










































































































































































































































































































































































to achieve higher levels of cooperation between interest groups (Environment and
Community Policy Branch, 1998; The Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers,
2003; Hunsberger et al., 2005). Despite falling clearly within Geography’s human-land
interaction tradition (Pattison, 1964), however, researchers in the human dimensions of
wildlife management field have just recently begun to slowly gather and apply those tools
pertaining to public involvement processes. Thus, while adequate information is available
regarding appropriate public involvement tools for resource and environmental
management, there is little academic literature available pertaining to the design of
effective public involvement processes within the field of wildlife management.

It is important to note, however, that this gap in the literature may not be
indicative of a lack of public involvement work being done by those associated with
wildlife management efforts. This gap may result from those “doing” public involvement
in wildlife management (e.g. facilitated workshops, joint management planning, etc.) not
being in an academic setting where documenting their experiences in academic journals
is required. On the other side, academic researchers tend to be less applied and thus tend
not to write about examples of doing public involvement but rather provide discussions
of public involvement theories.

One approach in attempting to fill this research gap has been for researchers to
carry out studies after the completion of public involvement or decision-making
processes. While this approach is effective in identifying which characteristics or
methods were important to the success or failure of the process (see: Webler, 1995;

Lauber & Knuth, 1999; McCool & Guthrie, 2001), the resulting information tends to be
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more evaluative than prescriptive. While wildlife managers realize the importance of
involving the public in decision-making, questions remain regarding which public
involvement methods should be used. Thus, managers are in need of prescriptive
information concerning the design of public involvement or decision-making processes
that are both effective and acceptable to the public in a particular context (Lawrence &
Deagen, 2001; Chase et al., 2004). Similar to suggestions by Treves, Wallace, Naughton-
Treves, & Morales (2006) regarding the importance of the opinions of both managers and
the public in managing human-wildlife conflicts, the design of acceptable and effective
public involvement efforts for wildlife management must also be informed by expert and
public preferences. Accordingly, this thesis includes a discussion of public and expert
preferences for characteristics and methods of public involvement as well as an
examination of the role of context in influencing these preferences in this new arena of
wildlife management.

When asked to indicate their preferences for various characteristics and methods
of public involvement, few differences were found between the German regions sampled.
These German public preferences differed, however, from those identified by participants
in studies conducted by other researchers in the United States (see: Chase et al., 2004).
Differences were also recorded between European expert and German public preferences.
Thus, it seems that context does play a role and that public and expert preferences are not
universal, issues that have been identified as deserving of more in-depth research by a
number of authors (Tuler & Webler, 1999; Mortenson & Krannich, 2001; Chase et al.,

2004). These findings indicate that researchers must continue to take into consideration
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the role of context in the design of public involvement processes to ensure they are both
effective and appropriate for particular areas and situations.

Differences between the preferences indicated by German study participants and
participants in the American study by Chase et al. (2004) are likely due to differences in
respondents’ levels of experience regarding the wildlife management issue associated
with each study. As data for the current research were collected in conjunction with the
proposed restoration of free-ranging bison in North Rhine-Westphalia, an entirely new
wildlife management issue in the region, respondents likely choose those methods of
public involvement that best reflect their desire to learn more about the restoration effort
and to make their opinions and concerns known to managers. Conversely, participants in
the American study by Chase et al. (2004) were reportedly quite familiar with the deer
and elk management issues in question.

These findings suggest that researchers need to be aware that preferences for
various characteristics and methods of public involvement, which are elicited using
studies associated with some sort of resource or wildlife management issue, likely pertain
to the resource or wildlife issue specifically and could differ a great deal depending on
respondents level of experience or values regarding the issue in question. Issue saliency
has been recognized for many years as important in influencing response rates for social
science researchers (see: Connelly, Brown, & Decker, 2003), but the idea that
participants’ level of awareness of an issue may influence preferences for characteristics
and methods of public involvement is an issue that has not yet been explored. Future

researchers should also be aware that differences may exist between preferences
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regarding public involvement in resource development contexts and preferences
regarding wildlife issues. For example, whether knowledgeable about toxic waste or not,
fear of the unknown often prompts the public to pursue active public involvement
mechanisms to influence policy and oppose proponents that try to establish a waste site in
their area (see: Davis, 1986; Kraft & Clary, 1991; Sjoberg & Drottz-Sjoberg, 2001). In
contrast, even a controversial wildlife restoration effort may result in calls for more

information rather than immediate opposition.

8.3 Policy Implications

The research findings presented here contribute to a clearer understanding of the
factors that comprise and influence attitudes toward large herbivore restoration. This
thesis also provides guidance to resource or wildlife managers seeking an approach to
determining the design of effective and acceptable public involvement processes. These
findings have implications for European biodiversity conservation and associated
policies.

The European Commission aims to significantly reduce biodiversity loss by 2010
and to integrate “‘nature protection requirements into other policy areas, such as farming,
fishing, and industry” (European Commission, 2006, p. 1). Helping to realize this aim is
the Commission’s Habitats Directive. Adopted in 1992, the Directive requires European
Union Member States to identify and protect important wildlife species and their habitats
(European Commission, 2006) and also requires Member States to give due consideration

to the feasibility of restoring endangered species native to their region (Schofield, 2005).
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In Germany, opposition to the establishment of protected areas has restricted the
application of the Directive and the establishment of associated Natura 2000 sites (Stoll-
Kleemann, 2001). In Germany, Stoll-Kleemann (2001) suggests that in many cases,
before protected areas can be designated, assurances of monetary compensation must be
made to placate farmers who fear negative livelihood impacts from nature conservation
efforts. Thus, it seems that research findings presented in this thesis, concerning the
influence of landownership characteristics and concerns regarding lifestyle impacts on
attitudes, have implications for those wishing to more effectively implement the Habitats
Directive in Europe. Further, as the Directive requires Member States to carry out
adequate public consultation before implementing significant nature or wildlife
conservation efforts, such as species restorations (Schofield, 2005), Member States would
likely also benefit from the findings presented concerning the design of acceptable and
effective public involvement processes. Information concerning appropriate public
involvement processes coupled with an understanding of attitudes and beliefs regarding
biodiversity loss and conservation should assist Member States in implementing the

Habitats Directive and achieving significant reductions in biodiversity loss.

8.4 Opportunities for Further Research and Analysis

As this research represents one of the first efforts to examine human dimensions
issues regarding large herbivore restoration and management in Europe, there was a clear
focus on identifying and documenting the attitudes and beliefs of residents living in the

towns and villages surrounding the proposed bison restoration area. Understanding
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“what” the attitudes are toward wildlife conservation issues is obviously only a first step
in the human dimensions process. Financial and time resources limited the possibilities of
pursuing the “why” behind the attitudes revealed in this study, but ideally further
qualitative techniques (e.g. interviews, focus groups, etc.) would provide decision-makers
with a greater understanding of resident’s attitudes. Indeed, the advantages of such
methodological pluralism have been promoted by a number of researchers (Chelimsky,
1997, Chase et al, 2004).

Perhaps one of the greatest challenges of doing the first human dimensions study
on bison issues in Germany with a limited budget and timeframe is determining the
scope. While the study was able to offer managers some understanding of the issues in
the area, it is important to communicate to managers that similar to how one biological
study of bison cannot answer all biophysical questions, one human dimensions study
cannot address all human dimensions questions. Thus, human dimensions -information
should eventually become integrated into the decision-making process for large herbivore
management in Europe and be seen by managers as more than a one-shot study. In fact,
one of the strengths emerging from this research is to provide a baseline for a
longitudinal study to monitor attitudes and beliefs over time if restoration efforts continue
and new information is provided to residents.

One issue, which has emerged as important in the current research and is
deserving of further investigation, is that of fear of bison. Future researchers could use
interview or focus group techniques to gain a better understanding of the roots of

respondents’ fear of bison to determine if this fear pertains specifically to bison or if it
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actually stems from a fear of the unknown. As noted by Jacobson and McDuft (1999),
few wildlife management or conservation efforts are as controversial as species
restorations. Thus, further research pertaining to fear of the unknown and its influence on
attitudes is certainly warranted as concerns regarding unknown impacts from newly
restored species may contribute greatly to public reaction to all manner of species
restorations.

With respect to preferences for characteristics and methods of public
involvement, less structured research techniques could help test the assumption that
preferences pertain to participants’ level of experience regarding the wildlife
conservation effort in question. In terms of research findings from the current study, a
qualitative research approach could help determine whether the preferences reported by
participants in North Rhine-Westphalia, where a new type of wildlife management effort
has been proposed, are applicable to other areas where the affected public has little
experience with the wildlife species or resource management effort in question. By using
less-structured research instruments such as focus groups or unstructured interviews to
‘unpack’ public preferences, future researchers could have greater confidence in
assessing whether their findings apply only to a particular situation or to a broader
spectrum of wildlife management efforts.

It is important to note that the research findings presented in this thesis may,
similar to other studies assessing attitudes toward wildlife management issues (Riley,
1998; Chavez, Gese, & Krannich, 2005; Maji¢, 2007), be biased toward males. Though

no participant selection criteria were employed in this study, some researchers have
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found that men tend to be over-represented in studies related to wildlife management
even when such criteria are used (Chavez et al., 2005). Despite the fact that participants
and places of residence were randomly sampled, there was an over-representation of
middle-aged (35-54 years of age) people and an under-representation of younger people
(18-34 years of age).

While such disproportionate sampling was less pronounced among those residents
sampled using the interview technique, it is important to acknowledge the deviations of
the sample from the gender and age proportions of the population as a whole and be
conscious of the possible implications of this. Generally, older respondents tend to hold
more negative attitudes toward nature conservation and wildlife management efforts
(Jorgensen, Wilson, & Heberlein, 2001; Maji¢, 2007) so managers may find comfort that
support for bison restoration may in fact be even stronger among the general public.
However, gender differences in attitudes regarding the proposed restoration may be more
difficult to deduce as it seems that in some cases females tend to hold more negative
attitudes than males regarding resource and wildlife management issues (Bath & Farmer,
2000; Andersone & Ozolins, 2002), while in other cases the opposite is true (Eisler,
Eisler, & Yoshida, 2003). As random sampling alone cannot ensure an accurate
representation of the demographic subgroups of a population, future research should
employ techniques to try to ensure samples are as representative as possible of the
population in question to help ensure results can be accurately generalized to the

population.
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In today’s world of expanding human populations and shrinking natural areas,
resource and wildlife managers must increasingly rely on the field of human dimensions
to better understand the attitudes, opinions, and knowledge levels of those people
concerned and affected by resource and wildlife management efforts. Ideally, human
dimensions research helps produce decisions that are more acceptable to the variety of
interests involved, however, the trend toward higher levels of public involvement and
away from top down decision-making is often borne more of necessity than the pursuit of
democratic ideals. In the absence of human dimension information, management
decisions are based on unfounded assumptions about the positions of the public and
interest groups. However, by working to understand and address the concerns and
opinions of individuals and interest groups associated with resource and wildlife
management efforts, managers help pave the way for future efforts to effectively involve
the public in decision-making processes. By soliciting and addressing the public’s
concerns, the credibility of resource managers increases, thereby securing continued
support for their efforts into the future and helping to ensure management decisions are

acceptable in the court of public opinion.
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Appendix A

Self-Administered Questionnaire - Public Opinion Regarding the European bison (Bison
bonasus)
Section A

The following question addresses your general feelings toward the European Bison. Please circle
the number that best represents your response.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Dislike  Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Like Like
1.In general, how
do you feel about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
bison?
Section B

The statements that follow concern potential outcomes or views concerning the reintroduction of
the European bison. Please indicate the extent to which you “Agree” or “Disagree” with each
statement. Please circle the number that best represents your response.

Strongly Moderately ~ Slightly Slightly Moderately = Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree
1. Reintroducing the
European bison in
the Rothaargebirge
area would be an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

important contribution
for the conservation
of the European bison

2. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would increase

tourism in the region.

3. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 35 6 7
would help return

the environment to

a more natural state.

4. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would result in much

destruction of crops

and farmland.
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Strongly Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

5. European bison

will compete with

roe deer and other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
game animals

for food

6. Reintroducing

the European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
will cause a decrease

in hunting opportunities

in the area.

7. Reintroducing the

European bison will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
result in much

damage to trees

in the area.

8. Reintroducing the

European bison will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
result in bison-

caused injuries to

humans.

9. The benefits of having

a European bison

population in the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Rothaargebirge area

will balance the monetary

cost of the reintroduction.

Section C (a)
The following questions address whether you support or oppose the European bison

reintroduction program. For question one (1) Please circle your response. For question two (2)
briefly outline your reason(s) for supporting or opposing bison reintroduction.

1. To what extent do you

“Approve” or “Disapprove” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
of reintroducing the European

bison into the Rothaargebirge area?

2. If you were given the opportunity to vote for

or against reintroducing the European bison into For Against
the Rothaargebirge area, how would you vote? Reintroduction Reintroduction
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2. What is your primary reason for being in favor or being against bison reintroduction?

Section C (b)

If you have voted for reintroduction in section C(a) above please go to Section D. This aspect of
Section C addresses your views concerning a compensation program that may accompany the
reintroduction effort. However, complete this section only if you would vote Against
Reintroduction.

If you would vote Against Reintroduction, please circle your response to the following
statements.

1. I would change my opinion

and vote For reintroduction

if a program of financial Yes No Not Sure
compensation for bison-caused

damages was implemented.

2. I would change my opinion

and vote For reintroduction

if I am assured that the project Yes No Not Sure
will be cancelled by representatives

of interest groups if problems

develop.

3. I would change my opinion

and vote For reintroduction

if I were assured that steps were Yes No Not Sure
taken to reduce the risk of

diseases being transmitted from

bison to livestock.

4.1 would change my opinion

and vote For reintroduction

if a fence was used to to keep Yes No Not Sure
most of the animals in remote

areas, away from private farm

land.

5. Iwould change my opinion
and vote For reintroduction Yes No Not Sure
if a hotline were made available
to report any bison-related problems
that may arise.
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Section D

Below are several statements about the European bison. Please circle the answer that best
describes your opinion.

1. The average adult European bison is... a) smaller than an average cow
b) similar in size to an average cow
¢) larger than an average cow

2. European bison once lived in NRW. Generally True Not Sure  Generally False

3. European bison usually roam in mixed Generally True Not Sure  Generally False
herds lead by an experienced cow

4. In areas where European bison populations  Generally True Not Sure  Generally False
currently exist, bison-caused injuries to
humans are common.

5. Bison sometimes breed with cows. Generally True Not Sure - Generally False

6. Diseases are commonly transmitted Generally True Not Sure  Generally False
from bison to cows.

Section E

This section addresses how patterns of visitation to the Rothaargebirge area might change if free
ranging bison were reintroduced.

1. How ofien do you walk in or visit the forest of the Rothaargebirge? times per month

2. Please indicate your response to

the following statement: “I would Big fear some fear no fear don’t know
be afraid to walk in the forest if

free ranging bison were present.”

2. Please check (v)) your response to the following statement. “If free ranging bison were

reintroduced into the Rothaargebirge forest, the number of times I visit the area per month
would...”
__decrease significantly

__decrease slightly

__ stay the same

__ increase slightly
__increase significantly

___don’t know
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Section F

This section concerns your attitude toward a potential European Bison reintroduction project.
Please circle the answer that best describes your response.

1. With 1 being not at all important

and 10 being extremely important Not at all Extremely
please use the scale to identify how important important
important the issue of reintroducing 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 8 9 10

bison into the Rothaargebirge
area is to you personally?

Strongly Moderately . Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

2. European bison

should be allowed

to exist in Germany 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

so that future

generations can enjoy

them.

3. European bison
have a right to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
exist in Germany.

4. The European

bison is an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
important part of

the ecosystem.

5. I'would like to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
see a European
bison.

6. Bison are often

shy and difficult to

see in forested areas

however, I feel they 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
should exist in the

proposed reintroduction

area even if I will not be

able to see them.

7. Have you ever seen a free ranging European bison? a) Yes b) No
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8. I believe it is important that a hotline

be made available to allow people to (a)Yes (b)No (c)Not Sure
immediately report any bison-related

problems that may arise.

Section G

For the analysis of the questionnaire, we require some basic information from you. This
information will be kept confidential and analyzed as a group with no individual responses
identified. Please circle your response.

1. Are you? a) Male b) Female
2. How old are you?  18-24  25-34 3544  45-54  55-64  65-74 75 or older
3. What degree do you have?

a) No degree

b) Primary school

¢) Secondary school

d) High school

e) No professional training

f) Professional training finished
g) University degree

4. How long have you lived at this address?

5. Do you belong to any non-profit, volunteer, or community organizations? a) Yes b) No
If Yes please list the organization(s) below.

6. Are you a forester?  a) Yes b) No
7. Are you a hunter? a) Yes b) No
8. Areyou a farmer?  a) Yes b) No
9. Are you an active nature conservationist? a) Yes b) No

10. Did you take part in the first questionnaire? a) Yes b) No
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If you would like to receive further information on the European bison and the potential
reintroduction program please contact the bison office by telephone at 02751-9360110, or by
email at wisent@wittgenstein-berleburg.net. Or you can visit our office at the Wittgenstein-
Berleburg sche Rentkammer.

Mailing Address:
Wisentbiiro

Goetheplatz 8
57319 Bad Berleburg

Thank you for participating in our study
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Appendix B

Interview Questionnaire - Public Opinion Regarding the European Bison (Bison
bonasus)

Section A

1.a) Have you heard about the proposed reintroduction of European bison into the Rothaargebirge
area?

(Please check (V) the response)
Yes No __Not Sure

(If No > go to Section B)

(If Yes >)

1.b) Where did you hear about the proposed project? (Please check (v/) all that apply.)

__This questionnaire only
__ Questionnaire from phase 1 (October — December 2005)
___Newspaper articles

__Television

___Radio

___Photo/Information Exhibition by Taurus (the initiating organization)
__ Friends/Family

__ Rentkammer

___ Other(s) (please specity)

(If more than one source, please circle the source where most of the information was received)

Section B
Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Dislike  Dislike Dislike Neutral Like Like Like
1.In general, how
do you feel about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
bison?
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Section C

The statements that follow concern potential outcomes or views concerning the reintroduction of
the European bison. Please indicate the extent to which you “Agree” or “Disagree” with each
statement. (Please circle the number that best represents the response).

Strongly Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

1. Reintroducing the

European bison in

the Rothaargebirge

area would be an 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
important contribution

for the conservation

of the European bison

2. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would increase

tourism in the region.

3. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would help return

the environment to

a more natural state.

4. Reintroducing the

European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would result in much

destruction of crops

and farmland.

5. European bison

will compete with

roe deer and other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
game animals

for food

6. Reintroducing

the European bison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
will cause a decrease

in hunting opportunities

in the area.
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Strongly Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

7. Reintroducing the

European bison will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
result in much

damage to trees

in the area.

8. Reintroducing the

European bison will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
result in bison-

caused injuries to

humans.

9. Though populations

of European bison

already exist in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Eastern Europe, it

is still beneficial to

reintroduce them here.

10. The benefits of having

a European bison

population in the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Rothaargebirge area

will balance the monetary

cost of the reintroduction.

Section D (a)

The following questions address whether you support or oppose the European bison
reintroduction program. (For question one (1), Please circle the response. For question two (2)
briefly outline the reason(s) for supporting or opposing bison reintroduction).

1. If you were given the opportunity to vote

for or against reintroducing the European For Against
bison into the Rothaargebirge area, how Reintroduction Reintroduction
would you vote?

2. What is your primary reason for being in favor or being against bison reintroduction?
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Section D (b)

(If the participant voted for reintroduction in section D (a) above please go to Section E. This
aspect of Section D addresses participant’s views concerning a compensation program that may
accompany the reintroduction effort. However, complete this section only if the participant would
vote Against Reintroduction).

Would you change your opinion and vote For the reintroduction under any circumstances?
(Please circle the response).

Yes No

Comment:

Section E

How would you respond to the following statements? (Please circle the answer that best
describes the opinion).

1. How many European bison do you believe exist in Europe today?

2. Do you think the population of European bison is...a) increasing
b) decreasing
¢) staying the same

3. The average adult European bison is... a) smaller than an average cow
b) similar in size to an average cow
c¢) larger than an average cow

4. European bison will attack and sometimes Generally True  Not Sure  Generally False
kill other animals that are competing for the
same food.

5. In areas where European bison populations.  Generally True  Not Sure  Generally False
currently exist, bison-caused injuries to

humans are common.

6. European bison once lived in North Generally True  Not Sure  Generally False
Rhine-Westphalia.

7. European bison are the same as the Plains Generally True Not Sure Generally False
bison, found in North America.

8. Free living bison sometimes breed with Generally True  Not Sure  Generally False
COWS.
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9. Diseases are commonly transmitted Generally True Not Sure  Generally False
from bison to cows.

Section F

This section addresses how patterns of visitation to the Rothaargebirge area might change if free
ranging bison were reintroduced.

1. How many times per month do you walk in or visit the forest of the Rothaargebirge?
times per month.

2. Please respond to the following statement: “If free ranging bison were reintroduced into the

Rothaargebirge forest, the number of times I visit the area per month would...” (Please check (v)

the response)
__decrease significantly

__decrease slightly
___stay the same
___increase slightly

__increase significantly

Section G

This section concerns your attitude toward the potential European Bison reintroduction. (Please
circle the answer that best describes the response).

1. With 1 being not at all important

and 10 being extremely important Not at all Extremely
please use the scale to identify how important important
important the issue of reintroducing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

bison into the Rothaargebirge
area is to you personally?

Strongly Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

2. Please indicate

your response to

the following 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
statement: “I would

be afraid to walk in

the forest if free

ranging bison were

present.”
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3. Have you ever seen a free ranging European bison? a)Yes b)No

4. I believe it is important that a hotline be made available to

allow people to immediately report any bison-related problems.  a)Yes b)No c¢) Not Sure
Section H

The following questions ask about where you have heard about the proposed reintroduction and
where you usually get information regarding this issue.

1. How much information would you believe from each of the following sources regarding the
proposed reintroduction? (Please circle the appropriate number).

Believe Believe a Believe Believe Believe
nothing little half most all
Taurus 1 2 3 4 5
Naturenwicklung e.V.
Private Foresters Association 1 2 3 4 5
Federal Nature Conservation i 2 3 4 5
Agency (BFN)
Local biodiversity and nature 1 2 3 4 5
conservation org.
Farmers Association 1 2 3 4 5
Renkammer 1 2 3 4 5

2. Do you think the public should be involved more in decisions regarding the proposed

reintroduction? Please check (v) the response.
__Yes

__No
___Not sure
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3. Please indicate the level of importance of the following features of decision-making processes.

(Please circle the number that best represents the response.)
Moderately
unimportant

Not at all
Important
Uses scientific information 1
Has genuine influence 1

(public actually influence decisions)

Treats all citizens fairly 1
Promotes communication 1
Is long term (all the interest groups) 1

Weighs input (puts some 1
interests higher than others)

Is cost effective 1

Is representative of the entire region 1

2

2

Neutral

Moderately Very
important important

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4. Please indicate your preference for each of the following ways you could get involved in

decision- making. Please circle the response.

Least Generally Moderately Most
preferred notpreferred Neutral preferred preferred

Information materials (brochures, 1 2 3 4 5
press releases, media, etc.)
Unsolicited comments (public letters) 1 2 3 4 5
Public meetings (more informative) 1 2 3 4 5
Task forces (a group of people
representing various interests 1 2 3 4 5
seeking a solution to a
specific problem)
Questionnaires 1 2 3 4 5
Closed meetings with experts 1 2 3 4 5
Advisory groups (representing
various interest groups 1 2 3 4 5
throughout the course

of the management effort)
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Section I

For the analysis of the questionnaire, we require some basic information from you. This
information will be kept confidential and analyzed as a group with no individual responses
identified. Please circle your response.

1. Are you? a) Male b) Female
2. How old are you? 18-24  25-34  35-44 4554  55-64  65-74 75 or older
3. What degree do you have?

a) No degree

b) Primary school

¢) Secondary school

d) High school

e) No professional training

f) Professional training finished
g) University degree

4. How long have you lived at this address?

5. Do you belong to any non-profit, volunteer, or community organizations? a)Yes b)No
If Yes please list the organization(s) below.

6. Are you a forester?  a) Yes b) No
7. Are you a hunter? a) Yes b) No
8. Are you a farmer?  a) Yes b) No

9. Are you an active nature conservationist? a) Yes b) No

If you would like to receive further information on the European bison and the potential
reintroduction program please contact the bison office by telephone at 02751-9360110, or by
email at wisent@wittgenstein-berleburg.net. Or you can visit our office at the Wittgenstein-
Berleburg'sche Rentkammer.

Mailing Address:
Wisentbiiro

Goetheplatz 8
57319 Bad Berleburg

Thank you for participating in our study
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Appendix C

Self-Administered Questionnaire Cover Letter

Proposed Reintroduction of the European Bison (Bison bonasus)

Dear Resident:

The purpose of this survey is to gather information about your attitudes, knowledge
levels, and opinions concerning a proposed reintroduction of the European bison in the
Rothaargebirge area. Your opinions are very important to this study, as those people living in
those towns bordering the proposed reintroduction area will be most affected by the proposed
reintroduction.

This questionnaire is part of the second phase of a research study being carried out by the
Taurus organization and the University of Siegen in cooperation with Professor Alistair Bath and
Stephen Decker from Memorial University of Newfoundland in Canada. The results of the study
will help managers make decisions regarding the future of the proposed bison reintroduction.
Your responses will provide valuable information to these managers.

No final decision has been made regarding the proposed reintroduction, so it is important
that you voice your opinions whether strongly against, neutral, or strongly in favor of the project.
It is important to understand all the views before any decisions are made regarding the possible
reintroduction.

You have been randomly selected to give your opinions on this issue. If you were asked
to complete a questionnaire during phase one of the study, please complete this questionnaire as
well. However, we request that only people 18 years of age and older take part in this aspect of
the study as questionnaire response will influence important decisions regarding the future of the
proposed reintroduction project. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions. I
encourage you to answer all the questions and to please return the questionnaire in the postage
paid envelope provided within the next day or two. Your answers will be grouped together with
others, and individual responses will be kept strictly confidential.

Thank you in advance for your help. If you have any questions about the study or the
validity of the questionnaire please feel free to contact Mr. Uwe Lindner at 02751-9360110.

Sincerely,

Stephen Decker Dipl.-Soz. Raimund Klauser Edgar Reisinger

MA Candidate Institut fiir Medienforschung 1.Vorsitzender von
Department of Geography Universitat Siegen Taurus Naturentwicklung e.V.
Memorial University 57068 Siegen Lindenhohe 16

St. John's, NL 07749 Jena

Canada
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Appendix D

Interview Questionnaire Cover Letter

Proposed Reintroduction of the European Bison (Bison bonasus)

Dear Resident:

The purpose of this survey is to gather information about your attitudes, knowledge
levels, and opinions concerning a proposed reintroduction of the European bison in the
Rothaargebirge area. Your opinions are very important to this study, as those people living in
those towns bordering the proposed reintroduction area will be most affected by the proposed
reintroduction.

This questionnaire is part of the second phase of a research study being carried out by the
Taurus organization and the University of Siegen in cooperation with Professor Alistair Bath and
Stephen Decker from Memorial University of Newfoundland in Canada. The results of the study
will help managers make decisions regarding the future of the proposed bison reintroduction.
Your responses will provide valuable information to these managers.

No final decision has been made regarding the proposed reintroduction, so it is important
that you voice your opinions whether strongly against, neutral, or strongly in favor of the project.
It is important to understand all the views before any decisions are made regarding the possible
reintroduction.

You have been randomly selected to give your opinions on this issue. If you were asked
to complete a questionnaire during phase one of the study, please take part in this phase as well.
However, we request that only people 18 years of age and older take part in this aspect of the
study as questionnaire response will influence important decisions regarding the future of the
proposed reintroduction project. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions. Your
answers will be grouped together with others, and individual responses will be kept strictly
confidential. You are free to end the interview at anytime and can skip questions if you wish.

Thank you in advance for your help. If you have any questions about the study or the
validity of the questionnaire please feel free to contact Mr. Uwe Lindner at 02751-9360110.

Sincerely,

Stephen Decker Dipl.-Soz. Raimund Klauser Edgar Reisinger

MA Candidate Institut fiir Medienforschung 1.Vorsitzender von
Department of Geography Universitit Siegen Taurus Naturentwicklung e.V.
Memorial University 57068 Siegen Lindenhdhe 16

St. John's, NL 07749 Jena

Canada
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