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Abstract 
 
This paper explores what factors influence people's attitudes towards a beaver 

reintroduction, in two study sites in Romania. The inhabitants of Covasna county 

already have the experience of living in the proximity of beavers, while the other 

group, in the Danube Delta are asked what would be their opinions in case the beaver 

would be reintroduced in the area they live in. The study uses face-to-face 

questionnaires for collecting the data, which in the end shows each study area is 

defined by certain attitudinal typologies. The paper argues that one of the most 

valuable lesson learnt from this comparison, is that the level of communication 

between the scientists and the general public is a crucial component in the success of 

a reintroduction, not only influencing the ecological impact, but also raising the social 

level of awareness, and ultimately changing attitudes. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 THE CONTEXT  
 
“The action of Game Commissioner Harris of Colorado in attempting to stop the killing of 

beavers remaining in Routt County calls to attention how few of these animals remain”. 

 

These were the opening lines of a New York Times article published on 10th of August 

1902, called the “The Beaver’s Extinction” (Unknown author, 1902). The article doesn't 

tell the audience what are the management plans for protecting the species, but rather 

focuses more on the perception and opinions of two men whose livelihoods used to 

depend on trapping the animals for the fur, and their attitudes towards the last remaining 

beavers.  In spite of this, “ […] the old scout has the utmost respect for the beaver’s 

intelligence. He says the beaver knows more than any other animal, and more about 

some things than a man. The beaver is a weather specialist who can foretell a hard 

Winter in the middle of the previous Summer.” 

 

Even if the above opinion might be sitting heavily under an anthropomorphism sign, it 

depicts a media communication strategy not very wide-spread for that period. At the 

beginning of the 20th century, only a few European countries had small pockets of beaver 

population (Castor fiber), in Norway, Russia, Germany and France (Schwarze, 2011).  

 

The overexploitation of the European beaver for its precious fur lead to the extinction of 

the species from almost all the countries where it was considered indigenous. From 

Denmark and England in the 11th and 12th centuries, from Scotland in the 16th century, 

from Czech republic in the 17th century or from Romania in around 1824 (Ionescu et al., 

2010). This in turn put a great pressure on the slightly different species of American 

beaver (Castor canadensis) from America and Canada for almost four hundred years 

(Hood, 2011). 

 

In comparison with other countries where the beavers’ presence was well documented, 

in Romania, apart from the discovered archaeological remains, it’s quite difficult to find 
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records of beaver existence on country’s territory. The last time the beaver presence is 

mentioned and recorded is in a document that dates from 1824 (Ionescu et al., 2010).  

 

After almost 175 years, starting from 1998, the Romanian Research and Forest 

Management Institute (RFMI) started  reintroducing the beaver, in its original areal, on 

three of Danube’s river tributaries, Olt, Mures and Ialomita rivers (Ionescu et al., 2010). 

More recently, starting from 2011, a new conservation project run by World Wide Fund 

for Nature Danube – Carpathians Programme (WWF DCP) in partnership with Rewilding 

Europe, put forward the beaver’s reintroduction in the Danube Delta. The new project 

proposal doesn’t have at its heart the species reintroduction per se. Rather, it is part of a 

larger restoration initiative in Romania covering the Southern Carpathians and the 

Danube Delta areas (rewildingeurope.com, 2012). 

 

1.2 FRAMING THE ISSUE – POLICY TERMS 
 
The present paper illustrates how the undertaken study focused its research questions on 

the Danube Delta rewilding initiative and its future implementation. 

 

In policy terms, which define an initiative like this, the attention is drawn to at least two 

important aspects. 

Firstly, consideration is given to the ecological and conservation principles for managing 

landscapes, in this case the second largest river delta in Europe, the Danube Delta. 

Usually, a program for freshwater habitats restoration to a pre-exploited state is rarely or 

fully accepted, because of the close connection with human needs (Langford and Frissell, 

2009). 

Different in approach from ecosystem management, the type of management applied at 

the basis of restoration, is passive or partially passive, which means that it doesn’t 

permanently control the state of the ecosystem, but rather takes into account the future 

self-sustainability of the whole project (Henry and Amoros, 1995; Navarro and Pereira, 

2012). 
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Secondly, even though some authors (Henry and Amoros, 1995) advocate for a strong 

theoretical basis upon which a restoration project should be fulfilled, the level of 

uncertainty is very high, especially when the introduced species don’t produce the 

anticipated effects (Langford and Frissell, 2009) or when the management plans don’t 

have an inclusive approach with regards to the influence of their actions on the societal 

functions of the freshwater systems (Golet et al., 2006).  

 

Therefore, in the last decade the new adopted policy paradigm was to distance itself from 

the ecological centred approach of ‘ecosystem health’ or ‘ecological architecture’ 

(Langford and Frissell, 2009), to a more ‘ecosystem services’ for human stakeholders 

(Cairns, 2000), as shown in Figure 1.1. 

 

 

Figure 1.1 A  decision framework based on negotiation and scientific research (after Henry and Amoros, 
1995) 

Yet, the initiative presented here is rather orientated in both ‘directions’, taking into 

consideration both the biological variables and a strategy for a community-based 

conservation implementation, for a self-sustainable restoration. 
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1.3 SCARCITY OF DATA  
 
Both policy approaches share the same theoretical problem, which is the scarcity of pre- 

or post-implementation studies that can support the conservation intervention. This is 

claimed to be valid for both fields, one representing the cross-disciplinarity between the 

physical scientists, biologists and engineers (Ormerod, 2004) and the other for the 

attitudinal studies, which evaluate the public perception towards the conservation 

strategies (Kideghesho et al., 2007).    

 

Lately, the attitudinal studies started to play an increasingly important role in 

conservation management planning once the paradigm shifted from an ecological 

centred approach to one that put the local communities’ importance highly on the 

agenda (Kideghesho et al., 2007; Barrow and Fabricius, 2002). 

 

Regarding the complexity of factors which define the Danube Delta's environment, the 

physical shape of the delta was constantly changed both by nature and human 

intervention (Assche, and Teampau, 2010). Once tried, by the communist regime, through 

hydraulic engineering, to transform wetlands into agricultural lands, now after the plans 

were abandoned, the dynamic characteristic of the rivers carrying the sediments is partly 

restored to its formal function.  

 

The human population movement was strongly connected to the spatial boundaries. 

Facilitated by the isolation of the surrounding marshlands, many communities had a 

strong conservative and homogenous character with also a lower presence of political 

symbols than in other regions of the country (Assche, van and Teampau, 2010; Assche, 

van 2006). 

  

As shown in Figure 1.1., a Pre-restoration Survey is placed in the scientific-based decision 

framework for restorations implementation and it is important to observe also its 

continuity after the establishment of the project. Therefore, conducting a comparative 

study between attitudes can create more input into the decisional process and put things 

in perspective and, in the same time, is reducing the scarcity of data on this subject. 
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Covasna county was chosen, as being one of the first counties were the beaver was 

reintroduced and Sfantu Gheorghe village from Tulcea county was chosen as it is the 

place for a proposed reintroduction (see Figure 1.2). 

 
 
 

 
Figure 1.2 Romania map, showing the two study locations 

 
 
 

1.4 AIMS, OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS 
 
The overarching aim of the research is to conduct a comparative study between two 

communities’ perceptions after the reintroduction of the beaver (Castor fiber), in Covasna 

county, in Transylvania and before, in Sfantu Gheorghe village, in the Danube Delta. The 

study will inform WWF Romania wildlife managers about the factors that influence 

people’s attitudes towards proposed beavers’ reintroduction. 

 

The sets of data were collected from random samples of people living in 22 villages in 

Covasna county, where there were reported beaver presences and from a smaller sample 
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from Sfantu Gheorghe village, in the Danube Delta, where a beaver reintroduction project 

is in the proposal phase. 

 

This approach permitted to set two categories of objectives: 

1) To collect baseline data for a better understanding of the perceptions towards the 

beavers, which can also represent a baseline for further replications, especially in 

the Danube Delta, where it represents the first study of this kind, through: 

a) Measuring the level of knowledge about the beaver’s behaviour, as general 

knowledge of each sample and compare it with the similar results from the 

other sample; 

b) Measuring the level of knowledge related to the conservation status and the 

legislation protecting the beaver of each sample and compare it with the 

similar results from the other sample; 

c) Measuring the human-wildlife conflict level of each sample and compare it 

with the similar results from the other sample; 

d) Measuring the level of civic implications, voluntary work and outdoor activities 

undertaken by each sample and compare it with the similar results from the 

other sample; 

e) Establishing what factors influence the individual attitude scores. 

 

2) To hypothesise that: 

a) Null hypotheses (H0): People, who were exposed to a beavers’ reintroduction 

in their region, don’t alter their attitudes towards the species in comparison 

with people who weren’t exposed. 

b) Alternative hypothesis (HA): People, who were exposed to a beavers’ 

reintroduction in their region, alter their attitudes towards the species in 

comparison with people who weren’t exposed. 

 

1.5 OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS STRUCTURE 
 
The body of this paper includes a section of Background information, which serve as 
context for choosing the Methods for analysing the collected data and providing the 
Results, followed by the Discussion of these in the present context, examining the 
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strength and limitations and putting them in perspective for future research and policy 
recommendation.  
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2  BACKGROUND  
 

2.1  ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE ENVIRONMENT AND ITS CURRENT STATE -             
A POLITICAL REGIME PERSPECTIVE 

2.1.1  A world defined by a dichotomy 
 

Only two perspectives over nature, it is believed, dominated the 20th century (Peterson, 

1998). They formed a dichotomy, which stood as a certainty for interpreting the 

relationship between humans and the environment. The nature-culture dualism was 

defined by two philosophical tendencies. On one hand the materialist movement saw 

nature as the trigger for social behaviour and on the other hand, the structuralism 

movement invoked the exact opposite approach, where culture was giving a symbolic 

meaning to nature (Descola and Pálsson, 1996; Peterson, 1998). However, both of these 

approaches reflected the same general sided view, that the nature and culture exclude one 

each other. 

 

Further, it is argued that science itself, in this case ecology, influenced a shift in 

anthropologists’ views from the mechanical Newtonian responses to a hostile nature, to 

the co-evolutionary Mendelian and Darwinian theory, which refers to the organisms in 

terms of reciprocity with the environment, where they construct their own niche, in a 

‘cooperative evolution’ (Dascola and Pálsson, 1996). 

 

Yet, this repositioning of humans in relationship with nature is more a look towards the 

future, because societies have been relating to nature through two very common 

paradigms: the paternalist and the orientalist one. Gilsi Pálsson describes paternalism as 

the label for humans protecting the nature and orientalism as the basis for resources 

extraction and both definitions portray the humans as masters of nature (Pálsson, 1996). 

Another metaphor is represented by the communalism, which describes the relationship 

between society and nature as one, which rejects the radical separation and adopts a 

generalised reciprocity (Pálsson, 1996). 
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2.1.2  Communist transformation and degraded environments? 
 
Under the communist rule, with a deep Marxist legacy, humans regarded the 

environment as a source for exploitation and a target for landscape transformation. 

Fuelled by utopic dreams of scientific discovery that could change the course of nature, 

with disregard to any ecological cost, large scale industrial complexes and collectivized 

agriculture were introduced especially in the USSR and Eastern Europe (McNeill, 2000).   

 

After the fall of the Iron Curtain, the scientists who were eager to find out the real figures 

of pollution produced by these industries, which under the communists weren’t reported, 

showed that, the levels of some chemicals in the air (sulphur dioxide in East Germany) 

were incredibly high (Dominick, 1998). 

 

Regarding biodiversity, some authors like Katrina Schwarts, saw the communism as a 

‘mixed blessing’. For example in Latvia, because the paranoid soviet regime didn't allow 

urban development, vast bird habitats along the Baltic coast were preserved (Glassheim, 

2006). However, even if the author acknowledges the irony of this sequence of events, a 

different one could argue further that this could be a view over the world through ‘the 

lens of the Cold War’, still one sided and without presenting the whole context of 

communist interventions over the environment (Dominick, 1998). 

 

2.1.3  Democratic restoration and restored habitats? 
 
After the domino-effect fall of Communist regimes in 1989 in Eastern Europe (Welsh, 

1994), it was debated whether a new democratic regime, although good for governance 

and for maintaining peace between states, would be able to ensure the quality of the 

environment. The discussion, as pointed out by Midlarsky (1998), is more complex than 

that. When democracy is associated with a slow or negative economic growth and with a 

prolonged transition period, the perspective over the benefits of a democratic 

environment restoration in a country are not so clear anymore (Midlarsky, 1998; Welsh, 

1994). 
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Some authors, like Roger Manser, even suggest that the political–economic shift to 

democracy didn’t bring any improvement to the environment of Central and Eastern 

Europe (Cole, 1995). However, as Hwang (2006) pointed out more than ten years later, 

this issue should still be under debate. His approach was supported in  time with specific 

studies which correlated ecological parameters, like water quality with economic ones,  

correlations which highlighted that a rise in the permanent income, increases the water 

quality too (Hwang, 2006). Yet, Midlarsky (1998), who states that the present available 

data can’t help a scientist drawing a conclusion, treats this kind of definitive argument 

cautiously. 

 

2.1.4  What was left behind and what can be done?  The Danube Delta case study  
 
In Romania, the transition from the communist regime to democracy was accomplished 

differently than in the other countries where the ‘velvet revolution’ took place (1989).  

A communist regime, due to its intrinsic values, imposed on people to be cautious to any 

kind of change and discouraged association at the societal level between, (Turnock, 

1993).  

 

Consequently, it is very important to describe the past and try to understand the present 

attitudes of both the authorities and the general public towards the environment issues. 

Particularly for the Danube Delta, it is essential to highlight the consequences of 

communist planning on the environment and what is the difference now between 

conservation theory and in the field reality.  

 

2.1.4.1 Economically-politically driven ecosystem engineering  
 
In this context, Danube Delta has one of the most complex regional histories. Although 

some large areas of the Delta were protected under the communist regime, the 

landscape suffered extensively from large-scale ecosystem transformations and other 

anthropogenic disturbances (Assche, van and Teampau, 2010; Assche, van et al., 2011).  
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In the 1960s a reed harvesting campaign began and led to major environment 

disturbances, with the creation of new navigational canals of over 1000 km and the 

construction of alluvial platforms. The use of large mechanical equipment led also to the 

damage of reed’s rhizomes and finally the reed beds were completely destroyed and the 

project was abandoned (Gastescu, 1993). As a result, nowadays, the Maliuc area, for 

example, is one of the most deserted places in the delta (Assche, van and Teampau, 

2010). 

 

The 1970s ended with 12 000 ha of abandoned former fisheries which were once 

converted from pasture riverbank like Stipoc area. These trends culminated with the 

1980s dictator Ceașuescu’s ‘Complex plan for the development of Delta’. In short, he 

tried, and partially succeeded, to transform marshes and former flood plains into 

agricultural land (Gastescu, 1993; Assche, van et al., 2011). 

 

2.1.4.2 Present ecosystem state: water, soil pollution levels and biodiversity  
 
Nowadays, the Danube Delta ecosystems face old and new challenges. One of them is the 

present degrading state of the environment in the reserve, on which the Danube Delta 

Biosphere Reserve Authority’s (DDBRA) delivers quality reports (DDBRA, 2010 report). 

 

For example, the Danube’s river water quality in the biosphere reserve is reported as 

moderate, with, pH that exceeds the normal 6.5 – 8.5 values.  

With regards to the soil pollution, the report underlines the external factors affecting the 

delta, like the industrial activities upstream in Tulcea and Mahmudia towns in Romania 

and in Izmail town in Ukraine, and also highlights the anthropic pressure effects on 

biodiversity, through hunting, fishing and tourism practices that don’t respect the laws or 

the reserve’s rules. 
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2.1.4.3 The theory and practice of implementing conservation  
 
The biodiversity state and the whole approach for conservation for the Danube Delta 

doesn’t have only external causes, but also governance ones. DDBRA itself was highly 

criticised by international bodies, like the IUCN or World Bank and even by the local 

people for being either dominated by politics or for not having an inclusive approach for 

the decision-making process. As well, until year 2000, when it changed its communication 

strategy, the national body is thought to have had a more punitive approach of enforcing 

the law, yet perceived as unfair ( Assche, van et al., 2011; Bell et al., 2001). 

The question that rises from this situation is how the European and national law can be 

intertwined with this administrative and political machinery? The content of the 

legislation is very relevant, since Romania is a member of the European Union since 2007 

and is under the rule of the European regulations. 

 

As adopted at the national level, Romania should implement two European Council 

directives under the European legislative framework. 

The Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 

2000 establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy, known 

as EU Water Framework Directive (WFD), has the target of improving the ecological and 

chemical status of European waters by 2015 (Tornblom et al., 2011) and it was adopted at 

the national level in 2004, through the law number 310 (Environment Ministry, 2004). 

 

This European directive, supported by the national law, has a more general precursor on 

the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora since 1992, through the 

European Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May (consolidated version from 1.01.2007), 

known as EU Habitats Directive. One of the articles, which advocate a possible 

conservation strategy to accomplish this, is stated in Articol 22 (European Council, 2007). 

The central recommendation is for the member state to take into consideration the 

reintroduction on their territory of native species that can contribute to environment 

conservation among which is also the beaver (Castor fiber). It is recommended as well, to 

take into account other states’ experience and to look for the endorsement of the public 

directly involved in or affected by the reintroduction program. 
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In Romania, this directive was fully adopted in 2011 through the law number 49 

(Environment Ministry, 2011). 

  

Therefore, Romania formally committed itself to put into practice these conservation 

measures. However, the nature of the relationship between society and environment has 

been previously affected by the legacies of communist regime or eroded by the low level 

of trust in the administrative apparatus from the local population. To add to this the new 

capitalist economy strategy of growth and development is generating new pressures on 

the environment. 

 

2.2 INTERVENTION AGAIN? WETLAND RESTORATION 

2.2.1 The relationship between restoration and reintroduction 
 
 

Especially for the Danube Delta the situation is more nuanced, in terms of applying these 

laws, because the ‘people concerned’ share a land and a past greatly influenced by 

political interventionism, so nowadays the level of uncertainty develops proportionally 

with every new initiative.  

 

For this reason European Council directives can be read cautiously when advising to look 

back how other conservation projects were implemented, before taking any action at all. 

Furthermore, the beaver reintroduction is regarded as one of the best tools to achieve a 

good ecosystem status, yet taking into consideration the economic and ecological trade-

offs (Tornblom et al., 2011). 

 

For understanding the ecosystem restoration approach, it is relevant to distinguish 

between conflict of interests and conflict of values in understanding the meaning of 

‘biodiversity’ (Gamborg and Sandøe, 2004). One of the sources of disagreement is over 

the concept of ‘natural’ as defined as unmodified by humans, but solved through the 

wise-use approach, where beneficial and detrimental factors are weighted.  
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2.2.2 Reintroduction in the historic ranges: Covasna and self introduction on the 
Danube River and Delta   

 
It should be mentioned that ‘reintroduction’ in this case refers to the transplant of 

beavers to their former range, from where their population was extinct or severely 

depleted (Schwarze, 2011). This type of introduction is significantly different from the 

exotic introduction, which took place in Tierra del Fuego in Argentina (1946) or in Austria 

(1976 -1985), where they were introduced on purpose beyond their natural range 

(Schwarze, 2011; Halley and Rosell, 2002). 

 

Consequently, in Eurasia was reported that after successful reintroductions, Castor fiber 

minimum population estimate is 592 – 593,000 in 2000 – 2002, where in the beginning of 

the 19th century there were only c. 1200 individuals in eight isolated populations in 

Russia, Norway, France on the Rhone river and in Germany in the Elbe River (Halley and 

Rosell, 2000, 2002).  

 

In Romania, the species’ reintroduction started in 1996 with 182 animals released on 

three major river courses, Olt, Mures and Ialomita. The beavers were brought in from 

Germany and nowadays, according to the FRMI, they count 1500 individuals (Ionescu et 

al., 2010).  

 After the reintroduction, monitoring activities were performed between October 2007 

and March 2008, which found 735 locations with beaver traces and 312 feeding places 

spread over 444 km along the Olt river (Ionescu et al., 2010). 

  

Further studies looked at the possibility of beaver reintroduction on the Danube River and 

Delta. For the studied area it was concluded, that apart from one of the three river 

branches (Sulina Branch), all the other habitats would be suitable for beaver 

reintroduction (Ionescu et al., 2010). 

 

It could be said that this evaluation was justified by an interesting phenomenon, which 

happened in late 2011, when the Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve Authority reported 

through a press release, on 10th of February 2012 (Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve 

Administration, 2011), that in Somova Parches lakes area, on Calugaru channel bank 
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(Fig.2.1, Fig.2.2), there were beaver activity traces. This year, according to WWF Romania 

sources a  beavers’ lodge was destroyed (Fig.2.3) by human activity and on 6th of July a 

beaver corpse was found by members of the National Institute of Research and 

Development for Danube Delta (NIRDDD), on Draghilea channel, presumably hit by a boat 

propeller (EcoMagazin, 2012).  At that time the animals activity in Somova region was 

monitored by WWF. 

 

Figure 2.1 February 2012, Somova Parches beaver activity traces 

 
 
 

 

Figure 2.2 March 2012, Somova Parches 
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Figure 2.3 July 2012, human disturbance at beaver lodge, Somova Parches area 

  

2.2.3 Beaver’s work in progress 
 

It is acknowledged that beaver’s activity in the water environment tend to subsequently 

influence the quality of water (Schwarze, 2011; Rosell et al., 2005). The most important 

contribution of this species was recognised to be the property of their ponds to be sinks 

for nitrogen, resulting in a lower pH through the higher activity of sediment microbes 

(Schwarze, 2011).  

 

Moreover, it was shown that beaver dams usually stabilise the river flow and even 

maintain a slow release of underground water during periods of drought (Kemp et al., 

2012). Furthermore, Kemp et al. showed in the same study how fish population can be 

affected by the beaver’s presence. He argues that not only beavers have mildly influenced 

the growth in Norwegian Atlantic salmon stocks, somehow related to the stabilisation of 

the rivers’ flow, but also has contributed to an increase in fish species richness in the 

abandoned beaver ponds.  

  

There are also detrimental effects of beavers’ alteration of the ecosystem in the case of 

salmonids, because it can negatively influence the migration, especially for the autumn 

spawners like brook charr (Salvelinus frontinalis) or brown trout (Salmo trutta), if there is 

no passage for fish due to the good shape of dams, for example (Rosell et al., 2005). 
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Similarly, examples of both beneficial and detrimental alteration of the habitats 

influenced by beavers can be found for amphibians, reptiles, a wide range of birds or 

semi-aquatic and terrestrial mammals.  

 

Extended studies were conducted on the beavers’ impact on vegetation, as they usually 

are the main foragers in the habitats they occupy. In their study, Hood and Bayley (2009) 

took a different approach on this subject, and looked at both beavers’ and ungulates’ 

impact on the structure and composition of riparian vegetation communities in Alberta, 

Canada. Their findings didn’t reveal a direct negative impact beavers’ have on vegetation 

communities’ structure. Yet, they highlighted the direct positive effect of lower beaver 

populations and ungulates on the growth of beavers’ preferred diet species like the 

willows species (Salix spp.) and the trees and shrubs from the Prunus species. 

 

Another study that reinforced the findings of Hood and Bayley described the beaver 

reintroduction, this time in North America, which in terms of riparian vegetation 

restoration wasn’t very helpful. Fourteen years after the beaver reintroduction in 

Yellowstone, aspen (Populus tremuloides) still didn’t recover, but this is in general due to 

the heavily browsing of other herbivores competitors like livestock and ungulates. A 

possible explanation for this fact is the development of beaver-plant mutualism with very 

low herbivory competition before European settlement (McColley et al., 2012). 

 

In Europe, there are the examples from the Netherlands, where beavers cut the majority 

of rarer species, different from willows and in Germany, even though they raised the level 

of water through their dams building and favoured the growth of woody species, they 

also changed the diversity in both near to and further on land distribution of ash, poplar, 

elm and willow (Schwab and Schmidbauer, 2003; Schwarze, 2011). 

 

Lastly, trying to understand the beavers’ impact on landscape and their reaction to 

drought, a study of aerial photos from 1948 to 2002 (Hood and Bayley, 2007) concluded 

that in the face of the worst drought in more than 50 years, the one from 2002, the 

presence of beavers on that landscape proved that they could maintain more than 80% of 

the variability of open water and can increase nine times the surface of open water, 
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having a crucial role in the creation and maintenance of wetlands, in both dry and wet 

periods.  

2.3 PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS BEAVERS THROUGH TIME: FROM ECONOMICAL 
DRIVE ALMOST EXTINCTION TO ECO (-NOMICAL/ -LOGICAL) DRIVEN 
SUSTAINABILITY 

 

2.3.1 Dress to kill: the fur industry 
 
For almost five centuries the beaver species was the principal character in either 

anthropocentric history or in anthropomorphised TV commercials. In history it is believed 

that no other animal shaped its course like this one, especially the history of European 

and American continents. 

 

The beaver was hunted principally for the trading value of its fur (but also its meat and 

castoreum) starting more intensely from the 17th century when the largest fur trade 

business was founded. This hunting campaign culminated with the ‘Beaver Wars’ 

between England and France in the 18th century and continued with what was called ‘the 

ecological warfare’ of the 19th century, when the American president Thomas Jefferson 

sent an expedition for finding a new fur trading route across the border with Canada. 

One of the expedition’s mission was to evaluate the abundance of fur animals and the 

attitude of the native people towards this trading initiative (Schwarze, 2011). 

 

2.3.2 Fashionable changes: first shifts in attitudes, behaviour and protection laws 
 
After millions of pelts sold in auction houses, financial empires built on this resource, that 

seemed to be limitless, something happened. A trend in fashion made the demand 

decrease for beaver fur hats. In the beginning of the 19th century Europe it was 

fashionable and much more cheaper to wear silk velour hats. 

And by late 19th century the “back to nature’ movement helped transform people’s 

attitudes towards nature from fear to curiosity and lead to the establishment of the first 

national parks (e.g. Yellowstone in 1872 in America and in Europe, in Sweden in 1909) 

(Schwarze, 2011). 
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2.3.3 Is it possible to wear two hats in 21th century: participatory management in  
ecosystem restoration? 

 

2.3.3.1 Restoration - beaver ecosystem services relationship 
For a better implementation of conservation science, both science and human behaviour 

should be taken into consideration.  

Ormerod (2004) questions the science itself behind the river restoration. The last 20 years 

attracted different disciplines to the field, but with a low degree of interdisciplinarity, 

their study became more centered on organisms rather than the entire range of 

ecological functions of the ecosystem, where key species, Ormerod believes, should be 

the least important factors in deciding if a restoration is a success or not. He suggests that 

collaboration between sciences like geomorphology or hydrochemistry and the socio-

economic ones would be more fruitful. Yet, he believes, for the moment the 

straightforward solution is still the wise resource management and not the restoration. 

 

But what if the solution could come from one of the key species itself, like the beaver? In 

the past decades they were ‘rediscovered’ as engineering species for their role for 

ecosystem services. It is believed that their leaking dams are a much better solution than 

the concrete dams in flood control or water filtering. As shown previously, their ponds 

are nitrogen and phosphorus sinks and prevent eutrophication.  

 

These types of ecosystem services are on a large scale, but there can be also the local 

benefits of beaver presence. From the water trapped in ponds that can benefit the 

livestock and humans for fire protection to the increased recreational value of the area 

(Czech and Lisle, 2003). 

 

2.3.3.2 Attitudes measurement as predictors for success or failure 
The benefit-based approach used for the purpose of motivating or engaging people in a 

conservation project, without consultations and ultimately applying participatory and 

adaptive management, is not entirely ethically sound (Henry and Amoros, 1995; 

Kideghesho et al., 2006).  
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But why these became more and more important? As it was shown earlier the political, 

social, ecological and the resulted economical context are crucial in shaping people’s 

attitudes and their manifested behaviours. Therefore, the success or failure of a 

conservation project is dependent by this web of cause-effect relationships (Mannigel, 

2008; Waylen, 2010). 

 

Especially in the case of conservation projects where public participation is a fundamental 

component, it was argued that the projects should have public legitimacy, and the 

scientists designing the project should consult the public beforehand (Henry and Amoros, 

1995). Additionally, other authors argue that not only discussion but also participation 

from different stakeholders should help make the adaptive management more 

democratic. Public participation in fact could be the end of a process, whereas public 

communication and public consultation could be its forerunners (Stringer et al., 2006). 

 

These factors influencing the attitudinal predictors started to be highly regarded as useful 

in shaping project management and in encouraging the participation of more 

stakeholders. 

Usually, the purpose of the attitudinal surveys regarding people’s views towards animals’ 

reintroductions is to measure at a certain time the level of negative and positive positions 

of local communities towards a species reintroduction issue. These could also indicate if 

the species is likely to be or not threatened by anthropic factors, once introduced, like 

persecution (Worthington, 2010; Kloskowski, 2010).  

 

But what exactly it has to be measured the social perceptions at the feasibility stage? The 

preferred method for measuring these factors questionnaire, with its versions, face-to-

face, mail, telephone questionnaires (McKinstrry and Anderson, 1999; Jonker et al., 2006; 

Kloskowski, 2010; Siemer et al., 2004). And some of the essential aspects to be measured 

are people’s dependence on land and their resource-dependent occupations, 

sociodemographics and socioeconomic status (education and income) and general 

wildlife knowledge (Kellert, 1994). And one of the most suited methods to measure 

attitudes is using a Likert scale, which usually comprises of 5 points from ‘strongly agree’ 

to ‘strongly disagree’ (Vaus, DA De, 2002, 2012; Simmer et al., 2004). 
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In short, as the Theory of Reasoned Actions formulates it, the hierarchy formed from 

antecedents, values, beliefs and attitudes result in specific behaviour. And detecting the 

degree of positive and negative attitudes can inform at the right time for choosing better 

management choices (Jonker et al., 2006 ).  

 

Concerning the attitudes towards the reintroduced species, the purpose of these studies 

is to measure at a certain time the level of negative and positive positions of local 

communities. These could indicate also if the species is likely to be threatened or not by 

anthropic factors, once introduced (Worthington, 2010).  

 

In the case of mammals projects, the relevance of these studies appears to be more 

important because, it is argued, the evaluations of perceptions have been historically 

biased, as, for example bears and wolves are perceived to be a threat to human safety or 

livestock and beavers to land and crops (Worthington et al., 2010). 

 

Another study revealed that, in Wyoming, in United States, while private landlords 

wanted to see a decrease in the numbers of beavers, due to their damage to the 

irrigation system, public-land owners wanted to see the beaver number increased for 

their ecosystem services in riparian management, mainly for helping them storing water 

(McKinstry and Anderson, 1999). 

 

Additionally, one study that focused on the attitudes of Massachusetts local communities 

towards the species, showed that in general the attitudes were positive. However, the 

attitudes of residents who had damages or even slightly smaller problems tend to be less 

favourable, their perception being altered in this way by experience (Jonker et al., 2006). 
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3 METHODS  
 

3.1 RESEARCH APPROACH 
 

A rigorous working approach should be followed whenever scientific research is involved. 

In general, this should help defining a conceptual framework within which the research 

should be conducted and the methods applied with ethical responsibility. 

 

3.1.1 The Ethics Behind the Scientific Methodology 
 

During my stay in Covasna and Sfantu Gheorghe it became very clear what my personal 

responsibilities are to the host communities, to the local partners I would engage with, to 

the academic institution I was representing and to myself. And I have followed a set of 

principles that guided my work (Newing et al, 2011: 234 - 237), consisting of: 

 The veracity principle  - of telling the truth about my purpose and presence in the 

communities, introducing myself and emphasizing the research character of my 

intentions in gathering information; 

 The privacy principle – respecting people’s right to refuse answering my 

questionnaire; 

 The confidentiality principle – of keeping undisclosed the information given to me 

about sensitive subjects or local practices related to both regions of the country; 

 The fidelity principle – of presenting as accurate as I can the gathered information 

and not giving it an artificial direction towards fabricated results. 

All these principles together with my position against covert research (e.g. recording the 

focus group participants without their will) were also emphasized to all the collaborators 

and external participants. 

 

Also, before starting the actual data collection, I went in two exploratory trips. First in 

Covasna county, where I found beaver traces around the villages I visited where I 

conducted the survey and the second one in the Danube Delta, Sfantu Gheorghe area, 

where the beaver reintroduction is proposed (pictures in Appendices). 
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3.1.2 Objectives reflection in the research approach  
 
The research approach can be described as an observational attitudinal comparative 

study. It aims to address the objectives stated in the Introduction section. Essentially, the 

research is looking at what factors influence or not the attitudes towards beaver species 

(Castor fiber) reintroduction in two different regions of Romania.  

 

This study consisted of two parts: a face-to-face survey and a focus group. The methods 

that were applied to each of the two parts, for each location, are described in turn. 

 

3.2 THE RESEARCH METHODS suited for THE RESEARCH APPROACH 
 

3.2.1 An Overview 
 
The choice of methods is best described by a mixed-methods approach, which was used 

with the purpose of providing a balanced strategy in data collection.  

 

Due to some practical considerations (explained below), the sequential design (Newing et 

al, 2011) was reversed, applying the questionnaires first and organizing the focus group 

towards the end of the field research (Fig.3.1.).   

 

Figure 3.1 Summary of the applied methods in the study (after the qualitative – quantitative continuum in 
social methods, Newing et al.) 
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3.2.2 The Questionnaires 
 

3.2.2.1 Questionnaire choice of method  
 
Due to the deductive character of the research, the best-suited method was the face-to-

face questionnaire.  

 

This choice of method was justified by the characteristics of the research objectives 

themselves: to gather highly targeted data (in the scenario of beaver reintroductions), 

to compare the responses (from two locations Covasna county and Sfantu Gheorghe 

village) and to illustrate this comparison through the interpretation of the results 

obtained from statistical tests performed.  (Bernard, 2011; Newing et al, 2011). 

 

3.2.2.2 Questionnaire structure design 
 

The difference between the Covasna and Sfantu Gheorghe questionnaires 

From the beginning the intention was to use a common design for the questionnaires 

used in both of the surveyed areas. The reason for choosing a common design was to 

facilitate a future data comparison process between the two sets of gathered responses. 

The only difference between the questionnaires applied in the two surveyed area is 

Section 3, where, for Covasna county, an additional three questions were added. These 

three questions are specific to Covasna area and are all related to the past beaver 

reintroduction. 

 

The questionnaire sections and flow: 

Section 1, ‘Personal details’, was designed for obtaining information on respondents’ 

demographic details and includes the factors: gender, period lived in the area, occupation 

and age.  

The purpose of starting with this section was to make the respondents feel more 

comfortable (with the interviewer), intentionally avoiding placing there the most personal 

or engaging questions. The information obtained here can be treated as independent 

variables (Newing et al, 2011). 
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Section 2, ‘Knowledge about the beaver’s behaviour’, was included in the questionnaire 

in order to assess the level of knowledge about the species, going from the general 

awareness level to the particular, beaver specific, details like diet or dam construction.  

The consistency of the respondents’ knowledge was cross-verified by using in-depth type 

of questions. For example, if a respondent chose to answer  with ‘herbivorous’ to the 

question about the beaver’s diet,  but with ‘to elevate the water level and for catching 

fish’  to the question regarding the purpose of dam construction, then, a clear 

discrepancy could be observed.  

 

Section 3, ‘Knowledge about beaver’s conservation status in the area’, was designed to 

measure the level of information about the current status of species conservation and 

about the beaver reintroduction in Covasna. Additionally, any direct beaver encounters or 

sightings were recorded here.  

 

Section 4, ‘Knowledge about legislation protecting the beaver’, was also designed to 

measure the level of knowledge about the conservation legislation that protects the 

species and about the fines that can be incurred for illegally hunting or trapping beavers.  

 

Section 5, ‘Attitudes towards the reintroduction’, could be considered the central set of 

variables of the questionnaire, because against it other variables would be compared. It 

was designed in the form of a rating Likert-type scale (de Vaus, 2010, 2012; Bernard, 

2011). After identifying what needed to be measured, the scale was constructed, taking 

into consideration the time limit for applying the questionnaire. Therefore, the scale 

included four statements, against five levels of attitude measurements: strong 

agreement, agreement, neutral, disagreement and strong disagreement.  

 

Each one of the four statements had a particular meaning and symbolised a certain 

attitude towards animals (Kellert, 1994). 

 Statement 5.1.,‘I think beaver’s presence is utile for nature’, represents the 

ecologistic  attitude, which is defined as a concern for “interrelationships 

between wildlife species and natural habitats” (Kellert, 1985: 170). 
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 Statement 5.2. ‘I like the idea that the beaver was reintroduced, but I don’t want 

them in my area’, represents the negativistic attitude, which is described through 

avoidance of animals because of dislike or fear (Kellert, 1985: 170). 

 Statement 5.3. ‘ I think beaver’s presence in the area could bring more money in 

the area through tourism or other recreational activities’, represents the 

utilitarian attitude, which is described as the concern for the material value of 

animals. (Kellert, 1985: 170). 

 Statement 5.4. ‘I believe the money spent on this reintroduction would have 

been better spent on something else’, represents the neutralistic attitude, which 

is described this time through avoidance of animals because of indifference 

(Kellert, 1985: 170). 

 

Section 6, ‘Human-wildlife conflict’, was included in the questionnaire inspired by the 

social context of both areas I conducted my field research in. After I had several talks with 

the representatives of Covasna county Environment Protection Agency  (EPA) and after 

the media research (www.covasnamedia.ro, 2010) (agroromania.manager.ro, 2010), 

where I found local newspaper articles reporting  on damages done by the beavers, I 

included questions that could measure the level of human – wildlife conflict. These 

questions were addressed to the respondents who had properties or households very 

near the water, as it is known that beavers’ maximum foraging distance from the pond 

can reach a maximum range from 60 – 250 m. 

 

Section 7, ‘Personal details & Relationship with nature’, was included for measuring the 

level of environmental voluntary work undertook in the community or to find out what 

types of outdoor activities people prefer and consequently, to find out what is their 

degree of connection with the natural environment. This section had another meaning 

too. More precisely, the question had an interpretative role (Schutt, 2009). Correlating 

these questions with the attitude score, could reveal a different facet of people’s 

attitudes, which could explain for example, their relationship with the environment they 

live in. 

(Full-length questionnaires are placed in the Appendices).    
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3.2.2.3 Questionnaire  Data Collection 
 
The entire data collection was done between 13 May – 2 July 2012. The only event that 

could have interfered with the data collection process was the local elections day on the 

10th of June when it was decided not to apply questionnaires. 

As a mention, because in Covasna county there is a high percentage of Magyar ethnic 

groups, working with two field assistants for facilitating the actual translation of the 

questionnaire from Romanian to Magyar and for helping applying it, was the most 

reasonable thing to do for maximasing the return of as many valid responses as possible.  

 
 

 Piloting 

Two separate pilot tests were carried out over two small samples from the communities 

where the final version of the questionnaire was applied. 

For Covasna county (on 13th of May) the pilot test consisted of 12 respondents and as a 

results a few changes were made, like the identifying of recurring answers that were 

moved in the closed list questions. 

For the Danube Delta location, the piloting was done (on 16th of June) with three persons 

from Sfantu Gheorghe village and no further changes were applied. 

 

Sampling regime 

For both study areas, because there were no reliable census sources available, the 

Systematic sampling method was chosen, which favours the simple random sampling 

(Newing, 2011: 69). A random numbers list was used to pick the first house in the village, 

after which successive houses were selected at a ten (bigger village) or five (smaller 

village) interval, depending on how big the village was and walked every street until 

finishing sampling. The number of houses in each village varied between approximate 200 

and 400, therefore their sampling size varied between 10 and 30, depending on people’s 

availability. Figure 3.2. shows the locations of the 22 villages where the sampling regime 

was applied. 

  



36 
 

 

 

Figure 3.2 Covasna county beaver distribution and which villages in the proximity were visited 

 

For Sfantu Gheorghe village the sampling raised a particular problem, because the reality 

in the field was that a high proportion of the houses were, either completely abandoned 

or not inhabited for long periods of time. Figure 3.3. shows the location of Sfantu 

Gheorghe village, where the sampling was done. 
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Figure 3.3 The location of Sfantu Gheorghe village in the Danube Delta 

 

3.2.3 The Focus Group 

3.2.3.1 Choice of method  
 
The focus group was aimed at gathering insights from the communities at the beginning 

of the research, as an ice breaker and for putting their relationship with nature in 

perspective. 

3.2.3.2 Structure design 
 

The focus group had the overall aim to reveal the reasons behind the shared opinions 

regarding people’s relationship with the environment, without mentioning the issue of 

beaver reintroduction, and it followed the next structure (the full outline is in the 

Appendices): 

a) Introduction had the role of a conversation and the objective to see what is the 

individual’s attitude towards the community and what power of intervention and 

initiative do they have. An ice breaker exercise was use to find out what were top 
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three general problems and benefits of each person related with living in Sfantu 

Gheorghe. 

b) General attitude towards conservation and their relationship with nature and 

natural resources topic, where the objective was to identify people’s level of trust 

in conservation. 

c) Community’s perception on institutions: WWF, BDDRA, DDDNI, etc topic had the 

objective to help understanding how people position themselves towards 

institutions and their level of trust in the ones who implement the conservation 

projects. 

d) Ecological reconstruction and species reintroduction topic had the objective to find 

out how great is the fear from the unknown (species and the whole initiative) and 

what possible scenarios do people have regarding the results of a such program, 

like Rewilding. 

e) The end and balancing the discussion, wrapping up with a few ideas what can be 

done in the future with the locals’ initiative. 

3.2.3.3 Data collection 
 

Sampling regime 

As previously shown, organising a focus group proved to be quite difficult. In Covasna 

county, because I was too new to the communities and I was limited by time, organising 

the meeting for the focus groups proved to be unfeasible. 

 

However, in Sfantu Gheorghe village, in the Danube Delta, after an unsuccessful attempt 

on 11 June (invitation poster photo in the Appendices), I decided to try again towards 

the end of my stay in the village and, on 28 June, 6 members of the community 

participated on this second attempt. According to the literature (Schutt, 2009; Bernard, 

2011; Newing et al, 2011) this represented an optimum number of participants. The 

meeting was moderated by me with the help one of the members of the WWF team 

which was also present in the discussions.  
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3.3 DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS 
 

3.3.1 The Questionnaires: Statistical Analysis  
 

3.3.1.1 Setting up the data for the analysis: Coding and Code Books 
 
Processing the gathered data for the two samples with a statistical software package 

(SPSS 20) required choosing and applying a coding scheme to the variables. Multiple-

choice and open ended questions raised a particular difficulty when dealing with. In the 

end, using a multiple-response method proved to be the solution by creating separate 

codes for cumulative responses. 

 

For open-ended questions, two types of variables were analysed, with or without a limited 

number of responses for which all the responses were carefully looked at in order to 

identify possible duplicates. 

 

For the rest of the variables for closed questions, a general rule was applied, by which 

ascending numeric values were given to alphabet letters from A to Z  and 0 = ‘Do not 

know’, -1= ‘Not applicable’ for that answer and -2 = ‘Do not know the beaver species at 

all’, from question 2.2. to Section 6 of the questionnaire. 

 

3.3.1.2 Constructing scores for measuring knowledge 
Sections 2, 3 and 4 of the questionnaire were constructed as quizzes and, as suggested in 

the literature (de Vaus, 2012), the most suited method to construct the scale for them 

was through the simple cumulative index. 

 

3.3.1.3 Statistical tests 
The statistical analysis was carried out through a step-by-step approach, from the a 

univariate analysis level through a bivariate analysis to a multivariate analysis - using  

multiple regression models. 

 



40 
 

3.3.2 The Focus Group: Conversation Analysis  
 
The basis for the analysis of the focus group results was formed on the notes taken during 

the discussion and the hand-written papers from the introductory ice breaking exercise. 

Because the focus group was singular and there was no other opportunity to run another 

one, the information was considered unsaturated (Newing et al, 2011:116).  

 

As well, because the focus group is a form of qualitative interview, the most appropriate 

analysis method for this small amount of collected data, in this case, was the conversation 

analysis. It requires taking into account the particularities and interactions between the 

participants (Bernard, 2011:421). The conversation was not audio recorded, because that 

was considered to be too intrusive for a first contact with the community. 
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4 RESULTS 
 

4.1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLECTED 
QUESTIONNAIRES 

  

The overall aim of presenting the Results is to reflect as much as possible the answers to 

the research objectives. The type of questionnaire applied on two independent, randomly 

selected samples was purposely designed to gather a great variety of information, with 

the ultimate goal of infirming or not the null hypothesis of the research. 

 

In both locations the questionnaire was applied through a face-to-face method survey. 

From a total of 346 responses, 231 questionnaires (except 12 for the pilot survey) were 

applied in Covasna county and 100 (except 3 for the pilot) were applied in Sfantu 

Gheorghe village. 

 

4.2 COMPARATIVE SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHICS RESULTS 
 
Respondent populations were fairly homogenous between the study areas, Covasna 

county (CV) and Sfantu Gheorghe village (SF), with respect to the median duration of 

residency in the area (20 years+), to the median category of educational level (high 

school/ vocation school) and to the median category of reported gross monthly 

household income (1500 – 1999 RON, equivalent  to  £ 266 - 355).  

 

Noticeably, the majority of people from both areas were not involved in activities linked 

with an interest in the natural environment (e.g.: voluntary work): CV 64.9% and SF 55%. 

However, the respondents who declared that are taking outdoor trips for species 

observation are in a greater number in SF 21% compared to 9.1% in CV. 

 

Respondents differed in terms of other socio-demographic variables. The male-female 

ration was approximately 2:1 for CV (with 64.5% male respondents) and 1:1 for SF. The 

working force percentage was slightly higher in Covasna county, with 23.4% retired 

people in CV and 29% in SF, various skilled traders 17.3% CV - 12% SF fishermen and 
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house wives 13.4% CV – 21% SF. The median birth date category was with 10 years lower 

in SF (1951 - 1960) than in CV (1961 - 1970). 

 

Focus group Sfantu Gheorghe village results: 

Among the signalled social problems of the community it is worth mentioning the very 

high prices for groceries, the lack of work places, the drastic decrease in birth rate, the 

poor quality of drinking water, the lacking of social interaction between the villagers (the 

predominance of bars attended by men). In the same time, the participants were content 

about maintaining a good relationship with the mayor, having a permanent doctor and a 

local priest, or having a bakery (the first one in the past 20 years). 

 

Objective 1: Level of knowledge about the beaver’s behaviour. Measurement in each 

sample and comparison between them 

Analysis methods: percentages, simple cumulative index, independent t-test, chi-square 

 

4.3 BEAVER’S BEHAVIOUR GENERAL KNOWLEDGE SCORES  
 

To the first questions from Section 2, “Have you ever heard of the beaver?” (2.1.), the 

percentages of positive answers  (“Yes”), from both study areas were almost identical, 

with 83.1% (CV) and 80% (SF) (Fig. 4.1.). 
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Figure 4.1 Sfantu Gheorghe sample awareness of beaver species existence compared with Covasna sample 

 

Next, a comparison between both samples respondents’ level of knowledge on the species 

subject was done with two simple cumulative indexes. 

 

They were composed from the respondents’ “scores” for questions 2.2., 2.3., 2.4., 2.5. and 

2.6., where 1 was attributed to the correct answers and 0 to the incorrect and “don’t know” 

answers. The higher the score (with a maximum of 10 points) value is for each individual, the 

higher their level of knowledge about the species. 

 

The maximum score registered for both samples was 7 (Fig 4.2.). The CV sample had the 

maximum number of responses peak at the score of 4 points represented by 32.8 % of the 

respondents (χ2 = 111.115, p = 0.000). In comparison, the SF sample had the maximum 

number of responses peak at the score of 3 points, represented by 27.5 % of the 

respondents for (χ2 = 26.225, p = 0.000).  

No significant differences between the scores of CV and SF respondents were observed 

(independent t-test, t = 1.21, p = 0.22, not significant because p> 0.05). 
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Figure 4.2 Sfantu Gheorghe sample ‘Beaver species knowledge score’ compared with the similar score for 
Covasna sample 

 

Objective 2: Level of knowledge related to the conservation status and the legislation 

protecting the species of each sample and comparison between them 

Analysis methods: descriptive, simple cumulative index, independent t-test, chi square 

 

4.4 BEAVER’S CONSERVATION STATUS & LEGISLATION KNOWLEDGE SCORES  
 

The third section of the CV sample questionnaire had a few particularities and overall 

more elements than its counterpart section of the SF sample questionnaire. Because the 

reintroduction had already taken place in CV county, a few more questions were added (q 

3.2 – 3.4) in order to find out if people are aware of the completed reintroduction and the 

level of information they have about it (Fig. 4.3).  

 

Therefore, to indicate beaver’s conservation status in Romania and legislation knowledge 

for Covasna county a simple cumulative index was constructed using the questions 3.1., 

3.2., 3.3., 3.4., 3.5.,3.7, 4.1. and 4.2.. The open-ended questions 3.6 and 3.8 were not 

included in the score. 
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The maximum accumulated points were 7 and the highest accumulated percentages was 

for score 4 with 32.8 % respectively (χ2 = 111.833, p = 0.000).  

 

 

Figure 4.3 Covasna sample beaver species conservation and legislation individual score 

 

For facilitating the score comparison between the two samples, the cumulative index for 

CV county had to be modified, in order to align the number of comparable elements to 

the SF county sample. Consequently, both cumulative indexes were formed using the 

questions 3.1., 3.7., 4.1. and 4.2., with 4 maximum accumulated points each (Fig. 4.4.). 

 

In this context, the maximum score with the highest percentage value for CV county is 2, 

represented by 38 % of respondents (χ2 = 78.065, p = 0.000), in comparison with 0 score, 

represented by 43.8 % of from SF sample (χ2 = 61.760, p = 0.000).  

Therefore, there was a significant difference between the scores of CV and SF 

respondents (independent t-test, t = 8.37, p = 0.000, significant when p ≤ 0.05). 
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Figure 4.4 Sfantu Gheorghe sample ‘Beaver conservation status and legislation score’ compared with the 
similar score for Covasna sample 

 

Objective 3: Human-wildlife conflict level. Measurement of each sample and comparison 

between them 

Analysis methods: descriptive  

 

4.5 REPORTED DAMAGES CAUSED BY WILD ANIMALS 
 
From the reported level of damages made by wild animals in the CV county, there were 

0% reported incidents caused by beavers. However, the reported level of damages (Fig. 

4.5.) made by other animals like, bears, wild boars or rabbits is high (45.5%) in 

comparison with SF village (16%) made by golden jackals (Canis aureus) or foxes. 

However, these data remained vastly unreported (CV 44.2 % and SF 63.6 %). 
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Figure 4.5 Sfantu Gheorghe sample level of damages caused by wild animals compared with Covasna 
county sample 

 

 

Focus group Sfantu Gheorghe village results: 

The focus group confirmed the survey results, that there weren’t any important damages 

produced by wild animals. However, the villagers said that they tend to come into conflict 

with each other because of the damages done by domestic animals (e.g. free grazing cattle). 

Another level of conflict was with the authorities, which they perceive as either abusive (e.g. 

border police, DDBRA), or not applying fairly the law. They also felt that they can influence 

the solving of community’s small problems, but they felt powerless and afraid to address 

bigger issues, like poaching (including electrocution used for fishing) or high taxes. They 

acknowledged that the fishing regulations have a good effect on the long run, due to their 

conservation purposes. However, they said these had a negative impact on their livelihoods. 
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Objective 4: Civic implications, voluntary work and outdoor activities levels of each 

sample and comparison between them  

Analysis methods: descriptive, independent t-test 

 

4.6 ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

4.6.1 Outdoor activities 
Testing for significant differences between the responses from the two samples, for 

question 7.2., which was asking about the most frequent activities performed outdoors, 

an independent t-test  was carried out. The resulted value of 1.388, with p = 0.166, 

suggested that the difference is not significant, because p > 0.05.  

In addition, the majority of the respondents’ answers reflected activities related to their 

livelihoods, in CV 21.8% chose ‘Farming’ first and 16.4% ‘Gardening’ answers. In SF 27% 

the respondents chose ‘Gardening’ first and 20% ‘Nothing’ answers. 

 

4.6.2 Environment related activities 
No significant difference between the two samples were detected for the second variable 

taken in consideration, which was answering to the question related to the involvement 

in any voluntary work concerning environment protection or wildlife watching activities, 

7.3. (independent t-test, t = 0.469, p =639). 

However, the results shown in Fig. 4.6. indicate that both study areas can be easily 

characterized as lacking activities, with 64.9% respondents from CV and  55% from SF 

declaring no activities at all. A double percent of respondents declared in the SF sample 

(21%) that they do wildlife watching related activities in comparison with the CV sample 

(9.1%). 

 

 



49 
 

 

Figure 4.6 Sfantu Gheorghe sample levels of participation in environment activities compared 
with the levels for Covasna  sample 

 

 

Focus group Sfantu Gheorghe village results:  

Generally, the participants in the focus group, acknowledged the beauty of the place they 

live in, but also pointed out a few environmental problems they were facing: pollution of 

the Danube River and all the garbage which, brought down from up the stream is washed 

on the riverbanks. Another issue is the habit of burning the garbage, even though there is 

a system of waste management in place in the village. As well, some of them approve the 

burning of the reed meadows for “revitalisation” purposes. They were, also aware of the 

disappearance of the mackerel (Scomber scombrus) and Mediterranean monk seal 

(Monachus monachus) species from the area. In the end they argued that the cleaning of 

clogged navigational channels should be decided by them together with the local town 

hall authorities, not only by the DDBRA. 

 

Objective 5: Establishing what factors influence the individual samples attitudes scores 
Applied methods: Likert scale, Cronbach’s alpha test, bivariate correlation, multiple regression. 

 

4.7 THE ATTITUDES 
   

Regarding the ecologistic typology, respondents reported favourable attitudes towards 

the beaver reintroduction, with a large majority in Covasna sample (75.3% agreed). 
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When presented with a negativistic scenario that would relate strictly to their area, 

Sfantu Gheorghe sample respondents maintained their approval of the species (45%) with 

a very close percentage as in the ‘ecologistic’ attitude (53.8%) in comparison with 

Covasna county sample respondents which attitude wasn’t consistent when the scenario 

of a reintroduction was related to their area (38.7%) (in comparison with 75.3% 

ecologistic attitude). 

 

Sfantu Gheorghe sample respondents when were presented an utilitarian scenario, of 

possible earnings, they had a more favourable attitude towards it (42.5%), in comparison 

with Covasna sample respondents (37.6%) or were more neutral (42.9%). 

 

Additionally, when the last neutralistic scenario was presented, Covasna sample 

respondents reaffirmed their general ecologistic position and stated that they don’t think 

that the financial resources allocated for the reintroduction would have been better 

spent on something else, so they disagreed with the statement (44%). In contrast, Sfantu 

Gheorghe sample respondents agreed with this scenario (41.3%) (see Table 1). 

 

 
Attitudes 

Covasna sample Sfantu Gheorghe sample 
 

Agree 
% 

 
Neutral 

% 

 
Disagree 

% 

 
Agree 

% 

 
Neutral 

% 

 
Disagree 

% 

 
ECOLOGISTIC 
‘I think beaver’s 

presence is utile for 
nature’ 
 

 
75.3 

 
17.8 

 
6.8 

 
53.8 

 
31.3 

 
15 

 
NEGATIVISTIC 
‘I like the idea that the 
beaver was 
reintroduced, but I don’t 
want them in my area’ 
 

 

 
35.6 

 
25.7 

 
38.7 

 
33.8 

 
21.3 

 
45 
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UTILITARIAN 
‘I think beaver’s 
presence in the area 
could bring more money 
in the area through 
tourism or other 
recreational activities’ 

 

 
37.6 

 
42.9 

 
19.3 

 
42.5 

 
30 

 
27.5 

 
NEUTRALISTIC 
‘I believe the money 
spent on this 
reintroduction would 
have been better spent 
on something else’ 
 

 
30.4 

 
25.7 

 
44 

 
41.3 

 
32.5 

 
26.3 

Table 1 – Reported percentages of Agree = strongly agree + agree, Neutral, and Disagree = strongly 
disagree+ disagree of variables coded on Likert scale from “strongly disagree” = 1 to “strongly 
disagree” = 5. 

 

4.7.1 Constructing scales for attitudinal variables 
 

First, the overall direction of the scale was established starting from the lowest score of 1 

indicating a strong disagreement and going to the highest score of 5 indicating a strong 

agreement with the assertion made. 

However, for questions 5.2. (‘I like the idea that the beaver was/ will be reintroduced, but 

I don’t want it in my area.’) and 5.4. (‘I believe the money spent on this reintroduction 

would have been better spent on something else’) the coding direction was opposite (e.g. 

for question  5.2. the code 5 “strongly agree” was the equivalent of code 1 “strongly 

disagree” of  question 5.1.).  

In order to establish a consistent scale direction, a reverse-coding (dividing by -1) method 

was applied to questions 5.2. and 5.4., giving them the same direction as the rest of the 

scale.  

 

Second, the interval limit of the scale was calculated as the interval between the most 

negative combined answers and most positive combined answers. The scale can take 

values from -8 to +8. 
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Third, the last step that had to be taken before constructing the actual scale was 

assessing the quality of the scale. This was accomplished through the Cronbach’s alpha 

test and the item-total correlation statistics, which indicated if each variable will be 

appropriate in the future scale. 

 

For Covasna sample the alpha coefficient was 0.579, with the recommendation of 

deleting item 5.3. for an alpha value increased to 0.644.  The alpha value for a reliable 

scale is suggested to be 0.7. However, I chose not to delete question 5.3., because is part 

from a limited set of only four questions measuring the attitudes and because this type of 

statistics is known to be influenced by the number of respondents. 

For Sfantu Gheorghe sample the test returned the value of 0.744, with no 

recommendation of deleting any item. 

Finally, each individual scale score was constructed through a new variable by summing 

up the answers to each of the four individual questions.  

Figure 4.7. shows the overall final score represents the percentage of each attitude score 

related to the total number of respondents.  

 

 

Figure 4.7 Sfantu Gheorghe ‘Attitude score’ compared with the similar score for Covasna sample 
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Sfantu Gheorghe sample didn't have values under -4, yet it had peak values of 15 % for 

score -2 and 17.5 % for the neutral score of 0 and no greater value than 15 % for scores 

above 0, in comparison with Covasna county sample, which had its highest value of 21.5% 

for score 2. 

The overall results are (Table 2): for Covasna sample 64.8 % had positive attitudes (scores 

1  6), 35.2 % had negative attitudes (scores -6  -1) and 13.1 % had neutral attitudes 

(score 0); for Sfantu Gheorghe sample 50 % had positive attitudes (scores 1  6), 32.6% 

had negative attitudes (scores -4  -1) and 17.5 % had neutral attitudes (score 0). 

 

 

4.7.2 Factors correlated with the attitudes scores  
 

Respondent’s gender, time lived in the area, occupation, birth period, education level, 

frequent activity outdoor and other activities related to the natural environment, income 

level, beaver species knowledge score, beaver species conservation status and legislation 

knowledge score, house’s distance from the water, owned farmland and its distance from 

 
 

Valid Scores 

 
% Covasna 

county sample 
 

 
% Sfantu Gheorghe county sample 

-6 0.5 - 
-5 0.5 - 
-4 1.0 6.3 
-3 4.2 6.3 
-2 8.4 15.0 
-1 8.9 5.0 
0 13.1 17.5 
1 13.6 15.0 
2 21.5 7.5 
3 13.1 10.0 
4 11.0 12.5 
5 3.1 2.5 
6 1.0 2.5 

 
Totals 

100% 
191 of 231 respondents 
 

100% 
80 of 100 respondents 

Table 2 Covasna county beaver’s conservation status & legislation score percentages compared with the 
similar score for Tulcea county sample 
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the water bank and wild animal damages variables were correlated with the Attitude 

scores from the two samples. 

 

The results (with a range from -1 to 1, where 0 showed no relationship) were considered as 

follows: a trivial relationship from +/- 0.01 to 0.09, a low to moderate one +/- 0.10 to 0.29 

or a moderate to a substantial one +/- 0.30 to 0.49, at the significance level (p) ≤ 0.05. 

However, they don’t demonstrate the causality between the variables, they just indicate a 

relationship.  

 

From 14 possible variables, only 6 displayed significant relationships with the attitudes 

score and they will be described in turn. 

Occupation 

This variable showed to be positively correlated only with the attitude score from 

Covasna sample (rs = 0.207, p = 0.004). The same relationship cannot be reported for SF 

sample (p = 0.119). 

Birth period 

It was negatively correlated with the attitude score for both CV (rs = -0.191, p = 0.004) and 

SF (rs = -0.427, p = 0.000) samples. 

Education level 

The education level was both significantly positively correlated with the attitude score for 

both CV sample (rs = 0.378, p = 0.000) and for SF (rs = 0.311, p = 0.005) samples. 

Beaver species knowledge score 

The relationship between the beaver species knowledge score and the attitudes score 

was positively correlated for both CV (rs = 0.162, p = 0.026) and SF (rs = 0.301, p = 0.007) 

samples. 

Beaver conservation status and legislation knowledge score 

This variable showed a positively correlated relationship with the attitudes score for CV 

sample (rs = 0.293, p = 0.000) and for SF sample (rs = 0.250, p = 0.025). 

House’s distance from the water 

This correlation was relevant only for CV sample, where it was significantly correlated (rs = 

0.304, p = 0.000). On the other hand for SF sample there wasn’t any significant 

correlation (p = 0.283). 
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4.7.3 Factors significantly associated with attitudes scores 
 

Multiple regression models can be used to identify the factors that are more significant 

than others in relationship with the attitudes score. 

Because for some of the correlations Pearson’s coefficient (r) was used, it is useful to 

identify nonlinear relationships with the help of this coefficient in conjunction to another 

one which also measures linearity, eta. Therefore if eta is much higher than r, the 

relationship is not linear. 

4.7.3.1 The analysis for Covasna county sample  
 

In Table 3 are shown the results for Covasna county sample. Because the ‘Occupation’ 

and ‘Birth period’ variables didn’t have a linear relationship with the dependent variable, 

they weren’t included in the multiple regression model. 

 

Table 3 Showing if the independent variables, that correlate significantly with the Attitudes score, in 
Covasna sample, are also in a linear relationship 

After running the model with the stepwise method, where adjusted R2 = .249, F3, 184 = 

21.651, p= 0.000, 3 out of 4 independent variables proved to be significantly related to 

the attitude score: 

  education level, B = .323, p < 0.000001 

  house distance from the water bank, B = .240, p< 0.0002 

 beavers’ conservation status and legislation knowledge score, B = .222, p = 0.0001 

 

The full model, consisting of correlations, coefficients and excluded variables tables, can 

be found in the Appendices.  
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In the end, in order to check if there are any multivariate violations of normality, the 

patterns and the histogram of standardised residuals were examined. 

The standardised predicted values plotted against standardised residual values for 

Covasna sample, shows these scattered along the Y axis and distributed relatively evenly, 

which denotes a relatively good variance (Fig. 4.8.). 

 

Figure 4.8 Scatterplot showing normal residuals pattern distribution for Covasna sample 

As well, the resulted histogram (Fig. 4.9.) of regression’s standardized residual was 

examined and it proved to have an approximate normal distribution. 
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Figure 4.9 Histogram showing standardised residuals with normal curve for Covasna sample 

4.7.3.2 The analysis for Sfantu Gheorghe village sample  
The same method was applied for Sfantu Gheorghe sample.  

First, it was established if the independent variables have a linear relationship with the 

dependent variable. The comparison between the two coefficients (Pearson’s and Eta) 

showed that ‘Birth period’ variable didn’t have a relationship of this kind and it wasn’t 

included in the multiple regression model. The results are presented in Table 4. 

 

 

Table 4 Showing if the independent variables, that correlate significantly with the Attitudes score, in 
Sfantu Gheorghe sample, are also in a linear relationship 
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Next, in the same way as applied for the Covasna sample the model with the stepwise 

method was run. The output showed adjusted R2 = .138, F2, 77 = 7.307, p = 0.001 and 2 out 

of 3 independent variables were significantly related to the Attitude score: 

  education level, B = .318, p < 0.003 

  beavers’ conservation status and legislation knowledge score, B = .250, p = 0.019 

 

Also, the full model, consisting of correlations, coefficients and excluded variables tables, 

can be found in the Appendices.  

Again, for checking if there are any multivariate violations of normality, the patterns and 

the histogram of standardised residuals were examined. 

Firstly, the patterns of the standardised residuals showed a normal distribution along the 

Y axis (Fig 4.10).  

 

Figure 4.10 Scatterplot showing normal residuals pattern distribution for Sfantu Gheorghe sample 

 

Secondly, the histogram (Fig. 4.11.) of the regression’s standardized residuals showed, 

like in the case of Covasna county model, a normal distribution. 
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Figure 4.11 Histogram showing standardised residuals with normal curve for Sfantu Gheorghe sample 
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5 DISCUSSION 
 

5.1 The typology of basic wildlife values show mixed attitudes towards beaver 
reintroductions 

 

When presented with a set of basic attitudinal scenarios (ecologistic, negativistic, 

utilitarian and neutralistic), the responses from the two samples differed significantly on 

two of them. 

 

On one hand, the ecologist typology was strongly represented in Covasna sample, where 

people agreed that the beaver has a utility in nature. However, there is no causality 

between this attitude and the level of knowledge about the biology of the species. On the 

other hand when it came to beaver’s presence in the area (negativistic attitude), the 

responses where distributed evenly between the ‘agree’, ‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’ and this 

could be explained through the long history of conflicts with the wildlife in their areas, 

thus association with a threat.  

 

In comparison, Sfantu Gheorghe sample respondents’ supported in a larger percentage 

the reintroduction in their area and even more they had a higher level of support for 

beaver’s ecosystem services as they could see that it could benefit the area.  

This might be connected with their summer activities; therefore it represents more a 

projection of their economic desires, not being reflected by the knowledge about species 

role in the ecosystem. 

 

Also, more respondents from Sfantu Gheorghe than Covasna would use the resources for 

something else rather than beaver reintroduction, a possible explanation of it being  the 

economic constraints they are facing. 

 

5.1.1 Certain demographics descriptors are relevant for describing attitudes 
 

When interpreting the results it is worth paying attention to the demographic 

characteristics of the population put in the geographical context of each study area. The 
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results from the Danube Delta showed that the sample is characterised by a higher rate of 

employment, an older and population with lesser males than the Covasna county sample.  

These finding were supported by the focus group results, where the participants 

emphasized the lack of working places. This situation is also explained by the distance, 

perceived as remoteness by the Sfantu Gheorghe inhabitants, from the county city 

residence, Tulcea and their ability to commute there. 

 

When correlating these factors with the attitude score, some of them revealed 

interesting relationships. 

The occupational factor, which shows that, the skilled the work position one has, the 

more positive one attitude is towards the reintroduction was only significantly correlated 

for Covasna county. 

 

The correlation of the attitude score with the birth period showed that the younger the 

person is, the more is inclined to have a more negative attitude towards the beaver 

reintroduction, especially in the Danube Delta, where the correlation coefficient was 

higher than in Covasna county. Although important as a factor, the birth period didn’t 

represent one that caused a decline in positive attitudes (as the multiple regression 

showed).  

 

The education level was also an important factor and it stood as a major cause that 

influenced the scores on the attitude scale in both study areas. It was positively 

significant correlated with the attitude scores, which means that the higher the level of 

education a person had, the more positive its attitude towards the reintroduction.  

 

These findings are supported by previous studies (Kellert 1994; Jonker et al., 2006; 

McKinstry and Aderson, 199), however this comparison should be treated with caution 

because the perceptions differ dependent on the species. 
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5.1.2 Objective 1: There is no difference between the levels of Beaver species 
knowledge in the study areas and they moderately relate to attitudes 

 

At the general level of knowledge questions, if the respondents have ever heard of the 

beaver species, there was no difference in the results between the two samples. 

However, anecdotally, in Covasna county the actual ‘beaver’ word posed a few 

understanding problems (‘castor’ in Romanian was confounded with a piece of 

equipment and a car engine oil brand and  ‘hod’ in Magyar was confounded with ‘moon’ 

and ‘satellite’).  

 

At the next, more advanced level, regarding the in depth knowledge about the species 

behavior (e.g. diet, living habitat, etc.), there were no significant differences between the 

study areas. Looking at the graphical representation of the results, the patterns looked 

mirrored, with Covasna county sample having slightly higher scores on the growing part 

of the scale and Sfantu Gheorghe having a more uniform set of responses.   

 

When correlated with the attitudes scores, the beaver species knowledge scores 

indicated a significant correlation, which suggests that the more the respondents  knew 

about the species, the positive their attitudes were. Furthermore, Sfantu Gheorghe in 

comparison with Covasna had a higher correlation coefficient, which might indicate that 

the people rely on what they know about the species in order to form opinions as they 

didn’t have direct experiences with the beaver. 

 

Although correlated, the direct impact of scores on the actual respondents’ attitudes 

towards the reintroductions (past and proposed), is negligible. These findings are similar 

to ones from studies confirming that knowledge and wildlife understanding in general 

have a moderate influence on the attitudes. And this might be explained through the fact 

that knowledge could be the starting point for strengthening attitudes and not the reason 

for attitudinal change (Kellert, 1994). 
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5.1.3 Objective 2: There is a significant difference between the levels of knowledge 
about the Beaver species conservation status and the legislation protecting the 
species in the study areas.  

 

The difference between the two levels of knowledge scores related to beaver 

conservation status and the laws protecting it in Romania is one of the most notable from 

the study. The visual and the statistical analysis indicate where the difference is. In Sfantu 

Gheorghe the 0 peak of knowledge showed that the majority of respondents don’t know 

or wrongly assumed the answers to the questions composing the score.  

 

An interesting fact to mention here is that at question 3.8. ‘Where (have you seen or 

heard, about the beaver existence in other parts of the country)?’ 16 people from 

Covasna sample said they know it to exist in the Danube Delta and 4 people specifically 

said that they know it to exist in Transylvania. This fact confirms the lack of accuracy in 

knowledge of respondents from both samples. 

 

The correlations of these variables with the attitudes scores indicated significant positive 

coefficients for both samples. Therefore, the more people know about conservation and 

law related issues the more they have a positive attitude towards the reintroductions. In 

this situation, Beaver conservation status and legislation knowledge score is a highly 

relevant factor that influences people’s attitudes, not only a moderate like the more 

general Beaver species knowledge score. 

5.1.4 Objective 3: Human-wildlife conflict levels differ significantly between the two 
Romanian areas   

 

The level of damages done wild animals was significantly higher in Covasna county, in 

comparison with the reported figures from Sfantu Gheorghe. These data shouldn’t be 

interpreted without expressing a few underlying issues. First of all the number of species 

that can produce damages was much lower around the Sfantu Gheorghe village and 

people owned far less land than in Covasna as it is not suitable for agriculture.  

Second, the villagers had to deal with other sorts of conflicts, between them, as well, the 

relationship between fishermen, in general, and the authorities is not a very good one. 
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In the beaver reintroduction scenario these effects would probably affect the wildlife 

acceptance capacity. As some studies show (Kloskowski 2010, Siemer et al. 2004) those 

nuisance beavers were culled by the stakeholders who had damages because of them. 

This happened in spite of the stakeholders receiving or not compensations, due tot a poor 

cooperation with the conservation authorities. In other studied cases the tolerance grew 

and people got used to a minimum level of damage caused by beavers (Jonker et al. 

2006).  

What can be learnt from the Covasna case, is that even when the level of damages is 

high, but their reporting levels are low, this didn’t mean that the level of tolerance 

decreased. People expect from the authorities to implement protection measures against 

wild animals, which can lead to conflicts between the stakeholders (usually between the 

land owners and the hunting associations). 

 

Last, the correlations between respondents’ attitudes and house distance from water 

indicated a relation. People who had their properties further away from the river had 

more positive attitudes towards the beaver’s reintroduction. 

The lower score, and implicitly more negative attitude of respondents  having properties 

closer to the river, can be explained through their perceived connection between 

potential river damages and damages to their property . In our case they might see the 

beaver as potentially affecting the river which in turn will affect their properties. 

 

5.1.5 Objective 4: Civic implications, voluntary work and outdoor activities levels of 
each sample and comparison between them  

 

As shown in the results, both samples are characterized by a lack of involvement in 

environment related activities. Overall, these findings confirm the European Union 

“Attitudes of the European citizens towards the environment” 2008 report, where 

Romania is second to last amongst the EU countries list concerning people’s attitudes 

towards the importance of protecting the environment (49% said is “very important” in 

Romania in comparison with 94%  in Cyprus or 89% in Sweden). 
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In Sfantu Gheorghe a remarkable result is that 2.3 times more respondents than in 

Covasna said that they undertake some wildlife related activities. This relatively higher 

involvement   in wildlife activities can be explained by the fact that during the short 

summer season, the locals, also work as tourist guides. 

Additionally, in both areas the most frequent outdoor activities are connected to 

subsistence (gardening, small scale agriculture in Covasna only, etc.), therefore for the 

majority doing other environment activities associated with leisure or volunteering  are 

regarded as a luxury or they aspect to be offered voluntary work opportunities.   

 

It is relevant to mention that there is also a difference between the unemployment 

figures of the two areas, as Covasna county has one of the highest rate in the country 

with 7.95%, compared to the 4.62% rate for Tulcea county (www.anofm.ro/statistica, 

2012). 

Although, Sfantu Gheorghe benefits from tourism due its geographical position, having 

both wetland surroundings and the Black Sea side, together with Covasna county they 

both have high rates of rural unemployment and both lack infrastructural development.  

 

These findings are supported by previous similar studies (Kellert 1994; Jonker et al., 2006; 

McKinstry and Aderson, 199). However, the comparison should be treated with caution as 

the mentioned studies coverage was over different areas from different countries and the 

perceptions towards species are modified by the cultural, socio-political context and by 

the species itself. 

 

It could be said than, that after analysing the data relevant for fulfilling the objectives, the 

null hypothesis can be infirmed and conclude that people are changing their attitudes 

after being exposed to either information about or direct relationship with the studied 

species. 

 

5.2 Limitations of the study 
 
The present study had a few predicted limitations, generally correlated with 

collection data. And these included potential misunderstandings of word phrasing 

http://www.anofm.ro/statistica
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from my behalf, but also from respondents’ behalf. Another challenge it was to stay 

impartial and even when I regard myself I did so, the level of uncertainty is still rather 

high. That is why it would have been useful to work in both areas with a partner or 

assistant, as a source of constant critical feedback. That would have minimized the 

level of bias. 

One of the main strengths of this project is that from the beginning it ran alongside an 

existing conservation project. As well, form the start it was intended to provide the 

conservation project with a clearer view over the reasons that might influence human 

attitudes towards a species reintroduction. 

 

5.3 Research lessons learnt and suggested recommendations as derived from 
the studied attitudes from Covasna county  

 
 The project's level of communication in the area was minimal, which was 

reflected in the fact that almost nobody knew which conservation team 

reintroduced the beaver in the area or when, even if respondents were 

residents there for more than 20 years. Therefore, for Sfantu Gheorghe area it 

would be desirable to have a communication strategy from the very beginning 

that would include regular updates, focus groups and themed consultations 

with the inhabitants. 

 The low level awareness is also the consequence that the local communities 

weren't involved in any stage of the project, including the monitoring of the 

species. Figure 5.1 shows the extension of the typical science-based 

conservation project, where the whole process is permanently assessed against 

itself and where a monitoring system is in place. It could be advised here an 

inclusive approach, that will include the interested parts of the community in 

monitoring the introduced animals. And the means of doing this should take 

into account the cultural characteristics of the community and may be 

developed in a similar method as the  "Rare Pride Program". The level of 

involvement could have a direct influence on the wildlife carrying capacity of 

the area. 
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Figure 5.1 A  decision framework based on negotiation and scientific research, with the extension of the 
strategy for long run implementation (after Henry and Amoros, 1995) 

 

 
 
 
In conclusion, all the described results of this study and background information 

intertwine and change all the time in their relationship with each other.  

For centuries humans acted as masters over nature and over natural resources, however, 

in the light of climatic changes and the need for more resources, there is an increasing 

trend in changing perspective over how we live in the natural environment.  

 

This entire ideal scenario could be achieved with some prerequisites: to understand both 

the science and human behaviour, for preventing unjust conservation and reaching 

consensus in the end. 
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APPENDICES 
 
 

 
Figure 0.1 Covasna county, beaver paw prints, May 2012 

 
 
 

 
Figure 0.2 Covasna county, old trees cut down by beaver and human (back of the photo), May 2012 
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Figure 0.3 Danube Delta channel view, June 2012 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 0.4 Pelicans taking off in the Danube Delta, June 2012 
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Questionnaire English version 
 

Attitudes towards past beavers’ reintroduction in rural Covasna County  
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
All the information provided by all the respondents is anonymous, confidential and only the final results will 
be disseminated through the MSc Conservation Science final paper, at Imperial College London, UK. 
 

1. PERSONAL DETAILS 
 
1.1. Gender:   a) Female  b) Male 
 

              1.2. How long have you lived in the area?  
              a) Under 1 year   b) 1 – 5 years  c) 6 – 10 years   
              d) 11 – 15 years  e) 16 – 20 years f) More than 20 years 
 
 1.3. What is your occupation?....................................................................... 
 
 1.4. When were you born? 

a) Before 1930     b) 1931 - 1940      c) 1941 - 1950  d) 1951 – 1960 
e) 1961 – 1970     f) 1971 – 1980             g) 1981 – 1990         h) After 1990 

 
2. KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE BEAVERS’ BEHAVIOUR 

 
2.1. Have you ever heard of beaver/ biber/ hod/ breb/ brebina?  

             a) Yes (go to question 2.2.)  b) No (go to Section 6) 
 

2.2. Which of the names below do you recognise?  
a) Beaver 
b) Biber  
c) Hod  
d) Breb  
e) Brebina 

 
2.3. Where does the beaver live?  
a) In the water and on the water bank 
b) Only on the ground 
c) Only in the water 
d) I don’t know 

 
2.4. The beaver is: 
a) Herbivorous  
b) Carnivorous  
c) Herbivorous and carnivorous  
d) I don’t know 

 
2.5. The beavers construct dams to 
a) Elevate the water level and to insure their underwater entry in the shelters 
b) To elevate the water level and to catch fish 
c) I don’t know 

 
2.6. In your opinion with what other species does the beaver resemble? 
a) Marmot  
b) Otter 
c) Nutria 
d) Muskrat/ bizamul 
e) I don’t know 
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         3.  KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE REINTRODUCTION 
 

3.1. In Romania the beavers 
a) Existed once  
b) Existed once and still exists  
c) Exist only in the present 
d) Doesn’t exist 
e) I don’t know 

 
3.2. Have you heard before about the beaver reintroduction in the area before answering to this 
questionnaire? 
a) Yes (go to question 3.3.)   b) No (go to question 3.5.) 

 
3.3. Where did you hear from? 
a) From my family 
b) From the town hall 
c) From the team which reintroduced them 
d) From the local paper 
e) From the church 
f) From the hunters’ association  
g) From somebody else. Please state from who……………………………………………… 

 
3.4. Who implemented the reintroduction? 
a) The Institute for Forest Research and Management (IFRM) Brasov  
b) The Agency for Environment Protection (AEP) Covasna  
c) The Company for Water Management (CWM) Covasna  
d) I don’t know 

 
3.5. Have you ever seen beavers around the village? 
a) Yes (go to question 3.6.)  b) No (go to question 3.7.) 

 
3.6. Where? ………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
3.7.  Have you seen or heard to exist in other parts of the country?  
a) Yes (go to question 3.8.)  b) No (go to Section 4)   
 
3.8. Where?................................................................................................... 
 

        4.  LEGISLATION 
 

4.1. In Romania hunting beavers are forbidden all year round?  
a) Yes (go to question 4.2.)  b) No (go to Section 5)  
c) I don’t know (go to Section 5) 

 
4.2. What is the fee for hunting a beaver? 
a) 6000 euro   
b) 6000 ron 
c) I don’t know 
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      5.  ATTITUDES ABOUT THE REINTRODUCTION 
 

To what extend do you agree or disagree with each 
of the statements? If you don’t know, please don’t 
tick anything. 

Strongly agree/  Agree/  Neutral/  Disagree/  
Strongly disagree 
                                                                                     

 
5.1. I think beaver’s presence is utility for nature. 
 
5.2. I like the idea that the beaver was 
reintroduced, but I don’t want them in my area. 
 
5.3. I think beaver’s presence in the area could bring 
more money in the area through tourism or other 
recreational activities.  
 
5.4. I believe the money spent on this 
reintroduction would have been better spent on 
something else. 

 

 
 
6.  REPORTED DAMAGES 
 

6.1. At what distance from the water bank is your household? 
a) 0 - 29 m b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m  f) More 

than 200 m 
 

6.2. Do you own farming land in the area? 
a) Yes (go to question 6.3.) b) Nu (go to question 6.4.) 

 
6.3. At what distance from the water bank do you own the land? 
a) 0 - 29 m b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m  f) More 

than 200 m 
 

6.4. Did you have damages because of wild animals? 
a) Yes (go to question 6.5.)  b) No (go to Section 7) 
 
6.5. Where? 
a) in the back garden   b) on the farm land 

 
6.6. What exactly were the damages and from whose fault? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
6.7. What measures did you take?  
a) I reported the damage to the town hall  
b) I reported the damage to the police  
c) I reported the damage to the Agency for Environment Protection (AEP) Covasna 
d) I reported the damage to the Hunters’ Association  
e) Something else. Please say what………………………………………………………………… 

 
        7.   PERSONAL DETAILS  
 

7.1. What is the highest level of education you received? 
a) Primary – secondary school b) High school/ vocational school      c) Undergraduate  d) 
Postgraduate     e) None of them   f) Rather not to say 

 
7.2. Which is the most frequent activity you do outside/ in the nature?  
a) Gardening 
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b) Walking 
c) Going to picnic 
d) Farming 
e) Nothing 
f) Something else. Please say what…………………………………………………………….. 

 
7.3. Have you ever participated in an activity for 
a) voluntary work for an environment cause? Please tell which 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
b) trips into nature for observing plants/insects/ birds/ mammals? 

 
c) other activities? Please tell which……………………………………………………………… 

 
d) none of the above answers? 

 
7.4. What is the maximum monthly pre-tax income earned in your household?  
a) Less than 500 ron b) 500 – 999 ron c) 1000 – 1499 ron d) 1500 – 1999 ron 
 e) 2000 – 2499 ron f) 2500 – 2999 ron g) 3000 – 3499 ron h) More 
than 3500 ron  i) Rather not to say 
 
Thank you very much for your participation!  
 
 

 

Questionnaire Romanian version – shorter version for Tulcea county, Sfantu Gheorghe 
village 
 

Atitudini privitoare la o posibilă reintroducere a castorilor  
în mediul rural din Județul Tulcea,  

 
CHESTIONAR 

 
Toate informațiile oferite de toți respondenții sunt anonime, confidențiale și rezultatele finale vor fi 
diseminate prin intermediul lucrării finale pentru masteratul Conservation Science (Știința Conservării) la 
Imperial College London, Marea Britanie. 
 
 
1. DETALII PERSONALE 
 
1.1. Genul :  a) Feminin   b) Masculin 
 
1.2. De cat timp locuiți în zonă? 

a) Sub 1 an   b) 1 – 5 ani   c) 6 – 10 ani   d) 11 – 15 ani   
 e) 16 – 20 ani   f) Mai mult de 20 de ani 

 
1.3. Ce ocupație aveți? …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
1.4. Când v-ați născut?  
a) Înainte de 1930     b) 1931 - 1940      c) 1941 - 1950  d) 1951 – 1960 
e) 1961 – 1970     f) 1971 – 1980             g) 1981 – 1990         h) După 1990 
 
2. CUNOȘTINȚE DESPRE COMPORTAMENTUL SPECIEI 
 
2.1. Ați uzit de castor/ biber/ hod/ breb/ brebină?  
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea 2.2.)  b) Nu (treceți la Secțiunea 6) 
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2.2. Pe care din denumirile de mai jos le cunoașteți? 
a) Castor  
b) Biber  
c) Hod  
d) Breb  
e) Brebină 
 
2.3. Unde trăieste castorul?  
a) În apă și pe malul apei 
b) Numai pe uscat 
c) Numai în apă 
d) Nu știu 
 
2.4. Castorul este : 
a) Ierbivor 
b) Carnivor 
c) Ierbivor și carnivor 
d) Nu știu 
 
2.5. Castorii construiesc baraje ca să  
a) Ridice nivelul apei și să iși asigure intrarea în adăpost numai pe sub apă 
b) Ridice nivelul apei și să prindă pește 
c) Nu știu 
 
2.6. În opinia dumneavoastră cu ce altă specie seamănă castorul? 
a) Marmota 
b) Vidra 
c) Nutria 
d) Șobolanul de apă/ bizamul 
e) Nu știu 
 
3. CUNOȘTINȚE DESPRE REINTRODUCERE 
 
3.1. In Romania, castorul  
a) A existat în trecut  
b) A existat în trecut și există și în prezent 
c) Există numai în prezent 
d) Nu există 
e) Nu știu 
 
3.2. Ați văzut vreodată castori în împrejurimile satului? 
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea 3.3.)  b) Nu (treceți la întrebarea 3.4.) 
 
3.3. Unde? ……………………………………. 
 
3.4. Ați văzut sau auzit să fie în alte zone din țară? 
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea 3.5.)  b) Nu (treceți la Secțiunea 4)   
 
3.5. Unde?................................................................................................................ 
 
4. LEGISLAȚIE 
 
4.1. În România este interzisă vânarea castorului tot timpul anului? 
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea 4.2.)  b) Nu (treceți la Secțiunea 5)   
c) Nu ştiu (treceți la Secțiunea 5) 
 
4.2. Care este amenda pentru vânarea unui castor? 
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a) 6000 euro   
b) 6000 ron 
c) Nu știu 
 
5. ATITUDINI DESPRE REINTRODUCERE 
 

În ce măsură sunteți sau nu de acord cu 
urmatoarele afirmații? Daca nu stiți, vă rog nu 
bifați nimic. 

Puternic de        De acord       Neutru      Împotrivă       
Puternic 
acord                                                                                    
împotrivă 

 
5.1. Cred că prezența castorului ar fi utilă pentru  
natură. 
 
5.2. Mi-ar plăcea să existe din nou castori, dar nu i-
aș vrea în zona unde locuiesc eu. 
 
5.3. Cred că prezența castorului în zonă ar putea 
aduce mai mulți bani prin turism sau alte activități 
de agrement. 
 
5.4. Cred că banii cheltuiți pentru o posibilă 
reintroducere a  castorului ar fi putut fi cheltuiți 
pentru altceva. 

 

 
6. PAGUBE RAPORTATE 
 
6.1. La ce distanță de râu aveți gospodăria? 
a) 0 - 29 m b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m   
f) Mai mult de 200 m 
 
6.2. Dețineți pământ arabil în zonă? 
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea 6.3.) b) Nu (treceți la întrebarea 6.4.) 
 
6.3. La ce distanță de râu dețineți pământul? 
a) 0 - 29 m b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m   
f) Mai mult de 200 m 
 
6.4. Ați avut vreodata pagube din cauza animalelor sălbatice? 
a) Da (treceți la întrebarea  6.5.)  b) Nu (treceți la Secțiunea 7) 
 
6.5. Unde? 
a) În gospodărie/ grădina de lângă casă 
b) Pe terenul arabil 
 
6.6. Ce anume și din cauza cui? ……………………………………………………………………………… 
 
6.7. Ce măsuri ați luat? 
a) Am raportat paguba la primărie 
b) Am raportat paguba la poliție 
c) Am raportat paguba la Agenția de Protecția Mediului (APM) Tulcea 
d) Am raportat paguba la Asociația de Vânători  
e) Altceva decat cele menționate mai sus. Vă rog să specificați……………………………. 
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7. DETALII PERSONALE 
 
7.1. Care este nivelul cel mai înalt de educație pe care il aveți? 
a) Școală generală b) Liceu/ școală profesională  c) Facultate  d) Studii de  
masterat/doctorat e) Nici unul   f) Prefer să nu spun 
 
7.2. Care este activitatea cea mai frecventă pe care o faceți în natură/afară? 
a) Grădinărit 
b) Plimbare 
c) Picnic 
d) Lucratul pamântului 
e) Nimic 
f) Altceva. Va rog să specificați ce…………………………………………………………………………… 
 
7.3. Ați participat vreodată la o activitate de 
a) Voluntariat pentru o cauză de mediu (de ex. plantat pomi, adunat deseuri)? Vă rog să specificați care 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
b) Drumeții în natură pentru observarea speciilor de plante/insecte/păsări/ mamifere? 
 
c) Alte activități? Vă rog să specificați care………………………………………………………… 
 
d) Nici una din variantele de mai sus? 
 
7.4. Care este venitul net maxim pe lună pentru gospodaria dumneavoastră? 
a) Mai puțin de 500 ron b) 500 – 999 ron c) 1000 – 1499 ron d) 1500 – 1999 ron e) 2000 – 
2499 ron f) 2500 – 2999 ron g) 3000 – 3499 ron  
h) Mai mult de 3500  i) Prefer să nu spun 
 
Vă mulțumesc pentru participare! 
 
 
 

Questionnaire Magyar (Hungarian) version for Covasna County 

 
Vélemények a hódok vidéki környezetbe való visszatelepitéséről, Kovászna Megye területén. 

 
KÉRDŐIV 

 
Felhívjuk figyelmét, hogy a felmérés anonim, a kérdésekre adott válaszokat a kérdőiv beküldését 

követően nem lehet összekapcsolni az ön személyével, a felmérés eredményei egy, az Angliai ‘’Imperial 
College London” egyetem keretén belül készülő mesteri diplomadolgozat (Conservation Science) anyagát 
képezik. 

 
1. SZEMÉLYES ADATOK:  
 
1.1. Neme:      a)  Nő b) Férfi 
 
1.2. Mennyi ideje lakik a vidéken? 

a) Kevesebb mint 1 éve  b) 1 – 5 év c) 6 – 10 év d) 11 – 15 év 
e) 16 – 20 év  f) Több mint 20 éve 

 
1.3. Mi a foglalkozása? ………………………………………………………........................................................ 
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1.4. Születési éve? 
a) 1930 előtt      b) 1931 – 1940   c) 1941 – 1950            d) 1951 – 1960 
e) 1961 – 1970     f) 1971 – 1980           g) 1981 – 1990           h) 1990 után 

 
2. ISMERETEK A HÓD VISELKEDÉSI SZOKÁSAIRÓL 
 
2.1. Hallott ön a: castor/ biber/  hód/ breb/ brebina nevű állatfajról? 

a) Igen  (folytatassa a 2.2. kérdéssel)  b) Nem  (átlépni az 6. fejezetre) 
 
2.2. Az alábbiak közül melyik megnevezést ismeri? 

a) Castor 
b) Biber 
c) Hód 
d) Breb 
e) Brebina 

 
2.3. Hol él a hód? 

a) A vizben és a vizparton 
b) Csak a szárazföldön 
c) Csak vizben 
d) Nemtudom 
 

2.4. A hód: 
a) Növényevő 
b) Husevő 
c) Hus és növényevő 
d) Nemtudom 

 
2.5. A hódok favárakat, gátakat épinenek: 

a) Hogy megnövelyék a viz szintjét, és biztositsák a lakóhelyül szolgáló víz alatti  bejáratokat. 
b) Hogy megnövelyék a vizzsintet a halfogás érdekében 
c) Nemtudom 

 
2.6. Ön szerint melyik állatfajhoz hasonlit a hód? 

a) Mormota 
b) Vidra 
c) Nutria 
d) Vizipatkány 
e) Nemtudom 

 
3. ISMERETEK A VISSZATELEPITÉSRŐL 
 
3.1. Romániában a hód: 

a) Létezett a multban 
b) Létezett a multban és a jelenben is 
c) Csak napjainkban létezik 
d) Cem letezik 
e) Nemtudom 

 
3.2. Hallott ön a hódok visszatelepitéséről a kérdőiv kitöltése előtt? 

a) Igen (folytassa a 3.3. kérdéssel)   b) Nem (folytassa a 3.5. kérdéssel) 
 
3.3. Honnan értesült a hódok visszatelepitéséről? 

a) A családban 
b) A polgármesteri hivatalban 
c) A csapattól aki vsisszatelepitést végezte 
d) A helyi ujságból 
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e) A templomban 
f) A vadászegyesületben 
g) Valaki mástól. Kérem határozza meg……………............................................................ 

 
3.4. Ki végezte a visszatelepitést? 
a) Az Erdészeti Hivatal (Institutul de Cercetari si Amenajari Silvice(ICAS) Brasov) 
b) A Kovaszna Megyei Környezetvédelmi Hivatal (Agentia de Protectia Mediului (APM) Covasna) 
c) A Kovászna megyei Vizügyi Hivatal (Societatea de Gospodarire a Apelor (SAG) Covasna) 
d) Nemtudom 
 
3.5. Látott valaha hódot a települése közelében? 

a) Igen (folytassa a 3.6. kérdéssel.)  b) Nem (folytassa a 3.7. kérdéssel) 
 
3.6. Hol? ………………………………..........................................................................................……. 
 
3.7. Ön látott, vagy hallott aról, hogy léteznek hódok az ország más részein ? 

a) Igen (folytassa a 3.8. kérdéssel)  b) Nem (folytassa a 4. ponttal)   
 
3.8. Hol?................................................................................................................................... 
 
4. JOGALKOTÁS 
 
4.1. Romaniában egész évben tilos a hódok vadászata? 

a) Igen (folytassa a 4.2. kérdéssel)   
b) Nem (folytassa az 5. ponttal)   
c) Nemtudom (folytassa az 5. ponttal) 

 
4.2. Egy hód illegális elejtéséért járó büntetés összege? 

a)  6000 euro   
b)  6000 ron 
c)  Nemtudom 
 

5.  AZ ÖN VÉLEMÉNYE A VISSZATELEPITÉSRŐL 

 
 
6. JELENTETT KÁROK 
 
6.1 Milyen távolságra van az ön háztartása a folyómedertől? 
a) 0 - 29 m      b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m   f) Több mint 200 m 

Milyen mértékben ért vagy nem ért 

egyet a következő kijelentésekkel ? Ha 

nem tudja kérem ne irjon semmit. 

NAGYON  
EGYETÉRTEK 

 

EGYETÉRTEK  SEMLEGES 
 

NEM ÉRTEK 
EGYET 

 

NAGYON NEM 
ÉRTEK EGYET 

5.1. Azt gondolom, hogy a hódok 
jelenlete fontos a környezet szamara 
 

     

5.2. Tetszik, hogy ujra elnek hodok, 
de nem abban a zónában ahol élek 
 
5.3. Azt gondolom, hogy a hódok 
visszatelepitése pénzforrás lehet a 
turizmus fellendűlésével 
 
5.4.  Azt gondolom a betelepitésre 
elköltött pénzt más projektek 
finanszirozására kellett volna költeni 
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6.2. Van szántóföldje a zónában? 
a) Igen (folytassa az 6.3. kérdéssel) b) Nem (folytassa az 6.4. kérdéssel) 
 
6.3. Milyen távolságra van az ön szántóföldje a folyómedertől? 
a) 0 - 29 m      b) 30 – 49 m  c) 50 - 99 m  d) 100 – 149 m    e) 150 – 200 m   f) Több mint 200 m 
 
6.4. Önnek okoztak károkat a vadállatok? 
a) Igen (folytassa az  6.5. kérdéssel) b) Nem (folytassa a  7. ponttal) 
 
6.5. Hol? 
 a) A ház körül / kertben 
 b) A mezőn / szántoföldön 
 
6.6. Milyen állat okozott károkat? ………………………....................................................................... 
 
6.7. Milyen intézkedéseket ezközölt? 

a)  Bejelentettem a kárt a polgármesteri hivatalnál 
b)  Bejelentettem a kárt a rendőrségen 
c)  Bejelentettem a kárt a Környezetvédelmi Hivatalnál 
d)  Bejelentettem a kárt a Vadászegyesületnél 
e)  Egyébb. Kérem határozhza meg……………………………..................................................... 

 
7. SYEMÉLYES ADATOK 
 
7.1. Iskolai végzetség? 

a) Általános iskola   b) Liceum /szakiskola     c) Egyetem    d) Mesteri/doktori cim           
             e) Egyiksem                    f) Nem szeretném tudatni  
 
7.2. Mi a leggyakoribb tevékenység amit a természetben végez ? 
 a) Kerteszkedes 
 b) Seta a termeszetben 
 c) Kirandulas (piknik) 
 d) Mezogazdasagi tevekenyseg 
 e) Semmi 
 f) Egyebb. Kerem hatarozza meg………………………………………………………………. 
  
7.3. Résztvett ön valamilyen tevékenységben 

a) önkéntesség egy környezetvédelmi eseményen?  
Kérem határozza meg.........................................................................................................…….. 

b) növények, rovarok, madarak, emlős állatok megfigyelése a természetben? 
c) más tevékenységek?                                                                                                           Kérem 

határozza meg…….............................................................................................................. 
d) egyiksem a fentiek közül? 
 

7.4. Az ön háztartásának maximális havi jövedelme? 
a) Kevesebb mint 500 ron  b) 500 – 999 ron         c) 1000 – 1499 ron    d) 1500 – 1999 ron 
e) 2000 – 2499 ron                f) 2500 – 2999 ron    g) 3000 – 3499 ron     h) Több mint 3500 ron 
i) Nem szeretném közölni 
 
 

Köszönöm a részvételt! 
 
 
 
  



88 
 

Focus Group Invitation, Sfantu Gheorghe village, 28.06.2012 

 
Figure 0.5 Focus Group Invitation, Sfantu Gheorghe village, 28.06.2012 
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Focus group debate, 28.06.2012 
 

 
Figure 0.6 Focus group debate, 28.06.2012 
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION  

Covasna county sample model 

 

  

Correlations 

 AttitudeScore Education level BeaverSpp.Score BeaverConsLawScore House distance from 

the water bank 

Pearson 

Correlation 

AttitudeScore 1.000 .380 .149 .298 .304 

Education level .380 1.000 .135 .131 .116 

BeaverSpp.Score .149 .135 1.000 .303 .014 

BeaverConsLawScore .298 .131 .303 1.000 .097 

House distance from the water bank .304 .116 .014 .097 1.000 

Sig. (1-

tailed) 

AttitudeScore . .000 .020 .000 .000 

Education level .000 . .032 .036 .056 

BeaverSpp.Score .020 .032 . .000 .425 

BeaverConsLawScore .000 .036 .000 . .092 

House distance from the water bank .000 .056 .425 .092 . 

N 

AttitudeScore 188 188 188 188 188 

Education level 188 188 188 188 188 

BeaverSpp.Score 188 188 188 188 188 

BeaverConsLawScore 188 188 188 188 188 

House distance from the water bank 188 188 188 188 188 

Table 5 Covasna Sample Correlations 
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Coefficientsa 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence Interval for 

B 

Correlations 

B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part 

1 
(Constant) -1.720 .533  -3.231 .001 -2.771 -.670    

Education level 1.501 .268 .380 5.608 .000 .973 2.029 .380 .380 .380 

2 

(Constant) -4.171 .798  -5.227 .000 -5.746 -2.597    

Education level 1.380 .259 .350 5.325 .000 .869 1.892 .380 .365 .347 

House distance from the 

water bank 
.491 .123 .263 4.005 .000 .249 .733 .304 .282 .261 

3 

(Constant) -4.822 .794  -6.076 .000 -6.388 -3.256    

Education level 1.269 .253 .322 5.016 .000 .770 1.768 .380 .347 .317 

House distance from the 

water bank 
.455 .119 .244 3.819 .000 .220 .690 .304 .271 .241 

BeaverConsLawScore .373 .103 .232 3.623 .000 .170 .577 .298 .258 .229 

a. Dependent Variable: AttitudeScore 
Table 6 Covasna Sample Coefficients 
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Excluded Variablesa 

 

Model Beta In t Sig. Partial Correlation Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance 

1 

BeaverSpp.Score .100
b
 1.460 .146 .107 .982 

BeaverConsLawScore .252
b
 3.817 .000 .270 .983 

House distance from the water bank .263
b
 4.005 .000 .282 .986 

2 
BeaverSpp.Score .100

c
 1.526 .129 .112 .982 

BeaverConsLawScore .232
c
 3.623 .000 .258 .976 

3 BeaverSpp.Score .036
d
 .534 .594 .039 .898 

a. Dependent Variable: AttitudeScore 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Education level 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Education level, House distance from the water bank 

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Education level, House distance from the water bank, BeaverConsLawScore 

Table 7 Covasna sample Excluded Variables 
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Sfantu Gheorghe village sample model 
 

Correlations 

 

 AttiSCORE Education level knowledgescoretulcea reintroLegisScoreTL 

Pearson Correlation 

AttiSCORE 1.000 .311 .297 .241 

Education level .311 1.000 .285 -.029 

knowledgescoretulcea .297 .285 1.000 .321 

reintroLegisScoreTL .241 -.029 .321 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) 

AttiSCORE . .002 .004 .016 

Education level .002 . .005 .400 

knowledgescoretulcea .004 .005 . .002 

reintroLegisScoreTL .016 .400 .002 . 

N 

AttiSCORE 80 80 80 80 

Education level 80 80 80 80 

knowledgescoretulcea 80 80 80 80 

reintroLegisScoreTL 80 80 80 80 

 

 
Table 8 Sf. Gheorghe sample Correlations 
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Coefficientsa 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence Interval 

for B 

Correlations Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order 

Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) -1.370 .732  -1.871 .065 -2.828 .088      

Education level 1.030 .356 .311 2.892 .005 .321 1.740 .311 .311 .311 1.000 1.000 

2 

(Constant) -2.003 .758  -2.641 .010 -3.513 -.493      

Education level 1.054 .346 .318 3.047 .003 .365 1.743 .311 .328 .318 .999 1.001 

reintroLegisScoreTL .734 .306 .250 2.396 .019 .124 1.344 .241 .263 .250 .999 1.001 

a. Dependent Variable: AttiSCORE 
Table 9 Sf. Gheorghe sample coefficients 
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Table 10 Sf. Gheorghe sample variables 

 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1  Education level . 
Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-F-to-enter <= 

.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove >= .100). 

2 reintroLegisScoreTL . 
Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-F-to-enter <= 

.050, Probability-of-F-to-remove >= .100). 

a. Dependent Variable: AttiSCORE 


