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English summary

This report presents the analysis of questionnaire data in the frame of Action D1 (Follow-up
surveys on stakeholder perceptions and behavior) of LIFE AMYBEAR. Specifically, the report
includes details on sample selection and data selection, sample characteristics, and detailed
sets of analyses for the different sections of the questionnaire, namely: Self-reported
knowledge items concerning actions in the frame of LIFE AMYBEAR; stakeholder interaction
and trust; stakeholder attitudes; word associations; and responses to items on actual
consensus and consensus estimates. Within the frame of Action D1, the last report (Activity
report) will include a comparison of pre-intervention questionnaire data, gathered with the
same instrument in Action C1 (Stakeholder consultation and involvement) with post-
intervention data gathered in Action D1.

Greek summary

H mapoloa avadopd mepllapfdavel tnv avdluon Sedopévwy epwtnuatoloyiou Tou
oUM\EXONnKkav oto mAaiolo tng Apaong D1 (MapakoAouBnon avtiAnewv Kal cupneptdopwv
TWV evOLaPEPOUEVWY PEPWVY) TOU TTpoypappatog LIFE AMYBEAR. Zuykekpipéva, n avadopd
TIAPOUCLALEL AETITOMEPH OTOLXELOL OXETIKA e TNV emLAoyr) Tou Selypatog Kal Tn cUAAoyr Twv
SebouEVwy, T XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TOU SElyaTOG, KABWC KOl Lol AETITOUEPN OELPA AVOAUCEWY
yla KABe TUAUA Tou gpwTnuatoloyiou: Tn yvwon Twv EPWIWHEVWY, Katd SNAwor toug,
OXETIKA HE TI( OpAOCELl TOU Tpoypaupatog LIFE AMYBEAR, tnv oAAnAemidpoon twv
evOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV KL TNV EUMESWON KAILATOC EUMLOTOOUVNG LETAEY TOUG, TIG OTACELG
TWV eVOLAPEPOUEVWV LEPWY, TOUG CUCKETLOMOUE EMAYWYLIKWY OpWwV, KAL TG AMOKPLOELS TWV
EPWTWUEVWV YLOL TN CUHUETOXN TOUG o€ SU0 UTOTIBEEVA YEYOVOTA (TTPAYLATLKY) CUVALVEDH
Kol ektipnon ouvaiveonc). H avadopd tng Apdong D1 (teAeutaio moapadotéo o autr Th
Spaon) Ba mepLEXeL pLa oUYKPLON TwV SE60UEVWY EpWTNUOTOAOYLOU TTOU GUAAEXBNKAV LIE TO
1610 epwtnuatoAoyLo otn Apdon C1 (AlaBoUAeuon Kol CUMUETOXN evOLADEPOUEVWY HEPWV)
pe ta dedopéva epwtnuatoAloylou mou cUAAEXBnkav otn Apaon D1.



1. Introduction

Using the same instrument which had been employed in Action C1 (Stakeholder consultation
and involvement), questionnaire data were collected and processed. The main objective of
this second data collection is to provide post-intervention data, namely, data gathered from
stakeholder groups after the major interventions in the actions of LIFE AMYBEAR have been
concluded, and allow for a pre-post evaluation. This deliverable will offer a detailed overview
over post-intervention data, while the Activity report, the last deliverable of Action D1
(Follow-up surveys on stakeholder perceptions and behaviour) will present the pre-post
evaluation.

2. Methods

2.1 Instrument

The instrument used was developed in Action C1 (Stakeholder consultation and involvement)
based on input of Action Al (Stakeholder analysis) and the workshops held in Action C1. All
project partners had already reviewed the instrument and submitted their comments and
remarks before the final version of the questionnaire was concluded. The instrument is given
in this report in the Appendix (in Greek). An online version of the questionnaire was also
employed to gather data online
(https://docs.google.com/forms/d/15TgLyLFc8c9bFRXJp70bj78XdL9_YRvDFpRn9KkHeyk/edi
t).

2.2 Sample selection and data collection

The questionnaire was administered by the Municipality of Amyntaio, the Stock-Breeders’
Association of Amyntaio, the Farmers’ Association of Amyntaio, the Hunters’ Association of
Amyntaio, and the Chamber of Commerce of Florina. Further, the questionnaire was
administered online to Foresters who were engaged in LIFE AMYBEAR actions. Participation
for all respondents was voluntary and anonymous. Sample selection did not aim to produce a
representative sample but it focused on stakeholder groups closely related to the LIFE
AMYBEAR project and bear conservation and management, namely, residents in the
Municipality of Amyntaio, residents involved in primary sector activities, employees of the
Forest Service, members of the Chamber of Commerce in Florina, and employees at the
Municipality of Amyntaio.

3. Results

3.1 Sample characteristics

Overall, 150 questionnaires were gathered from respondents who were classified in the
following sub-samples: (1) Residents in the Municipality of Amyntaio (34.7%); (2) residents
involved in primary sector activities (20%); employees of the Forest Service (13.3%); members
of the Chamber of Commerce in Florina (14.7%); and employees at the Municipality of
Amyntaio (17.3%). Females amounted to 43.8% of the sample and their participation was
more pronounced among employees at the Municipality of Amyntaio (58.3% of that sub-
sample; Likelihood ratio x> = 17.67; p < 0.01). Respondents had a mean age of 42.5 years (min
= 18 years; max = 70 years). Members of the Chamber of Commerce in Florina displayed a
younger age across sub-samples (Kruskal-Wallis H = 17.14; p < 0.01). Respondents with a
higher education degree were more numerous among members of the Chamber of Commerce
in Florina (84.2% in that sub-sample), and employees at the Municipality of Amyntaio (66.7%
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in that sub-sample) (Likelihood ratio y* = 27.24; p < 0.001). Mean income was 972.1 Euro with
no significant differences among sub-samples.

3.2 Self-reported knowledge items concerning actions in the
frame of LIFE AMYBEAR

Respondents recorded their self-reported knowledge for several questionnaire items, which
explicitly addressed actions in the LIFE AMYBEAR project (see Tables 1-9). Overall, responses
for five out of nine knowledge items (bear numbers; Bear Emergency Teams; initiatives in the
road network; electric fences; diffusion of tourist flows) were quite favourable, since sub-
sample percentages for “not sufficient knowledge” were for all these cases lower than 50%.
This implied the messages of LIFE AMYBEAR had reached significant percentages of these
interested audiences. Employees of the Forest Service featured with relatively highest
percentages for Bear Emergency Teams (see Table 2), while members of the Chamber of
Commerce in Florina recorded relatively higher knowledge for bear-friendly products and
services, which needs to be addressed in future initiatives in the project area. Generally,
employees at the Municipality of Amyntaio had comparable self-reported knowledge with
residents in the municipality. They recorded higher knowledge than other residents for
electric fences, for which the Municipality had a higher involvement, and lower knowledge for
livestock guarding dogs and the anti-poison first-aid kit, which were more narrowly targeting
residents in the primary sector. The latter subsample recorded the relatively highest
knowledge the anti-poison kit.

There were numerous statistically significant correlations among knowledge items,
were responses followed a pattern of covariance. For instance, self-reported knowledge on
livestock guarding dogs and electric fences as damage prevention methods correlated
significantly (Spearman’s rho = 0.63, p < 0.001), as did knowledge on livestock guarding dogs
and the anti-poison kit (Spearman’s rho = 0.51, p < 0.001). Another significant correlation was
between bear-friendly products and services and the diffusion of tourist flows (Spearman’s
rho = 0.43, p < 0.001), indicating a covariation for developmental options related to bear
presence in the project area. All these correlations reveal once again the joint reference of
knowledge items and the relative success of communication and outreach as well as
stakeholder engagement initiatives launched within the frame of LIFE AMYBEAR. They also
point to the need of including these items together in future initiatives in the project area.

Table 1. Self-reported knowledge for number of bears in the
region

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 33,3% 47,1% 19,6%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 48,3% 48,3% 3,4%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 25,0% 50,0% 25,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 27,3% 54,5% 18,2%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 41,7% 50,0% 8,3%

Municipality of Amyntaio




Table 2. Self-reported knowledge for Bear Emergency Teams

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 43,1% 39,2% 17,6%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 44,8% 41,4% 13,8%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 15,0% 45,0% 40,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 42,9% 19,0% 38,1%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 25,0% 66,7% 8,3%

Municipality of Amyntaio

Table 3. Self-reported knowledge for interventions in the road
network

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 23,5% 47,1% 29,4%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 34,5% 51,7% 13,8%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 15,0% 40,0% 45,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 33,3% 42,9% 23,8%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 37,5% 54,2% 8,3%

Municipality of Amyntaio

Table 4. Self-reported knowledge for electric fences

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 44,0% 40,0% 16,0%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 44,8% 37,9% 17,2%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 20,0% 45,0% 35,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 33,3% 47,6% 19,0%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 45,8% 33,3% 20,8%

Municipality of Amyntaio




Table 5. Self-reported knowledge for livestock guarding dogs

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 45,1% 39,2% 15,7%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 44,8% 48,3% 6,9%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 40,0% 35,0% 25,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 42,9% 28,6% 28,6%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 75,0% 16,7% 8,3%

Municipality of Amyntaio

Table 6. Self-reported knowledge for anti-poison first aid kit

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 54,0% 42,0% 4,0%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 31,0% 58,6% 10,3%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 50,0% 35,0% 15,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 52,4% 38,1% 9,5%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 79,2% 12,5% 8,3%

Municipality of Amyntaio

Table 7. Self-reported knowledge for bear-proof garbage bins

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 60,0% 28,0% 12,0%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 44,8% 41,4% 13,8%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 35,0% 50,0% 15,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 52,4% 33,3% 14,3%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 75,0% 12,5% 12,5%

Municipality of Amyntaio




Table 8. Self-reported knowledge for bear-friendly
products/services

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 58,0% 34,0% 8,0%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 58,6% 31,0% 10,3%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 60,0% 25,0% 15,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 47,6% 42,9% 9,5%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 62,5% 37,5% 0.0%

Municipality of Amyntaio

Table 9. Self-reported knowledge for diffusion of tourist flows

My knowledge is | know some My knowledge is
not sufficient things but | wish sufficient
to learn more
Residents in the Municipality 38,0% 46,0% 16,0%
of Amyntaio
Respondents involved in 34,5% 55,2% 10,3%
primary sector activities
Employees of the Forest 45,0% 45,0% 10,0%
Service
Members of the Chamber of 47,6% 42,9% 9,5%
Commerce in Florina
Employees at the 45,8% 50,0% 4,2%

Municipality of Amyntaio

3.3 Stakeholder interaction and trust

Tables 10 and 11 present data on stakeholder interaction and trust between stakeholder
groups. Here respondents recorded social actors with whom they discussed issues referring
to bears (Table 10) and social actors they trusted more when discussing issues about bears
(Table 11). Respondent sub-samples interacted with and trusted more their own group (see
columns for respondents involved in primary sector activities and employees of the Forest
Service). Respondents in primary activities (farmers, stock breeders, and bee keepers) had
relatively increased percentages for both stakeholder interaction and trust, followed in the
first case by hunters and in the latter by employees of the Forest Service (Tables 10 and 11,
respectively). A cluster analysis was performed for the entire sample, which revealed that
farmers, stock breeders and bee keepers were closely interrelated in participant responses
for both stakeholder interaction (Figure 1) and trust between stakeholder groups (Figure 2).
An alarming issue in the project area may be the rather loose connection of representatives
in local authorities with other social actors for both stakeholder interaction and trust.



Table 10. Discussion between stakeholders

Residents in the Respondents involved Employees of the Members of the Employees at the
Municipality of in primary sector Forest Service Chamber of Commerce Municipality of
Amyntaio activities in Florina Amyntaio
Representatives in local 31,4% 37,9% 45,0% 47,6% 25,0%
authorities
Farmers 78,4% 82,8% 78,9% 68,2% 70,8%
Stock breeders 72,5% 86,2% 78,9% 81,8% 75,0%
Bee keepers 62,7% 65,5% 78,9% 63,6% 70,8%
Employees of the 41,2% 51,7% 94,7% 47,6% 54,2%
Forest Service
Hunters 56,9% 72,4% 85,0% 68,2% 75,0%
Residents occupied in 29,4% 24,1% 57,9% 57,1% 20,8%
tourism
Visitors 64,7% 51,7% 57,9% 76,2% 70,8%
Members of 43,1% 37,9% 68,4% 70,0% 58,3%

environmental NGOs

Note: Questionnaire item: “Do you ever discuss issues referring to bears with any of the following social actors?”



Table 11. Trust between stakeholders

Residents in the
Municipality of

Respondents involved
in primary sector

Employees of the
Forest Service

Members of the
Chamber of Commerce

Employees at the
Municipality of

Amyntaio activities in Florina Amyntaio
Representatives in local 17,6% 13,8% 0,00% 9,5% 8,7%
authorities
Farmers 54,9% 65,5% 61,1% 57,1% 21,7%
Stock breeders 58,8% 69,0% 66,7% 66,7% 56,5%
Bee keepers 58,8% 79,3% 83,3% 76,2% 47,8%
Employees of the 56,9% 48,3% 78,9% 85,0% 60,9%
Forest Service
Hunters 47,1% 48,3% 42,1% 35,0% 47,8%
Residents occupied in 19,6% 24,1% 44,4% 45,0% 8,7%
tourism
Visitors 25,5% 31,0% 38,9% 36,4% 8,7%
Members of 51,0% 44,8% 55,6% 54,5% 65,2%

environmental NGOs

Note: Questionnaire item: “How much do you trust the following social actors when discussing with them about bears?”

10



Farmers
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Hunters
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Representatives_in_local_authorities

Residents_occupied_in_tourism

Figure 1. Cluster analysis of social actors for discussion about
issues referring to the bear (Hierarchical cluster analysis;
between-groups linkage cluster method; dice measure).
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Figure 2. Cluster analysis of social actors for trust about issues
referring to the bear (Hierarchical cluster analysis; between-
groups linkage cluster method; dice measure).
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3.4 Scale of respondent attitudes

Questionnaire items

A set of 26 items was used to assess stakeholder attitudes, which were rated by respondents
across a 5-point Likert scale (Table 12). Item 11 (“lllegal poisoned baits may cause very
significant damage”) featured with relatively high average values across subsamples, which
has been among the priorities of LIFE AMYBEAR. In this case, however, employees of the
Forest Service and members of the Chamber of Commerce in Florina had significantly higher
average values than the other subsamples (Kruskal Wallis H = 16.11, p < 0.01). Respondents
involved in primary sector activities presented their highest average for Item 2 (“There is lot
of paperwork for claiming compensation after being damaged by bears”), with other
subsamples also agreeing on average with the same item. Although all subsamples agreed
with item 22 (“Threat for traffic accidents with bears is high in the road network of the
region”), employees of the Forest Service had the highest average value and residents of the
Municipality of Amyntaio the lowest (Kruskal Wallis H = 21.53, p < 0.001). Significant
differences between subsamples were also revealed for item 24 (“Bear presence may amplify
the tourist flow in the area”), which was much more endorsed by members of the Chamber
of Commerce in Florina and by Employees at the Municipality of Amyntaio (Kruskal Wallis H =
19.19, p < 0.001), and for item 18 (“The number of bears is steadily increasing in the region in
the last years”), with relatively higher agreement by employees of the Forest Service (Kruskal
Wallis H = 20.66, p < 0.001). Overall, the bear re-introduction narrative (item 17: “There are
some people who systematically release bears in the region”) was not endorsed at all by
respondents, with respondents involved in primary sector activities, however, having the
relatively highest average value (Kruskal Wallis H = 16.62, p < 0.01). All subsamples except for
employees of the forest service disagreed that visitors in the area face significant threat from
bear presence (item 23). This difference was however not significant.

Factors

Using the classification if items in factors, which was undertaken in the first row of data
collection (see Action C1, Questionnaire report), a comparison was made between average
scores across subsamples and a correlation analysis. There was a significant difference
between subsamples in factor scores for Factor 1 (Developmental opportunities), with
employees of the Forest Service being reluctant to recognize developmental potential in the
region due to bear presence (Table 13). All other subsamples, however, showed quite
increased scores in this factor. All subsamples had positive factor scores for perceived threat
due to bear presence (Factor 2), with employees of the Forest Service having the highest
average score across subsamples. Employees of the Forest Service did not accept, on average,
the bear re-introduction narrative (Factor 4), while residents involved in primary sector
activities and residents in Amyntaio, overall, presented the relatively highest scores among
subsamples. Subsamples endorsed electric fences (Factor 3) more than livestock guarding
dogs (Factor 5) as damage prevention method. Members of the Chamber of Commerce in
Florina deviated from other subsamples in the damage factor (Factor 6), this difference,
however was not significant. Finally, there was a marked disapproval of the use of illegal
poisoned baits (Factor 7).
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Table 12. Average values for each respondent subsample per questionnaire item
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1. No damage caused by bears is tolerable by local residents 0,16 0,07 0,30 -0,50 0,08 6,37
2. There is lot of paperwork for claiming compensation after being damaged by bears 0,71 0,90 1,10 0,41 0,68 7,53
3. Local residents do not claim compensation from damage they suffered from bears 0,43 -0,14 0,10 0,05 -0,24 11,45
4. Electric fences protect producers effectively from bears 0,33 0,21 0,79 0,68 0,32 8,07
5. Electric fences cannot deter bears from causing damage -0,12 0,07 -0,26 -0,18 -0,16 1,85
6. Those who use electric fences suffer less damage from bears 0,20 0,38 0,90 0,77 0,44 12,10
7. There are good dogs in the region for guarding livestock 0,14 0,14 0,10 0,23 -0,24 4,49
8. Local residents cooperate for keeping good dogs in the region -0,10 -0,10 -0,15 -0,05 -0,28 1,84
9. Good dogs may be effective in protecting livestock from bears 0,31 0,41 0,65 0,76 0,24 6,39
10. There are many people who still use illegal poisoned baits in the region 0,49 0,34 0,50 0,35 0,72 2,40
11. lllegal poisoned baits may cause very significant damage 0,88 0,79 1,50 1,59 0,92 **16,11
12. Nobody refers incidents of illegal poisoned baits to competent authorities 0,16 -0,03 -0,20 0,18 0,28 3,02
13. Bears cause much threat to hunters in the region -0,10 0,03 -0,25 -0,41 -0,25 3,77
14. Hunters adapt their practices to bear presence -0,10 0,10 0,05 0,00 0,46 6,33
15. Bears are today more accustomed to people as compared to the past 0,63 0,52 0,85 1,00 0,67 5,53
16. Bears are today different from past specimen 0,41 0,52 0,00 0,45 0,63 4,30
17. There are some people who systematically release bears in the region -0,06 0,07 -0,95 -0,59 -0,21 **16,62
18. The number of bears is steadily increasing in the region in the last years 0,43 0,48 1,25 0,86 0,17 ***20,66
19. The bears in the region should not increase above their current number -0,02 0,14 0,35 0,05 -0,08 3,88
20. Bears today are more than the region can sustain -0,06 0,24 0,45 -0,14 -0,17 6,03
21. Threat from bears for local residents is quite high, even within villages 0,16 0,52 0,60 -0,09 0,33 5,87
22. Threat for traffic accidents with bears is high in the road network of the region 0,49 0,59 1,30 0,95 1,04 ***21,53
23. Visitors in the area face significant threat from bear presence -0,41 -0,21 0,00 -0,82 -0,29 11,03
24. Bear presence may amplify the tourist flow in the area 0,67 0,34 0,05 1,00 1,00 **%19,19
25. Bear presence may utilized for increasing the added value of agricultural products 0,31 0,28 -0,15 0,45 0,29 6,23
26. Bear presence may offer substantial development opportunities in the area 0,59 0,69 0,00 0,95 0,83 12,50

Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Table 13. Factor scores across subsamples

Residents in the
Municipality of
Amyntaio
Respondents
involved in
primary sector
Employees of the
Forest Service
Members of the
Chamber of
Commerce in
Employees at the
Municipality of
Amyntaio
Kruskal-Wallis H
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Factor 1: Development opportunities (Item 24: “Bear presence may amplify the tourist flow in the
area”; Item 25: “Bear presence may utilized for increasing the added value of agricultural products”;
Iltem 26: “Bear presence may offer substantial development opportunities in the area”)

Factor 2: Perceived threat (Item 21: “Threat from bears for local residents is quite high, even within 0,24 090 1,90 0,05 1,04 8,74
villages”; Item 22: “Threat for traffic accidents with bears is high in the road network of the region”;

Iltem 23: “Visitors in the area face significant threat from bear presence”)

7

Factor 3: Electric fences (Item 4: “Electric fences protect producers effectively from bears”; Item 6: 053 059 1,68 1,45 0,76 13,20
“Those who use electric fences suffer less damage from bears”)
Factor 4: Re-introduction narrative (Item 15: “Bears are today more accustomed to people as 098 1,10 -0,10 0,86 1,04 4,94

compared to the past”; Item 16: “Bears are today different from past specimen”; Iltem 17: “There are

some people who systematically release bears in the region”)

Factor 5: Livestock guarding dogs (Item 7: “There are good dogs in the region for guarding livestock”; 0,04 0,03 -0,05 0,18 -0,52 4,63
Item 8: “Local residents cooperate for keeping good dogs in the region”)

Factor 6: Damage (Item 1: “No damage caused by bears is tolerable by local residents”; Item 2: “There 0,86 097 1,40 -0,09 0,76 10,72
is lot of paperwork for claiming compensation after being damaged by bears”)

Factor 7: Poisoned baits (Item 10: “There are many people who still use illegal poisoned baits in the 1,37 1,14 2,00 1,90 1,64 4,31
region”; Item 11: “lllegal poisoned baits may cause very significant damage”)

Note: ** p < 0.01.
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Table 14 presents correlations between factors. There were two sets of significant
correlations. First, developmental opportunities in Factor 1 were positively correlated with
endorsing electric fences as a damage prevention method (Factor 3; Spearman’srho =0.23, p
< 0.01) and disapproving of poisoned baits (Factor 7; Spearman’s rho = 0.35, p < 0.001).
Second, perceived threat from bear presence (Factor 2) was positively correlated with the
bear re-introduction narrative (Factor 4; Spearman’s rho = 0.27, p < 0.01) and reaction to
damage caused by bears (Factor 6; Spearman’s rho =0.31, p < 0.001).

Table 14. Factor correlations

Factor 2:  Factor 3: Factor 4: Factor5:  Factor 6: Factor 7:
Perceived  Electric Re- Livestock Damage  Poisoned
threat fences  introduction guarding baits
narrative dogs
Factor 1: -0,16 **0,23 0,03 -0,03 -0,10 **%0,35
Development
opportunities
Factor 2: 0,01 **0,27 0,08 **%0,31 -0,12
Perceived
threat
Factor 3:
Electric
fences -0,10 0,01 0,15 0,13
Factor 4: Re-
introduction
narrative 0,11 0,18 0,04
Factor 5:
Livestock
guarding
dogs 0,03 -0,05
Factor 6:
Damage -0,04

Note: Spearman’s rho correlations are displayed; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Items on bear numbers

Two more correlational analyses were run using the Likert scale items referring to the
attitudes of respondents towards bear numbers in the region (Iltem 19: “The bears in the
region should not increase above their current number”; Item 20: “Bears today are more than
the region can sustain”). These items were correlated with factor scores across all factors and
all subsamples (Tables 15 and 16). A major finding here is that perceived threat (Factor 2) was
associated with less tolerance (e.g., higher scores for Item 19 : “The bears in the region should
not increase above their current number”) for all subsamples except for residents working |
primary sector activities (Table 15). For item 20 (“Bears today are more than the region can
sustain”) we had the same trends, in this case, however, the correlation coefficient was not
significant for both residents working in the primary sector and employees at the Municipality
of Amyntaio (Table 16). Attitudes toward damage (Factor 6) were also associated with less
tolerance (e.g., higher scores for Items 19 and 20) for residents of Amyntaio (Table 15),
employees of the Forest Service (Table 15), and employees at the Municipality of Amyntaio
(Table 16). Other significant correlations showed that tolerance increased (scores in items 19
and 20 decreased) with developmental opportunities (Factor 1) for employees of the Forest
Service (Tables 15 and 16, respectively).
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Table 15. Spearman’s rho correlations between Item 19 (“The
bears in the region should not increase above their current

number”) and factor scores
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Factor 1: Development

opportunities 0,06 0,14 **.0,62 -0,21 -0,43

Factor 2: Perceived

threat **%0,53 0,21 **0,67 **%0,72 **0,56

Factor 3: Electric

fences 0,01 -0,03 -0,16 -0,03 0,05

Factor 4: Re-

introduction narrative 0,04 0,38 0,13 0,42 0,05

Factor 5: Livestock

guarding dogs -0,06 0,06 -0,16 -0,17 **0,53

Factor 6: Damage **0,45 0,25 **0,59 0,30 0,33

Factor 7: Poisoned

baits -0,29 -0,07 -0,28 -0,14 -0,01

Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

Table 16. Spearman’s rho correlations between Item 20 (“Bears
today are more than the region can sustain”) and factor scores

s g fc.f 5, iR F oz
c s P >0 =9 o © £ > 25
([J} S =z o) g E B o o 8 o c €T o) S Z
i) 'Eg 2G5 > ot s EUSE_Q_ 'Eg
O L3- 928 EQL g Qo -t g93o
xS=20 xS cc Wws wnv >S5 usS=%

Factor 1: Development

opportunities -0,12 0,08 **.0,58 -0,27 -0,13

Factor 2: Perceived

threat ***0,53 0,33 **0,63 **%0,69 0,37

Factor 3: Electric

fences -0,13 0,09 -0,08 0,09 0,40

Factor 4: Re-

introduction narrative 0,10 0,23 0,11 0,44 0,21

Factor 5: Livestock

guarding dogs 0,03 0,28 -0,28 0,11 **0,59

Factor 6: Damage 0,11 0,39 0,51 0,32 **0,58

Factor 7: Poisoned

baits -0,31 -0,01 -0,32 -0,18 -0,05

Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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3.5 Word associations

In the word association task, respondents were asked to write down the first five words that
come to their mind for the stimulus term “bear”. Table 17 presents the associations elicited
in order of decreasing frequency. A number of 30 associations were included in data analysis
(min frequency = 32.%; max frequency = 44.4%). In the first half of the list, most associations
were descriptive of the species itself and its biotope (e.g., “brown”; “wildlife; “forest”;
“honey”, “animal”; “big”; “nature”; “mountain”; “mammal”; “hibernation”), while there was
one only negative connotation (“fear”). “Protection” was also included as an association in
the first half of the list. In the second, half, there were more negative connotations (“danger”;
“damage”; “car accidents”; “attack”; “disaster”).

Table 17. Word associations in order of decreasing frequency
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ApktoUpog 47,9% 34,5% 27,3% 33,3% 65,2% 44,4%
Kade 33,3% 37,9% 0,00% 13,3% 34,8% 29,4%
aypla {wn 16,7% 27,6% 63,6% 33,3% 21,7% 26,2%
8aoog¢ 20,8% 24,1% 36,4% 46,7% 17,4% 25,4%
HEAL 20,8% 24,1% 18,2% 6,7% 21,7% 19,8%
Nuudaio 22,9% 6,9% 18,2% 13,3% 30,4% 19,0%
{wo 16,7% 13,8% 9,1% 20,0% 26,1% 17,5%
dopog 20,8% 10,3% 18,2% 13,3% 21, 7% 17,5%
HEeyaAn 22,9% 17,2% 0,00% 13,3% 13,0% 16,7%
duon 14,6% 13,8% 27,3% 20,0% 13,0% 15,9%
Bouvod 12,5% 6,9% 9,1% 33,3% 13,0% 13,5%
nipootaocia 12,5% 3,4% 36,4% 13,3% 17,4% 13,5%
BnAaotiko 8,3% 17,2% 18,2% 6,7% 17,4% 12,7%
XElUEPLA VAPKN 12,5% 13,8% 9,1% 6,7% 4,3% 10,3%
TOALKN 4,2% 13,8% 0,00% 0,00% 26,1% 9,5%
Suvapun 4,2% 6,9% 0,00% 26,7% 4,3% 7,1%
Klvbuvog 4,2% 0,00% 9,1% 6,7% 17,4% 6,3%
XwpdadLa 6,3% 13,8% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 5,6%
INHLéC 4,2% 6,9% 9,1% 0,00% 4,3% 4,8%
unAa 6,3% 6,9% 0,00% 0,00% 4,3% 4,8%
Tpoyaia 2,1% 13,8% 9,1% 0,00% 0,00% 4,8%
eniBeon 2,1% 3,4% 9,1% 0,00% 8,7% 4,0%
KaAAlotw 4,2% 3,4% 18,2% 0,00% 0,00% 4,0%
ouopdLa 2,1% 3,4% 0,00% 13,3% 4,3% 4,0%
nieplpaAiov 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 20,0% 8,7% 4,0%
Kataotpodn 6,3% 3,4% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 3,2%
KUVNYOG 4,2% 6,9% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 3,2%
ropdayo 0,00% 3,4% 9,1% 6,7% 4,3% 3,2%
XELLWVOG 2,1% 6,9% 0,00% 6,7% 0,00% 3,2%
duyn 0,00% 3,4% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,8%
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A set of cluster analyses were performed for all subsamples to reveal the linkages between
associations in a narrative reconstruction of the representation of the stimulus term “bear”
(Figures 3-7; between-groups linkage cluster method; dice measure for binary variables). We
can observe that most connotations for threat or fear were tightly interwoven in most cluster
dendrograms. For example, in the associations’ cluster for residents of Amyntaio (Figure 3),
we can see the term “attack” grouped with the terms “hunter” and “honey” within one
cluster. The same is valid for the group of terms “forest”, “fear”, “disaster”, “big”, and
“danger” and another group formed by the terms “mountain”, “apples”, “damage”, “car
accident”. For residents working in primary sector activities (Figure 4), we had three distinct
association clusters implicitly related to threat and/or fear: (1) “Damage”, “escape”, “fear”;
(2) “hunter”, “fields”, “disaster”; (3) “attack”, “car accidents”, “mountain”. For the rest of
subsamples, these type of associations denoting threat and/or fear were less in number but
still grouped in distinct clusters. For instance, there were the clusters “damage”, “car
accidents” and “attack”, “danger” for employees of the Forest Service (Figure 5), and one
cluster for the employees ta the Municipality of Amyntaio: “Danger”, “big”, “attack”, “fear”
(Figure 7). No distinct cluster of this kind was observed for members of the Chamber of

Commerce of Florina (Figure 6).
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Figure 3. Narrative reconstruction of the representation of “bear” for residents of Amyntaio
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Figure 4. Narrative reconstruction of the representation of “bear” for residents of the project

area involved in primary sector activities
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Figure 5. Narrative reconstruction of the representation of “bear” for employees of the Forest
Service
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Figure 6. Narrative reconstruction of the representation of “bear” for Members of the
Chamber of Commerce in Florina

21



Rescaled Distance Cluster Comhine
0 5 10 15 20 25
1

1 | | |
Taugdyo 10
WEILEQRI_vapin 14 J
Gaoog 4
TEPIBAAADY 19
Inuiég 21
Bouvd 3
BUvapn 156 |
dypia_fwr 1
TpooTadia 11 |
o 5
kivaUvOg 7 |
> LEyaAn 17 | — |
eTifean 20
popog 12
BnAaaTikd 5 |
tpliom 13
MEM 8 |
oMK 23
ApKToUpog 2 | =
Qe 16
Mupgaio a
Hriha 2
ooppIE 18

Figure 7. Narrative reconstruction of the representation of “bear” for employees at the
Municipality of Amyntaio

3.6 Actual consensus and consensus estimates

Questionnaire items addressed actual consensus and consensus estimates for two
hypothetical instances. Respondents were asked whether they would be willing to participate
in (1) a stakeholder meeting in the region focusing on the bear and (2) a programme on bear
protection. Next to their intention, respondents were also requested to offer an estimate of
the percentage of local residents who would reply affirmatively in each item above. Form the
intention of respondents we calculate actual consensus in the total sample), whereas from
their estimates we calculate consensus estimates and the difference between actual
consensus in the total sample and these estimates. Table 18 presents actual consensus, which
for both items was quite high for all subsamples and amounted to 81.3% and 79.9% for the
total sample, respectively. There were no significant differences between subsamples for
either item. Consensus estimates are presented in Table 19. For both items there were
negative averages across subsamples and the total sample, which means that respondents
underestimated actual consensus. We need to highlight that this underestimation reached to
almost 50% of actual consensus. Again, there were no significant differences between
subsamples. An additional non-parametric analysis showed that respondents who agreed to
participate in both hypothetical occasions presented significantly lower consensus estimates
and absolute values of these estimates as compared to those who did not agree to participate
(see Tables 20 and 21, for consensus estimates and their absolute values, respectively).
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Table 18. Actual consensus

Note: Percentage deviation from actual consensus presented.
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Stakeholder 78,0% 75,9% 94,7% 90,9% 75,0% 81,3%
meeting on
the bear
Bear 79,6% 72,4% 85,0% 95,5% 70,8% 79,9%
protection
programme
Table 19. Consensus estimates
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Stakeholder -40,90 -47,59 -44,70 -65,43 -56,09 -47,66
meeting on
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Bear -38,79 -41,18 -47,43 -67,93 -57,28 -46,28
protection
programme

Table 20. Consensus estimates for respondents with positive and

negative intention

Negative intention

Positive intention

Mann-Whitney Z

Stakeholder meeting

on the bear
Bear protection
programme

-74.68

-67.16

-41.17

-41.38

-5.17%**

-3.71%x*

Note: Percentage deviation from actual consensus presented; *** p < 0.001.

Table 21. Absolute values of consensus estimates for
respondents with positive and negative intention

Negative intention

Positive intention

Mann-Whitney Z

Stakeholder meeting 74.68

on the bear
Bear protection
programme

69.01

42.97

43.74

-5.17%**

-3.80%**

Note: Absolute values of errors in consensus estimates presented; *** p < 0.001.
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4. Discussion

Data for self-reported knowledge items showed that in half of the cases, more than half of
respondents recorded partial or full knowledge of actions of the LIFE AMYBEAR project. This
reflects that the impact of the project was considerable in significant percentages of the
targeted audiences. Employees of the Forest Service presented the relatively higher
percentages in self-reported knowledge items, which indicated in this case the result of
training and stakeholder engagement initiatives with that particular subsample. Residents of
the Municipality of Amyntaio and resident working in the primary sector had relatively
increased knowledge for items explicitly referring to these subsamples, for instance,
interventions | the road network and the anti-poison first aid kit. The significant correlations
between knowledge items, moreover, points to the fact that these can be jointly targeted in
forthcoming communication and stakeholder engagement initiatives in the project area.

Data on stakeholder and trust revealed a considerable covariation. This indicates that
interaction may most probably evolve in trust building, which is a major outcome sought in
long-term social learning processes like stakeholder engagement in the frame of the LIFE
AMYBEAR project. Patterns revealed ingroup favouritism, meaning that ingroup members
tended to discuss issues referring to bears more with other ingroup members and they also
tended to trust more their ingroup members on these same issues. Stakeholders involved in
primary sector activities (i.e., farmers, stock breeders, and bee keepers) were the ones to
interact more with others and the ones to be trusted more. These findings indicate the fact
that these subsamples are highly engaged in bear conservation and management, primarily
through damage prevention methods, as well as secondarily, by developmental initiatives that
can be supported in the project area due to the presence of the bear.

Attitude items revealed some very insightful findings with regard to stakeholder positioning
across a series of topics. For instance, there was a marked disapproval of illegal poisoned baits,
which has been a major objective of the LIFE AMYBEAR project. Second, the item on the bear
re-introduction narrative (Item 17: “There are some people who systematically release bears
in the region”) was on average not endorsed by respondents. This is once again an
encouraging finding associated to stakeholder engagement and collaboration in the project
area. Residents in Amyntaio and residents involved in primary sector activities, however,
presented relatively high factor scores in this case, underlining the need for additional
communication and stakeholder engagement initiatives. Perceived threat from bear presence
was associated to endorsing the bear re-introduction narrative as well as showing less
tolerance towards the species, which highlights the importance of perceived threat as a
construct for future interventions in the project area.

Word associations included one only negative connotation related to bears in the first 15 most
frequent associations, which was the term “fear”. Other terms of this kind (i.e., “danger”;
“damage”; “car accidents”; “attack”; “disaster”), however, were tightly packed in association
clusters for almost all subsamples, as revealed by the cluster analyses performed, which
implies that threat and fear are still issues of concern in the project area and need to be
properly monitored and addressed. “Protection” also featured as an association for “bears”
in the top 15 list. Furthermore, the two environmental non-governmental organizations
operating in the project area, namely, “Arcturos” and “Callisto”, were also included in the
word reservoir of respondents. Indeed, cluster analysis showed that “protection”, “Arcturos”
and “Callisto” were not clustered together with negative connotations of “bears”, favouring

stakeholder collaboration and joint action in the project area.
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Actual consensus for participating in a stakeholder meeting on the bear and in a bear
protection programme were considerably high (81.3% and 79.9%, respectively). Indeed, there
were no significant differences between subsamples. These findings indicate that the
prospects for future stakeholder interaction and collaboration for bear conservation and
management are quite positive and need to be exploited. Consensus estimates, however,
revealed an extensive underestimation of actual consensus, meaning that respondents were
not aware of the actual willingness of other to join the initiatives discussed. Future
communication and stakeholder engagement actions in the project area need to build on
ingroup and inter-group interaction of social actors to make actual consensus salient and
benefit from its expected rebound effect on stakeholder attitudes and collaboration. Indeed,
errors in estimates were significantly higher for those who declined participation, which
corroborates the findings and implications stated above.
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5. APPENDIX. Questionnaire (in Greek)
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EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtafoUAeucn Kot CULUETOXH TwV EVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

A&Lotipe Kople/AELotiun Kupla,

To €pwWTNUATOAOYLO TIou €xete mapaAdfel Slavéuetal oto mAaiolo tng Apdong D1
(MapakoAolBnon twv avilANPewv Kol cUUMEPLPOPWY TWV eVOLOPEPOUEVWY HEPWV) TOU
nipoypaupatog LIFE AMYBEAR (LIFEL5 NAT/GR/001108, http://www.lifeamybear.eu/). To
TIPOYPOUUA ETILKEVIPWVETAL 0 Spaaoelg BeAtiwong tng aAAnAemidpaong avBpwmou — kadé
apkoudag (Ursus arctos) kal ulomoleital amo pio Kowompatio eTaipwv mou cuykpoteital
amnd tnv Anokevtpwiévn Aloiknon Hnelpou — Autikrg¢ Makedoviag, to Afpo Apuvtaiou, TV
MeptBarloviikr) Opyavwon yla tnv Aypla Zwn kot t Quon — KAAAIZTQ kal tnv etalpeia
Lever ZUpPoulol Avamruéng.

To epWTNUATOAOYLO TIEPIAAUPBAVEL EPWTACELG TTIOU avaPEPOVTOL OTLG ATOYELG TWV KATOIKWY
TWV TOTILKWV KOWWVLWV YL HLal OELpd amo {ntriuata mou eotidlovral otnv apkouda. H
CUMMARPWON TOU epwTtnuatoloyiou sival eBeAOVTLKN KAl OVWVULN, EVW O XpOvog Tou Ba
amnattnBel eival mepimou 10 Aemtd. Zag mapakaAoULE Vo APLEPWOETE TO XPOVO QUTOV yLa va
SnAwoete elelBepa T amoPelc cog oe OAeg TIGC gpwtnoelg. O otdxog Hog eival va
OMOTUTIWOOUKE 000 TO SUVATOV QMOTEAECUATIKOTEPA TNV UdloTApevn katdotaon. OL
anavtnoelg oag, Moll pe ekeiveg AANWY KOTOlkwVY oTnV gupuTepn Tteploxn, 6a pag Swoouv
TMOAUTLHO SeSopéva O pLa OELpd BeATWY.

Meta tnv avaiuon twv Sedopévwy, ota omoia Ba €xouv mpooBacn HOVO Ta HEAN TNC
Opadag Epyou, yLa epELVNTIKOUG KOL ETILOTNOVIKOUE OKOTIOUG, L UTIEUBUVO TOV ZUVTOVLOTH
™¢ Apdong D1, Ba pmopéoete va €xete MpoOoPacn ota anmoteAéopata PEca amd TO
avtiotolyo mapadotéo tng 6pacng D1  (MoapoakoAoUBnon Ttwv avtAnPewv Kot
oupmepLpopwV TWV eviLladEPOUEVWVY LEPWV).

J0G EUXOPLOTOUHE BepUd yLa TN ouvepyaoia Kol mapapévoupe otn Slabeor| oag yla kabe
OXETIKA TAnpodopia.

Me TR,
Taoog XoBapdag

Ap. NeptBaroviikng Kowvwvioloyiag/Meptpariovtikig Ekmaideuong

Yuvtovioth¢ Apaong D1 — NMapakoAoUBOnon twv avitANPewv Kol UUIEPLOPWY TWV
evOLabEPOUEVWY LEPWV

HAektpovikn AlevBuvon: hovardas@ucy.ac.cy

Opada Epyou LIFE AMYBEAR LIFE15 NAT/GR/001108

To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR yprpatodoteiton

ad To mpdypoppa LIFE Tng Eupwiaikhg Evwonc,
To Mpdowo Tapsio

KoL TO ETOpLed Ixn o Tou £pyou



http://www.lifeamybear.eu/

EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtafoUAeucn Kot CULUETOXH TwV EVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

MapakahoUpe KaTaypAaPTE TG TPWTEC TTEVTE AEEELG TTIOU 0OC £PXOVTAL OTO VOU, OTAV OKOUTE

Tov opo «OlP Kouda (mapakaloUpe dwote pia povo AEEn o KABe ypapun)

MNwg Ba yapaktnpilate TNV H M'vwpilw pepika H
T[M pod)épno-n/vv(bo-n ooc mAnpodopnon/ | mpdyuata ala Ba | mAnpododpnon/
yvwon pou nBeAa va pabw yvwon pou

OXETIKA [E TA TTAPAKATW BEpaTa: , , ] , ,
givat eMTi¢ nepLooOTEPQ glval emapkng

Tov aplBuod Twv apkolLSwV
(mAnBuoudc apkoudag) otnv
gupUTEPN MEPLOXN

Tnv Opada Apeong Eméupaong yla
TNV QVTLLETWTILON EKTAKTWV
TEPLOTATIKWY E OPKOUSEG

Tig mapepPaocelg mou oxedlalovral
oto 081KO SikTUOo yla TNV amoduyn
QTUXNUATWY e apkolda

Tn oxedialopevn dlavoun
NAekTpodopwv nepldpdewv yla
v anoduyn {NULWV ano apkoUdeg

Tn oxedialopevn dlavour) okUAWV
dUAaENC KomadLWwy yLa tv
anoduyn LWV ord apkoVSEC

To oxeblaoud dLavopng kutiou
MpWTWV BonBelwv yla
SnAntnplacpéva okuALd

Tn oxeblalopevn eykataotoon
KASWV QMOPPLUUATWY LN
OVOLYOUEVWY ato TRV apkouda

To oxeSlaouo yla riotonoinon
TPOLOVTWVY GLALKWY TIPOG TNV
opkouda

To oxeStaoud yla tn dtdxuaon tng
TOUPLOTLKAC Kivnong pe avadopd
otnv apkouda

Do To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR yprpatodoteiton

> ad To mpdypoppa LIFE Tng Eupwiaikhg Evwonc,
— ¢ o Npdowo Tapsio
v,-

NATURA 20"[""0 T ey 1_;;:_:"\ \gg}R KoL TO ETOpLed Ixn o Tou £pyou




EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtafoUAeucn Kot CULUETOXH TwV EVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

ZU{NTATE noté INTuaTa yia T apkovda pe Nat Oxt
KATTOLOUG Ao TOUG TTAPOKATW;

ALpETOL EKTIPOCWITOL TNC TOTILKNA G AuTodLoiknong

Aypoteg

Ktnvotpodol

MeAloookopoL

Aacoloyot/daoikol urtdAAnAot

Kuvnyol

Erixelpnpatiec/anaoxoAoUpeEVOL OTOV TOUPLOUO

EMLOKEMTEG TNG MEPLOXNAG

OwoAOyoL/HéEAN TIEPLBOAAOVTLKWY OPYOVWOEWV

Néco EUTLOTEVEOTE touc mapakdtw dtav Alyo MoAU
ouintate pall Toug yla tnv apkouda;

ALPETOL EKTTPOCWITOL TNC TOTILKIC aAuTodLoiknong

Aypoteg

Ktnvotpodol

MeAloookopol

Aacoloyot/daoikol urtdAAnAol

Kuvnyot

Emxelpnuatiec/anaoyxoAoUpevoL 0TOV TOUPLOUO

EMLoKENTEG TNG TIEPLOXNAG

OkoAOyoL/ UéEAN TEPLBAAAOVTLKWY OPYAVWOEWV

Do To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR yprpatodoteiton

> ad To mpdypoppa LIFE Tng Eupwiaikhg Evwonc,
— ¢ o Npdowo Tapsio
v,-

NATURA 20"[""0 T ey 1_;;:_:"\ \gg}R KoL TO ETOpLed Ixn o Tou £pyou




EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtaBoUAeucn Kot CULHETOX TwV eVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

Alopwveite | CUMDWVEITE PE TA TTAPAKATW; Aopuve | Ovte badpuwvi/ | vudwve
pLllka Aadwvw ouTe ocupdWVW Jupdwvw amoAuta

Kapia {nuida amo apkouda Sev ival aveKTH) amod TOUG KOTOLKOUG TNG
TEPLOXNG

Yridpxel moAAn ypadelokpatia yia va {ntroeL kaveig amolnuiwon yla
N ano apkouda

OL kaToLKkoL TNG TtepLoxnG 6€ SLekSLKOUV ATOLNULWOELS YLa TLG {NHLEC TIOU
£€XOUV Qo apkouda

Ot nAektpodopeg MepLPPAEELG TPOOTATEVOUV ATIOTEAECHATIKA TOUG
napaywyol¢ and Thv apkouda

Ot nAektpodopec neplppatelc Sev umopouv va anotpePouy Thv apkolda
Va KAVEL {NpLd

‘0OcoL XpnoLUoToloUV NAEKTPOPOPEC eEPLPPAEELG EXOUV ALYOTEPES TNULEG
and apkolda

TNV TEPLOXT) UTIAPXOUV KAAG OKUALA yla TN GUAQEN TWV KTNVOTPODLKWY
lwwv

Ol katoLkol cuvepydalovtal LETAEY TOUG yLla va SLatnprioouy Ta KaAd
OKUALAQ oTnV Tteploxn

To KOAG OKUALQL UTTOPEL VA lval ATOTEAECUATIKA OTNV POCTAGLO TWV
KTNVOTPOod KWV {WwV amo TNV apkouda

MoAAol xpnotpomnololv akopun dnAntnplacpéva SoAwpata (boAecg) otnv
mepLloxn

Ta dnAntnplacpéva Sohwpata (pOAeg) pmopel va poKaAEGouv TTOAU
00Bapeq InpLEg

Kaveig 6ev aneuBuvetal oTig appodLleg apXEG yLo To BEpa Twv
SnAntnplacpévwy SoAwpdatwv (hoAeg)

OL apkoUSeg Snuioupyolv TIOANOUC KLYSUVOUC yLa TOUG Kuvnyoug TG
gupUlTEPNC TTEPLOXNC

i -‘ ._t_ Do To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR ypnuatoSotsiton
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EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtaBoUAeucn Kot CULHETOX TwV eVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

Alopwveite | CUMDWVEITE PE TA TTAPAKATW; Aopuve | Ovte badpuwvi/ | vudwve
pLllka Aadwvw ouTe ocupdWVW Jupdwvw amoAuta

Ot Kuvnyol MpocapUolouV TIG TAKTIKEG TOUG GUUGWVA LE TNV TTAPOUCL
™¢ apkoudag

OL apkoUbEeg elval orpepa TLO EEOLKELWMEVEC [LE TOUG avBpwIoug
OUYKPLTIKA LIE TO TOpeAOOV

OL apkoUbeg onpepa elval SLadopETIKEG Ao eKELVEG TTOU LTI pXAV
MaAaLOTEPA OTNV TIEPLOXN)

YTApXouv KATOLOoL TTou aleAEUBEPWVOUV CUCTNUATLKA apKOUSEC OTNV
gupUTEPN MEPLOXN

O aplBuog Twv apkoUdwV AUEAVEL cUVEXWCE TA TEAEUTALO XpOVLIA OTNV
nepLloyn

OL apkoUbeg otnv Teployr dev MPEMEeL va auEnBoUV AvVw amo Tov
ONUEPLVO TOUG 0pLOUO

OL 0pkoUSEC elval ONEPA TIEPLOGOTEPEC ATIO AUTEG TTOU UIMOPEL val
dhoevnoel n meploxn

O kivéuvoc yla Toug KOTOLKOUG TNG TIEPLOXN G Ao TNV apkouda eival
MEYAAOG, OKOWN KAl LEoa OE XWPLA

O kivéuvoc yla Tpoxaia atuynpota pe v apkouda sival peyaiog oto
008LKO SIKTUO TNG TIEPLOXNG

OL ETUOKETTEC TNG TIEPLOXNG SLATPEXOUV GNUAVTLKO Kivouvo amo tnv
napouacia Tng apkoldag

H napouoia tng apkoldag punopel va evioxUOEL TNV TOUPLOTLKA Kivnon
oTNV TEPLOXN

H napouoia tng apkoldag propei va alomotnBel yia tnv avénon tng
TPOOTLOEEVNG 0lag TWV OYPOTIKWY TIPOLOVTWV

H napouoia tng apkoldag pmopei vo SWOoeL GNUAVTIKEG SUVATOTNTEC
QVATTUENG OTNV TIEPLOXN

i -‘ ._t_ Do To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR ypnuatoSotsiton

of % amd To mpoypappa LIFE tne Evpwnaiknc Evioong,
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EPQTHMATOAOTIIO —
LIFE AMYBEAR — Apdon C1 (AtafoUAeucn Kot CULUETOXH TwV EVOLADEPOUEVWV LEPWV)

Oa Agyate «vaw» f «OXL»:
‘Oa ouuuETElYO OE ULl CUVAVTNON POPEWV TNG TIEPLOXNC Nat |:| Oxt \:|
yia TNV apkouda’

MoooL KATOLKOL TNG EUPUTEPNG TIEPLOXNG TILOTEVETE OTL Ba MNocooto

gheyav KVOL» otnv epwtnon auth; (mtocooto 0-100%) (0-100%)

Oa Agyate «vawy f «OXL»:

‘Oa CUUUETEYO O€ EVa TPOYPAULUY YLO TNV TPOOTAC(A No |:| Oxt \:|
™n¢ apkouvdac’

MoooL KATOLKOL TNG EUPUTEPNC TTEPLOXNG TILOTEVETE OTL Bat Mooooto

gleyav KVALM otnv epwtnon auth; (mocootd 0-100%) (0-100%)
Anpoypadikd kot AAAa oToLXEla

Moviun katolkia (Afpog)

dulo Avtpag Muvaika

HAwia

Exnaidevon

EmayyeApa

Mé£oo pnviaio eLcodnua

MapakaoU e oxoAldoTe OTIOATIOTE OXETIKA UE TO
EPWTNUATOAOYLO 1} TA BEUATA TOU EPWTNUATOAOYIOU

- To £pyo LIFE AMYBEAR yprpatodoteiton
B o P aumd to mpoypappa LIFE tng Evpwnaikng Evioang,
n—; . Al 10 Mpdotvo Tapsio
| ¢ .
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