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Abstract
In British Columbia, brown bears (Ursus arctos), black bears (Ursus americanus), and cougars 
(Puma concolor) must relate to growing human populations. This study examines age- and 
 gender-related attitudes to these animals in the urbanizing, agriculturally significant, intermon-
tane city of Kamloops. Most respondents, especially women, feared cougars and bears, saw bears 
as more troublesome than cougars, and were concerned for child and adult safety. More middle-
aged and older participants perceived brown bears as dangerous to companion animals, and 
black bears as troublesome, than did younger participants, and more middle-aged participants 
perceived brown bears as troublesome than did younger and older participants. Opinions favored 
trapping and removal of animals rather than shooting or toleration, but more younger partici-
pants opted for shooting, whereas more middle-aged and older participants opted for toleration 
and removal. Majorities agreed that the animals serve useful functions, women more than men 
for cougars, middle-aged more than old or young for bears, but saw only cougars as increasing 
their quality of life. These findings contribute to knowledge about human-wildlife relations, an 
important first step toward more efficient local and more general conservation policy.
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Large mammal predators increasingly share landscapes with people, due 
to urban expansion into habitats and increased habituation of these mam-
mals to human behavior and use of urban areas as sources of food, ref-
uge, and breeding zones (Spencer, Beausoleil, & Martorello, 2007; Gore, 
Knuth, Curtis, & Shanahan, 2006; Treves & Karanth, 2003; Whittaker & 
Burns, 2001). Consequently, relations between humans and large carnivores 
have become a critical area of research in ecology, biogeography, and animal 
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 geography, related to the sometimes conflicting foci of conservation, recre-
ation, and human safety (Campbell & Lancaster, 2010; Kleiven, Bjerke, & 
Kaltenborn, 2004; Loe & Roskaft, 2004; Treves & Karanth, 2003; Herrero 
& Higgins, 1999; Kellert, Black, Rush, & Bath, 1996; Beier, 1991; Herbert, 
1989). Western North America is an important area for contacts between 
humans and large mammal predators, as there are rapidly expanding subur-
ban settlements and large, widely ranging carnivores: the brown bear (Ursus 
arctos; Linnaeus, 1758); the American black bear (Ursus americanus; Pallas, 
1780); and the cougar (Puma concolor; Linaeus, 1771) (Feldhamer, Thompson, 
& Chapman, 2003; Decker, Brown, & Seimer, 2001; Maehr, Noss, & Lar-
kin, 2001).

The Canadian province of British Columbia (BC) has the largest number 
of black bears (140,000 out of a total of 747,083) and the largest number of 
black bear complaints per year (10,000 out of 43,237) in North America 
(Spencer, Beausoleil, & Martorello, 2007). This province also ranks behind 
only Alaska in the size of the brown bear population, but the higher human 
population of BC increases the likelihood of human-animal conflict (Proctor, 
McLellan, & Strobeck, 2002). This province also holds one of the largest cou-
gar populations in North America, with over half of cougar attacks on people 
(approximately forty) in this continent during the last century occurring here 
(Deurbrouck, 2007). The number of attacks resulting in serious injury or 
death to humans by brown and black bears and cougars increased sharply 
between 1980 and 1989 and 1990 and 2000 (cougars from about 9 to 18, 
black bears from 9 to 35 and brown bears from 10 to 35), along with property 
and agricultural crop damage, and the financial damage incurred from such 
incidents is estimated at several million dollars annually (at least 450 large 
livestock and several hundred poultry are killed annually, and the Conserva-
tion Officer Service attends to about 4,300 incidents annually) (Ministry of 
Water, Land and Air Protection, 2003).

The brown bear, black bear, and cougar are the dominant predators in the 
intermontane zone of southern British Columbia. The ecology of the area is 
especially attractive for numerous prey species, especially the rocky mountain 
elk (Cervus Canadensis; Erxleben, 1777), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus; 
Rafinesque, 1817), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus; Zimmermann, 
1780), and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis; Shaw, 1804). This area is extremely 
variable in vegetation, including old growth and young seral forest, bunch 
grass grassland, riparian vegetation, and extensive farmland. Forest vegetation 
is mainly Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii; Mirb., Franco), ponderosa pine 
(Pinus ponderosa; Douglas ex C. Lawson), and lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta; 
Douglas), but this combines with other cover to create a strongly mixed 
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 environment (open grass and sedge, dense coniferous forest) within glacially 
derived river valleys (Lloyd, 1990). There is a moderate to dry climate, with 
wet springs; warm, dry summers; and cool winters, due to the rain shadow 
created in the lee of the Coast, Cascade, and Columbia Mountains. These 
largely positive habitat parameters combine with intensive recreation (fishing, 
hiking, horseback riding), developing settlements, forestry, livestock (mainly 
cattle) farms, and numerous highways (between the BC coast and industrial 
Alberta) to increase the potential for human/carnivore contacts (Proctor, 
McLellan, & Strobeck, 2002).

Hunting of wild animals, especially bears, in this area has become an impor-
tant political and polarized conservation issue in the area. Both bear species 
and cougars are classified as “big game” under the provincial Wildlife Act, and 
their populations are managed to provide “recreational and commercial use of 
the species on a sustainable basis” (Gailus, Moola, & Connolly, 2010, p. 9). 
Poll results indicate that British Columbians both favor (49%) and oppose 
(46%; the rest undecided) hunting of brown bears. For black bears the figures 
were 56% in favor of hunting, 40% against, the rest undecided. (Marktrend 
Research, 2009, for the Guide Outfitters of British Columbia). There is also 
strong support (73%) for a provincial ban of the sport of trophy hunting of 
brown bears, and for increased education to reduce bear/human conflict 
(Gailus et al., 2010).

These issues are present in the environs of Kamloops (population 80,376, 
Statistics Canada, 2006), a medium-sized, highly dispersed city sited on the 
important Trans Canada Highway. Factors for human/carnivore contacts 
include the city’s dispersed configuration within a mixed grass-forest and 
riverine mosaic, with the main conflict zones being suburban, forest edges, 
riverbanks, refuse locations, and even commercial areas and schools (Minis-
try of the Environment, 2009; Campbell, 2008-2009). Kamloops previously 
(1990s) recorded one of the highest rates of bear-killing in BC (Fortems, 
2009). Such issues and incidents have occupied the police (Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police, 2010) and a policy response has been the creation of “Bear 
Aware” projects (Knell, 2010). Local media reports of cougar presence and 
attacks have affected campers, hitchhikers, urban residents, and keepers of 
farm and companion animals (Chan, 2009; Ewing, 2007). Incidents include 
the cancellation of school programs in the Westsyde suburb due to daytime 
cougar sightings, and the difficulty of tracking cougars with dogs in urban 
areas because of similarities between their scent and that of domestic cats (The 
Daily News [Kamloops], 2009).

A major reaction to these conflicts is the provincial government’s (2009) 
“Bear Smart” program (the first in British Columbia), developed with the 
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collaboration of the Ministry of the Environment, the British Columbia 
 Conservation Foundation, and the Union of British Columbia Municipali-
ties. Guidelines for this program were derived from a recent emphasis on com-
munity programs and a change in the strategy of the BC Conservation Officer 
Service from bear shooting to public education and environmental manage-
ment, which is credited with reducing the number of bears shot in the Kam-
loops area, from a peak of over 100 in 1999 to three in 2009 (Fortems, 2009). 
Adopted measures include “bear hazard assessments” of the community and 
surrounding area, “bear-human conflict management plans,” continuing edu-
cation programs, directed at all sectors of the community, the development 
of “bear-proof” solid waste management systems, and the implementation 
of Bear Smart bylaws that prohibit feeding of bears, “whether as a result of 
intent, neglect, or irresponsible management of attractants” (Ministry of the 
Environment, 2009).

The perceived success of such strategies has enabled Kamloops to become “a 
great ambassador for the Bear Smart program, and an excellent model for 
shared environmental management and stewardship goals,” as noted by the 
Member of the Legislative Assembly MLA Kamloops-North Thompson, Terry 
Lake (Ministry of the Environment, 2009). The Environment Minister Barry 
Penner noted that:

Kamloops stepped up to the plate by developing a community plan to reduce bear-
human conflicts, installing bear-proof garbage cans, and educating people about Bear 
Smart practices. I congratulate the residents of Kamloops for their diligence and 
enthusiasm in working towards Bear Smart status and achieving it, and setting an 
example for other communities to follow. (Ministry of the Environment, 2009)

The critical nature of these issues and the complex environment within which 
the conflicts and policy reactions reside justify the selection of Kamloops for a 
relevant study of public attitudes toward bears and cougars. The findings of 
such a study, while they do not evaluate the programs described above, would 
provide information on the social setting within which these programs are 
implemented.

The Objectives and Hypotheses of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine the public attitudes toward bears 
and cougars in the Kamloops area. Hypotheses were derived from the litera-
ture to enable an evaluation of the utility of the research findings in relation to 
previous studies. In previous attitudinal studies of wildlife, North Americans 
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are described as having generally positive attitudes toward bears (Hayward & 
Somers, 2009; Kellert, 1994). Nevertheless, brown bears are more feared than 
black bears, due to their larger size and reputed ferocity (Kellert, 1994; Pelton, 
Scott, & Burghardt, 1976). Brown bears are also described as more feared, 
with a much more “nefarious image,” than cougars (Kellert et al., 1996, p. 5). 
There are both positive and negative attitudes toward cougars, the positive 
views based mainly on the cougar’s status as a wildlife symbol and its relation 
to the domestic cat (Thornton & Quinn, 2009; Deurbrouck, 2007). The nega-
tivity toward cougars is based on their predation threat to companion animals 
and children (McKee, 2003). Consequently, cougars are perceived as more 
dangerous than black bears (Campbell & Lancaster, 2010), and studies have 
found that more people (especially men) approve of cougar hunting than black 
bear hunting (Teel, Krannich, & Schmidt, 2002). North American women 
are more afraid than men of cougars (Thornton & Quinn, 2009;  Kellert, 
1989, 1994) and bears (Morzillo, Mertig, Hollister, Garner, & Liu, 2010), 
yet women are more supportive than men of bear and cougar conservation 
(Thornton & Quinn, 2009; Teel, Krannich, & Schmidt, 2002; Kellert, 1989). 
Younger people are also more supportive of bear and cougar conservation and 
less afraid of these animals than their elders (Morzillo, Mertig,  Garner, & 
Liu, 2007; Teel, Krannich, & Schmidt, 2002; Fulton, Pate, & Manfredo, 
1995; Kellert, 1976).

In light of these findings, three hypotheses were abstracted for the current 
study:

1.  Women and older people will be more afraid of bears and cougars, and 
thus more of these people will report danger from them, than men and 
younger people do, respectively.

2.  Women and younger people are more likely than men and their elders, 
respectively, to support bear and cougar conservation by choosing tolera-
tion or trapping and removal, rather than shooting the animals.

3.  More people will be tolerant of black bears than of cougars and brown 
bears, and of cougars than brown bears.

There is also an evaluation of some of the bases for people’s attitudes, including 
changes in frequency of their observation of the animals, whether the animals 
were perceived to serve a useful function, to whom the animals posed a threat 
(other animals, children, adults), and what additional problems the animals 
posed (hampering the quality of human life, other troublesome behavior).
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Methods

Participants

The field survey was conducted in urban, suburban, and rural areas in and 
around the city of Kamloops (Figure 1), targeting approximately equal groups 
of men and women, younger people (age 18-25 years old), the general public 
(age 26-60 years old, described henceforth as middle-aged), and older people 
(61-75 years old) (see Table 1 for frequencies). The selection was based on 
a study of the population and physical structure of the city to ensure repre-
sentation of social groups. A total of 222 people were interviewed, selected 
from various locations: buses and bus stops, farms, urban and rural parks, 
educational institutions, private houses, sidewalks, hiking trails, and shop-
ping centers—areas that preliminary surveys had indicated were contexts of 
frequent bear and cougar sightings. Although a distinction between urban 
and rural respondents might seem to be reasonable, the residential patterns in 
Kamloops, with a substantial rural/urban mix, do not lend themselves to such 
a categorization.

Figure 1. Location of Kamloops in British Columbia, Canada.
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Table 1. Number of Respondents by Age and Gender

Age Categories
Gender 18-25 26-60 61-75 Total

Male 23 71 17 111
Female 25 70 16 111
Total 48 141 33 222

Materials and Procedure

The interviews were based on semistructured questions and informal discus-
sions covering six topics/questions:

1.  Have sightings of brown bears, black bears, and cougars increased, 
decreased, or remained constant?

2.  Are brown bears, black bears, and cougars dangerous to companion/farm 
animals, adult humans, and/or children, and how do these animals differ 
in this respect?

3.  To what extent do brown bears, black bears, and cougars engage in “trou-
blesome” behavior, and how do they differ in this respect?

4.  Should brown bears, black bears, and cougars be tolerated, trapped and 
removed, or shot?

5.  Do brown bears, black bears, and cougars serve any useful functions, and 
are there any specific similarities or differences in relation to species?

6.  Do brown bears, black bears, and cougars hamper the quality of human life 
(defined to the respondents as influencing restrictions in human lifestyles 
and increasing negative feelings such as fear), and are there any specific 
similarities or differences in relation to species?

There were also general discussions on the above topics. Contrasting opin-
ions by the respondents were recorded to support the quantitative analysis 
of the data and are cited in the results section as paraphrased and quoted 
 statements.

Data Analysis

The statistical analysis used multinomial logistic regression, log-linear analysis, 
Cochran Q chi square values and analysis of variance (ANOVA), using SPSS. 
Statistically, independent variables were gender and age (younger, 18-25 years; 
middle-aged, 26-60 years; older, 61-75), and dependent variables were the 
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responses about the bears and cougars: (1) whether the animal numbers have 
decreased, remained constant, or increased); (2) whether or not the animal 
was a danger to companion animals, children, or adults; (3) whether partici-
pants proposed toleration, trapping and removal, or shooting of the animal; 
and (4) whether or not the animals exhibited troublesome behavior or served 
any useful functions, and their positive or negative impact on the quality of 
human life.

Results

Sightings of Bears and Cougars

For sightings, there were three possible responses: animal numbers increased, 
remained constant, or decreased. Most people stated that sightings of brown 
bears and cougars have declined and that sightings of black bears have been 
constant (Table 2). Some older participants stated that more bears used to be 
encountered “right in the downtown area,” and bear “poo” (fecal matter) could 
be seen “very often” in parking lots. Now, such episodes are “rarer” (i.e., 3 to 
5 per year, rather than 10 to 20). Multinomial logistic regression indicated 
that gender did not influence changes in frequency of sightings for any spe-
cies, and age had no effect on sightings of black bears or cougars. However, age 
influenced sightings of brown bears (chi-square [df = 4] = 9.6, P < .05): com-
pared to chance levels, more younger people stated that brown bears were 
decreasing, whereas more middle-aged people stated that they were increasing 
or at constant levels.

Dangerousness and Troublesome Behaviors of the Three Species

In general, participants perceived all three species as dangerous: 135 agreed 
that all three were dangerous to children, 112 that all three were dangerous to 

Table 2. Number of Participants Who Stated That the Animal Species 
Was Decreasing, Increasing, or Has Remained Constant

Species
Sightings Black Bears Brown Bears Cougars

Decreasing 69 141 160
Constant 102 45 45
Increasing 51 36 17
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companion animals, and 103 agreed that all three were dangerous to adult 
people. In general, more people perceived danger from brown bears and cou-
gars than from black bears for all three potential victims (see Table 3). By 
contrast, more participants perceived black and brown bears than cougars as 
troublesome. The perception of dangerousness from cougars was sometimes 
explained in discussion as resulting from newspaper reports of cougar attacks 
on children and general knowledge of the cougar’s predatory nature. Three 
middle-aged women related stories of cougars threatening children in north-
ern British Columbia and stated that “it could happen here.” However, few 
people had witnessed attacks by bears or cougars on people.

Gender of participant and assessment of danger. Gender of the participant 
influenced participants’ assessments of danger. Consistent with hypothesis 1, 
if gender differences were present (and they typically were), female partici-
pants viewed the animals as more dangerous than the male participants (see 
Table 4). In relation to danger to adults as well as to children, multinomial 
logistic regression indicated that gender affected the perception of danger 
from all three species (see Table 4): more women than men viewed all three 
species as a danger to adults and to children. Some participants noted that 
women more frequently walked with children and were also closer to chil-
dren than men, and thus more women might fear for children than men did. 
In relation to danger to companion animals, however, multinomial logistic 
regression indicated no effect of gender on perceptions of danger. In discuss-
ing their opinions, 11 women and 9 men stated that women cared more about 
companion animals than men did, and were more likely to keep small dogs 
and cats.

Table 3. Number of Participants Who Agreed That the Animal Species 
Was Troublesome, or Dangerous to Companion Animals, Adult Humans, 

and Children, and Cochran Q Chi-Square Values

Black Bears Brown Bears Cougars Chi-square

Troublesome 163 200 64 193.9*
Dangerous to

Children 152 190 208 58.4*
Companion 
animals

122 187 194 102.8*

Adults 124 179 160 56.4*

Note: * P < .05; all df = 2.
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Table 4. Number of Male and Female Participants Who Agreed That the 
Animal Species Was Dangerous to Children, Companion Animals, and 
Adult Humans, and Multinominal Logistic Regression Chi-Square  Values

Men Women Chi-square

Brown bear dangerous to
 Children 86 104 12.7*
 Companion animals 96 91 0.7
 Adults 77 102 19.5*
Black bear dangerous to
 Children 58 94 28.4*
 Companion animals 67 55 2.5
 Adults 50 73 9.9*
Cougar dangerous to
 Children 99 109 8.5*
 Companion animals 93 102 3.5
 Adults 70 90 9.0*

Note: * P < .05; all df = 1.

Age of participant and assessment of danger. Age also influenced participants’ 
assessment of danger, but only to companion animals; there were no effects of 
age on perceptions of danger from any species either to adults or to children. 
In relation to danger to companion animals, multinomial logistic regression 
indicated that age influenced perceptions of danger from brown bears (chi-
square [df = 2] = 22.1, P < .05). Although most participants in all three age 
groups viewed brown bears as dangerous to companion animals (29 younger, 
128 middle-aged, 30 older), compared to chance levels, more of the middle-
aged and older participants viewed brown bears as a danger to companion 
animals, whereas more of the younger people did not. This age-related find-
ing is consistent with hypothesis 1. Eight older women stated that cougars 
could be expected to kill dogs because “cats fight dogs,” a point disputed by 
20 younger women. Seven older men reminisced about past fights between 
brown and black bears and dogs and stated that larger dogs could fight 
off cougars.

Troublesome behaviors. More people perceived the two bear species as exhib-
iting troublesome behaviors than perceived cougars as doing so (see Table 3). 
Specifically, most participants perceived black bears and brown bears as engag-
ing in troublesome behaviors, whereas few viewed cougars as doing so. Peo-
ple tended to be consistent in their interpretation of black and brown bears 
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as exhibiting troublesome behaviors (chi-square [df = 1] = 63.4, P < .05): 
163 participants viewed both bears as troublesome, and 22 viewed neither as 
troublesome. If they differed in which bear engaged in troublesome behavior, 
it was always the black bear: 37 participants viewed only the black bear as 
engaging in troublesome behavior, but no one viewed only the brown bear as 
doing so.

Multinomial logistic regression indicated that age affected perceptions of 
troublesome behaviors by both bear species, and gender influenced percep-
tions of troublesome behaviors by brown bears. Although most men and 
women viewed brown bears as troublesome, more women (n = 89) than men 
(n = 73) viewed brown bears as troublesome (chi-square [df = 1] = 7.4, P < .05). 
Although most participants in each age group viewed black and brown bears 
as troublesome, compared to chance levels, more middle-aged (80.9%) par-
ticipants viewed brown bears as troublesome than did younger (56.25%) and 
older (63.6%) participants (chi-square [df = 1] = 11.5, P < .05), and more 
middle-aged (94.3%) and older (93.9%) participants viewed black bears as 
troublesome than did younger participants (75%) (chi-square [df = 1] = 13.0, 
P < .05). Four younger women described incidents where bears had sat outside 
their front doors or lay down on their patios, preventing them from leaving 
the house. Only one man reported this, and he “shouted the bear away.”

To Tolerate, Trap and Remove, or Shoot

Of the three options—tolerate, trap and remove, or shoot—trap and remove 
was the most frequent selection: 133 participants selected trap and remove for 
black bears, 128 for brown bears, and 126 for cougars. Of these people, 113 
elected trap and remove for all three species; 10 elected to trap and remove only 
black bears (and to shoot the other two species). Most other combinations of 
options with regard to the three species (in which the selection of trap and 
remove occurred for at least one of the species) had low frequencies (2 or 
fewer). Note that trapping and removing all three species was the most fre-
quent option (51%) of what to do to the animals.

The option of tolerate was selected by 49 participants with regard to black 
bears, 38 with regard to brown bears, and 29 with regard to cougars. These rel-
ative frequencies are consistent with the first part of hypothesis 3—that black 
bears would be the most tolerated of the three species—but inconsistent with 
the second part, in that fewer people were tolerant toward cougars than brown 
bears. Of the people who expressed tolerance of any species, 19 elected to 
tolerate all three species, 9 elected to tolerate only the two bear species (and to 
shoot cougars), and 12 to tolerate only the black bear (and to shoot the other 
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two species). Again, most other combinations of options toward the three spe-
cies (in which at least one species was tolerated) had low frequencies.

The option to shoot one or more species resulted in the most variability in 
choices for the different species: 67 participants elected to shoot cougars, 56 to 
shoot brown bears, and 40 to shoot black bears. Of these people, 28 elected to 
shoot all three species; 22 elected to shoot cougars and brown bears (but either 
to tolerate or to trap and remove black bears), and 15 to shoot cougars (but to 
tolerate [9] or trap and remove [6] both bear species). All other combinations 
(in which at least one species was to be shot) were infrequent (3 or fewer).

Log-linear analysis of consistencies and inconsistencies among people’s 
selections of what to do (tolerate, trap and remove, or shoot) to the three ani-
mal species produced two interactions: participants were relatively consistent 
in their selection of what to do with black and brown bears (chi-square [df = 4] 
= 77.3, P < .05), and with brown bears and cougars (chi-square [df = 4] = 
113.4, P < .05), but were inconsistent in their selection of what to do with 
black bears and cougars (chi-square (df = 4) = 4.1, ns). In essence, participants 
tended to select the same options for the two bear species, and for brown bears 
and cougars, but not for black bears and cougars. The inconsistencies here 
resulted largely among participants who wanted to shoot cougars (n = 67): 
although 30 also wanted to shoot black bears, 16 wanted to trap and remove 
them, and 21 wanted to tolerate them.

Multinomial logistic regression was used to see, for each species individu-
ally, whether or not the gender or age of the participants influenced their 
responses. Contrary to hypothesis 2, there was no effect for gender for any 
species. There were effects for age for all three species (see Table 5). However, 
contrary to hypothesis 2, younger people were less likely than their elders to 
choose toleration or trapping and removal rather than shooting. Specifically 
comparing younger versus middle-aged and older participants combined, 
compared to chance levels, for all three species, more younger people chose 
shooting, whereas more middle-aged and older participants chose either tol-
eration or trapping and removal (comparisons derivable from Table 5; brown 
bears: chi-square [df = 1] = 8.2, P < .05; black bears: chi-square [df = 1] = 4.7, 
P < .05; and cougars: chi-square [df = 1] = 6.3, P < .05). (Note, however, that 
in all cases, most people of all age groups selected either toleration or trapping 
and removal, rather than shooting.)

To evaluate the influence of age and gender on participants’ attitude toward 
the three species required combining the options, as there were several cells 
with very low (sometimes zero) frequencies. Specifically, coding was created 
for whether each participant wanted to shoot none, one, two, or three of the 
species, and the effects of age and gender on this dependent variable were 
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examined using ANOVA. There was no effect of gender (F [1, 216] = 0.57, ns) 
nor was there an interaction between gender and age (F [2, 216] = 2.62, ns), 
but there was an effect of age (F [2, 216] = 10.8, P < .05). Both younger and 
older participants wanted to shoot an average of 1.2 species, whereas most 
middle-aged participants wanted to shoot an average of 0.5 species. Clearly, 
middle-aged participants chose to tolerate or trap and remove more animals 
than did younger or older participants.

Reasons for toleration of the animals were: the delight in animal presence, 
the perception that animals “were here first,” and the evasive behavior of most 
animals. Reasons for trapping, removal, and shooting that were discussed 
were: the troublesome behavior of black bears (digging up gardens, digging 
under houses, resting on verandas, and fighting dogs) and brown bears and 
cougars (mostly potential aggression). Contrasting opinions included “the 
animals should be dumped in the forest if they threaten people,” stated by one 
middle-aged man, and “we can’t just shoot animals because we don’t like 
them,” stated by one younger woman. Surprisingly, for each species, chi-square 
tests showed no relationship between levels of tolerance (tolerate, trap and 
remove, shoot) and perceived troublesomeness (all chi-square [df = 2] < 2.0, 
ns). Nor did chi-square tests show, for each species, any relationship between 

Table 5. Number of Younger, Middle-Aged, and Older Participants Who 
Elected to Tolerate, Trap and Remove, or Shoot a Given Species, and 

Multinomial Logistic Regression Chi-Square Values

Younger Middle-
Aged

Older Chi-square

Brown bear 34.6*
 Tolerate 13 16 9
 Trap and remove 15 102 11
 Shoot 20 23 13
Black bear 35.2*
 Tolerate 18 18 13
 Trap and remove 16 105 12
 Shoot 14 18 8
Cougar 30.1*
 Tolerate 10 14 5
 Trap and remove 17 99 10
 Shoot 21 28 18

Note: * P < .05; all df = 4.
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levels of tolerance and perceived dangerousness—a composite score ranging 
from 1 to 3, based on adding up the number of victims (0-1, 2, or 3) they were 
perceived to be a danger to, among companion animals, children, and adults 
(all chi-square [df = 4] < 7.0, ns).

Usefulness of the Three Species and Their Effect on Quality of Human Life

Most participants (n = 162) agreed that all three species served useful func-
tions. However, more participants believed that black bears and cougars served 
useful functions than believed that brown bears did (Cochran Q chi-square 
[df = 2] = 28.11, P < .05). Fifty participants stated that brown bears served 
no useful function, whereas only 21 said the same about black bears and 23 
about cougars. Useful functions included wildlife viewing, hunting, herbivore 
control, carrion removal, excitement, and tourist attraction. These were pitted 
against opinions concerning dangers to companion animals, adult humans, 
and children; troublesome behavior; and possible hampering of human qual-
ity of life. Participants’ perception of a species as having a useful function 
had an effect on how to deal with the animal (tolerate, trap and remove, or 
shoot) for the two bear species (black bear: chi-square [df = 2] = 11.7, P < .05; 
brown bear: chi-square [df = 2] = 8.4, P < .05), but not for cougars (chi-square 
[df = 2] = 0.8, ns). For the two bear species, proportionally more participants 
who believed that the bears served a useful function opted to trap and remove 
than to tolerate or to shoot.

Multinomial logistic regression indicated that gender influenced perceived 
usefulness for cougars only (chi-square [df = 1] = 14.5, P < .05). More women 
(n = 107) than men (n = 92) stated that cougars served a useful function. 
Seven women, while acknowledging the cougar’s predatory nature and danger 
to children, declared they were nevertheless “cat people” and saw the benefits 
of viewing or sharing spaces with the big cats. Multinomial logistic regres-
sion indicated that age influenced perceived usefulness for the two bear spe-
cies: brown bears: chi-square (df = 2) = 52.5, P < .05; black bears: chi-square 
(df = 2) = 27.6, P < .05. For both species, most (in fact, almost all) of the 
middle-aged participants believed that brown bears (n = 131) and black bears 
(n = 138) served a useful function, and these middle-aged participants were 
more likely (compared to chance levels) to say this than were the younger 
participants (brown: n = 25; black: n = 34) or older (brown: n = 16; black: 
n = 29).

In relation to whether the animal species increased or reduced the quality of 
human life, most participants stated that cougars increased the quality of 
human life (n = 143), whereas most stated that black (n = 148) or brown 
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(n = 165) bears reduced the quality of life (Cochran Q chi-square [df = 2] = 
117.4, P < .05). When comparing responses to all three species concerning 
their effect on the quality of human life, the most frequent response was that 
all three species reduced it (n = 73). The next most frequent response (n = 66) 
was that only cougars increased the quality of life, and the next two were that 
all three species did (n = 43) or that only black bears and cougars did (n = 25). 
Multinomial logistic regression indicated that age had no effect on the per-
ceived quality of life as affected by any species, and gender influenced only 
cougars’ impact on perceived quality of life (chi-square [df = 1] = 40.4, 
P < .05). More women (n = 94) than men (n = 50) believed that cougars 
increased the quality of life. Surprisingly, for all three animals, the species’ 
influence on the quality of human life had no effect on how to deal with the 
animal (tolerate, trap and remover, or shoot): for all three species, chi-square 
(df = 2) < 1.6, ns.

Discussion

Three key findings are documented in this study, relevant to gender and age-
related differences in human perception between predatory and nonpredatory 
“troublesome” behavior and possibilities of conservation in the lower main-
land of British Columbia. First, age and gender were relevant to some human 
perceptions of the large carnivores, but these were not consistently in line with 
the hypotheses. Participants may have been influenced in their responses by 
particular experiences of the animals discussed. Second, although species- 
specific perceptions were evident, it was also possible to generalize in many 
cases about human perceptions of all three species. Third, a strong element of 
tolerance and acknowledgment of the animals’ value existed, varying only 
slightly according to the age and/or gender of the person.

The first hypothesis was that more women than men, and more older than 
younger participants, would be concerned about the danger from large bears 
and cougars. Consistent with this hypothesis, more women than men per-
ceived all three species as dangerous to children and adults, and more middle-
aged and older participants perceived brown bears as a danger to companion 
animals. The findings are somewhat similar to those in Campbell and Lan-
caster’s (2010) study of human attitudes toward black bears and cougars on 
Canada’s Vancouver Island and are in accordance with the hypothesis that 
women are generally more aware of dangers to children (Williamson, 2002; 
Kellert, 1994). Age-related opinions, by contrast, varied from the findings of 
several studies that document greater tolerance of wild animals among young 
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people (e.g., Wolch & Emel, 1998; Kellert et al., 1996; Kellert, 1994) as rela-
tively more young people were supportive of shooting animals. The finding of 
few age- and gender-related opinions about black bears varies from the strong 
significance accorded these attributes in the study by Bowman, Leopold, 
Vilella, and Gill (2004). In all, most male and female participants in all age 
groups tended to agree in their attitudes toward the different species.

The second hypothesis was that women and younger people are more likely 
than men and their elders, respectively, to support bear and cougar conserva-
tion by choosing toleration or trapping and removal rather than shooting. 
In fact, gender had no effect on participants’ attitudes, and age affected their 
attitudes, but contrary to the hypothesis, younger people were less tolerant 
than middle-aged and older participants. The general finding that most par-
ticipants selected trapping and removal for all three species is in line with the 
main tenet of the Bear Smart conservation program, that effective manage-
ment (e.g., trapping and removal, and environmental management) is better 
than shooting. In the current study, shooting of black bears was somewhat 
popular, especially among younger people—a surprising contrast to partici-
pants’ attitudes on Vancouver Island (Campbell & Lancaster, 2010), where 
shooting was by far the option least favored by both men and women. This 
age difference contradicts the common assumption that younger people show 
greater tolerance toward predators than older people. Comparison of the cur-
rent study and that of Campbell and Lancaster challenges the idea that Van-
couver Island harbors the greatest tension between people and large mammals 
in North America (Deurbrouck, 2007; Beier, 1991) and possibly may indi-
cate a higher contact rate for the lower mainland than on the island. How-
ever, little comparative research has been done (McCrory & Paquet, 2005). 
In both the current study and Campbell and Lancaster (2010), the majority 
of people were against shooting (even of brown bears and cougars), reflect-
ing polls reported by Marktrend Research (2009) and Gailus, Moola, and 
Connnolly (2010).

The third hypothesis was that more people would be tolerant toward black 
bears than brown bears or cougars, and more people would be tolerant toward 
cougars than brown bears. The findings are consistent with the first half of this 
hypothesis but are less consistent on the second part (that brown bears would 
be tolerated less than cougars). However, if we combine the participants who 
chose trapping and removal with those who chose tolerance as a measure of 
participants who chose “toleration,” it is clear that the usual response from 
participants was toleration toward all three species. Opinions about a species’ 
usefulness may translate into a preference for effective conservation rather 
than killing bears and cougars (Campbell & Lancaster, 2010; Gailus et al., 
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2010), but this potential translation of a person’s perception of an animal as 
serving a useful function into a conservation-oriented attitude toward that 
species was present only toward bears in the current study.

The findings of this paper suggest a significantly sympathetic public atti-
tude toward bears and cougars, as did Campbell and Lancaster’s results (2010). 
This favorable attitude bodes well for the eventual success of conservation 
programs such as the Bear Smart program and a more critical assessment of 
hunting in British Columbia at the local level. Future studies might incorpo-
rate other species for appraisal, as well as employ more diverse aspects of par-
ticipants’ culture (native, recent immigrant status from particular countries, 
education level, job, and political viewpoint).
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