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Challenges for pasture-based livestock farming
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Challenges for pasture-based livestock farming

Livestock depredation by wolves in Germany
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Research question & hypothew

 What drives farmers’ intention to implement protection measures?

Worry

(Eklund et al. 2020)

N

Intention

D\T_ﬁ [@ »  Behaviour

_ The Theory of Planned Behaviour
Studied | (Ajzen 1991)




Our approach R I

Wolf presence in Germany
* Study area: Bavaria T 2021/22 .
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The sample R I 0

Main livestock species
e 72% male respondents

162

* Age 19-91 years (mean 49 years)

40% A
e Pasture area <1 ha—600 ha
(mean 25 ha)

* 64% part-time farms

W
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Share of responses
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e 3-12 months grazing period 10%
* 91% grazing day and night el 1 - .
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Intention to implement protew
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_,4‘ Wolf-deterring fencest 1 =
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“I intend to take measures to
protect my grazing animals
from wolves in the next three
years.”

1 — Not true at all
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Drivers of Intention

Attitude
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Drivers of Intention N o 2 A

 —

T * Models explained 45% (fences)
(Eklund et al. 2020) and 23% (dogs) of variation in
Intention

Attitude

DO

Subjective e e e

Norms 'H’H‘H‘

.  Worry not important for the
Intention _ _ _
[@ Dﬁ? intention to use guardian dogs

e Subjective Norms had the
strongest effect on intention for
both fences and dogs

Perceived , o
Behavioural \o%
Control




How to promote livestock prow

* Opportunities to experience examples
of successful carnivore-livestock
coexistence
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Subsidy schemes in Bavaria
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Subsidies for guardian dogs

Subsidies for
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Subsidy schemes & Intention

e

Kruskal-Wallis, p = 6.1e-05 Eﬁ Wilcoxon, p =0.72
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Subsidy schemes & Worry

Kruskal-Wallis, p = 0.027 Eﬁ Wilcoxon, p = 0.51
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Subsidy schemes & Costs

Kruskal-Wallis, p = 0.028
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Subsidy schemes & Other owners

e

Kruskal-Wallis, p = 0.00028 Eﬁ Wilcoxon, p = 0.081 \H’b
*%k%k D) l
[ 1
(@)
8 ns O
8 T 1 ©
K2 . ns . &
2 g o -
= -
2 6 o 6
- x = @ (]
3 3
e —
95 o 51 : e
X =
o —
S 44 A 41 o :
® X >
()] ' b
c 3- b 4 O 3-
= C
: :
E 2- = 21
5 £ | X
14 I O 11 -
80 ¥
Fences subsidised
No Fet\cgs + basic protection No D?g.s
subsidies subsidised | | required subsidies subsidised 15




Payments by federal states in 2022
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Summary and Conclusions ALY

— ~—

* Perceptions of owners of large and small livestock differed

» Practical differences in livestock husbandry should be recognized

e Subjective Norms had the strongest effect on intention

» Dissemination of prevention measures via successful farms

e Low Perceived Behavioural Control

» Policy measures should provide easily accessible practical and financial support

e Subsidies can be motivating (fences) unless the measure involves mostly
non-financial challenges (dogs)
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Worry and perceived risk Mﬁﬂ%\

L\Worry Livestock type

Emotional
appraisal

- Perceived risk

20



Wolf-deterring fences L
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Current implementation of protection measures
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Current implementation & intention
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General intentionn
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Payments by federal states in 2024
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Wolves in Europe

(1.5.2021 - 30.4.2022)
10 km x 10 km Raster

1950-1970s 2012-2016 Germany 2021/ 22 o o iy

Presence

Nachweise gem. Monitoringstandards 95"5'“"‘
- Permanent + Rasterzelle mit nachgewiesener o
9 Reproduktion
radi
- Spo adic —— Bundeslandgrenzen i
. A
- Presence, status uncertain Zusammengestellt vom
Bundesamt fir Naturschutz (BfN)
Country / region: nach den Monitoringdaten der Bundeslander e
Stand: 14.11.2022
Surveyed
m 340 340
' ‘ No data collected PRI B BN N b
' 335 335
75 4 !
'3 * 330 330
-"('
(.{F 14 Y 325 || 325
v 8 o S
w’ o \
g Y
et o | | !
g < A ) 320 [ 320
e ) /
T
o
P | ,,
Py e S 315 315
i D
> Wi, ) 310 | 310
- 3
P Ao f
3
- 305 305
10 A '
" »
] 300 [ 300
; 205 =3 295
¥ -
TS
Te P 200 200
"\.La = 9 > %
S oy /
y ‘ . -
] F & o
p v 2Rk ek { ¢ 285 || 285
. N . " o
Chapron et al. (2014) Science N :
280 [ 280
‘ 275 "‘275
- . . . . 0 et il - | [cata i | AP __ £ 1]
Geobasisdaten @ GeoBasis-DE/BKG 2019 di-de/by-2-0 0 50 100 km |
Bern Convention 1979, EU Habitats Directive 1992 e w1 A W v O A

EuroGlobalMap: © EuroGeographics | 5 i | : 1 | 1 I T %6,
405 410 415 420 425 430 435 440 445 450 455 460

https://dbb-wolf.de/Wolfsvorkommen/besetzte-Rasterzellen




Distance to wolf & worry
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(2]

Kruskal-Wallis, p = 1.5e-05
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Subsidy schemes & distance to wolf

Estimated distance to nearest wolf territory @
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