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Executive Summary

This study of Minnesota residents, deer hunters, and livestock producers was conducted to assess:

Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota,

The relative importance of wolves, moose, and deer,

Preferences for wolf populations,

Preferences for wolf management,

Preferences for geographic distribution of wolves in Minnesota,

Personal identity as wolf advocate, hunter, environmentalist, farmer, etc.,
Wildlife values,

Trust in the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources,

Involvement with wolves, wildlife, and outdoor recreation (resident respondents),
Deer hunting experience and beliefs about wolves and deer (deer hunters),
Experience with and opinions about wolf depredation (livestock producers),
Demographics.

Questionnaires were distributed to 9,750 individuals, including 5,250 residents, 2,000 resident deer
hunters, and 2,500 livestock producers. Sample sizes were based on expected response rates for each
group and minimum samples needed for statistical generalizability. The number of respondents for the
three samples were: 1,466 for the residents sample, 895 for the hunter sample, and 1,139 for the livestock
producer sample. After adjusting for undeliverable surveys and invalid respondents, the response rates for
the questionnaires were 32.8% for residents, 46.6% for hunters, and 53.4% for livestock producers.
Because some segments of the population (males, hunters, older individuals, and residents from certain
regions) were overrepresented among resident respondents, weights were calculated and applied to
resident responses.

On average, livestock producers were older (60 years) than hunters (53 years) and residents (49 years).
Over half (60%) of residents held a 4-year college degree or higher level of education, compared to 27%
of hunters and 20% of livestock producers. Respondents were asked to rate their political orientation on
the scale 1 (very liberal) to 7 (very conservative), and on average livestock producers (M = 5.1) and
hunters (M = 5.0) reported more conservative orientations compared to residents (M = 3.7).

Attitudes about, and Experiences with, Wolves in Minnesota

Residents, hunters, and livestock producers reported substantively different experiences and attitudes
associated with wolves in Minnesota. Compared to residents, larger proportions of livestock producers
and hunters reported experiences with wild wolves in the state (Figure S-1).
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Figure S-1: Personal experiences with wolves in Minnesota

...seen a wolf in the wild multiple times*** ___
..seen a wolf in the wild once*** |-
..seen game or livestock killed by wolves*** [
..heard a wolf howl in the wild*** [ .
..seen wolf tracks in the wild*** ..
..seen a wolf in captivity (zoo, education facility)*** [ —
..never seen or heard a wolf (captive or wild)*** [
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
M Residents M Hunters M Livestock producers **% p<.001

When asked, in general, how important wolves in Minnesota are to them personally, both livestock
producers and hunters rated wolves slightly to somewhat important, while residents rated them somewhat
to moderately important. Looking at values associated with having wolves in the state, livestock
producers generally reported less agreement with reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota than hunters
and residents (Figure S-2). Two exceptions were that hunters rated values associated with wolves for
tourism and hunting/trapping higher than the other groups. Livestock producers tended to disagree with
the value of having wolves in Minnesota (Figure S-2).

Figure S-2: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota

...because they are an important part of human culture***
...because I have an emotional connection to them***
....because they are a symbol of wilderness***

...for the opportunity to see or hear them in the wild***

...for the opportunity to hunt or trap them***

...because they contribute to the economy through tourism***
...because they have a right to exist***

...because of their value to science and research***

...because they are an important part of the ecosystem***
...so future generations can enjoy them***
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®m Residents ™ Hunters ™ Livestock producers 1=strongly disagree, 4=neutral, 7=strongly agree ***p<.001
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Similar patterns appeared ) ) ) )
for attitudes toward wolves, Figure S-3: Attitudes about wolves in Minnesota
with livestock producers

holding negative attitudes,

residents having positive Negative-Positive™*
attitudes, and hunters
expressing attitudes closer to Harmful-Beneficial***

neutral (Figure S-3).

Bad-Good***
Finally, respondents from the
different groups felt different
emotions about wolves (Figure
S-4), and perceived different

bl

Dangerous-Harmless***

risks associated with them i ' ’ y ) ’ : '
; H Residents .
(Figure S-5), 1=very negative/harmful/bad/dangerous,
M Hunters 4=neither,
m Livestock producers  7=very harmless/good/beneficial/positive ***p<.001

Figure S-4: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much
would you feel?

5
4
y*** Fear***  Surprise*** Anger*** |Interest*** Hatred*** e***  Disgust*** Worry*** Sadness***
1=none, 3=some, 5=a large amount ® Livestock producers ® Hunters M Residents ***n< 001
Figure S-5: Thinking about where wolves currently exist in MN, how
much risk do you believe wolves pose to...

5

The safety of Personal My personal Pets (e.g., Hunting Livestock***  White-tailed Moose

children*** property*** safety*** domestic dogs dogs*** deer populations***

and cats)*** populations***
1=no risk at all, 3=some risk, 5=a large amount of risk M Livestock producers M Hunters M Residents ***¥p<.001
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Preferences for Wolf Populations in Minnesota

Respondents were asked to indicate their preferences for wolf populations in Minnesota relative to the
estimated 2,655 (range: 1972 - 3387) wolves in Minnesota in winter of 2017-2018. On average, livestock
producers preferred to see fewer or many fewer wolves, hunters preferred fewer, and residents preferred
to see about the same number of wolves in the future. Similarly, livestock producers and hunters wanted
wolves to occupy less territory in the state, and residents wanted them to occupy about the same amount
of territory. Nearly 70% of residents moderately or strongly agreed with the importance of maintaining a
wolf population, compared to nearly half of hunters and less than a third of livestock producers.

Preferences for Wolf Management

Residents, hunters, and livestock producers had differing preferences for wolf management (Figure S-6).
All respondents felt research and education, compensating livestock producers for animals lost to wolves,
and Killing wolves that threaten people or attack livestock were important management actions. Residents
felt that promoting diverse animal communities and public opportunities to see and hear wolves, along
with protecting individual wolves were important, while hunters and livestock producers did not.
Alternatively, residents did not think it was important to reduce wolf population to protect deer or hunting
dogs.

Figure S-6: Preferences for wolf management in Minnesota

Study wolf populations***

Compensate livestock producers for animals lost to wolves***
Educate livestock producers about best management practices***
Kill wolves that are aggressive/threatening toward people***
Educate people about wolves***

Reduce wolf populations to address concerns about deer/moose***
Promote public opportunities to see and hear wolves***

Promote diverse animal communities that include wolves***
Reduce wolf populations on public lands if killing hunting dogs***

Protect individual wolves***

Kill wolves in areas where they are attacking domestic livestock***
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H Residents ® Hunters M Livestock producers  1=not at all important, 3=somewhat important, 5=very important ***p<.001
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Acceptability of Minnesota Department of Natural Resources’ Actions in Different Scenarios

Respondents were asked to rate the acceptability of five possible actions the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resource could take in three scenarios involving human-wolf conflict. The three scenarios were:
(a) if a wolf was seen near a residential neighborhood, (b) if a wolf killed someone’s pet (e.g., domestic
dog or cat), and (c) if a wolf killed livestock (e.g., cow, sheep, goat). The five possible actions were: (a)
do nothing, (b) monitor the situation, (c) try to frighten the wolf away, (d) capture and relocate the wolf,
or (e) kill the wolf (Figures S-7 to S-9). Doing nothing was not acceptable to any of the groups in any of
the scenarios. Killing the wolf was acceptable to hunters and livestock producers in all three scenarios,
but it was unacceptable to residents in any of the scenarios.

Figure S-7: Acceptability of different actions...
if wolf seen near a residential neighborhood

Figure S-8: Acceptability of different actions...
if wolf killed someone's pet

7 M Livestock producers 7 M Livestock producers
M Hunters 6 B Hunters
6 M Residents M Residents
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Capture and  Kill it*** Do Monitorthe ~ Tryto  Captureand Kill it***
nothing*** situation*** frightenit  relocate
away*** |t***

1'II'

Do nothing* Monitor the Try to
situation***  frighten it relocate
away*** |t***

1=highly unacceptable,
4=neither,
7=highly acceptable

1=highly unacceptable,
4=neither,
7=highly acceptable

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

Figure S-9: Acceptability of different actions...
if wolf killed livestock

7 M Livestock producers
6 B Hunters
M Residents
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1
Do Monitor the Try to Capture and  Kill it***
nothing*** situation*** frighten it relocate
away*** it***

1=highly unacceptable,
4=neither,

7=highly acceptable *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Acceptability of Wolves Living in Different Areas in Minnesota
Respondents were asked to rate the acceptability of wolves living in seven different areas in Minnesota on

a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (highly acceptable). Results are shown in Figure
S-10.

Figure S-10: Acceptability of wolves in...
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areas that are areas thatare  forest, open land, mostly farmland fringes of urban residential become
mostly publicly ~ mostly privately  farms and small with small suburban areas** established on
owned*** owned*** towns*** towns*** development*** their own***

1=highly unacceptable,
4=neither,
7=highly acceptable M Livestock producers W Hunters M Residents ***p<.001

Identity with Labels Potentially Related to Wolf Management

Respondents were asked to rate their level of identification with seven labels potentially associated with
wolf management, using the scale: 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me). Labels included: (a)

Figure S-11: Identification with labels potentially related to wolf management...
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wolf advocate, (b) hunter, (c) environmentalist, (d) nature enthusiast, (e) farmer, (f) trapper, and (g)
conservationist. Results are summarized in Figure S-11.

Wildlife Values

Previous research has characterized people’s values associated with wildlife along two dimensions
referred to as domination and multualism (Fulton, Manfredo, & Lipscomb, 1996; Manfredo, Teel, &
Henry, 2009; Teel & Manfredo, 2009). Domination is a belief that wildlife is subordinate and should be
used to benefit humans. Mutualism is a belief that wildlife are a part of a person’s social network, and that
animals are family or companions. Researchers have employed these dimensions to classify individuals
into a four-group typology including (a) traditionalists (or utilitarians) who score high (above the
midpoint) on the domination scale and low (at or below) the midpoint on the mutualism scale, (b)
mutualists who score high on the mutualism scale and low on the domination scale, (c) pluralists who
score high on both scales, and (d) distanced who score low on both scales (Teel & Manfredo, 2009). The
proportion of individuals in the four groups are shown for livestock producers (Figure S-12), hunters
(Figure S-13), and residents (Figure S-14).

Figure S-12: Livestock Producers Figure S-13: Hunters Wildlife Value
Wildlife Value Types

o Types
4% 5%

M Traditionalists m Mutualist M Traditionalists ® Mutualist

M Pluralist Distanced M Pluralist Distanced

Figure S-14: Residents Wildlife Value
Types

10%

M Traditionalists ® Mutualist

M Pluralist Distanced

2020 Minnesota wolf attitude study



Trust in the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Respondents were asked to respond to 17 statements regarding their trust in the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources. Responses were recorded on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Statements were associated with general trust, process, outcomes, social values similarity, and technical
competence. Results are summarized in Figure S-15.

Figure S-15: Measures related to trust in the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
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Introduction

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources’ Division of Fish and Wildlife is engaged in an update
to the Minnesota Wolf Management Plan. Understanding the values, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of
stakeholders can enhance the legitimacy and efficacy of agency decisions with respect to wolf
management. This is particularly important in a context like wolf management where diverse publics hold
divergent preferences and values. This study was conducted to understand stakeholders’ attitudes in order
to inform: technical committee review, proposed actions in the social arena, and communication with
stakeholders on the topic of wolf management. The collection of statistically representative data of
stakeholder preferences can enhance the transparency of decision making and provide a voice for
stakeholders, which can foster trust between stakeholders and governing institutions. This study gathers
scientifically valid public input through representative surveys to inform development of a wolf
management plan.

Study Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study to determine residents’, deer hunters’, and livestock producers’
attitudes toward wolves and preferences for managing wolves in Minnesota.

This study included the following topics:

Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota,

Interactions between wolves, moose, and deer,

Preferences for wolf populations,

Preferences for wolf management,

Preferences for geographic distribution of wolves in Minnesota,

Individual identity (i.e., wolf advocate, hunter, environmentalist, farmer, etc.),
Wildlife values,

Trust in the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources,

9. Demographics,

10. Involvement with wolves, wildlife, and outdoor recreation (resident respondents),
11. Deer hunting experience and beliefs about wolves and deer (deer hunters),

12. Experience with and opinions about wolf depredation (livestock producers).

LN~ E

The questions used to address each objective are provided in the survey instruments (Appendices A, B, C)
and discussed in more detail in the subsequent sections.



Methods
Sampling

The populations of interest in this study included (a) Minnesota residents, (b) Minnesota resident deer
hunters, and (c) livestock producers in the Minnesota wolf range. In each case, samples were drawn of
individuals 18 years and older. We purchased the sample of state residents from Marketing Systems
Group who derived names and contact information using address-based sampling from the US Postal
Service Delivery Sequence File. This method has near complete coverage (>97%) of U.S. households
(Link et al., 2008). The sampling frame used to draw the sample of deer hunters was the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources’ (DNR) Electronic Licensing System (ELS). We obtained the sample of
livestock producers from the Minnesota Board of Animal Health. We distributed questionnaires to 5,250
residents, 2,000 deer hunters, and 2,500 livestock producers. Sample sizes were based on expected
response rates for each group in order to obtain response numbers needed to generalize back to the
respective populations.

Data Collection

Data were collected using mail-back questionnaires following a process outlined by Dillman (2000) to
enhance response rates. We constructed relatively straightforward questionnaires, created personalized
cover letters, and made multiple contacts with the targeted respondents. Potential study respondents were
contacted four times between September and December 2019. In the initial contact, a cover letter, survey
guestionnaire, and business-reply envelope were mailed to all potential study participants. The
personalized cover letter explained the purpose of the study and made a personal appeal for respondents
to complete and return the survey questionnaire. Three additional mailings were sent to all study
participants who had not responded to earlier mailings at approximately 3-4 week intervals. For the
resident sample, the individual in the household, aged 18 or over with nearest birthdate, was directed to
respond.

Survey Instrument

The data collection instruments were 12-page self-administered questionnaires with 11 pages of questions
(Appendices A, B, C). Additional information was obtained from the sample databases.

Data Entry and Analysis

Data were keypunched and the data were analyzed on a PC using the Statistical Program for the Social
Sciences (SPSS for Windows 25). We computed basic descriptive statistics and frequencies for the three
research strata. The three research strata were compared using analysis of variance and cross-tabulations.

Survey Response Rate

Of the 9,750 total questionnaires mailed, 1,059 were undeliverable and an additional 170 were unusable
owing to illegible or incomplete responses. Of the remaining 8,521 questionnaires, a total of 3,500
questionnaires were returned for an overall response rate of 41.1%. The effective response rates for the
three research strata were: 46.6% for hunters, 32.8% for the residents, and 53.4% for livestock producers.
A breakdown of response rates and total responses is presented in table I-1.
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Table I-1: Response rates for each study stratum

Initial_sample l\_lumb_er Valid_sample Surveys returned | Survey response rate %
size invalid size
Residents 5250 783 4467 1466 32.8%
Deer hunters 2000 80 1920 895 46.6%
Livestock 2500 366 2134 1139 53.4%
producers

Statewide Population Estimates

In order to provide accurate population estimates for the resident sample, we compared respondents to
demographic information available through the U.S. Census Bureau, and the Minnesota Department of

Natural Resources Electronic Licensing System.

The resident participation selection was conducted
using stratified random sampling within Minnesota
Department of Natural Resource management
regions. These regions correspond to aggregates of
Minnesota counties. Region 1 is comprised of the
counties in the Northwest part of the state, region 2
the Northeast, region 4 the Southwest, and region 3
the Southeast plus counties extending generally along
the Mississippi river (Figure I-1). Given state
demographics, Region 3 was divided into two regions
to account for potential oversampling of Hennepin
and Ramsey counties, which are located in the Twin
Cities metropolitan region. Region 3a was comprised
of the central region counties excluding Hennepin
and Ramsey counties, and region R3b included
Hennepin and Ramsey counties.

Because some segments of the population (males,
hunters, older individuals, and residents from certain
regions) were overrepresented among resident
respondents, weights were calculated and applied to
responses from that research stratum. Details on the
resident weighting is provided in Appendix D.
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Response Bias

In order to examine nonresponse bias, we tested for differences in (a) the importance of wolves, (b)
attitudes about wolves in Minnesota (including importance of wolves relative to deer and moose, desired
number of wolves and desired wolf range in Minnesota), along with (c) demographic characteristics
between mailing waves. For livestock producers, we found no statistically significant differences between
waves in the importance of wolves in Minnesota, attitudes toward wolves, and the importance of
maintaining a wolf population in Minnesota. We also did not observe differences in gender, education,
political orientation, or income by wave. We did find a significant difference among waves in respondent
age, but age did not differ in a predictable fashion (Wave 1 = 60.8 years, Wave 2 = 60.1 years, Wave 3 =
56.5 years, Wave 4 = 59.4 years; F = 4.301; p <.01), and wave did not exert a meaningful effect.

Likewise for hunters, we found no statistically significant differences among waves in any of the wolf
attitude measures, gender, education, political orientation, nor income. Again, we found a significant
difference among waves in respondent age (Wave 1 = 54.0 years, Wave 2 = 52.4 years, Wave 3 = 50.4
years, Wave 4 = 49.5 years; F = 3.159; p <.05). We also found a statistically significant difference by
wave in the importance of wolves in Minnesota (Wave 1 = 2.90, Wave 2 = 2.71, Wave 3 = 2.73, Wave 4
=2.43; F = 2.910; p < .05). Because of strong response rates and minimal differences between the waves
in these strata, data for livestock producers and hunters was not weighted.

For residents, we found no statistically significant differences between waves in age, education, nor
income. We did find significant differences between waves in gender and political orientation, but the
response did not differ in a predictable fashion for gender (proportion female: Wave 1 = 49.9%, Wave 2 =
54.0%, Wave 3 = 41.8%, Wave 4 = 56.9%; x>= 8.799; p < .05), nor political orientation (mean rating on a
7-point scale: Wave 1 = 3.55, Wave 2 = 3.99, Wave 3 = 3.72, Wave 4 = 3.51; F = 4.598; p < .01). We
also found a statistically significant difference by wave in the importance of wolves in Minnesota , but the
response did not differ in a predictable fashion (Wave 1 = 3.89, Wave 2 = 3.12, Wave 3 = 3.31, Wave 4 =
3.46; Welch’s F = 32.340; p < .001). Because of the lack of predictable nonresponse biases, the resident
sample is not weighted for nonresponse bias. However, this sample is weighted to correct for population
estimates as noted earlier.
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Section 1: Attitudes about and Experiences with Wolves in
Minnesota

Results for Section 1 of the livestock producer, deer hunter, and resident surveys are presented below. We
compare these groups on all variables. We found statistically significant differences among these research
strata for all items described in this section.

Personal Experiences with Wolves

Respondents were asked to check any of seven personal experiences that they may have had with wolves
in Minnesota, and they were instructed to check all that applied (Table 1-1). Over half of livestock
producers indicated that they had “seen wolf tracks in the wild,” “heard a wolf howl in the wild,” “seen
game or livestock killed by wolves,” and “seen a wolf in the wild multiple times.” Over half of deer
hunters reported that they had “seen a wolf in captivity,” “seen wolf tracks in the wild,” “heard a wolf
howl in the wild,” and “seen a wolf in the wild multiple times.” Over three-fourths of residents had “seen
a wolf in captivity,” with between 25% and 35% having “seen wolf tracks in the wild” or “heard a wolf
howl in the wild.”

Importance of and Values for Wolves in Minnesota

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of wolves in Minnesota to them, using a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important) (Table 1-2). On average, both livestock
producers and hunters rated wolves slightly to somewhat important (M = 2.31 for livestock producers and
M = 2.79 for hunters), while residents rated them somewhat to moderately important (M = 3.57).

Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with 10 statements about values associated with
having wolves in Minnesota. Responses were recorded using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (Tables 1-3 through 1-13). Overall, livestock producers disagreed with the
values presented. The only value that reached the neutral point among this group was “because they have
aright to exist” (M = 4.02). Both hunters and residents indicated higher agreement with the value
statements. Hunters most strongly agreed with that they value having wolves in Minnesota “because they
have a right to exist” (M = 4.77), while residents agreed most strongly with the statement that wolves “are
an important part of the ecosystem” (M = 6.09).

Attitudes and Emotions Related to Wolves

Respondents were asked to rate their attitudes about wolves in Minnesota using 7-point semantic
differential scales anchored by the words dangerous-harmless, bad-good, harmful-beneficial, and
negative-positive (Tables 1-14 through 1-17). On average, respondents from all groups felt that wolves
were slightly to moderately dangerous (Table 1-14). Livestock producers and hunters felt that wolves
were slightly bad while residents felt they were slightly good (Table 1-15). On average, livestock
producers felt wolves were slightly to moderately harmful, with hunters rating slightly harmful, and
residents slightly beneficial (Table 1-16). Likewise, livestock producers and hunters found wolves slightly
negative while residents found them slightly to moderately positive (Table 1-17).

Respondents were asked to rate 10 emotions they might feel if they saw a wolf within 20 miles of their
home on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (none) to 5 (a large amount) (Tables 1-18 through 1-28).
Livestock producers indicated that they would be most likely to feel fear (M = 2.38) and anger (M =
2.38). Hunters indicated that they would be most likely to feel surprise (M = 2.98) and worry (M = 2.46).
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Residents indicated that they would be most likely to feel surprise (M = 3.82), interest (M = 3.79), and
awe (M = 3.69).

Risk Perceived Related to Wolves

Thinking about where wolves currently exist in Minnesota, which was shown on a map on the inside
cover of the questionnaire and replicated in Figure 1, respondents were asked to rate how much risk they
believe wolves pose to different groups. Responses were recorded on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (no
risk at all) to 5 (a large amount of risk) (Tables 1-29 through 1-37). Livestock producers indicated that
wolves presented the most risk to livestock (M = 4.39) and white-tailed deer populations (M = 4.11).
Hunters indicated that wolves presented the most risk to white-tailed deer populations (M = 4.14),
livestock (M = 4.08), and moose populations (M = 4.04). Residents indicated that wolves presented the
most risk to livestock (M = 3.39), white-tailed deer populations (M = 3.23), pets (M = 3.22), and moose
populations (M = 3.04). Across all three strata, risk to personal safety was perceived to be the lowest.

Fig. 1 Minnesota Wolf Range 2018
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Wolves in Minnesota

Information on this page is provided for your reference, please feel free to refer back to this information
while completing the questionnaire.

Current Range: Wolves can be found in most of the northern half of the state of Minnesota. Fig. 1 shows
the geographic distribution of wolves. More wolves are found in the northeast part of the state than other
areas within the range.

Population: The DNR conducted a survey of wolves in the winter of 2017/18. It was estimated that there

were 2,655 (between 1,955 and 3,400) wolves living in the state at the time of the survey. This number
goes up and down throughout the year as some animals are born or die.
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-1: Personal exeeriences with wolves in Minnesota.

% of individuals Chi-square
I have... from study strata
Livestock producers Deer hunters Residents?

2=

...never seen or heard a wolf (captive or wild) 4.7% 5.0% 11.5% x \-/?Lfgj***
2=

...seen a wolf in captivity (zoo, education facility) 45.0% 55.4% 76.2% x Y 2—61é27£3***
2=

...seen wolf tracks in the wild 62.2% 60.3% 27.4% x Y 3_72503538***

...heard a wolf howl in the wild 60.1% 58.9% 3350 x =\/2_18£%9***
2 —

...seen game or livestock killed by wolves 52.9% 32.2% 5.7% x Y 6_71‘-&31***
2= Fkk

...seen a wolf in the wild once 21.9% 25.6% 15.8% x \-/313&391
2 —

...seen a wolf in the wild multiple times 65.1% 51.4% 13.2% x —\/7_35‘-176%0***

! The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-2: In general, how important are wolves in Minnesota to you personally?

Study strata n _Not atall _ Slightly _Somewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important
Livestock producers | 1005 35.6% 25.8% 19.2% 10.4% 9.0% 231
Deer hunters 819 21.1% 23.1% 24.3% 18.2% 13.3% 2.79
Residents? 1229 9.1% 12.3% 20.6% 28.6% 29.4% 357
F = 267.735%**
o?=.149

r————— ——— ———————— ———————————]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately

important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342 =483.229***,V = 281

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

2020 Minnesota wolf attitude study



Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-3: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota.

Study strata mean F
I value having wolves in Minnesota... Livestock Deer hunters Residents
producers

. . Welch's F =

...s0 that future generations can enjoy them. 3.56 4.39 5.64 429 7675 w2 = 206
because they are an important part of the ecosystem 3.86 474 6.09 Welch's F =

: ) ) ' 517.371** w?=.238
. . Welch's F =

...because of their value to science and research. 3.12 3.89 5.12 412,780 w2= 200
. . Welch's F =

...because they have a right to exist. 4.02 477 6.01 402,051 w?= 197
because they contribute to the economy through tourism 2.56 2.96 431 Welch's =

) : ) ) 369.149%+ 2= 183
. Welch's F =

...for the opportunity to hunt or trap them. 3.98 4.48 2.60 309.607+* w?= 159
. . . Welch's F =

...for the opportunity to see or hear them in the wild. 351 4.44 5.41 338,287+ 2= 170
. Welch's F =

....because they are a symbol of wilderness. 3.70 4.42 5.51 334,363 W= 169
. . Welch's F =

...because I have an emotional connection to them. 2.23 2.62 3.75 268.220°* w2 = 140
because they are an important part of human culture 2.80 3.34 4.65 Welch's F =

: ) ) ) 369.302*** w? =182

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

WWelch’s F is reported because a significant Levene Statistic indicated a lake of homogeneity of variances.

Table 1-4: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota so that
future generations can enjoy them.

Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean’
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1103 24.8% 12.6% 7.8% 20.4% 14.3% 10.9% 9.2% 3.56
Deer hunters 886 12.8% 9.8% 4.9% 19.1% 21.8% 15.3% 16.4% 4.39
Residents? 1317 2.9% 2.1% 2.5% 14.4% 16.8% 21.7% 39.6% 5.64
Welch's F =
429.767
w?=.206

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=689.291%* V = .323

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-5: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because
they are an important part of the ecosystem.

Study strata n z'Frongly querately S.Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1103 21.7% 12.1% 7.0% 15.0% 18.9% 13.6% 11.9% 3.86
Deer hunters 882 10.3% 7.8% 6.3% 13.2% 19.4% 21.0% 22.0% 4.74
Residents? 1317 2.3% 1.4% 1.8% 7.8% 9.4% 20.3% 56.9% 6.09
Welch's F =
517.371%
w?=.238
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =863.766"** V = .362
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-6: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because of
their value to science and research.
Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1101 30.9% 12.5% 8.5% 25.4% 11.7% 6.6% 4.3% 3.12
Deer hunters 879 14.9% 10.5% 9.0% 29.0% 17.5% 11.5% 7.6% 3.89
Residents? 1316 4.8% 4.0% 3.1% 22.9% 17.9% 21.5% 25.7% 5.12
Welch's F =
412.780%*
w?=.200
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=705.442%* \ = 327
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-7: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because
they have a right to exist.
Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1092 18.9% 11.1% 5.9% 20.9% 15.4% 12.5% 15.5% 4.02
Deer hunters 873 8.7% 7.1% 5.7% 20.0% 16.8% 18.8% 22.8% 4.77
Residents? 1305 1.8% 2.5% 1.4% 11.2% 10.9% 15.2% 57.1% 6.01
Welch's F =
402.051%**
w?=.197

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=708.014%* V = .329

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-8: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because

they contribute to the economy through tourism.

Study strata n z'Frongly querately S.Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1096 43.4% 12.7% 8.7% 21.3% 8.8% 3.6% 1.6% 2.56
Deer hunters 881 3L.7% 13.8% 11.6% 23.6% 10.9% 5.6% 2.8% 2.96
Residents? 1302 7.7% 7.3% 8.1% 33.3% 21.1% 12.2% 10.4% 431
Welch's F =
369.149*+
w?=.183
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=612.913** V = .306
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-9: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota for the
opportunity to hunt or trap them.
Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1095 20.2% 9.3% 4.9% 25.5% 13.6% 11.4% 15.1% 3.98
Deer hunters 873 11.6% 7.8% 5.8% 24.6% 15.7% 15.2% 19.2% 4.48
Residents? 1302 43.5% 13.3% 8.4% 19.7% 7.8% 4.1% 3.2% 2.60
F =309.607**
w?=.159
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =506.259*** V = .278
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-10: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota for the
opportunity to see or hear them in the wild.
Study strata n ?rongly querately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Meanl
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1102 29.1% 8.8% 5.6% 20.3% 18.3% 9.8% 8.0% 351
Deer hunters 876 15.3% 6.4% 5.6% 17.2% 20.5% 17.4% 17.6% 4.44
Residents? 1317 2.9% 3.3% 3.0% 15.9% 21.9% 20.8% 32.0% 541
Welch's F =
338.287*
w?=.170

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =550.526%** V = .289
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-11: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because
they are a symbol of wilderness.

Study strata n z'Frongly querately S.Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1098 25.4% 8.7% 6.1% 20.9% 18.2% 10.6% 10.1% 3.70
Deer hunters 880 14.8% 6.6% 5.8% 20.9% 16.7% 16.7% 18.5% 4.42
Residents? 1311 2.4% 1.6% 1.5% 19.7% 20.1% 21.4% 33.3% 5.51
Welch's F =
334.363**
w?=.169
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=536.760***, V = .286
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-12: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because |
have an emotional connection to them.
Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean?
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1100 55.5% 9.6% 5.9% 20.2% 4.5% 2.4% 1.8% 2.23
Deer hunters 880 42.3% 11.7% 6.4% 28.4% 6.0% 2.7% 2.5% 2.62
Residents? 1315 16.4% 9.4% 6.9% 39.9% 11.4% 9.1% 6.9% 375
Welch's F =
268.220%**
w?=.140
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=499.034%* V = .275
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-13: Reasons for valuing wolves in Minnesota: | value having wolves in Minnesota because
they are an important part of human culture.
Study strata n ?rongly querately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Meanl
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1104 40.1% 12.5% 6.6% 22.5% 8.5% 5.9% 3.9% 2.80
Deer hunters 883 26.6% 11.9% 7.0% 28.9% 12.2% 7.7% 5.7% 334
Residents? 1318 5.6% 5.2% 6.7% 32.2% 17.4% 17.8% 15.1% 4.65
Welch's F =
369.302%*
w?=.182

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=611.119"* V = .304

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-14: In general, do you think wolves in Minnesota are: Dangerous-harmless?

Ver Moderatel Slightl - Slightl Moderatel Ver
Study strata n danger);us dangerousy dangerois Neither har%legs harmless,y harmliss Mean'
Livestock producers | 1041 21.5% 25.8% 25.6% 11.5% 7.7% 5.0% 2.8% 2.84
Deer hunters 833 10.6% 20.3% 31.1% 16.8% 10.4% 8.3% 2.5% 331
Residents? 1252 5.5% 16.2% 28.8% 20.8% 9.7% 13.0% 6.0% 3.76
Welch's F =
96.830***
w?=.058
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = very dangerous, 2 = moderately dangerous, 3 = slightly dangerous, 4 = neither, 5 =
slightly harmless, 6 = moderately harmless, 7 = very harmless.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =248.420"* V =199
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-15: In general, do you think wolves in Minnesota are: Bad-good?
Ver Moderatel Slightl . Slightl Moderatel Ver 1
Study strata n bady bad y bgad Y| Neither ggody good y goo?j/ Mean
Livestock producers | 1041 | 22.0% 21.7% 14.2% 25.5% 6.3% 6.0% 4.3% 3.08
Deer hunters 833 10.2% 13.4% 13.1% 36.7% 8.4% 10.8% 7.3% 381
Residents? 1268 2.1% 3.1% 4.0% 29.6% 9.1% 23.0% 29.1% 5.25
Welch's F =
546.668***
w?=.258
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = very bad, 2 = moderately bad, 3 = slightly bad, 4 = neither, 5 = slightly good, 6 =
moderately good, 7 = very good.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =876.625"* V=374
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-16: In general, do you think wolves in Minnesota are: Harmful-beneficial?
Ver Moderatel Slightl - Slightl Moderatel Ver
Study strata 0| harmful | harmful | harmful | NPT | poneticial | beneficial | beneficial | Mean”
Livestock producers | 1036 28.9% 22.9% 15.1% 13.9% 7.6% 7.9% 3.8% 2.87
Deer hunters 836 14.2% 19.9% 16.6% 21.5% 10.6% 10.3% 6.8% 3.53
Residents? 1262 2.8% 6.0% 11.0% 17.1% 10.0% 24.7% 28.4% 513
F=
507.121 %
w?=.244

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = very harmful, 2 = moderately harmful, 3 = slightly harmful, 4 = neither, 5 = slightly
beneficial, 6 = moderately beneficial, 7 = very beneficial.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =831.083"* V = .364
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-17: In general, do you think wolves in Minnesota are: Negative-positive?

Study strata n Very Moderqtely SIighFIy Neither Slig_h_tly Mode_rgtely Vgry Mean?
negative negative negative positive positive positive
Livestock producers | 1035 21.1% 17.2% 12.6% 30.2% 7.8% 6.1% 5.0% 3.25
Deer hunters 828 9.8% 11.6% 13.2% 35.7% 11.1% 10.9% 7.7% 3.90
Residents? 1273 2.0% 3.1% 3.1% 26.5% 9.9% 20.6% 34.8% 5.40
Welch's F =
534.990%*
w?=.254

]|
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = very negative, 2 = moderately negative, 3 = slightly negative, 4 = neither, 5 = slightly

positive, 6 = moderately positive, 7 = very positive.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342 =2860.390"**V = .370

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-18: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much of the following would you
feel?

([ studystratamean [ F ]
;riggztggé Deer hunters Residents?
Joy 1.79 2.14 3.05 Welch's F = 326.658*** w2=.169
Fear 2.38 2.30 263 Welch's F = 25.669*** w2=.015
Surprise 2.04 2.98 3.82 Welch's F = 642.617** w2= 287
Anger 2.38 1.99 1.35 Welch's F = 264.731%* 2= 142
Interest 2.71 3.12 3.79 Welch's F = 231.866*** w2=.127
Hatred 2.12 1.76 1.22 Welch's F = 234.627** w2=,129
Awe 2.15 2.70 3.69 Welch's F = 446.378%* w2 = 222
Disgust 2.28 1.84 1.24 Welch's F = 281.078** w2= 149
Worry 2.92 2.46 250 Welch's F = 36.764** w2=,022
Sadness 1.80 1.62 151 Welch's F = 21.007** w?=.012

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-19: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much '|o¥ would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1065 55.2% 22.5% 13.0% 6.6% 2.7% 1.79
Deer hunters 863 42.6% 21.6% 19.7% 11.5% 4.6% 214
Residents? 1285 17.9% 16.2% 27.3% 20.0% 18.6% 3.05

Welch's F =
326.658***
w?=.169

C_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ]|
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =568.244** V = 297
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-20: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much fear would you feel?

1

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean
Livestock producers 1069 33.7% 23.4% 23.6% 10.4% 9.0% 2.38
Deer hunters 862 31.3% 29.4% 22.5% 11.7% 5.1% 2.30
Residents? 1286 17.3% 29.4% 32.2% 14.9% 6.1% 2.63

Welch's F =
25.669%*
w?=.015

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=125.436"*V = .140

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-21: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much surerise would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1060 47.4% 21.3% 16.3% 9.9% 5.1% 2.04
Deer hunters 858 23.5% 16.4% 20.0% 18.8% 21.2% 2.98
Residents? 1274 5.9% 6.5% 23.4% 28.2% 36.0% 3.82

Welch's F =
642.617**
w?=.287

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=871.443"**V = 369

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-22: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much anger would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1069 40.9% 16.3% 19.6% 11.0% 12.3% 2.38
Deer hunters 861 52.7% 18.1% 13.8% 8.2% 7.1% 1.99
Residents? 1267 77.6% 14.7% 3.9% 2.8% 1.0% 1.35

Welch's F =
264.731%
w?=.142

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=443.203"** V = .263

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-23: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much interest would you feel?

1

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3%2=407.072%* V = .253

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-24: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much hatred would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean
Livestock producers 1063 26.2% 16.2% 29.0% 17.6% 11.1% 2.71
Deer hunters 858 15.3% 14.8% 29.5% 23.5% 16.9% 3.12
Residents? 1267 5.4% 6.4% 25.5% 28.5% 34.2% 3.79

Welch's F =
231.866%**
w?=.127

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3%2=418.127** V = .258

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-25: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much awe would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1039 48.6% 17.3% 16.9% 7.6% 9.5% 212
Deer hunters 855 62.1% 16.0% 11.3% 4.8% 5.7% 1.76
Residents? 1253 86.8% 7.4% 3.4% 1.8% 0.7% 1.22

Welch's F =
234.627%
w?=.129

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 %2=1696.781* V = .334

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1033 43.8% 18.9% 21.7% 9.7% 6.0% 2.15
Deer hunters 846 27.9% 14.8% 28.3% 17.3% 11.8% 2.70
Residents? 1245 7.4% 10.4% 21.4% 27.0% 33.7% 3.69

Welch's F =
446.378**
w2=.222




Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-26: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much disgust would you feel?

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1064 44.5% 15.4% 19.3% 8.8% 11.9% 2.28
Deer hunters 861 61.2% 14.2% 11.4% 5.9% 7.3% 1.84
Residents? 1277 87.2% 6.4% 3.4% 1.6% 1.4% 124

Welch's F =
281.078%**
w?=.149

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

32 =1507.388** V = 281

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-27: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much worry would you feel?

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3%2=136.948** V = 146

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean™
Livestock producers 1068 23.8% 15.0% 25.1% 18.0% 18.2% 2.92
Deer hunters 863 3L.7% 22.71% 22.4% 14.3% 8.9% 2.46
Residents? 1283 26.0% 25.2% 28.0% 14.6% 6.1% 2.50

Welch's F =
36.764%*
w?=.022

Table 1-28: If you saw a wolf within 20 miles of your home, how much sadness would you feel?

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, 5 = a large amount.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 %2 =150.561*** V=089

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

2020 Minnesota wolf attitude study

Study strata n None Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount Mean®
Livestock producers 1065 60.5% 15.6% 12.6% 5.9% 5.4% 1.80
Deer hunters 861 67.9% 14.6% 8.8% 4.5% 4.1% 1.62
Residents? 1288 71.3% 13.2% 10.6% 2.9% 2.0% 151

Welch's F =
21.007%**
w?=.012




Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-29: Thinking about where wolves currently exist in Minnesota, indicate how much risk you

believe wolves Eose to...

Study strata mean F
;:Zgztggé Deer hunters Residents?

The safety of children 3.00 2.79 2.48 Welch's F = 67.255*** w?=.039

Personal property 3.24 2.68 2.12 Welch's F = 278.282 *** 2= 146
My personal safety 2.52 2.27 1.88 Welch’s F = 105.970 *** w?=.061
Pets (e.g., domestic dogs and cats) 3.82 3.75 3.22 Welch's F = 119.914 *** 2= 068
Hunting dogs 3.73 3.61 2.97 Welch’s F = 171.556 *** w?=.095
Livestock 4.39 4,08 3.39 Welch's F = 352.726 *** w?=.178
White-tailed deer populations 411 414 3.23 Welch's F = 228.778 *** w?= 123
Moose populations 3.86 4.04 3.04 Welch’s F = 232.885 *** w?=.125

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-30: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: The safety of children

No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount

Study strata n at all r)ilsk risk of risk 0%‘ risk Mean'
Livestock producers 1093 9.0% 28.4% 29.6% 19.7% 13.4% 3.00
Deer hunters 870 10.0% 35.9% 29.2% 15.4% 9.5% 2.79
Residents? 1296 14.4% 43.7% 26.0% 11.0% 4.9% 2.48

Welch's F =
67.255%**
w?=.039

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5 = a
large amount of risk.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=136.985** V =.145

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-31: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Personal Eroeertx

No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount 1
Study strata n at all r)i/sk risk of risk ogf risk Mean
Livestock producers 1088 12.5% 20.9% 20.6% 22.1% 24.0% 3.24
Deer hunters 865 20.3% 28.0% 25.3% 16.1% 10.3% 2.68
Residents? 1290 26.5% 45.2% 20.8% 5.4% 2.2% 2.12
Welch's F =
278.282%**
w?=.146

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5 = a
large amount of risk.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=541.760%* V = .289

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-32: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Mx Eersonal safetz

No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)ilsk risk of risk cg‘ risk Mean'
Livestock producers 1083 21.9% 34.5% 22.2% 12.4% 9.0% 2.52
Deer hunters 862 27.3% 39.0% 18.9% 9.3% 5.6% 2.27
Residents? 1270 42.2% 36.0% 15.2% 5.0% 1.7% 1.88
Welch's F =
105.970%**
w?=.061
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5=a
large amount of risk.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=199.332"* V = 176
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-33: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Pets (e.g., domestic dogs and cats)
No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)ilsk risk of risk cg‘ risk Mean’
Livestock producers 1093 2.0% 10.0% 25.5% 28.5% 33.9% 3.82
Deer hunters 867 2.7% 10.0% 28.3% 27.9% 31.1% 3.75
Residents? 1290 3.8% 19.9% 38.6% 26.1% 11.6% 3.22

large amount of risk.

F =119.914*
w?=.068

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5=a

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =243.865"* V =.194

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-34: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Hunting dogs

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5 = a

large amount of risk.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=326.713"* V = .224

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)i/sk risk of risk 0%‘ risk Meanl
Livestock producers 1085 3.4% 11.4% 25.8% 27.5% 31.9% 3.73
Deer hunters 871 4.0% 12.9% 28.2% 27.7% 27.2% 3.61
Residents? 1290 7.7% 24.7% 39.0% 20.5% 8.1% 2.97
Welch's F =
171.556%**
w?=.095




Section 1: Attitudes about and experiences with wolves in Minnesota

Table 1-35: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Livestock

No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)ilsk risk of risk cg‘ risk Mean'
Livestock producers 1093 0.1% 3.5% 12.1% 26.3% 58.1% 4.39
Deer hunters 868 1.6% 5.0% 17.9% 34.8% 40.8% 4.08
Residents? 1289 4.1% 13.3% 36.4% 32.2% 14.1% 3.39
Welch's F =
352.726**
w?=.178
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5=a
large amount of risk.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =634.593"** V = 312
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 1-36: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: White-tailed deer populations
No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)ilsk risk of risk cg‘ risk Mean’
Livestock producers 1092 2.7% 5.7% 17.2% 26.7% 47.7% 411
Deer hunters 871 2.5% 5.4% 16.2% 26.9% 49.0% 4.14
Residents? 1289 11.1% 17.1% 26.1% 28.7% 17.0% 3.23
Welch's F =
228.778*
w?=.123

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5=a
large amount of risk.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=443.174% V = 261

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 1-37: How much risk you believe wolves pose to: Moose Eoeulations

No risk Very little Some A moderate amount | A large amount
Study strata n at all r)i/sk risk of risk 0%‘ risk Meanl
Livestock producers 1084 5.6% 9.0% 20.5% 23.7% 41.1% 3.86
Deer hunters 869 3.3% 7.4% 18.9% 23.1% 47.3% 4.04
Residents? 1290 12.4% 18.8% 33.5% 22.9% 12.4% 3.04
Welch's F =
232.885***
w?=.125

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no risk at all, 2 = very little risk, 3 = some risk, 4 = a moderate amount of risk, 5 = a
large amount of risk.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=443.833"* V = .262

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 2: Interactions between Wolves, Moose, and Deer,
and Preferences for Wolf Populations

Results for Sections 2 and 3 of the livestock producer, deer hunter, and resident surveys are presented
below. We compare these groups on all variables. We found statistically significant differences among
these research strata for all items described in this section.

Interactions between Wolves, Moose, and Deer

Respondents were asked to rate their perspectives on the relative importance of wolves, deer, and moose
using 7-point semantic differential scales anchored by the species pairs: wolves-moose, deer-wolves, and
moose-deer (Tables 2-1 through 2-3). For all three comparisons, residents were on average very close to
the neutral point. On average, respondents from all groups felt that moose were more important relative to
wolves (Table 2-1). Livestock producers and hunters felt that moose were slightly to moderately more
important while residents felt they were equally to slightly more important. In the comparison between
deer and wolves, livestock producers and hunters rated deer slightly to moderately more important and
residents rated wolves slightly more important (Table 2-2). In the comparison between moose and deer,
livestock producers and hunters rated deer slightly to equally more important and residents rated moose
slightly to equally more important (Table 2-3).

Preferences for Wolf Populations

Respondents were asked to indicate their preferences for wolf populations in Minnesota relative to the
point estimate of 2,655 wolves in Minnesota in winter of 2017-2018. Response was on a 6-point scale of
1 (zero) to 6 (many more). On average, livestock producers wanted fewer to many fewer wolves (M =
2.77), hunters wanted fewer (M = 3.16), and residents wanted about the same number (M = 4.29) (Table
2-4). Respondents were also asked their preferences for wolf territory in the state, with responses ranging
from 1 (no territory) to 6 (much more territory). Responses were similar to those for the populations with
livestock producers (M = 2.94) and hunters (M = 3.34) wanting wolves to occupy less territory, and
residents (M = 4.22) wanting them to occupy about the same amount of territory. Finally, respondents
were asked if they agreed or disagreed that it is important to maintain a wolf population in Minnesota,
with response ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). On average, hunters (M = 4.83)
and residents (M = 6.00) agreed that it was important to maintain a population, while livestock producers
(M = 3.93) were very slightly on the disagree side (Table 2-6). Over 75% of residents moderately or
strongly agreed with the importance of maintaining a wolf population, compared to nearly half of hunters
and less than a third of livestock producers.
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Section 2: Interactions between Wolves, Moose, and Deer, and Preferences for
Wolf Populations

Table 2-1: Tradeoffs among wolves, moose and deer. In general, how important are each of the
following species to you in comparison to one another? Wolves-Moose.

Wolves Wolves Wolves Moose Moose Moose
Study strata n much moderately slightly _ Equally slightly moderately much Mean®
more more more important more more more
important important important important important important
'F;r';’gztcoecr‘; 1007 0.8% 1.1% 3.6% 33.3% 10.7% 16.3% 34.3% 5.38
Deer hunters 808 0.7% 0.9% 3.2% 33.0% 8.5% 16.2% 37.4% 5.46
Residents? 1260 2.5% 3.2% 6.7% 61.2% 10.7% 7.5% 8.3% 4.30
Welch's F =
266.964**
w?=.147
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = wolves slightly more important, 2 = wolves moderately more important, 3 = wolves
much more important 4 = equally important, 5 = moose slightly important, 6 = moose moderately more important, 7 = moose
much more important.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342 =457.212%* V = 273
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 2-2: Tradeoffs among wolves, moose and deer. In general, how important are each of the
following species to you in comparison to one another? Deer-Wolves.
Deer Deer Wolves Wolves Wolves
Deer much moderately slightly Equally slightly moderately much 1
Study strata n more - Mean
important ~ more ~ more important | more ~ more ~ more
important | important important important important
'F;r':)’gfffecr'; 1014 | 409% 14.3% 7.4% 25.2% 42% 39% 3.9% 285
Deer hunters 816 45.6% 12.4% 7.0% 25.5% 4.0% 2.1% 2.8% 249
Residents? 1266 8.5% 7.0% 5.0% 43.6% 14.1% 12.5% 9.4% 4.23
Welch's F =
379.053*
w?=.196

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = deer slightly more important, 2 = deer moderately more important, 3 = deer much more
important 4 = equally important, 5 = wolves slightly important, 6 = wolves moderately more important, 7 = wolves much more

important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342 =647.569*** V = .323
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001




Section 2: Interactions between Wolves, Moose, and Deer, and Preferences for
Wolf Populations

Table 2-3: Tradeoffs among wolves, moose and deer. In general, how important are each of the
following species to you in comparison to one another? Moose-Deer.

Moose Moose Moose Deer Deer Deer much
Study strata n much moderately slightly _ Equally slightly moderately more Mean®
more more more important more more .
. . . . . important
important important important important important
Livestock
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
producers 994 11.0% 6.8% 5.9% 45.3% 6.8% 11.0% 13.2% 4.16
Deer hunters 808 8.5% 5.6% 5.4% 47.3% 7.3% 13.0% 12.9% 4.30
Residents? 1258 13.3% 11.0% 11.1% 51.1% 5.6% 4.4% 3.5% 3.52
Welch's F =
78.731%%
w?=.048

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = moose much more important, 2 = moose moderately more important, 3 = moose slightly
more important, 4 = equally important, 5 = deer slightly more important, 6 = deer moderately more important, 7 = deer much

more important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=187.714"* V = 175

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 2-4: Preferences for wolf populations. There were an estimated 2,655 wolves in Minnesota in

winter 2017/18. | would like to have wolves in Minnesota.
About the 1
Study strata n Zero Many fewer Fewer same number More | Many more Mean
Livestock
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
producers 1084 11.2% 32.5% 29.0% 23.7% 3.1% 0.6% 2.77
Deer hunters 859 5.2% 25.7% 28.9% 30.3% 7.9% 2.0% 3.16
Residents? 1270 1.8% 4.6% 7.6% 43.8% 33.1% 9.1% 4.29
Welch's F =
680.989%**
w?=.297

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = zero, 2 = many fewer, 3 = fewer, 4 = about the same, 5 = more, 6 = many more.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=1072.078*** V = .408
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 2: Interactions between Wolves, Moose, and Deer, and Preferences for
Wolf Populations

Table 2-5: Preferences for wolf populations. Compared to today, | would like to see wolves occupy
territory in Minnesota.

Study strata n No Much less | Less Ab;)#]tothr?ts;me More Much more Mean®
'F;:ngjtfe‘:ri 1085 | 9.1% 287% | 27.8% 28.8% 4.3% 1.2% 2.94
Deer hunters 863 5.0% 19.5% 23.8% 41.6% 8.8% 1.4% 3.34
Residents? 1275 1.3% 3.0% 6.7% 55.7% 27.7% 5.6% 4.22
Welch's F =
530.563***
w?=.247

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = no, 2 = much less, 3 = less, 4 = about the same, 5 = more, 6 = much more.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=873.617** V = .368
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 2-6: Preferences for wolf populations. How much do you agree or disagree with the
statement: It is important to maintain a wolf population in Minnesota.

Study strata n (Sj'_trongly Mo_derately S_Iightly Neutral Slightly | Moderately | Strongly Mean’
isagree disagree disagree agree agree agree
Livestock producers | 1092 21.4% 13.5% 7.6% 10.3% 18.7% 12.6% 15.9% 3.93
Deer hunters 873 10.8% 8.7% 6.3% 7.4% 20.5% 20.5% 25.8% 4.83
Residents? 1285 2.3% 2.2% 1.9% 6.5% 10.9% 25.7% 50.4% 6.00
Welch's F =
403,841
w?=.199

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 =
slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = strongly agree.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=667.686%* V =.320

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Section 3: Preferences for Wolf Management

Results for Sections 4 and 5 of the livestock producer, deer hunter, and resident surveys are presented
below. We compare these groups on all variables. We found statistically significant differences among
these research strata for all items described in this section.

Importance of Minnesota Department of Natural Resources’ Wolf Management Actions

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 11 possible objectives for wolf management in
Minnesota, using the scale: 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important). Results are summarized in Table
3-1. The most important objectives for livestock producers were to: (a) compensate livestock producers
for animals lost to wolves (M = 4.68), (b) kill wolves that show aggression or threatening behavior toward
people (M =4.61), and (c) kill wolves in areas where they are attacking domestic livestock (M = 4.60).
Similarly, for hunters, the most important objectives were to: (a) kill wolves that show aggression or
threatening behavior toward people (M = 4.47), (b) kill wolves in areas where they are attacking domestic
livestock (M = 4.08), and (c) educate livestock producers about best management practices to prevent
conflict (M = 3.91). For residents, the most important objectives were to: (a) educate livestock producers
about best management practices to prevent conflict (M = 4.34), (b) study wolf populations (M = 4.21),
and (c) educate people about wolves (M = 4.23). The least important objectives for both livestock
producers and hunters were to: (a) protect individual wolves (M =1.93 livestock producers, M = 2.24
hunters) and (b) promote public opportunities to see and hear wolves (M = 1.96 livestock producers, M =
2.34 hunters). The least important objectives for residents were to: (a) reduce wolf populations on public
lands if they are killing hunting dogs (M = 2.55), and (b) reduce wolf populations to address concerns
about deer and moose populations (M = 2.45). Frequencies for all possible management objectives are
shown in Tables 3-2 through 3-12.

Acceptability of Minnesota Department of Natural Resources’ Actions in Different Scenarios

Respondents were asked to consider three wolf scenarios and rate the acceptability of five possible
options for the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. The five possible actions were: (a) do
nothing, (b) monitor the situation, (c) try to frighten the wolf away, (d) capture and relocate the wolf, or
(e) kill the wolf. The acceptability of these actions were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (highly
unacceptable) to 7 (highly acceptable).

The first scenario was “if a wolf were seen near a residential neighborhood,” and results for this scenario
are presented in Tables 3-13 through 3-18. For this scenario, respondents from all three groups found
“doing nothing” unacceptable (Table 3-14). On average, “monitoring the situation” was seen as between
neither acceptable nor unacceptable and slightly acceptable (M = 4.50) among livestock producers,
slightly acceptable (M = 5.04) among hunters, and slightly to moderately acceptable (M = 5.72) among
residents (Table 3-15). All three groups were relatively neutral about the acceptability of “trying to
frighten a wolf away” (M = 3.87 livestock producers, M = 4.25 hunters, M = 4.75 residents) (Table 3-16).
All three groups were on the acceptable side of neutral for the option of “capturing and relocating” in this
scenario” (M = 4.47 livestock producers, M = 5.21 hunters, M = 5.97 residents) (Table 3-17). Residents
found the option of killing a wolf in this scenario unacceptable (M = 2.55), while livestock producers
found it slightly acceptable (M = 5.02) and hunters neutral to slightly acceptable (M = 4.39) (Table 3-18).

The second scenario was “if a wolf killed someone’s pet (e.g., domestic dog or cat),” and results for this
scenario are presented in Tables 3-19 through 3-24. For this scenario, respondents from all three groups
found “doing nothing” unacceptable (Table 3-20). On average, “monitoring the situation” was seen as
between slightly unacceptable and neither acceptable nor unacceptable (M = 3.81) among livestock
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producers, between neither acceptable nor unacceptable and slightly acceptable for hunters (M = 4.24),
and slightly acceptable for residents (M = 5.08) (Table 3-21). Livestock producers and hunters both rated
the option “try to frighten the wolf away” between slightly unacceptable and neutral, while residents rated
it slightly acceptable (Table 3-22). Livestock producers and hunters both rated the option of “capturing
and relocating a wolf” between neutral and slightly acceptable, while residents rated it moderately
acceptable (Table 3-23). Residents found the option of killing a wolf in this scenario slightly unacceptable
(M =3.07), while livestock producers and hunters found it slightly acceptable (M = 5.37 for livestock
producers, M = 4.85 for hunters) (Table 3-24).

The third scenario was “if a wolf killed livestock,” and results for this scenario are presented in Tables 3-
25 through 3-30. For this scenario, the only action that was on the acceptable side of neutral for livestock
producers was Killing the wolf (Tables 3-25 and 3-30). Residents found monitoring the situation (Table 3-
27), trying to frighten the wolf away (Table 3-28), and capturing and relocating the wolf (Table 3-29)
acceptable. Hunters found doing nothing unacceptable (Table 3-26), killing the wolf acceptable (Table 3-
30), and other options fairly close to neutral (Tables 3-27, 3-28, and 3-29).

Support for Hunting and Trapping of Wolves in Minnesota

Respondents were asked to rate their support or opposition to regulated hunting and trapping seasons in
Minnesota. Response was on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly oppose) to 7 (strongly support).
Results are shown in Tables 3-31 to 3-32. On average, livestock producers and hunters reported moderate
support for a hunting season, while residents reported very slight opposition (Table 3-31). Likewise,
livestock producers and hunters reported moderate support for a trapping season, while residents reported
slight opposition (Table 3-32).

Preferences for Geographic Distribution of Wolves in Minnesota

Respondents were asked to rate the acceptability of wolves living in seven different areas on a 7-point
scale ranging from 1 (highly unacceptable) to 7 (highly acceptable). Results are shown in Tables 3-33 to
3-40. Among livestock producers and hunters, only two areas were rated on the acceptable side: (a)
primarily forested areas that are mostly publicly owned (M = 5.01 livestock producers, M = 5.50 hunters,
Table 3-34), and (b) primarily forested areas that are mostly privately owned (M = 4.09 livestock
producers, M = 4.89 hunters, Table 3-35). Residents rated five of the seven areas on the acceptable side
with only two areas seen as unacceptable for wolves: (a) rural areas on the fringes of suburban
development (M = 3.75, Table 3-38), and (b) suburban and urban residential areas (M = 2.60, Table 3-
39).
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Table 3-1: Importance of MNDNR management actions.

Study strata mean F
How important to... Livestock Deer hunters Residents
producers
Kill wolves in areas where they are attacking 460 408 300 Welch's F = 733,357+

domestic livestock
Protect individual wolves 1.93 2.24 3.27 Welch's F = 418.778**
Reduce wolf populations on public lands if

they are killing hunting dogs 3.5 3.46 2.55 Welch's F = 202.286**
Promote diverse animal communities that e -
include wolves 2.39 2.89 3.95 Welch's F = 475.342

\F,’vrool?lﬂeoste public opportunities to see and hear 196 234 245 Welclrs F = 441 825+
Reduce wolf populations to address concerns 364 373 25 Welch's F = 372 328

about deer and moose populations
Educate people about wolves 3.49 3.74 4.23 Welch's F = 119.090***
Kill wolves that show aggression or

threatening behavior toward people 461 447 365 Welch's F = 234.609"
Educate livestock producers about best N -
management practices to prevent conflict 8.72 391 4.34 Welch's F = 93.216
Compensate livestock producers for animals e -
lost to wolves 4.68 3.80 3.06 Welch's F = 691.152
Study wolf populations 3.35 3.69 4.21 Welch's F = 138.606***

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-2: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Kill wolves in areas where they are attacking
domestic livestock

n Not at all Slightly Somewhat | Moderately Very

1
Study strata important | important | important important important Mean
Livestock producers 1096 0.5% 3.6% 6.9% 13.1% 75.9% 4.60
Deer hunters 873 2.9% 7.3% 17.4% 23.5% 48.9% 4.08
Residents? 1288 11.3% 25.0% 30.8% 17.6% 15.2% 3.00
Welch's F =
733.357%**
w?=.310

]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=1082.991** V = 408

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Table 3-3: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Protect individual wolves

Study strata n _Not atall ' Slightly $omewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important
Livestock producers 1074 48.6% 23.7% 16.9% 7.3% 3.4% 1.93
Deer hunters 860 34.8% 27.4% 22.8% 9.4% 5.6% 2.24
Residents? 1284 7.9% 20.6% 27.6% 24.7% 19.2% 3.27
Welch's F =
418.778%*
w?=.206

]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=703.408** V = .331

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-4: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Reduce wolf populations on public lands if
they are killing hunting dogs

n Not at all Slightly Somewhat | Moderately Very

1
Study strata important | important | important important important Mean
Livestock producers 1082 11.1% 14.8% 19.2% 17.5% 37.4% 3.55
Deer hunters 869 12.7% 15.8% 16.9% 22.0% 32.7% 3.46
Residents? 1290 28.7% 21.4% 25.6% 15.0% 9.3% 2.55
F = 202.286**
w?=.110

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342 =387.642%* V = 245

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-5: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Promote diverse animal communities that
include wolves

n Not at all Slightly Somewhat | Moderately Very

1
Study strata important | important | important important important Mean
Livestock producers 1075 33.8% 24.2% 21.9% 9.3% 10.9% 2.39
Deer hunters 868 19.7% 22.4% 23.4% 18.1% 16.5% 2.89
Residents? 1287 5.4% 8.2% 16.3% 26.6% 43.5% 3.95
F = 475.342%*
w2=.227

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=750.115%* V = .341

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

45
2020 Minnesota wolf attitude study




Section 3: Preferences for Wolf Management

Table 3-6: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Promote public opportunities to see and hear
wolves

Study strata n .Not atall ' Slightly somewhat Moderately . Very Meant
important | important | important important important
Livestock producers 1089 49.2% 25.1% 12.7% 6.8% 6.2% 1.96
Deer hunters 868 37.2% 20.9% 20.6% 12.9% 8.4% 2.34
Residents? 1287 10.7% 14.0% 21.9% 26.9% 26.6% 3.45
Welch's F =
441.825**
w?=.214

]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=720.042%* V = 333

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-7: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Reduce wolf populations to address concerns
about deer and moose populations

Study strata n _Not atall _ Slightly _Somewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important

Livestock producers 1086 9.9% 13.7% 18.0% 19.0% 39.4% 3.64

Deer hunters 870 7.2% 15.9% 16.3% 17.4% 43.2% 3.73

Residents? 1289 23.4% 34.7% 23.6% 10.0% 8.3% 2.45
Welch's F =
372.328*+

w?=.186

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________}
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=608.787** V = .306

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-8: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Educate people about wolves

Study strata n .Not atall ' Slightly somewhat Moderately . Very Meant
important | important | important important important

Livestock producers 1082 12.3% 13.0% 23.9% 15.1% 35.7% 3.49

Deer hunters 870 7.8% 10.5% 22.1% 19.5% 40.1% 3.74

Residents? 1274 2.2% 5.7% 13.1% 24.8% 54.2% 4.23
Welch's F =
119.090**

w?=.068

]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=239.012%* V =192

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Table 3-9: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Kill wolves that show aggression or
threatening behavior toward people

Study strata n .Not atall ' Slightly somewhat Moderately . Very Meant
important | important | important important important
Livestock producers 1094 2.1% 3.0% 5.6% 10.3% 79.0% 4.61
Deer hunters 871 2.3% 3.8% 7.2% 18.0% 68.7% 4.47
Residents? 1290 8.9% 13.6% 16.7% 25.0% 35.7% 3.65
Welch's F =
234,609
w?=.126

]
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=541.761** V = 288

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-10: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Educate livestock producers about best
management practices to prevent conflict

Study strata n _Not atall _ Slightly _Somewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important

Livestock producers 1081 10.9% 9.2% 18.5% 20.2% 41.3% 3.72

Deer hunters 867 6.9% 7.8% 17.1% 23.3% 44.9% 391

Residents? 1291 2.0% 3.4% 11.4% 25.0% 58.2% 4.34

Welch's F =

93.216***
w?=.054

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________}
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=174.329%* V = .164

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-11: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Compensate livestock producers for
animals lost to wolves

Study strata n _Not atall _ Slightly _Somewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important

Livestock producers 1096 0.9% 2.8% 5.0% 10.2% 81.0% 4.68

Deer hunters 868 10.9% 9.8% 14.4% 18.4% 46.4% 3.80

Residents? 1292 16.4% 20.3% 24.0% 19.2% 20.1% 3.06
Welch's F =
691.152%**

w?=.298

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________}
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=045.570%* V = .381

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Table 3-12: How important for the Minnesota DNR to: Study wolf populations

Study strata n _Not atall ' Slightly $omewhat Moderately _ Very Meant
important | important | important important important

Livestock producers 1090 15.7% 14.5% 21.7% 15.0% 33.0% 3.35

Deer hunters 867 8.7% 12.6% 19.3% 19.8% 39.7% 3.69

Residents? 1288 2.4% 6.8% 15.1% 19.0% 56.7% 4.21
Welch's F =
138.606***

w?=.078

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = not at all important, 2 = slightly important, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = moderately
important, 5 = very important.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

3 %2 =1259.102** V = .200

4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001

Table 3-13: Acceptability of Minnesota DNR actions. If a wolf were seen near a residential

neighborhood.

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = highly unacceptable, 2 = moderately unacceptable, 3 = slightly unacceptable, 4 =

neither, 5 = slightly acceptable, 6 = moderately acceptable, 7 = highly acceptable.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
3 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Study strata mean F
Livestock Deer hunters Residents?
producers
_ Welch's F =
Do nothing 2.40 2.60 2.67 6.160%
_ — Welch's F =
Monitor the situation 450 5.04 5.12 104,217+
_ _ Welch's F =
Try to frighten it away 3.87 4.25 4.75 54 5364+
_ Welch's F =
Capture and relocate it 447 5.21 5.97 177 871%+
— Welch's F =
Kill it 5.02 439 2.55 465.189+




Section 3: Preferences for Wolf Management

Table 3-14: Acceptability of Minnesota DNR actions. If a wolf were seen near a residential
neighborhood: Do nothing

Study n Highly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Highly Mean®
strata unacceptable | unacceptable | unacceptable acceptable | Acceptable |acceptable €an
Livestock
0, 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0,
producers 1058 54.1% 12.8% 7.8% 8.8% 4.8% 5.2% 6.6% 2.40
Deer
0, 0, 0, 0 0, 0, 0,
hunters 864 47.5% 14.8% 8.7% 8.4% 6.3% 8.4% 5.9% 2.60
Residents? | 1299 37.9% 20.2% 14.0% 10.6% 5.2% 7.1% 5.1% 2.67
Welch's F =
6.160**
w?= .003
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = highly unacceptable, 2 = moderately unacceptable, 3 = slightly unacceptable, 4 =
neither, 5 = slightly acceptable, 6 = moderately acceptable, 7 = highly acceptable.
2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,
gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.
342=96.099"* V =122
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
Table 3-15: Acceptability of Minnesota DNR actions. If a wolf were seen near a residential
neighborhood: Monitor the situation
Study n Highly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Highly Mean®
strata unacceptable | unacceptable | unacceptable acceptable | Acceptable |acceptable €an
'F;r';’gztcoecr‘; 1055 20.6% 8.2% 5.9% 6.9% | 12.3% 16.6% 29.5% 450
Ejﬁtrers 859 11.2% 8.5% 5.2% 52% | 13.2% 23.4% 33.3% 5.04
Residents® | 1299 5.3% 5.8% 2.6% 4.3% 11.4% 20.8% 49.8% 5.72
Welch's F =
104.217%*
w?=.060

1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = highly unacceptable, 2 = moderately unacceptable, 3 = slightly unacceptable, 4 =
neither, 5 = slightly acceptable, 6 = moderately acceptable, 7 = highly acceptable.

2 The resident sample was stratified based on MNDNR management regions. Resident data are weighted to reflect region, age,

gender, and hunting participation proportions in the population.

342=228.828"* V = .189
4 n.s. = not significant, *p < 0.05, **p< 0.01, ***p< 0.001
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Table 3-16: Acceptability of Minnesota DNR actions. If a wolf were seen near a residential
neighborhood: Try to frighten it away

Study n Highly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Highly Mean®
strata unacceptable| unacceptable | unacceptable acceptable | Acceptable |acceptable €an
Livestock
0, 0, 0 0 0, 0, 0
producers 1053 27.2% 17.7% 5.9% 15.9% 13.7% 13.1% 16.6% 3.87
Ejﬁtrers 856 18.8% 9.0% 6.9% 13.4% | 15.3% 18.2% 18.3% 425
Residents? | 1294 9.8% 5.9% 8.6% 13.0% 20.3% 21.9% 20.4% 4.75
Welch's F =
54.536%**
w?=.032
1 Mean based on the following scale: 1 = highly unacceptable, 2 = moderately unacceptable, 3 = slightly unacceptable, 4 =
neither, 5 = slightly acceptable, 6 = moderately acceptable, 7 = highly acceptable.
2 The reside