
(Steffens et al. 2014). Joseph Sands and his well-known
colleagues published a book in 2012 that addresses this issue
tor the wildlife field: Wildlife Science: Connecting Research
with Management. Sands et al. (2012) include an exploration
of the possible historical roots, present case histories, and
make suggestions for how to bridge the gap. Understanding
the short version of why this gap might exist serves well as
context for this message on writing Management Implica-
tions.

First, there is the view that growing environmental and
conservation problems are in urgent need of addressing, yet
many researchers do not research what is germane to
practitioners who are trying to solve problems (Whitten et al.
2001, Fazey et al. 2005, Gordon et al. 2014). As a result,
managers often view research outputs as irrelevant, too
simplified, not sufficiently quantitative or spatially explicit, or
not pragmatic (McNie 2007, Arlettaz et al. 2010). Some have
attributed the discrepancy to different frames of reference of
the respective groups (Cascio 2007, Brennan 2012). For
example, the reward structure for academic researchers
focuses on publications and they are afforded little credit for
seeing research through to its implementation. Researchers
also seek novel and general solutions, provide tentative and
well-qualified recommendations, promote rigor that can
obscure results in statistical jargon rather than practical
results, and expect understanding to evolve over time often in
the face of debate.

On the other hand, managers may want to implement
science- or evidence-based management; however, they may
have limited access to the scientific literature due to finances
or time to devote to synthesizing an ever expanding, and
fragmented knowledge base that is getting more sophisti-
cated and requires technical expertise to fully appraise the
outputs. Further, practitioners want credible solutions to
specific problems now and may shy away from novelty or rely
on experience in the face of uncertainty (Rynes et al. 2001,
Arlettaz et al. 2010, Cook et al. 2013). Even when managers
embrace evidence-based management, a lack of economic,
social, or political support can jeopardize implementation
resulting in “knowing but not doing” (Knight et al. 2008,
Arlettaz et al. 2010). Thus, it is not surprising that managers
are challenged to understand and implement new findings
(Brennan 2012).

There is considerable discussion in the literature on how to
bridge this gap with most focusing on better collaboration
and more communication: managers articulating their

information needs, researchers developing research collabora-
tively with managers, altering the rewards for researchers to
foster their engagement in implementation, and training
students in research and decision making (Finch and Patton-
Mallory 1993, Sands et al. 2012, Cook et al. 2013, Jacobson
etal. 2013). Thisvision of combining science and management
hasbeen the major philosophy of The Wildlife Society since its
inception in 1937 (Krausman 2012). The Mission Statement
of The Wildlife Society includes providing through its
publications relevant scientific information that managers
take into consideration in managing and conserving pop-
ulations and their habitats. The continued publication of the
Journal of Wildlife Management since 1937, the recent
resurrection of the Wildlife Society Bulletin in 2011, and the
emergence of the Wildlife Professional have focused on the
science delivery to wildlife managers and other professionals.
The Wildlife Society Bulletin was reestablished to engage
managers (Ballard et al. 2011), and the Wildlife Professional, in
particular, focuses on being translational, connecting the end-
users to the available information and its application. But the
Journal has its role to play.

Wildlife research acts as a catalyst for the wildlife
profession because it generates new knowledge and tools
for the profession to use in managing wildlife populations
and their habitats within a socio-economic context. The
Journal requests authors publishing Research Articles and
Notes to provide a section on Management Implications.
Even if a study introduces a new method or was not originally
intended for direct application, we ask authors to reflect on
how the study’s findings might support or improve current
practices, refute practices and offer alternatives, or simply
make managers cognizant of new information for their
consideration.

Some may argue that few managers read the Journal/but rely
on other translations, so why address management impli-
cations directly in research articles? I suggest managers not
only read the Journal but also actively contribute it to. For
example, out of the 18 research articles we published in the
last issue, 11 had at least 1 author from an agency or NGO
and another 4 were written by authors from government
agencies only. We also hear from agencies who clamor for
better access to the TWS journals in terms of site licenses.
Nonetheless, researchers often feel unqualified to address the
management implications of their study, perhaps because it is
unfamiliar territory, their findings provide only a piece of a
complex problem, or they fear it might reduce the theoretical
value (Bartunek and Rynes 2010). But transfer of research
findings to management is slow and who better to start the
discussion on how they might be used? Many of the
researchers who submit articles to the Journal of Wildlife
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Management, 1 submit, want their research to benefit the
conservation and management of wildlife but rely on a
“strategy of hope”—hoping their work will engage manage-
ment professionals by doing nothing further (Gibbons et al.
2008). Some feel we need to do more (Sands et al. 2012).
Guidelines to the Journal of Wildlife Management currently
give succinct directions for developing the Management
Implications: keep it short and direct, do not repeat results or
discussion, explain important issues or address management
opportunities, and do not make recommendations beyond
the scope of your study. To these I add the following
considerations. First, in structuring your Management
Implications section, be clear to include a concise statement
of the problem that the implications are meant to address.
This clearly links any prescription or set of recommendations
to an actual issue or problem. Second, identify your targeted
audience. Although that audience often will be wildlife
managers, it also might include land managers, specific
agencies, or stakeholders. Third, include a small set of
focused recommendations based on the study’s findings.
Explicitly state what is expected to be gained as outcomes of
implementing these recommendations and any limitations;
give examples to illustrate your point. Do not presuppose the
reader will make the linkages between your results and the
recommendations. At any point if future research is needed,
provide specific direction or next steps and indicate why
those directions are needed. Bringing new awareness to a
particular management context may be as worthwhile as a
specific management action. Managers are less likely to use
research from a single study than to amalgamate their
knowledge. Fourth, do not go beyond what your findings
support, but also refrain from using an overly tentative tone
that may discourage managers from imagining ways to use
your findings. Finally, keep to the key messages, make them
clear and simple, and leave out the statistical jargon and
obscure language, or the message will not be understandable
no matter how hard readers strive to appreciate your findings.

—Evelyn Merrill
Editor-in-Chief
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