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1. Context 

1.1. General context with regard to this project 

The mission described in this report was carried out by Valeria Salvatori (Istituto di Ecologia Applicata) 

and Yorck von Korff (flow-ing) in the framework of a service contract with the European Commission 

Directorate-General for Environment (Contract no. 07.027739/2017/771819/SER/ENV.D.3). This 

service contract foresees “the establishment of regional/local platforms on coexistence between 

people and large carnivores”.  

The impacts of large carnivores – notably bear, wolf, and lynx - recently have reappeared and 

intensified with regard to a wide range of human activities, including the economically costly 

depredation on livestock and pets. In some countries, hunters perceive carnivores as competitors for 

shared prey species and in some situations, predation can influence traditional game harvests and 

hunting. In some exceptional cases, large carnivores (mainly bears) can be a risk for human safety, 

and fear of both bears and wolves is often expressed by rural residents in recolonization areas. 

Although the real impact of large carnivores can be mitigated through the adoption of adequate tools 

in a technical way, the disagreement among different sectors of the society about the core issue about 

presence of large carnivores can result in social conflicts. Experience has shown that these conflicts 

can escalate to very high levels and can dominate political discourses in some countries. 

In many cases, reintegrating large carnivores into the fabric of the European countryside requires 

making a number of adjustments to the practices of many sectors, including agriculture, forestry, 

hunting, transport, and refuse treatment, as well as dealing with the general concerns of many rural 

residents. The social perception of such needed changes can be either positive or negative, resulting 

in difficult situations to be managed. Often, the nature of conflict is mainly social, and in this case no 

technical tool is expected to achieve full success if not welcomed and implemented through a shared 

decision making approach. Many management measures may be highly controversial and / or 

expensive, so it is crucial that their adoption can be justified by involving the interested parties in a 

participatory way. 

Due to the diversity of European situations there are no solutions that work in all contexts. It is 

therefore necessary to identify the range of potential solutions and then pick the combination of 

measures which work best in different local contexts. 

In 2012 the Directorate General for the Environment of the European Commission (DG ENV) launched 

an initiative for the conservation and sustainable management of large carnivore species, based on 

dialogue with, and involvement of, relevant stakeholders, with a view to ensuring their commitment to 

the long-term conservation of large carnivores in coexistence with humans in Europe. In 2014 the EU 

platform on coexistence between humans and large carnivores was established, with the vision "To 

promote ways and means to minimize, and wherever possible find solutions to, conflicts between 

human interests and the presence of large carnivore species, by exchanging knowledge and by 

working together in an open-ended, constructive and mutually respectful way". 

The platform represents a tool for sharing views and issues at a higher level, but somehow lacks the 

direct contact with local issues. There is a need to implement pilot activities that could serve as models 

for other contexts, and to show how and where the participatory approach offers an effective means to 

move large carnivore conservation from the purely ecological to the social dimension, thus taking full 

account of the perceptions, emotions and values of the local communities, and launching a shared 

responsibility process whereby actions to be implemented are selected on a common ground 

wherever that appears possible. 

Therefore, it is the primary aim of this project to set up – or, where this is already done such as in 

Trento, support - local platforms of stakeholders in areas where high levels of conflicts are detected, in 

order to promote dialogue among different interest groups.  The project will support stakeholders, 

where this is desired, to reach agreement about key actions to implement in order to mitigate the 

impact of large carnivores on local human activities and smoothen the social conflicts that hamper the 
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conservation status of the large carnivore population involved. The project also aims at improving the 

communication flow with the European stakeholder platform on large carnivore coexistence, as well as 

promoting the existence of the local platforms through ad-hoc communication activities thus 

contributing to the promotion of stakeholder participation at different levels.   

In our offer to the Commission for this service contract we initially proposed eight potential sites for 

setting up regional dialogue platforms based on interest previously expressed in letters of support by 

local stakeholders. As only three or four platforms can financially be supported, we explored through 

distance interviews with contact persons of all eight sites the current conflict situation and 

opportunities for interventions. Based on these preliminary interviews, we suggested a choice of 

preferential sites where our intervention would potentially be most beneficial considering the situation 

and our own competencies (perceived match). Eventually, the European Commission-DG ENV 

decided on the final choice of sites. One of these sites is going to be in Trento.  

 

1.2. Specific context with regard to this mission in Trento 

Prior to this mission, our team had contacts with Claudio Groff (from the Autonomous Province of 

Trento) by Skype to gain a better understanding of the situation from his perspective. We learned the 

following: 

The administration of Trento has worked on bear conservation since the 1970s. Ever since the late 

1990s the bear population started to grow, especially after a transfer of ten bears from Slovenia in 

1999. For 2017 the number of bears was estimated between 52 and 63.
1
 Currently the bear population 

is stable or thriving. 

Since the late 1990s public opinion with regard to the presence of brown bears has shifted in Trento. 

According to surveys done by the Autonomous Province in 2003, about two thirds of the population 

was favourable of the bear presence, however by 2011 the picture had changed: 66 percent or 

respondents were now against the bear. 

Over the years cost for prevention measures – reaching slightly above 70 000 Euro in 2017 - and 

compensation for bear damage – a bit over 80 000 Euro in 2017 - has increased
2
. In response to 

increasing damages and looking for adequate measures, the province sat up a first stakeholder 

platform (or round table) in 2011 representing breeders, beekeepers and livestock farmers.  

After bear attacks on humans in Trento that were reported in the local as well as international press
3
, 

the province in 2015 sat up a second more extended platform called “Consultation and Information 

Committee for the Management of Large Carnivores” and representing a wider range of stakeholders. 

Conflict increased when one female bear (known as Danica) died upon removal by the authorities. In 

2017 the administration decided to put down a bear that was confirmed to have been involved in 

several attacks on humans.
4
 

Different stances on the platform developed notably between the Provincial Administration responsible 

for management, animal protection groups as well as livestock farmers and beekeepers. In his contact 

to us Claudio Groff mentioned that the platform was not operating in a satisfactory way (which was 

later confirmed by other stakeholders to whom we talked) and maybe needed a neutral facilitator. With 

this information we started our fact-finding mission.  

 

                                                      
1
 Groff C., Angeli F., Asson D., Bragalanti N. Pedrotti L., Rizzoli R., Zanghellini P. (editors), 2018. Large Carnivores Report, 
Autonomous Province of Tento’s Forestry and Wildlife Department, p. 14. 

2
 Op.cit., p. 21 and 24. 

3
 See for example: https://www.iol.co.za/news/world/hunt-on-for-dangerous-bear-that-injured-man-in-italy-10445777 

4
 Groff C., Angeli F., Asson D., Bragalanti N. Pedrotti L., Rizzoli R., Zanghellini P. (editors), 2018. Large Carnivores Report, 
Autonomous Province of Tento’s Forestry and Wildlife Department, p. 28 
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2. Purpose of this report 

In this report we will inform all interested parties about the work we carried out between 15 and 17 

May 2018 and the 4th of June in Trento. This includes the objectives of our work, the approach we 

used, whom we met for which reasons, as well as some conclusions from our mission together with 

possible next steps.    

  

3. Brief timeline of the mission 

Date Time of the day Place and action  

14  and 15 May   Team (YvK and VS) arrives in Trento 

15 May  

Morning Interviews start 

All day 

Interviews 16 May All day 

17 May 

Morning 

Mid-day and afternoon Return 

4 June Afternoon Interview (VS only) 

 

4. Purpose of the mission 

The purpose of the mission was fourfold with regard to the overall project objective of supporting the 

existing stakeholder platforms in Trento: 

 Gain a better understanding of the social, economic, political and cultural situation with regard 

to bear management in Trento 

 Gain a better understanding with regard to the functioning of the platform 

 Understand to what extent our potential support can be useful for the stakeholders in this 

situation  

 Foresee possible next steps most notably the potential involvement of a neutral facilitator 

 

5. General approach to our intervention 

The approach that we use in all sites of our work has three parts: A first fact finding phase, where 

we visit a selected site and interview some of the stakeholders in order to better understand the 

situation. This was the purpose of this mission to Trento. Based on this first phase, we decide whether 

we need to meet yet more stakeholders in order to deepen our understanding or if we can already 

propose a specific process for a platform to be set up or for a current platform to operate in a different 

way, if this is desired. Typical questions to clarify in this first phase will be to see who could convene 
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and host the platform, which responsibilities the platform should have with regard to further decision 

making, who can facilitate the platform, who should participate in it, and what the likely issues to be 

discussed are.  

Once we have a sufficient amount of clarity on these points, the second phase starts in which we 

suggest a specific process to follow during the platform meetings. We will check this suggestion before 

its implementation with the stakeholders – or at least with some of them – and see if they agree to it or 

if it needs to be changed.  

For the third phase we will contract a local facilitator or request one of our team staff (according to the 

situation) to begin facilitating the platform meeting. The objectives of these meetings (if the 

stakeholders agree) would probably be:  

 The stakeholders can better clarify their own stance on any given issue for themselves (they 

obtain more clarity in which direction they want to go) 

 The stakeholders have an opportunity to understand the point of view of the other 

stakeholders and take it into account 

 If they wish to do so, the stakeholders can try to come to shared understandings and - maybe 

- to consensually agreed actions on any points where this seems relevant and possible with 

regard to large carnivore management.  

At all times in this process our team will remain: 

 Neutral with regard to the issues under discussion. The only suggestions we will make are on 

the process to follow but even here we remain open to changes whenever they are requested 

by the participants.  

 In support of each stakeholder by way of understanding what is important to her/ to him.  

 Transparent with regard to the decisions that we are intending to take on the process and the 

reasons for them as well as on the decisions that already have been taken (as far as we are 

aware of them).  

 Confidential with regard to who told us what in the preliminary interviews of the first phase. 

Nevertheless we will feed back information – to the EC-DG ENV but also to the stakeholders – 

about the general points that were raised and the overall situation albeit without indicating who 

stated which point (this is a purpose of the current report).   

In accordance with previous considerations, we will never propose any solution to the issues 

under consideration. Our role will remain that of a third party in support of all the other parties. 

Therefore the solutions will have to come from the local stakeholders themselves. If the latter can 

reach consensus on these solutions they will be more appropriate for the specific local context, as well 

as more lasting than any solution suggested by external experts.  

 

6. The interviews 

6.1. Persons met 

The following table gives an overview whom we met, when and where. 

Table 1. Persons met 

Persons met during a specific interview (including 

organizational affiliations) 
Place 

Date and time of 

the day 

 15 May 2018 

Claudio Groff (Large Carnivore Coordinator, Forest and 

Fauna Service of the Autonomous Province of Trento)  , 
Autonomous Morning 
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Persons met during a specific interview (including 

organizational affiliations) 
Place 

Date and time of 

the day 

Carlo Maiolini and Paolo Pedrini  (both MUSE – Science 

Museum of Trento) 

Province of Trento 

Massimo Vittorazzi; (Trento Alpinist Society - SAT) , 

Anna Facchini (President of SAT) 
SAT office in Trento Midday 

Marco Facchinelli (President, Trentino Beekeeper 

Association) 

Beekeeper 

Association office in 

Trento 

Afternoon 

 16 May 2018 

Osvaldo Negra (WWF Trento) 
MUSE – Science 

Museum of Trento 
Morning 

Ruggero Giovannini (Director, Associazione Cacciatori 

Trentini) and Claudio Groff 

Autonomous 

Province of Trento 
Midday 

Ivana Sandri (ENPA)  
MUSE – Science 

Museum of Trento 
Afternoon  

 17 May 2018 

Claudio Valorz (Director, Federazione Allevatori 

Trentini) 
 Morning 

 04 June 2018 

Caterina Rosa Marino (LAC) 
MUSE – Science 

Museum of Trento 
Afternoon 

 

6.2. Interview procedure 

Prior to the visit, our team had prepared a questionnaire that would be the basis for our exchanges 

(see Annex B). However, during the interviews we did not always heed the order of the questions in 

the questionnaire but sometimes preferred to follow up with questions according to the thematic flow of 

the conservation. Nevertheless, we usually covered all questions contained in the questionnaire. In 

one case, instead of going through the questionnaire, we let our respondents visualize all involved 

stakeholders on a large Manila paper and group them according to perceived interest and influence 

with regard to the issue of bear management. 

  

6.3. Results 

As we assured semi-confidentiality (no reporting on who said what, just providing general impressions) 

to our respondents and as the number of respondent was small (making it easy to guess who said 

what even if we report content only) and as bear management in Trento continues to be controversial, 

we will limit ourselves here to a more general description of the situation with regard to bear 
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management including the various issues, stakeholders involved, relationships between stakeholders, 

the recent history and conflict dynamics, plus the readiness of the parties to address the situation in 

dialogue. Sometimes we will remain rather abstract on purpose so that it becomes more difficult to 

guess who said what. 
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6.3.1. Issues 

6.3.1.1. How much control should be exerted in bear management?  

One controversial issue is to what extent and in what way bears should be physically controlled. No 

stakeholder we talked to demanded to remove the bear from the province altogether though at least 

two stakeholders thought that people existed in the province who would be happy if this were done. Of 

those interviewed, however, nobody considered this a likely or feasible option. Nevertheless, when it 

comes to how the provincial administration, which is charged with bear management, should react to 

bear behavior and bear population dynamics opinions are diverse. Some stakeholders are “totally 

opposed to interventions” (such as bear removal for example) because “this causes disruptions and 

these are interventions on effects and not on causes so they do not solve any problems really”. Ideally, 

the same stakeholders would see self-regulation of the species and increased information in order to 

avoid critical situations. In a similar sense another stakeholder advocated that “we need an increased 

tolerance for bears that attack humans.” According to this respondent “most attacks are of a defensive 

nature. There should be a culture, where bears defending themselves are contemplated as normal in 

their environment.” 

Other stakeholders are more in favor of active bear control. According to one respondent some people 

feel “limited and constrained” by the presence of the bear. Therefore, on some occasions, the 

administration decided to remove a bear. But if a bear is killed during these intervention this can 

trigger lively reactions from parts of the greater public.  

One stakeholder said the measures undertaken so far to prevent attacks on domestic animals from 

bears are not sufficient and doubted whether a peaceful coexistence with the bear (or wolf) could be 

possible at all: “It is not even conceivable to fence an area of 100 or 200 ha in some of the remote 

mountain farms. These fences might not be efficient for wolves. Livestock guarding dogs might be 

more successful but their presence might create problems with tourists.” Therefore, one stakeholder 

suggested that “in some cases predators will have to be removed”. Another one said that in the few 

cases where a bear was causing problems “the province removed it. This has succeeded to control 

the bear.” In this case the vision of the environment would be that of a “managed environment” which 

would be “kept clean and maintained and not left wild.” In a similar vein another stakeholder said that 

“the population of bears needs to be limited” because “how many bears can the province support” 

ecologically, economically and socially? “The province is small so it cannot host unlimited number of 

bears.” In this respect one respondent hoped for better management of ecological corridors so as to 

increase the likelihood of bears expending outside the provincial territory. 

With regard to the behavior of certain bears one stakeholder said that “bears roaming around cities 

should be removed without hesitation. They threaten the reputation of the all the bears and thus 

threaten their continued existence” in the province. With regard to attacks on humans the same 

respondent held: “These attacks should not happen ever. Bears that are too close to human areas 

should be removed immediately. Bears should flee as soon as they see humans.  There should be 

more robust management of these bears. The removal can be done with capture. And keep the bears 

in enclosures afterwards.”  The same responded wished “for higher level of independence of the 

provincial administrators (the technical staff) from the policy-makers. Now they have to ask the political 

level when removing a bear. They need an authorization of the president of the province. These 

decisions should be decided at technical working group level, not at the political level.” 

6.3.1.2. Economic interest and animal welfare  

Various stakeholders perceived frictions between economic interests such as livestock raising and 

beekeeping on the one hand versus interests for wild animals’ welfare on the other. Not all 

stakeholders thought, however, that there would have to be tensions between these apparent 

antipodes. One respondent mentioned for example that even though shepherds clearly have an 

economic interest in unimpeded livestock grazing, they have also promoted nature-based tourism in 

high altitude places in the province and – according to this stakeholder – many of the shepherds are 

much concerned about the wellbeing of their own animals which is one reason why they chose to let 

them roam freely in the mountainous meadows in the first place.   
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Moreover, at least two stakeholders thought that it might be an interesting option for the province to 

promote wilderness tourism in its mountainous areas, something that would need yet clearer 

communication campaigns according to them. The presence of the bear (and wolf) might be a strongly 

supporting factor in this potential image campaign for the province. 

However, various stakeholders also emphasized that the basic economic and professional interests of 

livestock holders, beekeepers and hunters must not be fundamentally impaired. Various stakeholders 

thought that these groups are ready for some adaptation but also that there were clear limits to this. 

One stakeholder mentioned that generous compensations by the province were indispensable and 

that “the province should not argue about this”. With regard to a more psychological effect, at least one 

stakeholder also mentioned the frustration a livestock holder may feel when he finds a sheep or goat 

killed by a wolf or bear. One stakeholder said that the livestock owners that adopt damage prevention 

measures and thus have more work to do should be valued for their collaboration. 

Various stakeholder independently agreed that if economic interests are not satisfied with regard to 

the presence of bear and wolf more the number of poisoned bears may increase rapidly.  

6.3.1.3. Communication about bear management 

The Forestry and Wildlife Department of the Autonomous Province in 2017 carried out 6 public 

meetings about the brown bear, involving 480 participants, sent out 37 press releases, published an 

information brochure in three languages, provided interviews on regional radio and TV, and updated 

information about bear presence on the institutional website.
5
 There was also a cooperation with the 

regional alpinist association SAT on communication, as well as with the science museum MUSE, the 

Natural Park Adamello Brenta (PNAB) and Trentino Marketing
6
. SAT organized a series of information 

evenings on large carnivores in 2017. In October 2017 several stakeholders (among others the 

Province, SAT, PNAB and the MUSE) organized a National Conference on the Brown Bear entitled 

“Possible Coexistence”.
7
 

Nevertheless several stakeholders criticized the communication approach of the Province on bear 

management as “too defensive”, not detailed enough, and also initially misleading. At least five 

stakeholders expressed critical opinions about the role of the local media, even though one local 

newspaper was praised for employing a science-educated journalist.  

In the view of two stakeholders, even though the reintroduction was a praiseworthy scientific and 

technical operation, the communication about it has been deplorable. The stakeholders linked this to 

the political dimension of the bear and supposed that politicians, interested in reelection, are “afraid of 

the bear” and “do not like to connect their names to the bear”. According to these stakeholders policy 

makers “do not want to show that they are good administrators of the bear “and make the public 

believe that “reintroduction belongs to a former administration”.  In case of conflict, especially attacks 

on humans, they communicate “as if the bear was the only guilty party”. According to one stakeholder, 

the Province should publish much more clearly the details surrounding the cases when a bear 

attacked a human, especially whether a free ranging dog (off the leash of its owner) was involved and 

in what way. One stakeholder also praised the yearly report of the province on large carnivores but 

called it “not sufficient”. Another stakeholder also called the communication approach of the province 

“defensive”.  

In a similar vein other respondents said that the communication about the reintroduction should have 

been more proactive and better prepared the population for the presence of the bear. “People should 

be trained as they do not know how to react when facing a bear.” 

Yet other respondents said that initially there was some important misinformation: “An image of the 

bear was promoted that is far away from reality. For example the picture of a bear in park sniffing 

flowers. It was not a realistic image.” Then when a problem happened “the media were grasping the 

opportunity for sensationalism.” According to this stakeholder most of the local population received 

                                                      
5
 www.grandicarnivori.provincia.tn.it 

6
 See Groff C., Angeli F., Asson D., Bragalanti N. Pedrotti L., Rizzoli R., Zanghellini P. (editors), 2018. Large Carnivores Report, 
Autonomous Province of Tento’s Forestry and Wildlife Department, p. 33. 

7
 Op. cit. 
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information through the media, “far away from scientific facts”. In the view of this respondent the lack 

of initially available correct information makes life much more difficult for the Province whenever an 

intervention with regard to a problem bear is needed, because the population is not prepared to the 

extent it should be.  

6.3.1.4. Bear versus wolf 

All stakeholders agreed that bear management is an important issue. However, several of them said 

that a bigger problem was coming up soon, namely the increasing presence of the wolf. According to 

the Large Carnivore Report of the provincial administration
8
 there were 6 packs of wolves in the 

province by 2017 up from 2 packs in 2013 and none in 2012. Damage compensation for cattle, sheep-

goats and equines augmented from less than 10.000 Euros in 2013 to almost 47.000 Euros in 2017.  

Various stakeholders said that to them the bear appears more manageable than the wolf and at least 

one of them was more critical with regard to the wolf than to the bear and possibly in favor of stricter 

measures for the wolf than for the bear.  

In any case, whenever the bear is discussed in Trento, the conversation may rapidly turn to the issue 

of the wolf. This raises the question to what extent the bear and the wolf should be separated in the 

conversations of the dialogue platform.
9
    

6.3.1.5. The functioning of the current round tables 

The province is currently operating two stakeholder round tables. One has been running since 2011 

involving beekeepers and livestock farmers. It appears to be running in a satisfactory way.  In 2015, 

following bear attacks on humans, the Province set up a second platform involving a larger array of 

stakeholders and usually meeting twice per year. This second platform though described as a “good 

tool” by one respondent was strongly criticized by several others. The Province itself is conscious of 

problems.  

One respondent estimated that this platform was not effective as there were “no minutes of meeting 

nor any follow-up” on suggestions made. Another stakeholder said that “after the meetings I do not 

notice a lot of change. They seem to be interested in stakeholders. I do not know if they apply the 

different ideas from the platform.” Yet another respondent criticized that the platform has been “a 

waste of time”. According to this stakeholder this was not due to the province but to the behavior of 

some groups that “accuse without making any constructive proposal”. And furthermore: “There is no 

real willingness to negotiate. Everybody stands on their positions.” Another responded echoed that the 

platform was blocked.  

Two stakeholders criticized that the platform could not be seen as neutral as it is chaired by an elected 

councilor of the Province. In fact, the Province currently thinks that it might be advisable to employ a 

neutral facilitator to manage the meetings.  

6.3.1.6. Public awareness and decision making about bear management and its 

consequences 

One stakeholder demanded that the larger public should become more aware of all the issues that 

existed as a consequence of bear management: “A cost should be recognized and borne by the 

community. There should be open discussion about these things.” This respondent was referring to 

cost for preventive measures, compensation, but also emergency interventions, and specialized staff. 

Another respondent said that “one fourth of the people in the province live in the mountains, three 

fourths in the city. Most communication and most influence on policy is therefore from the city. Urban 

                                                      
8
 Op. cit., p. 40. 

9
 In our preliminary view it might be advisable to clearly separate the issues for analytical and diagnostic purposes but at the 
same time not to lose from view the larger picture with the presence of both carnivores as some policies or measures for one 
species might be useful for the other as well. 
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people think that living in the mountain is great but they do not know what it means to live there and to 

work there. Important would be a correct communication about the cost of coexistence.” 

In other words, the decision to have the bear in the province and to manage it in a certain way entails 

economic but also social and cultural effects for the whole community. One stakeholder mentioned for 

example that depending on available compensation and recognition measures for livestock farmers 

there might be more or less shepherding on high altitude mountain meadows, which in turn would 

have impacts on landscapes and forms of tourism in these areas. Another stakeholder mentioned that 

the image that the Province was willing to give to the bear would also have effects on the type of 

tourism encountered in the province.  

The – though unspoken – suggestion behind this appears to be that the wider public might have to be 

involved in more direct ways on questions of bear management – not only to be better informed but 

also to become able to influence more directly its own social, economic and cultural future in the 

province.  

6.3.1.7. Inter-provincial bear management 

One stakeholder pointed out that as bear numbers are increasing, bears are likely to migrate to 

neighboring provinces – Bolzano was explicitly mentioned. This stakeholder also said, however, that 

because the province of Bolzano did not reintroduce the bear, attitudes towards bear management 

might be quite different there from the Province of Trento. For more coherence in bear management 

this respondent suggested stronger inter-provincial cooperation. Another stakeholder stated that the 

issue of bear management should be tackled at national or even international level, given the bears 

cannot be confined in the provincial territory and  

6.3.2. Stakeholders involved 

The following is a preliminary overview of stakeholders to involve in future activities. It remains open to 

change. In principle at least all the stakeholders who are currently members of the extended round 

table (which started in 2015) should be involved. It is possible that some of these stakeholders are not 

yet mentioned in the following table. 

Table 2. Stakeholders involved

Government 

Provincial administration (Servizio foreste e fauna) and government 

(political leadership); Trentino marketing (promoting the province an in-

house organization of the provincial administration);  PNAB (the 

natural park in the province) 

Hunters  Associazione Cacciatori Trentini 

Nature protection NGOs WWF; Fondazione E. Mach (Environment Foundation) 

Animal welfare 

LIPU (birdlife protection group), LAC (anti-hunting coalition), ENPA 

(animal welfare group), Pro-bear committee (mainly made of members 

of ENPA and LAC) 

Livestock breeders and 

beekeepers 

Federazione Provinciale Allevatori, Associazione Apicoltori Trentini, 

Associazione Apicoltori Valsugana Lagorai, Associazione Apicoltori di 

Fiemme e Fassa 

Research institutions 

MUSE: according to at least one respondent the MUSE is seen as 

rather objective by most if not all stakeholders and considered by 

many in the province a source of reliable scientific information (thus 

including on the behavior of bears and wolves) 
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The media 
Local: L’Adige and Trento newspapers; Local TV. International media 

also report.  

Tourism and outdoor 

organizations 

SAT (Società Alpinisti Tridentini); Associazione Accompagnatori di 

Media Montagna del Trentino (a local hiker association) 

Anti-bear committee? One stakeholder thought that such a committee might exist. However, 

we could not confirm this so far.  

The general public in 

larger urban centers 

Considered important by various respondents because they can 

influence through public opinion polls, demonstration or social media 

The general public in 

smaller urban center and 

remoter villages 

Considered a bit less politically influential by some as less numerous 

than the urban people on the other hand some consider specific 

interest groups that work in the mountains influential 

 

6.3.3. Relationships between stakeholders 

Various stakeholders have reported trusting and cooperative ties to each other. This is epitomized by 

ongoing cooperation between some of the stakeholder groups (for example on communication or 

information).  

Various respondents have expressed satisfaction with the work of the beekeepers and livestock round 

table that was set up in 2011. One respondent expressed for example that he feels “informed” and 

praised “very good communication”.  

Problems have been reported with the other round table, however, and in the relationships between 

some of the groups.  

Many of the concerned stakeholders have met at least twice per year in the round table sat up since 

2015 by the Province. Various (though not all) stakeholders consider the talks in this setting as 

blocked or even as a “waste of time” (in the words of one respondent). Members of the provincial 

administration also think that the format of the table should be changed and supported by a neutral 

facilitator from the outside. It appears that during the platform exchanges the representatives of 

various groups stay on predictable arguments and positions.  

Despite the round table exchanges various respondents expressed difficulties or an inability to 

understand the positions of other representatives at the round table. One respondent said that 

representatives of other groups did not understand the needs of members of his own group.  

The behavior of certain members of the round table is not perceived as constructive by others as it is 

seen as missing suggestions for improving the situation. One respondent said that representatives of 

other groups were “on the warpath”.  

One respondent, asked how his own group was probably seen by the others said that “we are a 

nuisance” for the others. Nevertheless, this did not appear to be the intention of this respondent who 

mentioned the importance of continuous dialogue and listening. 

Various stakeholders expressed frustration. Ironically, two stakeholder groups with apparently 

opposed interest felt both that they were either “losing” or “being abandoned”.     

Several stakeholders mentioned lack of trust as a problem. One respondent viewed representatives of 

other groups as “suspicious”. The same respondent believed that assumptions of lying and bad faith 

actions existed between some of the stakeholders. Indeed respondents from at least two different 

groups expressed the belief that other groups were declaring certain official motivations for their 

actions but that in reality more negative reasons were hiding behind these declared intentions. 

6.3.4. Level of conflict and possible consequences if the conflict is not treated 
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Currently all stakeholders that we interviewed have expressed a willingness to continue talking to each 

other and to making efforts towards greater mutual understanding. Synergetic results, however, will 

not be automatic, as various group representatives (this was described in the previous section), have 

developed certain doubts about the intentions of other groups. 

Various participants were concerned with different negative consequences if the conflict is not treated 

soon. One respondent for example saw the possibility that “the acceptance of the bear by the 

population can go down.” The respondent linked this preoccupation also to current political 

developments: “Urban dwellers can exert pressure to obtain rapid solutions. Right now politicians 

adopt a neutral position towards the bear.” However, in view of the upcoming provincial elections in 

the fall of 2018, and with the current strength of the Lega Nord political party, this might change: “The 

main party is afraid to lose votes. Maybe now they move against the bear in order not to lose votes.” 

The respondent considered this a failing strategy though:  “The Province must obtain acceptance for 

the bear. It must communicate and show that it is able and willing to manage: the bear is not a shame.  

If things are staying as they are, there will be less and less support to the initial project which is to 

ensure a viable population of bears. If we continue with the conflicts, support will decrease.” 

Other respondents thought along similar lines and said that “if things remain like this, the level of 

conflict will increase and this will be associated with high levels of poaching. There are two cases of 

bears already that were poisoned. And these are only the visible cases. Also for wolf this will become 

more frequent.” 

One respondent thought that if conflicts are not solved, this might have dramatic consequences for the 

social and economic setup of the Province as outcomes would strongly influence agriculture and 

tourism practices.  This respondent described grazing pastures in the Province as “one third in the 

lowlands, one third in the middle up to 2000 meters, and one third above 2000 meters.” This 

respondent saw a change of grazing practices from the mid-1990s onwards: “Until then farmers 

wanted to have an easy life and concentrated on lowland grazing.” Then it changed, however, “also 

because of EU incentives” and farmers “went back to mountain pastures”. But now the stake would be 

“to prevent the abandon of the mountains. If the situation stays as it is, farmers might abandon these 

activities and go back to the lowlands, with all the consequences that this might have on environment 

and also tourism. Tourism is currently based on high mountain meadows and alluring tourists to these 

areas.”   

At least four respondents saw action for treating conflict as urgent or very urgent. This was also linked 

to the increasing arrival of the wolf in the Province.  

6.3.5. Basic attitudes to treatment of conflict 

All stakeholders we have talked to so far have expressed a clear willingness to address difficult issues. 

We have not yet talked with all stakeholders though.  

 

7. The conclusions from the interviews (next steps) 

As of now (eJune 2018) we foresee possible next steps as follows:  

A neutral Italian speaking facilitator will be selected until June 12, 2018.  

On June 12 Valeria Salvatori, the new facilitator and Yorck von Korff will introduce themselves at a 

regularly scheduled round table meeting. They will present some results of this fact-finding mission, a 

process for treating contentious issues, and probably as well as an adapted functioning of the round 

table.  
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8. Annexes 

A) The members of the mission 

Member Function Affiliation 

Valeria Salvatori Project coordinator Istituto di Ecologia Applicata (Rome) 

Yorck von Korff Facilitator flow-ing (Montpellier)  

 

 

B) Questionnaire 

Part I: Explanations About yourself and the interview 

Introduce yourself. Give some context and background of your own work (project) and what in 

particular led you to this stakeholder. Describe the purpose of the interview and the process that is 

likely to follow after the interviews. State your role in that process. Say what will happen with the data 

of the questionnaire. Add the following information: 

 How many people will be interviewed in total 

 The interview will be confidential with regard to who said what but not with regard to the 

information provided 

 Note taking during the interview 

 Any questions before starting? 

Part II: Questions to ask10 

1. Before we start, could you give us some insight into your work in your function as […]? 

How does this work relate to the […] issue ?  How long have you been in this function ?  

2. What is the situation with regard to [… the issue] ? You have mentioned mainly 

problematic [if this is case] aspects – do you think there are other ones as well?  

3. What has led to this situation?  

4. Which persons or institutions are directly involved in this? What do you think are their 

interests or expectations?  

5. How would you describe your relationship to these other stakeholders?  

6. Which other persons or institutions/ groups are yet other stakeholders, observers or 

potential third parties in this situation? 

7. What have you already done to solve the problem? Have you asked others to help you in 

this? 

8. What would happen if nobody steps in to work on the situation? What would be the 

consequences for you/ for the other stakeholders?  

9. How urgent is the situation?  

10. What would be your personal goal in addressing this situation: For example if you imagine 

a positive outcome in one year of time what would it look like?  

                                                      
10

 Do not miss to ask your own follow on questions whenever that appears more coherent in a given interview situation. This 
questionnaire is just a basic orientation so that you may not leave out important aspects. 
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11. How does this whole situation affect you personally in terms of stress or any other 

emotions that the situation may stir [if this has not been said yet]? 

12. What would you hope for from the intervention of an outside party in this situation?  

13. If there were some kind of exchange process put into place with the other stakeholders 

would you be willing to participate? If you are willing to participate would you agree to a 

period of peace during that time [in case of conflict]? This would mean to abstain from 

public attacks outside of the agreed upon exchange platform and to agree to the principle 

of respect (be ready to listen) for the other parties within the platform?  

14. Is there anything else that you would like to add?  

 

Optional question 

What could you do in order to make the situation worse (this paradoxical question shows the influence 

and responsibility that the party has and can also lead to find ways to improve the situation. It fits best 

possibly after question 7 or 8)? 

Part III : Description of follow up 

Restate what you will do once you have concluded the stakeholder interviews. 


