Human Dimensions of Bison Restoration

The Return of the King or Bringing Snails to
the Garden? The Human Dimensions of a
Proposed Restoration of European BisonHison
bonasus in Germany

Stephen E. Decket Alistair J. Bath?, Alvin Simms?, Uwe Lindner®, and Edgar
Reisingef*

Abstract

Human dimensions research can help resource and wildlife managers make
informed decisions, target information efforts, and gain a greater understanding of
the factors that comprise attitudes toward wildlife management efforts. Despite
these oftenstated merits, stidies addressing the human dimensions of resource and
wildlife management efforts are rare in Europe. A proposed restoration of free
ranging European bison Bison bonasu¥in North Rhine-Westphalia, Germany has
presented an opportunity to help address thisesearch gap. During MayJuly, 2006,
we used a randomly distributed, seHadministered questionnaire (n=398), to assess
| ocal residentsodo attitudes, beliefs, and
proposed restoration. These factors were comparedcross two administrative
regions spanned by the proposed restoration are&Ve found that respondents from
the SiegenWittgenstein region held significantly more positive attitudes and
significantly  higher  knowledge levels than respondents from the
Hochsaterlandkreis region. Principal components analysis revealed that attitudes
comprised a general attitude factor pertaining to issues such as the importance of
conserving bison for future generations and a lifestyle impact factor, which included
items pertaining to bisoncaused damages to trees and crops. Logistic regression was
used to show the influence of fear of bison on attitudes. We discuss the likely causes
and management implications of our findings and provide suggestions to managers
wishing to target information efforts and address the concerns of those affected by
the proposed restoration.
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Introduction

Despite numerous endorsements for the benefits of due consideration of the human
dimensions of resource and wildlife management, examples of such research are notably
rare in Europe when compared withor t h America (Bath & Maj.
European human dimensions research does exist, it tends to focus on large carnivore
management and restoration efforts (Schréder 1998; Bjerke et al. 1998; Kaltenborn et al.
1999; Bath 2000; Bants bt al 8200t Kjeiveh et a1.02002%); not\oh | | i
large herbivores despite the fact that numerous large herbivore management issues exist
throughout Europe (Hofer 2002; Pucek et al. 2004; Perzanowski et al. 2004). In
Ger many, Eur opeds s ety (Cendral imellgyence pAgepcy 2066),s c o un
human dimensions research regarding any wildlife issue is extremely rare. Stoll
Kl eemann (2001 p. 9) has commentedin on t hi s
Germany a widespread lack of participation during the ge®cof planning and
implementing of nature conservation measures is an important factor that fuels
oppositiono.

Opposition to resource or wildlife management efforts is often borne of some
form of conflict. Such conflicts are generally identified as ctiggi value, cost/benefit,
or behavior al conflicts (Mitchell 1989; Ba
dimensions research can help managers address these conflicts by providing a better
understanding of the attitudes, beliefs, expectations, levels @odupr opposition,
demographic characteristics, and factors affecting attitudes of the publics and interest
groups associated with resource management situations (Bath & Enck 2003). In the
absence of such information, unfounded assumptasit the posibns of the public
and interest groups abound which may lead to unsupported decisions and contribute to
public opposition to nature and wildlife conservation efforts (S¢@imann 2001).

With Germanydés | ack of human adagemem si ons ¢
research, a possible restoration of fraeging European bisorBison bonasysin the
country has presented an opportunity to begin to address this research gap and gain a
greater understanding of beliefs and attitudes concerning the propcgedatien.
Referred to in the local media &e Ruckkehr des Konigéfhe Return of the King)
(Taurus Naturentwicklung e.V. 2006), the current effort to restore bison to the state of
North RhineWestphalia was initiated by Taurus Naturentwicklung e.V., an
environmental nongovernmental organization working to restore large herbivores to their
former ranges in Germany. The bison restoration effort is supported by a number of
groups including the German Federal Agency for Nature Conservation, the Frankfurt
Zoodlogical Society, and the Large Herbivore Foundation. The proposed restoration is not
only the first of its kind in Western Euro€aurus Naturentwicklung e.V. 200@ut is
also one of the first European large herbivore conservation efforts to congidemtan
dimension in a structured manner. Reaction to the proposed restoration effort reaches
both ends of the spectrum of attitudes. While restoration proponents talkbloRleet ur n o f
t he Kingo, those opposed have adsoibsarans about
opinion voiced by a | ocal farmer who equate
his gardend.

In the current study, attitudes, beliefs, and levels of support or opposition towards
the proposed bison restoration were exploredguairandom sample of residents living in
the 17 towns and villages bordering the proposed restoration area. Differences in
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resi dentso attitudes and knowl edge | eve
examined as well as the factors that comprise afaeimce attitudes. Special attention is
given to the issue of fear of bison and its influence on attitudes towards bison and their
perceived impacts. This information will assist restoration managers both in making
informed decisions and targeting informoat and education efforts to address the
concerns of respondents, while at the same time providing residents with the information
they need to develop informed opinions regarding the proposed restoration.

History and Status of the European Bison

Europea bison once ranged throughout Europe and parts of Asia. However, by the end
of World War |, a combination of unregulated hunting, poaching, fragmentation of

habitat, and the decimation of food sources by artificially high red deer populations had
reducedhe total number of European bison to 54 individuals and caused the extinction of
all wild populations, including those that were once found in Germany (Pucek et al.

| s

200 . These 54 individuals, and consequently,

anmals, are the descendants of only 12 ances(Brscek et al. 2004). Today,
approximately 27% of the world population of European bison live in several central and
eastern European countries in large herds of 25 or more animals, with the largest free
rangng herd | ocated in Polandés Bial owi eza
portion of the population live ienclosed breeding centers, zoological gardens, and special
reserves throughout several countriesémtral and eastern Europe (Pucek et@42.

European bison, similar to other species with small, fragmented populations, face
a number of genetic problems, which threaten their-teng survival Litvaitis et al.

1996; Pucek et al. 2004)S o me bi ol ogi st s, concercned
variability, have promoted the restoration of freeging herds to various locations
within the bisonds for mer range. However

attempt to reintroduce a freanging herd into their former range in Germammaurus
Naturentwicklung e.V. 2006 Such restorations provide a reservoir of genetic material in
the event of a catastrophic loss of individuals from other populations, restore ecosystem
functions of large herbivores in natural landscapes, and can help divassigene pool

(Kl ei man 1989; Bal | | au)Arastoratib® @ fleegangihg iserk et
to Germany would also contribute to the goals ofHlabitats Directiveof the European
Commission whichrequires European Union Member States to ifler#nd protect
important wildlife species and their habitats (European Commission, 2006) and give due
consideration to the feasibility of restoring endangered species native to their region
(Schofield, 2005).

Methods

Study Area

The study area is locgad in westcentral Germany, in the southeastern corner of the state
of North RhineWestphalia (Figure 1). The proposed bison restoration area comprises a
7.2 knf section of the 1,355 khRothaargebirge, or Red Hair Mountains, Nature Park.
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Figure 1. Stug area. Landownership in the proposed bison restoration area in the state of North Rhine
Westphalia, Germany. The proposed bison restoration area originally extended into the administrative regions of
HSK and SiegeWittgenstein but was later reduced te #irea within the region of Sieg#viittgenstein only.
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Restoration proponents plan to release 10 to 15 bison in this area and, eventually,
maintain a single famikgized herd of between 20 and 25 animals. (Taurus
Naturentwicklung e.V. 2006).

Approximately25,000 people live on the fringes of the Rothaargebirge area in 17
towns and villages (Landesamt fur Datenverarbeitung und Statistik 2005) (Figure 1). The
proposed restoration area spans the administrative regions of Seigen Wittgenstein and
Hochsauerlandieis (HSK).Theseregions are adjacent to one another and share a number
of socioedemographic characteristics. For example, the regions of HSK and Siegen
Wittgenstein share similar populations (227,219 in HSK versus 291,372 in Siegen
Wittgenstein), similarunemploymentrates (11.9% in HSK versus 11.0% in Siegen
Wittgenstein), similar average Bd@&8se®adl d nin
SiegenWittgenstein), similar numbers of residents with a professional education
(122,000 in HSK versus 128,000 ine§enrWittgenstein), and similar numbers of
residents collecting pension benefits (59,000 in HSK versus 57,000 in Siegen
Wittgenstein) (Landesamt fur Datenverarbeitung und Statistik 2005).

These regions differ, however, with respect to land ownerstapacteristics. In
terms of land area, 55% (~18m° of the propoed restoration area within the
administrative region of HSK is statevned forest while the remaining 45% (~448?) is
owned by private landowners. In Siegéfittgenstein, however, 93% (~4n?) of the
proposed restoration area is owned by a single landowner with the remaining 7% (~2.90
km®) belonging to other, smaller private landowners (Figure 1). There are almost twice as
many private agricultural enterprises registered in the northeronred HSK (2,200)
compared with SiegeWittgenstein (1,207) (Landesamt fiur Datenverarbeitung und
Statistik 2005).With a larger number of private landowners in HSK, it follows that a
larger proportion of HSK residents (37.1%) rely on their farms for thain source of
income than SiegeWittgenstein residents (21.8%(l.andesamt fir Datenverarbeitung
und Statistik 2005). Daley et al. (2004) suggest that there is a strong link between reliance
on the land for direct economic income and attitudes towaldlife@i We expect that a
similar link exists in the regions of Sieg#vittgenstein and HSK. We hypothesize that
residents of HSK will hold more negative attitudes regarding the proposed restoration as
they have a greater perception of perceived negatipadta of bison on their livelihood
than residents in Siegaiittgenstein.

Data Collection and Analysis

Over the course of several months and with assistance @amadian, German, and
Dutch experts, a seddministered questionnaire was developed to is&rilslted to
residents surrounding the proposedtoration areaThe questionnaire was designed to
address respondentsodo attitudes, beliefs, c h
levels of fear of bison, and demographic variables. The @saeastrument was pre

tested in the study area from October to December 2005. The final version of the
guestionnaire consisted of 48 items and was administered betageand July of 2006

to arandom, proportionate sample of the approximately 25,000emsidiving in the 17

towns and villages bordering the proposed bison restoration area. O16&{&
questionnaires distributed to eligible households, 398 completed, useable questionnaires
were returned. Very similar response rates were recorded in leo8igeAVittgenstein

and HSK regions. Unfortunatetyme and financial constraints prevented the authors
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from utilizing any of the preontact or followup measures, which have been identified

by Dillman (2000) and Fowler (2002) as important for increpsiesponse rates. As
human dimensions of resource and wildlife management research becomes more
common in Europe, project proponents will likely develop a better understanding of
associated research methodology and will likely be more willing to supgatilisked

and accepted research techniqirespulation and demographic data for the towns within
the study area, current to 2005, were obtained fronhaheesamt fur Datenverarbeitung

und StatistikState Office for Data Processing and Statistics).

Places of residence were randomly selected using -kecgke village maps
overlain with a grid system. Questionnaires were distributed by hand and deposited in
randomly chosen mailboxes. Paddressed, postagaid envelopes were distributed with
the guestionaires. Questionnaires also included a cover letter that briefly outlined the
study and informed participants of the participating organizations, confidentiality
arrangements, questionnaire length, and who to contact concerning any questions that
might arse from the study. The cover letter also included information on the postage
paid, maitback procedure.

As suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), descriptive statistical techniques
were used to identify any improperly coded data, which were subgbgrenoved from
the data seDescriptive statistics were used to illustrate proportions and overall patterns
in the data. T tests and Céijuare tests were used to examine differences between groups
and between observed and expected frequencies, regpectrincipal components
analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation was used to identifyderlying processes or
themes in attitudinal data (Tabachnick & Fidell 20 ipally, logistic regression was
used to explore whether or not fear of bison influenceg e dent sé6 attitude:
bison and the proposed restoration.

As multivariate analyses are sensitive to negatively skewed data (Tabachnick &
Fidell 2001), transformations were performed where necessary to remove negative
skewnessMulticollinear variabés were removed from the PCA. To ensure principal
components and logistic regression analysis were not biased by differing sampla sizes,
random sample of respondents with no fear of bison was taken to ensure sample sizes
were the same for those resporndemho feared bison and those who did not.

PCA revealed that attitudes were composed of a general attitude (GA) factor and a
lifestyle impact (LI) factor. The variables loading on each factor were used to calculate
GA and LI scores, which ranged fromstrongly negative to 7, strongly positive. No one
item was used in the calculation of more than one attitude sCareo nbac h@®s al pha
was used to provide a reliability estimate of the internal consistency of the subsets of
variables identified in the PAC Extracted regression factor scores were saved for use in
logistic regression analysis. Knowledge scores (KS) were also calculated for each
respondent. The knowledge section of the-adtinistered questionnaire contained 6
items. The resulting KS rangefrom zero to 1. Correct responses to the factual
knowledge items were determined from the available literature and bison restoration
managersDatawere analyzed using version 15.0 loé tStatistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS 2006).
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Results

The 398 respondents consisted of 225 respondents from the -Sigenstein
administrative region, 170 respondents from the administrative region of HSK, and three
respondents with an unknown place of residence, which were removed from any analysis
concerning place of residence. Samples taken from each region were similar with respect
to the proportions of males and females and the proportion of respondents in each age
category. Most residents were male (67.6%) while females comprised 32.4% of the
sanple. The distribution of participants among the three age categorie¥ (13554,
55+) was 12.4%, 48.3%, and 39.3% respectively.

As the actual population in the two regions spanned by the proposed restoration
area is almost evenly divided between maled females (males = 49%, females = 51%)
(Landesamt fur Datenverarbeitung und Statistik 20859 sample used in the current
study is, biased toward the opinions of males, like many studies concerning wildlife
management issues (see Riley 1998; Chavazlet 2 00 5 ; Majil 2007).
to note that in the regions of Siegéhttgenstein and HSK, the actual distributioh
residents among the three age categories3§18554, 55+) is 24%, 38%, and 38%
respectively(Landesamt fur Datenverarbeitunod Statistik 2005) Thus, our sample
under represents residents ageeB48years, and over represents miellied residents
(35-54 years).In the current research, however, subgroup analysis was not a research
objective as the focus was on documenting explaining attitudes toward bison and the
proposed restoration and exploring attitude differences between regions, not between age
groups or genders.

Attitudes by Region

The regions of SiegeWittgenstein and HSK differed significantly in their attitisd
concerning bison and the proposed restoration. Sidgtgenstein respondents tended

to hold more positive attitudes than HSK respondents regarding a number of topics
associated with the proposed restoration (Table 1).

While fear is further exploredater regarding its influence on attitudes of
respondents in general, it is interesting to note that significantly more HSK respondents
than SiegesWittgenstein respondents indicated that they would be afraid while walking
in the forest if freeranging bisn were present and that the number of times they visit the
forest area would decrease if freenging bison were present (Talile Correspondingly,

HSK respondents indicated significantly stronger agreement than Siigigenstein
respondents with stateents suggesting that a bison restoration would result in both
damage to trees and injuries to humans (Table 1). When asked to vote for or against bison
restoration, 73.5% of Siegafvittgenstein respondents indicated that they would vote yes
while significantly fewer (44.8%) respondents from HSK indicated that they would be in
favour of the restoration (Table 1). Regional differences were also recorded concerning
existence value of bison. Sieg@fittgenstein respondents indicated significantly stronger
agreement than HSK respondents with statements suggesting that bison are an important
part of the ecosystem, that bison have a right to exist in Germany, and that they should be
allowed to exist in the country for the enjoyment of future generations (Table 1).
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Table 1. Significant differences in mean attitude scores by administrative region.

Attitude Item S-we HSK

In general, how do you feel about bison? (1 = strongly dislike, 7 = strongly like)” Mean 524 428

Reintroducing the European bison is important for the conservation of the species Mean 520 3.84
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

Reintroducing the European bison would increase tourism in the region Mean 523 3.68
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

Reintroducing the European bison would help return the environment to a more natural state Mean 4.43 329
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

Reintroducing the European bison will result in damage to trees in the area Mean 3.82 442
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)"’

Reintroducing the European bison will result in bison-caused injuries to humans Mean 292 442
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

The benefits of reintroduction will balance the monetary costs Mean 4.35 3.50
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

To what extent do you “support™ or “oppose” efforts to reintroduce bison? Mean 4.83 346
(1 = strongly oppose, 7 = strongly support)”

Bison should exist in Germany for enjoyment of future generations Mean 5.26 4.05
(1 =strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

European bison have a right to exist in Germany (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)” Mean 5.00 4.10

The European bison is an important part of the ecosystem (1 — strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)” Mean 4.54 3.76

I would like to see free-living European bison (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)” Mean 575 4.46

Bison are often shy and difficult to see in the forest but restoration is still important Mean 5.39 4.04
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)”

If free-ranging bison were present, the number of times I would visit the forest Mean 3.05 244
per month would ... (1 = decrease significantly, 5 = increase significantly)”

Reintroducing the European bison would result in much destruction of crops and Mean 3.74 4.08
farmland (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)

Reintroducing the European bison will result in a decrease in hunting opportunities Mean 341 3.55
in the area (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)

European bison will compete with roe deer and other game animals for food Mean 3.60 3.83
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)

Vote for or against reintroducing bison into the Rothaargebirge area?” For 735% 44.8%

Against 265% 552%
If T were walking in the forest where free-ranging bison were present, [ would have ...” No fear 86.5% 585%

Fear 135% 415%

“Indicates data from the region of Siegen-Wittgenstein.
» Indicates significant difference between groups, p < 0.05—tested using f tests and chi-square tests.

Similarities in Attitudes Between Regions

Respondents from the regions of Sie§ittgenstein and HSK differed significantly in

their responses to 16 of the 19 attitudinal items presented (Table 1). However, responses
to three items concerning possibiestyle impacts of bison were found to be similar
between the regions considered. While not significantly different, slightly more HSK
respondents than Sieg¥Vittgenstein respondents had concerns about whether a
restoration of bison would result in treestruction of crops and farmland, cause a
decrease in hunting opportunities in the area, and result in competition for food between
bison and roe deer or other game animals (Table 1).

Exploring Attitudes

Bath (2000 p. 9) s sl qay undetstaind thé rature @f the dttitudesna n a g e
held, it is then possible to develop appropriate messages to address the concerns causing
those attitudeso. A PCA us i-poigt respbngessealeg t t i t ud
identified two interpretable fagts with eigenvalues of greater than 1 (Table 2). The item

pertaining to whether bison restoration would result in bsswsed injuries to humans

was removed from the analysis as it loaded on both factors (loading of 0.494 and 0.608

on first and second €tors respectively). The remaining 15 items accounted for 75.196%
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of variation in attitude scores (Table 2)he first factor (Table 2), General Attitudes
( GA) , had an internal consistency of 0.969
these 11 items are a good measure of general attitudes toward bison and the proposed
restoration. GA scores were calculatedeach respondent using these 11 items.

The second factor contained four items pertaining to possible -basmed

i mpacts on respondentso I|ifestyles (Table 2)
was al so acceptabl e (e&tingotmbthecitants comprising th@. 7 36 ) ,
second factor were a good measure of o6l ifes-

calculate LI scores.

As was the case above regarding reaction to most individual attitude items,
SiegenWittgenstein respondentsld significantly more positive GA scores (Mean GA
score = 5.06) than their counterparts in HSK (Mean GA score = 3.93) [t (278) = 5.768, p
< 0.001]. Similarly, SiegefVittgenstein respondents indicated significantly less concern
regarding lifestyle impactéean LI score = 3.64) than HSK residents (Mean LI score =
3.98) [t (306) =2.080, p < 0.038].

Table 2. PCA of attitudinal items using varimax rotation.*”

Components

General  Lifestyle

ltems Attitude Impact
Eigenvalues 8.119 3.161
% of variance 54.125 21.071
(General feeling about bison 0.812
Restoration important for bison species (0.880
Restoration will increase tourism 0.867

Bison help restore natural environment 0.839

Benefits of restoration will balance cost 0.692

Extent support/oppose restoration (.886

Bison important for future generations 0.909

Bison have a right to exist in Germany (0.873

Bison is important part of the ecosystem 0.798

Would like to see free-living bison 0.867

Bison often shy but restoration still (.894

important

Bison will destroy crops and farmland 0.776
Bison will compete with deer for food (0.880
Bison will reduce hunting opportunities 0.804
Bison will damage trees in the area (0.810
“n = 308.

b Only those loadings greater than 0.32 are included in the table.
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Bison-Related Knowledge

Knowledge scores (KN) were calculated from responses to six factual knowledge items.
Knowledge scores ranged from O (all respsnseorrect) to 1 (all responses correct).
Mean knowledge scores were 0.5699 and 0.5130 for SMftggenstein and HSK
respectively indicating that while generally low overall, biselated knowledge was
significantly lower in HSK than in SiegeWittgengein [t (305) = 2.161, p = 0.031].
While SiegerWittgenstein respondents outscored HSK respondents on all but one
knowledge item (Figure 2), significant differences were recorded for only two out of the
six items: those knowledge items pertaining to dileson impacts. Significantly more
SiegenWittgenstein respondents than HSK respondents correctly answered the factual
knowledge items pertaining to whether bison commonly transfer diseases to cows and
whether bisorcaused injuries to humans are commoargas where bison currently exist
(Figure 2).

Anecdotal comments suggested that many respondents were concerned about
direct bison impacts such as disease transmission, interbreeding between bison and cows,
and injuries to humans, however, most resporsdemtrectly answered that such incidents
do not commonly occur (Figure 2). Conversely, less than half of SMiggenstein
respondents (45.7%) and just 38.7% of HSK respondents correctly answered that bison
had indeed once lived in NRW. Further, just®0.of SiegenWittgenstein respondents
and 26.7% of HSK respondents correctly answered the question pertaining to the size of
an average adult bison (Figure 2) as most respondents (77.5% in-Bidétgamstein and
72.6% in HSK) overestimated the size ofarerage bison and incorrectly indicated that
they were larger than an average cow.

Diseases are commonly transferred from bison to ‘ .

cows (Correct = False)

In areas where bison currently exist, injuries to |
humans are common (Correct = False)

European bison once lived in NRW (Carrect = | CIHSK

True Siegen -
) | = Wittgenstein

Bison roam in large herds lead by an experienced
cow (Correct = True)

Bison sometimes breed with cows (Correct =
False)

The average male bisonis _____ an average ]
cow [Response categories: a) smaller than; b)
similar in size to; c) larger than] (Correct = b)

T 1
0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 2. Percentage of correct responses to knowledge items. NRW = North Rhine-Westphalia.
* Indicates significant difference in percentage of correct responses between regions at p < (.05.
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Understanding Attitudes

Fear of bison played a large role in the beliefs and opinions of respondents. GA, LI, and
KN scores all correlated significantly with feaf bison such that fear of bison
corresponded with less positive attitudes [r = +0.813, n=132, p < 0.001], greater concerns
regarding lifestyle impacts [r = +0.336, n=132, p < 0.001], and lower knowledge levels [r
= -0.478, n=108, p < 0.001]. Using a ldigsregression of extracted regression factor
scores, we found that those respondents who feared bison were 21.682 times more likely
than no fear respondents to hold negative attitudes regarding bison and were 3.242 times
more likely to have concerns redarg possible lifestyle impacts such as injuries to
humans and the destruction of crops and farmland. Based on responses to the subsets of
variables comprising the GA and LI factors, this logistic regression model correctly
classified r eapategod 800 ofGdhetime. t he f

Correspondingly, responses to individual attitude items differed significantly
between those respondents who feared bison and those who did not. For instance, while
78% of no fear respondents indicated some level gi@aor the proposed restoration,
none of the randomly sampled respondents who feared bison (0%) supported the
restoration [X (6, n = 143) = 108.078 p < 0.01]. When asked if bison should be allowed
to exist so that future generations could enjoy them4%9of no fear respondents
slightly, moderately, or strongly felt that they should, while just three randomly sampled
fear respondents (4.3%) indicated only slight agreement with the statende(t X =
142) =104.292 p < 0.01].

Discussion

Research ssociated with the human dimensions of wildlife management seeks a better
understanding of how people view wildlife species and explores the reasons behind
public support of, and opposition to, management efforts (Decker et al. 2001). We have
shown that, dr the groups surveyed, the regions of Siegatigenstein and HSK are
fundamentally different in their beliefs, attitudes, and levels of support or opposition
regarding bison and the proposed restoration. We also show that attitudes toward bison
and the poposed restoration consist of two independent factors: general attitudes and
lifestyle impacts. Fear of bison was found to have a large influence on attitudes. Fear
scores correlated with lower knowledge scores, less positive attitudes, and greater
concens regarding lifestyle impacts.

Attitude Differences Between Regions

From a comparison of mean GA and LI scores by region we determined that respondents
from the region of SiegeWittgenstein held significantly more positive attitudes and had
significanty less concern regarding lifestyle impacts than HSK respondents thus
confirming our hypothesidVe feel thathese differences in attitudes are likely due to the
fact that a greater proportion of HSK residents than Si&getigenstein residents rely on
the natural environment for their livelihood and thus have greater concsgasding
bisoncaused impacts.

This assumption supports findings by a number of other researchers. For instance,
Daleyetal. 2004 p. 216) found t hadwildifg in]Nathd owner
Carolina appear closely linked to property use and reliance on land for direct economic
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i ncomeo. Similarly, We s t and Parkhur st (200
the production of various agricultural products were lessraat of deer damage than
those who did not produce agricultural products.

Knowledge Differences Between Regions

Though formal education levels were similar in Siebgéittgenstein and HSK and
despite the fact that restoration proponents held public ngsetinformation and photo
exhibitions, and published numerous newspaper articles in both regions, -Siegen
Wittgenstein respondents scored significantly higher than HSK respondents on two out of
six items pertaining to knowledge of bison and their charatts. These findings
suggest that information must continue to be provided to residents to help address issues
of fear of bison, especially in the region of HSK. As suggested by Mankin et al. (1999 p.

471), A m] embers of t heedpeacibidns on natuelresou@ek e s o u
issues only if they are provided with accurate information accompanied by ecological
comprehensi ono. These findings, however, al s

restoration proponents and whether HSK residsimiply do not believe the information
presented to them. Freddy et al. (2004) have found that the credibility of groups
associated with wildlife management efforts can result in disagreement about even the
number of animals in the area to be managed. Euagearch should therefore attempt to
measure the perceived credibility of differing information sources to help identify trusted
and also untrustworthy groups and or individuals.

There are differing opinions, regarding the effectiveness of such iafamn
efforts. While some researchers suggest that education and information efforts positively
influence attitudes and opinions (Hughes & Saunders 2005; Marks & Zadoroznyj 2005;
Trumbo & OO06Keefe 2005), ot hers tdeshange t hat
(Stoll-Kleemann 2001; Meadow et al. 2005). While the linkages between the information
presented and opinions are complex and sometimes difficult to define (Mazur 1998),
these differences of opinion between the regions studied may be duentiute of the
information presented. A number of researchers have found that information efforts
tailored to the interests and concerns of the intended audience are more likely to be
accepted and more effective in influencing attitudes and contributinopcreased
knowledge levels (Weeks & Packard 1997; Lauber & Knuth 2004).

In issues concerning resource and wildlife management, effective targeting of
information efforts is especially important as members of the public often reconstruct or
0 ¢ h e r r pfornmiion présented to them to make it coincide with their value system
(Stoll-Kleemann 2001; as cited in Freddy et al. 2004). Such confirmation bias may,
similar to the situation regarding regional differences in attitudes, be influenced by
differences m landownership characteristics between regions and contribute to the
observed differences in knowledge scores between regions. As a greater proportion of
HSK respondents than Sieg#/ittgenstein respondents rely on the natural environment
for their livelihood, HSK respondents are more likely than Sieggmgenstein
respondents to be subject to confirmation bias and to skew or reconstruct the general
information presented by restoration proponents to make it coincide with their
perceptions of threats frodirect bison impacts.

For managers in North Rhin#estphalia, future information and education
efforts aimed at promoting the bison restoration should be presented by trusted

12




Human Dimensions of Bison Restoration

messengers and should concentrate on providing accurate information regaodieg t
issues that can be perceived as a threat to both lifestyles in general and agricultural or
livestock production, especially in the region of HSK. Our research suggests that such
targeted messages should address issues such as disease transmisbisorfrtmcows

and bisorcaused injuries to humans. Messages should also focus on items that may
contribute to fear of bison as results have shown that those respondents who feared bison
were 21.682 times more likely than no fear respondents to hold veegtitudes.

Factors Comprising Attitudes

As suggested by West and Parkhurst (2002 p. 144) regarding attitudes toward deer
damage in Virginia, fito successfully manage
the factors that produce attitudes of ietal ance among stake-hol der sa
Wittgenstein respondents held significantly lower mean LI scores (i.e. were less
concerned about bisaraused lifestyle impacts) than HSK respondents, regional
differences in GA scores were even more pronounceds fihding was somewhat
unexpected as the large differences in landownership characteristics between regions
were expected to translate into regional differences in LI scores that would surpass
regional differences in GA scores. Thus it seems that attittmesrd bison and the
proposed restoration are influenced by factors other than those concerningauised
lifestyle impacts. We suggest that such factors pertain to a general fear of bison.

In the case of deer management in Virginia, West and Patk{1002) suggested
t hat respondentsé opinions may not only be
experiences (or in the case of the current research: hypothetical personal experiences) but
also may be influenced by information from the media aod@atances. Thus the lower
than expected GA scores (relative to LI scores) of HSK respondents may represent those
respondents who, while not personally anticipating bisaused lifestyle impacts, share
in the concerns of others who feel they are at ofskuch impacts. Such concerns also
may translate into a general fear of bison. This assumption is supported by the fact that
while the attitude item specifically addressing fear of bison correlated with both LI and
KN scores it was most strongly correlhigith GA scores.

Conclusions

Similar to findings by Dal esizedéits-alall6 g @R@roatgc h
will not likely be successful in effectively promoting the proposed bison restoration and
addressing the concerns of respondémthe regions of Siegewittgenstein and HSK.
Fundamental differences between the two regions call for resgieaific and focused
efforts by restoration managers. In fact, restoration proponents recently took the first,
albeit large, step toward such i@gspecific management. The significantly less positive
reaction from respondents in the region of HSK, prasnpted managers to remove those
areas within the region of HSK from the proposed restoration area. While managers still
hope to restore 205 free-ranging bison in the remaining 4.3 kerea within the region

of SiegenWittgenstein, this significant decision by restoration proponents to exclude
areas within HSK from the proposed restoration site reaffirms the importance of
understanding public oppition to large mammal management efforts.
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This action also highlights the need for open dialogue between affected interest
groups to gain a clearer understanding of the reasons behind some the opinions identified
in this studyWhile HSK residents werund to hold significantly less positive attitudes
than SiegefWittgenstein respondents it is important to note that, while generally
negative, the attitudes of HSK respondents actually hovered close to neutral on many
issues. Thus, while restoration pomgnts plan to move ahead with restoration efforts in
SiegenWittgenstein, practitioners should be aware that the findings of the current study,
and human dimensions research more generally, provide a basis and opportunity for
continued dialogue with thosmposed to restoration efforts. Further, as the current study
has identified those issues most closely related to attitudes, proponents would be wise to
incorporate such information into future information and awareness campaigns to more
effectively addres the concerns of restoration opponents.

Our research concerning reaction to the proposed restoration in Germany has
shown that while concerns regarding bismused damage or lifestyle impacts do play a
role in the formation of attitudes, the biggesus is fear. Thus, similar to previous
studies, which illustrate the importance of fear in predicting attitudes toward large
carnivores, reaction to a large herbivore like bison is no different. The influence of fear
on attitudes toward large carnivores lieeen studied by numerous researchers throughout
areas ofEurope (Bath & Farmer 2000; Ragskraft et al. 2003; Linnell et al. 2003; Kleiven
et al . 2004; Maij i i 2007) and North America
Meadow et al. 2005). However, reseanch studying the human dimensions of large
herbivore management have given little consideration to the issue of fear, preferring
instead to focus on livelihood impacts or damage to personal property. This is especially
evident in North America where, thdugesearch concerning attitudes toward deer
damage is very common (see: Christoffel & Craven 2000; West & Parkhurst 2002; Lee &
Miller 2003; Fulton et al. 2004, Lauber & Brown 2006), the issue of fear of the large
herbivore species receives little or naeation. Future human dimensions researchers
working with large mammals should build into their methodology specific measures of
fear as this may be the most important variable in understanding support or opposition to
large mammal restoration efforts.
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Implications for Practice
*Practitioners in the area of human dimensions of large herbivore restoratio
management should assdesels of fear of the animal in question to gain a dee
understanding of public attitudes regarding management efforts.

*Practitioners should also explore ways to reduce fear of large herbivore sp
Researchers studying beliefs and attitudeandigg large carnivore species have fou
that viewing captive animals can result in increased public knowledge levels and
positive attitudes. A comparison piiblic attitudes and knowledge levels pre and [
viewing of captive large herbivores magveal similar changes in attitudes and beli
regarding large herbivore species.

*The decision by restoration managers in the current studydinde areas within HSH
from the proposed restoration site highlights the importance of adeptn
undersanding of the reasons behind the opinions voiced by study participants. Inf|
dialogue between interest groups can be an effective tool for reducing conflig
identifying areas of common ground between diverse groups

*Practitioners should be sure kearn of the credibility of groups providing informatiq
regarding the wildlife management effort in question. Accurate information pres
by a credible source will provide members of the public and interest groups wi
information needed to malseund decisions and formulate accurate opinions.
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