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Abstract: 1 examined the relationship of diets to skull morphology of extant northern bears and used this information to speculate on diets
of the recently extinct cave (Ursus spelaeus) and short-faced (Arctodus simus) bears. Analyses relied upon published skull measurements and
food habits of Asiatic (U. thibetanus) and American (U. americanus) black bears, polar bears (U. maritimus), various subspecies of brown
bears (U. arctos), and the giant panda (Ailuropoda melanoleuca). Principal components analysis showed major trends in skull morphology
related to size, crushing force, and snout shape. Giant pandas, short-faced bears, cave bears, and polar bears exhibited extreme features along
these gradients. Diets of brown bears in colder, often non-forested environments were distinguished by large volumes of roots, foliage, and
vertebrates, while diets of the 2 black bear species and brown bears occupying broadleaf forests contained greater volumes of mast and
invertebrates and overlapped considerably. Fractions of fibrous foods in feces (foliage and roots) were strongly related to skull morphology
(R? = 0.97). Based on this relationship, feces of cave and short-faced bears were predicted to consist almost wholly of foliage, roots, or both.
I hypothesized that cave bears specialized in root grubbing. In contrast, based upon body proportions and features of the ursid digestive
tract, I hypothesized that skull features associated with crushing force facilitated a carnivorous rather than herbivorous diet for short-faced

bears.
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An animal’s diet can reveal much about its relation-
ship to the physical environment and other organisms in
it. For example, Ewer (1973), Eisenberg (1981), and sev-
eral authors in Gittleman (1989) describe pervasive as-
sociations among the physiology, morphology, behavior,
and diet of numerous taxa, including carnivores. This
type of research strongly suggests that diet should closely
reflect the constraints and adaptations of somatic features
while influencing the evolutionary trajectory of these
same traits. At the very least, we would expect correla-
tion, subject to judicious interpretation of functional re-
lationships (Radinsky 1985).

The common associations between physical form and
diet of extant organisms have led researchers to specu-
late on the diets and other life habits of extinct species
based on shared skeletal traits, especially of the skull and
limbs (e.g., Kurtén 1967, 1976; Radinsky 1981a; Van
Valkenburgh 1985, 1988, 1989). Given that fossilized
or otherwise preserved body parts are the only tangible
clues left to inform us about the behavior of vanished
species, establishing relationships between, for example,
diet and skull morphology of extant organisms is our only
means of imbuing these physical remains with useful in-
formation (Radinsky 1985, Guthrie 1990). Knowledge
about the behavior of recently extinct forms can, in turn,
help us better understand why surviving species that ex-
isted with these vanished animals behave the way that
they do.

Although recent work (e.g., Davis 1949, 1964;
Radinsky 1981q; Gittleman and Harvey 1982; Van
Valkenburgh 1985, 1988, 1989; Gittleman 1986a,b;

McNab 1986) has placed the diet, behavior, and skeletal
morphology of bears in context of other carnivores, little
has been done to examine relationships among ursids be-
tween their physical form and foods. There are some
descriptive (e.g, Bromlei 1965, Schaller et al. 1989) and
analytical comparisons (Davis 1964, Stirling and
Derocher 1990), but there are no quantitative analyses of
relationships between morphological and dietary patterns.
Regardless, the diverse ursid skull morphology (Radinsky
1981a) holds promise of being related to either mechani-
cal or evolutionary forces associated with diet.

I used quantitative and other analytical techniques to
explore relationships between diets and morphology of
extant bear species and used this information to specu-
late on the diets and related behavior of other bears that
went extinct within the last 15,000 years. My analysis
uses existing published information and is intended to
serve several purposes: elucidate meta-patterns, precipi-
tate more informed hypotheses, and stimulate further re-
search. Ialso undertook this analysis with relatively little
concern for whether the apparent relationships between
diet and physical form were genetically fixed or merely
the result of mechanical forces during development. In
either case, the analysis would have bearing on both short-
and long-term morphological adaptations as well as diets
of extinct bears.

The Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team and National
Biological Service employed me while completing this
paper. I appreciate reviews by S. Stringham, D. Johnson,
K. Elgmork, J. Peek, B. Van Valkenburgh, and an anony-
mous reviewer, and I especially appreciate the support
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of R.G. Wright. Conversations with S. Stringham, S.
Herrero, and P. Matheus were also very helpful to my
insights and analysis, along with the years I spent study-
ing Yellowstone’s grizzly bears.

METHODS

Data and Data Structuring

The paucity of information on bears from tropical and
subtropical latitudes (i.e., the sun [Helarctos malayanus],
sloth [Melursus ursinus], and Andean [Tremarctos
omatus) bears) led me to focus on extant and recently
extinct bears of temperate, boreal, and arctic regions.
These constitute a logical assemblage of species that have
to some extent co-existed, if not co-evolved. Of surviv-
ing bears, I examined the polar, brown, American black,
and Asiatic black bears and the giant panda. Of recently
extinct bears, I examined the cave and giant short-faced
bears. The skeletal morphology of cave and short-faced
bears has been examined in relative detail by Kurtén
(1955, 1958, 1967, 1976); more recently the short-faced
bear was studied by Emslie and Czaplewski (1985). 1
followed the classification and nomenclature of
Wozencraft (1989) and the corroborating evidence of
Goldman et al. (1989) in treating the giant panda as a
bear. The panda and polar bear defined dietary and mor-
phological end-points for the analysis.

Data published by other authors were used for all analy-
ses. Common skull measurements were available for in-
dividual bears from different studies and areas (sources
listed in App. 1). These measures are defined in Figure
1, along with a measure of snout or rostrum length (the
rostral end of the orbit to the rostral end of the skull—
FL) that I derived from published photographs. I used a
dental index (DENTA) that was the summed products of
mean length and width for the P*, M!, and M? teeth (total
length of this dental row [DENTL] is illustrated in Fig.
1). All these measures, to some extent, have been associ-
ated with either diet or forces relevant to explaining diet
in other taxa especially of primates and ungulates (e.g.,
Moss 1968, Kay 1975, Corruccini 1980, Preuschoft et al.
1986, Janis and Ehrhardt 1988, Spencer 1995).

I averaged all measures, by taxon, based on individual
study means, for use in the exploratory analyses because
not all skull measures were available from each source,
sample sizes differed dramatically for each measure and
species, and some results were presented as means and
others by individual skull. As a consequence, multivari-
ate analyses were strongly oriented to the equivalent of
taxa centroids. Except for brown bears these taxa corre-

sponded to species. Brown bear subgroups were distin-
guished on the basis of subspecies from Pacific coastal,
European, and interior continental (North America and
Asia) regions. This stratification was consistent with
major morphological dissimilarities among subspecies
identified by Ognev (1931) and Hall (1984).

I also included measures of body size and relative skel-
etal dimensions for comparison among species. Skeletal
dimensions were expressed as previously defined indi-
ces: FMT = femur length/longest metatarsal length (Van
Valkenburgh 1985); VHR = humerus + radius length/
length of thoracic vertebrae 10, 11, and 12 (Davis 1964);
RH = (radius/humerus length) x 100 (Davis 1964, Emslie
and Czaplewski 1985); and HW = (humeral width across
epicondyles/humeral length) x 100 (Hildebrand 1985).
Increasing values of HW and decreasing values of RH
reflected potential adaptations to digging, while increas-
ing VHR and decreasing FMT values reflected potential
adaptations to increased terrestrial mobility.

Information from 85 studies of bear diet representing
all 6 extant species were used for this analysis (see App.
2 for references). Other studies reported food habits or
described feeding behavior, but in ways that I could not
use. Most studies used in this analysis pertained either to
Eurasian brown bears (n = 21), North American grizzlies
(n = 22) or American black bears (n = 32). Diet was
represented as fecal content for the period corresponding
to late summer and fall hyperphagia. I assumed that the
bulk of high quality food was consumed annually during
this period (Nelson et al. 1983, Mattson et al. 1991).
Nelson et al. (1983) further argued that hyperphagia is
the time of year most critical to survival and reproduc-
tion of black and brown bears. The diet during hyperph-
agia thus has the greatest potential relevance to explaining
morphological patterns. This period likely varies with
habitat conditions, so I judged the onset and end of hy-
perphagia by descriptions, if available, of bear behavior
for each area and the advent of high quality mast in the
diet. By this approach, with the exception of polar bears
and pandas, hyperphagia began in July and ended in Oc-
tober or November.

Scat contents (either by percent volume or some index
of percent volume) were averaged for the season,
weighted by sample sizes, and averaged across years.
Each year was weighted equally unless annual sample
sizes were extremely disparate. A few (n = 14) key stud-
ies only provided frequency of diet item occurrence.
These were used (standardized so as to sum to 100%),
realizing that, in contrast to volumes, frequencies may
inflate contributions, especially of invertebrates (i.e.,
where both frequency and volume had been recorded,



DieT AND MORPHOLOGY OF NORTHERN BEARS * Mattson 481

invertebrates were consistently a frequent but low vol-
ume part of scats).

Diets were described in terms of 6 broad categories:
foliage, roots, soft mast, hard mast, invertebrates, and
vertebrates. These categories reflected either markedly
different nutrient composition, physical structures, or
bear foraging behavior, with potential relevance to dif-
ferences in bear morphology. Hard mast consisted of
fruits and seeds with a hard protective covering (in-
cluding both acorns and pine [Pinus spp.] seeds), while
soft mast consisted of fleshy fruits or even strobili (such
as those of Juniperus) that were comparably soft. These
categories thus did not have clear anatomical or taxo-
nomic distinction, but rather related to features of
greater potential relevance to how bears used them. For
some analyses, these 2 categories were pooled simply
as “mast.” Foliage and roots were similarly pooled as
fibrous foods, recognizing that they shared the com-

mon trait of potentially high fiber content, although one
was procured by grazing or browsing and the other by
the considerably more demanding process of grubbing.
Invertebrates were distinguished by their small size and
typical chitinous exoskeleton, while vertebrates included
tissue acquired by diverse behavior including grubbing,
scavenging, and both terrestrial and aquatic predation.
The primary stratification I used for analysis of dietary
differences reflected both bear taxonomy and structure
of the study area vegetation. Food habits studies were
segregated on the basis of the investigated species and,
for brown and American black bears, by whether the pre-
dominant study area vegetation was non-forest (i.e., arc-
tic or alpine), or coniferous, mixed, or pure broadleaf
forest. Determination of vegetation structure was based
on study area descriptions and the ecoregion (Bailey 1989)
within which the study area was located. I hypothesized
that the availability and use of different bear foods was

Fig. 1. Measurements used in principal components (PC) analysis of ursid skulls.
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fundamentally related to these broad differences in veg-
etation structure (e.g., hard mast would be more abun-
dant in broadleaf forests, soft mast relatively more
abundant in coniferous forests, and roots and vertebrates
relatively more abundant in nonforest areas). Finally, to
match the analysis of skull shape, I stratified food habits
studies by species, and for brown bears, additionally by
those subspecies along the Pacific rim, in interior regions
of Asia and North America, and in Europe.

The stratifications that I used for this analysis mixed
intra- and interspecific variation. Subspecies and group-
ings based upon vegetation structure were recognized in
addition to species. This approach was consistent with
my premises: that physical form, whether genetically
fixed or mechanically reinforced, was both a reflection
and determinant of diet; further, prevailing vegetation
structure was a factor, in addition to bear morphology,
that influenced diet. In any case, taxonomy represents
relatively artificial distinctions, highlighted by the likeli-
hood that polar bears are genetically no more distinct from
brown bears than brown bears are genetically diverse
among themselves (Cronin et al. 1991).

Analysis

I used principal components (PC) analysis to reduce
the numerous and somewhat arbitrary measures of skull
and dental morphology (including both extant and ex-
tinct species) to fewer dimensions that were theoretically
related to more fundamental features of skull morphol-
ogy (Wilson 1976, Radinsky 1981b). Rather than con-
trol for allometric effects prior to PC analysis by, for
example, using standardized residuals from relationships
with skull length or body mass (Radinsky 1981b), I sim-
ply used natural-log transformations of the raw values.
The first PC thus described substantial size-related corre-
lations of skull measurements (i.e., allometric effects),
while subsidiary PCs were of primary interest because
they described variation in skull morphology indepen-
dent of size. Loadings of skull variables on PCs were
used for functional interpretations, while species scores
were used to describe relationships between skull mor-
phology and mean diet as well as morphological rela-
tionships among species.

I used multiple analysis of variance and canonical dis-
criminant analysis to test for and describe differences in
diet among bear species, subspecies, and bear popula-
tions grouped by dominant vegetation structure. If diets
differed for all bear types (at o = 0.1),  used a multivari-
ate analog of the protected least significant difference pro-
cedure based upon pair-wise Hotellings’ T2 to identify
individual types that were not different (Johnson and

Wichern 1992). I used these tests, coupled with
Mahalanobis distances, to characterize pair-wise dissimi-
larities between diets of different bear types. I interpreted
dietary differences between types by examining the ca-
nonical coefficients of dietary categories for each canoni-
cal variable, conditioning my interpretation upon their
eigenvalues and the proportion of variation that they ex-
plained. I used ranked values in these multivariate pro-
cedures as a nonparametric approach that reconciled
parametric techniques with non-normal data (i.e., propor-
tions) (Conover and Iman 1980, 1981). I also weighted
each study in these analyses by the number of years and
feces that had been sampled (100 x [{number of years +
number of feces}/2], where years and feces were scaled
to be <1, which corresponded to the maximum value ob-
served for each in any study). I deleted 1 dietary cat-
egory (invertebrates) from these analyses to alleviate the
linear non-independence that would have otherwise arisen
from the proportions summing to 1. In addition to these
multivariate procedures, I also report univariate tests
(analysis-of-variance [ANOVA] and multiple compari-
sons) for differences among means for each dietary cat-
egory, again using ranked data.

Because I wanted to predict diets of 2 extinct bear spe-
cies, I related skull morphology to diet through least-
squares multiple linear regression analysis, with diet item
fraction dependent on skull morphology of extant bears.
I used logits of mean fractions for each diet item (see
Aitchison’s [1986] use of log-ratio transformations in the
analysis of compositional data) and species scores from
the first 3 PCs for the 7 groupings of extant bear species
(pandas, polar bears, the 2 black bear species, and 3
groupings of brown bear subspecies). Although, a priori,
the dependence of diet upon skull morphology is equivo-
cal and independent variables were measured with error,
this predictive approach is compatible with exploratory
analysis and hypothesis generation (Gilbert 1989:33). 1
did not use canonical correlation analysis because of pro-
hibitively small sample sizes and my interest in eluci-
dating relationships between skull morphology and bear
use of specific diet items. The relationship of fibrous
foods in the diet to skull morphology was so strong (see
below) that this result would have been prominent, re-
gardless of which statistical method I used.

RESULTS
Diets

The diets of extant bears are diverse (Table 1). Giant
pandas and polar bears were distinguished, a priori, by
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near exclusive folivory and carnivory, respectively. Di-
ets of the remaining 3 species were also different, glo-
bally (Wilks’ A = 0.545; 10, 148 df; P < 0.001) and
from each other. Considering groupings that also re-
flected the dominant vegetation structure of each study
area, there was an aggregate difference in diets (Wilks’
A =0.199; 25, 265 df; P < 0.001) and pairwise differ-
ences among most groupings (Table 2). Only 2 pairwise
contrasts were not significant. Diets of American black
bears that occupied broadleaf forests did not differ from
diets of Asiatic black bears (also almost exclusively resi-
dents of broadleaf forests), and diets of brown bears that
occupied arctic or alpine areas did not differ from diets
of brown bears that occupied coniferous forests. Other-
wise, among the bears with more diverse diets, Asiatic
black bears and brown bears living in arctic or alpine
regions exhibited dietary extremes characterized by large
volumes of hard mast and by large volumes of verte-
brates and roots, respectively (Tables 1 and 2).

The first 3 canonical variables generated by canonical
discriminant analysis were significant and collectively
described 96% of the variation in diets among the group-
ings based on bear species and vegetation structure (Table
3). The first canonical variable primarily described a
gradient from diets rich in roots, vertebrates, and foliage
to one rich in mast, or basically a gradient from foods
typical of brown bears in colder climates and more open
habitats to foods typical of black bears in warmer for-
ests (Fig. 2). The second and third canonical variables
described gradients related more to trade-offs between
soft mast, and hard mast and roots (the latter typified by
the diet of grizzly bears in the interior contiguous United
States [Mattson et al. 1991, Craighead et al. 1982]), and
between vertebrates and roots and soft mast (the latter
typified by the diet of grizzly bears in much of interior
Canada and Alaska), respectively.

Among the species with more diverse diets, black bears
were typified by the consumption of mast, with hard mast
a more common food for black bears occupying broad-
leaf forests (Table 1, Fig. 2). Black bears living in co-
niferous forests consumed proportionately more soft mast
than bear species living anywhere else. With the excep-
tion of populations living in broadleaf forests, brown
bears were distinguished by consuming greater relative
volumes of vertebrates and roots. Interestingly, the diet
of brown bears living in broadleaf forests substantially
overlapped the diet of black bears, suggesting that veg-
etation structure, as much as species, was a controlling
factor.

Not considering the self-evident differences in diets
of giant pandas and polar bears, the diets of other taxa

used for relating diet to skull morphology (i.e., Ameri-
can and Asiatic black bears, and Pacific coastal, Euro-
pean, and interior continental subspecies of brown bear)
were also statistically distinct (Wilks” A = 0.160; 20, 223
df, P < 0.001). Aggregate diets differed primarily by
root, soft mast, vertebrate, and hard mast volumes (in
order of loading on canonical variables). All taxa dif-
fered by pair-wise comparisons, except the diet of coastal
brown bears did not differ from the diet of continental
brown bears. By individual diet category (Table 2),
American black bears ate more soft mast than did conti-
nental brown or Asiatic black bears, while Asiatic black
bears ate more hard mast and continental brown bears
ate more roots than any other type except coastal brown
bears.

Skulls

Principal components analysis effectively reduced the
9 measured skull dimensions to 3, accounting for 99%
of total variation (Table 4). Similar positive loadings
for all skull dimensions on PC1 reflected substantial size-
related correlation among these measures (i.e., allomet-
ric relationships). Although there was relatively little
variation residual to PCI, this residual variation was
nonetheless of great interest because it characterized skull
shape and presumed associations with diet (e.g., adapta-
tions), aside from size per se. Dental surface area, cra-
nial and mandibular height, and zygomatic width
exhibited positive loadings on PC2. These measures have
either been positively associated with muscle size (pri-
marily of the temporal and masseter) or with increased
dental surface area that together provide for greater crush-
ing capability (Davis 1964, Kay 1975, Greaves 1978,
Radinsky 1981b, Demes et al. 1986). The negative load-
ing of nasal width (NW) and the positive loadings of
“face” and mandible lengths (FL and ML) on PC3 indi-
cate a comparatively narrow and elongate snout at high
values and a broad and short snout at low values.

The main Ursus lineage was clustered in PC2 x PC3
space separate from the giant panda and short-faced bear
(Fig. 3). As expected (Davis 1964), the giant panda ex-
hibited the greatest presumed adaptations for exerting
crushing force at the occlusal plane. Also as expected
(Kurtén 1967), the short-faced bear was distinguished
by the shortest and broadest snout of all taxa, together
with moderate apparent crushing capabilities. Taxa
within the genus Ursus varied from the polar and Ameri-
can black bears, with relatively little crushing capability
and shorter, broader snouts, to the cave bear, which com-
bined a relatively long snout with relatively greater ap-
parent adaptations to crushing. The black bears exhibited
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Table 1. Mean percent volume of diet items in feces of northern bears, averaged over individual studies. Means not different
at a = 0.1 (based on ranks) are followed by the same letters in columns, only including taxa with sample sizes n> 5. Brown
bears and American black bears are geographically stratified in 2 ways that are described in the text, with statistical groupings
for the 2 classifications separated by a /. Values do not sum exactly to 1 across rows because values for each type of diet

item are averaged over individual studies.

Feces composition (% volume)

No. studies
Taxa/Geographic groupings (n) Foliage Roots Soft mast Hard mast Invertebrates Vertebrates
Giant panda 2 99.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
Polar bear 2 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 97.5
Asiatic black bear 7 15.2b/b 0.0b/b 34.8b/b 43.1a/a S.4abcd/be 2.4b/b
American black bear (1)

Broadleaf forest 16 22.8b/ 1.4b/ 49.4ab/ 20.0a/ 5.9abc/ 4.1ab/
Coniferous forest 16 23.6ab/ 0.0b/ 61.2a/ 1.4b/ 4.4abc/ 3.5b/
American black bear (2) 32 19.5 /ab 0.1 /b 553 /a 10.7 M 5.1 /ab 3.8 /bc

Brown bear (1)
Broadleaf forest 15 22.8ab/ 1.4b/ 46.9b/ 7.8b/ 12.2a/ 9.0ab
Coniferous forest 19 30.9a/ 9.2a/ 39.5b/ 7.0b/ 3.0bcd/ 7.5ab
Arctic/alpine 9 26.2ab/ 14.0a/ 38.5¢/ 0.0b/ 0.8cd/ 20.6a
Brown bear (2)
European 12 20.7 /ab 02 /b 48.4 /ab 25 /b 145 /a 133 /a
Continental 23 29.9 /a 124 /a 371 /b 56 /b 20 /c 10.9 /ab
Pacific coastal 8 28.4 /ab 4.3 /ab 45.5 /ab 11.4 /ab 3.5 /abc 6.9 /ab

a modal, conceivably more generalized skull shape. The
closely related polar, brown, and cave bears (Kurtén
1964, 1976; Shields and Kocher 1991) all displayed a
substantial diastema separating the canines from pre-
molars, although this gap was most pronounced in the
cave bear (Fig. 3b).

Relationships of Diet to Skull Morphology

There was a strong linear relationship between fibrous
foods (Y) and PC1 and PC2 (R%=0.97; 2,4 df; F = 76.0;
P <0.001):

Y =-0.122 + 0.331PC1 + 3.38PC2

Fibrous foods were comprised of foliage and
roots added together (Y, as a logit, where diet
fraction [p] = e ¥00/[1+e ¥2]). Standardized coeffi-

cients for PC1 and PC2 were 0.272 and 1.004, respec-
tively; both coefficients were also significantly different
from zero. In other words, relative volumes of fibrous
foods in the feces of extant bears were related, first, to
apparent adaptations of the skull to crushing and, second,
to larger size. A naive extrapolation from this relation-
ship would predict that cave bear feces, on average, con-
tained 84% fibrous foods and that short-faced bear feces
contained 87% fibrous foods during hyperphagia (Fig.
4). No other diet category exhibited a statistically sig-
nificant relationship to PCs describing skull morphology.

Other Morphological Considerations
The short-faced bear skull exhibited some additional
interesting and potentially diagnostic features. Its snout

Table 2. Pair-wise Mahalanobis distances (D?) between northern bears based on ranked dietary composition of feces, not
considering invertebrates. The giant panda and polar bear were excluded because of small sample sizes. Pairwise
comparisons denoted by an * were significantly different (a = 0.1, using Hotellings’ T2).

Taxa/Geographic groupings
American American
Asiatic black bear— black bear— Brown bear— Brown bear—

Taxa/Geographic groupings black bear broadleaf forest coniferous forest broadleaf forest coniferous forest
American black bear—broadleaf forest 0.12
American black bear—coniferous forest 0.54* 0.34* .
Brown bear—broadleaf forest 0.35* 0.19* 0.13 .
Brown bear—coniferous forest 091" 0.67" 0.54* 042"
Brown bear—arctic or alpine 1.14" 0.79* 0.42" 0.53 0.16
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Table 3. Standardized canonical coefficients for diet
variables and means for groupings of northern bears on the
first 3 canonical variables from canonical discriminant
analysis (n = 82). Eigenvalues, proportion of total variation,
and significance are also given for each canonical variable.
Invertebrates were excluded from the analysis to achieve
linear independence, and polar bears and giant pandas were
excluded because of small sample sizes.

Canonical variable

CANI1 CAN2 CAN3
Diet variables
Foliage 0.328 -0.317 -0.142
Roots 1.299  0.533 0.364
Soft mast 0.183 -0.448 0.359
Hard mast -0.337  0.675 -0.144
Vertebrates 0.391 -0.130 -0.919
Bear groupings
Asiatic black bear -0.504 0.251 0.031
American black bear—broadleaf forest -0.386 0.145 0.107
American black bear—coniferous forest -0.125 -0.350 0.042
Brown bear—broadleaf forest -0.170  -0.100 -0.182
Brown bear—coniferous forest 0.415 0.141 -0.052
Brown bear—arctic/alpine 0.441 -0.145 0.214
Eigenvalue 1.325 0.466 0.197
Proportion of variation 0.683 0.196 0.083
Significance <0.001 <0.001 0.018

(O ARCTIC OR ALPINE BROWN BEAR

O CONIFEROUS FOREST BROWN BEAR

O BROADLEAF FOREST BROWN BEAR

@ CONIFEROUS FOREST AMERCIAN BLACK BEAR
@ BROADLEAF FOREST AMERICAN BLACK BEAR
W ASIATIC BLACK BEAR

(a)

is relatively the widest and flattest of the examined bear
species, visually most similar to that of the polar bear
and markedly dissimilar to the black and brown bears
(Fig. 5). Among extant bears (based primarily upon in-
terpretations of the polar bear skull) and other carnivores,
this feature is thought to facilitate delivery of a killing
bite to prey and consumption and dismemberment of
larger carcasses (Kurtén 1964, Ewer 1973, Radinsky
1981b). The short-faced bear’s skull is also remarkably
similar in both profile and top view to that of the spotted
hyena (Crocuta crocuta) (Fig. 6), except that its teeth are
proportionally smaller and the cusps less developed.
Body sizes and skeletal proportions also offered in-
sight into possible diets of the 2 extinct bear species (Table
5). The giant short-faced bear had relatively the longest
metatarsals (low FMT) and forelegs (high VHR) of any
bear, with the latter measure in range of other carnivores
that were pursuit rather than ambush hunters. By con-
trast, the cave bear had short metatarsals and legs com-
pared to all other bears except the panda and polar bear.
However, compared to other carnivores, all bears had
short metatarsals (Table 5). Relative to known special-
ized scratch diggers (Hildebrand 1985), the short-faced
bear had slender and the cave bear comparably robust
humeri, with a trend towards similarly short radii (low
RH) in the cave bear. Naively assuming that the short-
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Fig. 2. Groupings of extant northern bear are plotted with
respect to the (a) first and second and (b) second and third
canonical variables (CANs), from canonical discriminant
analysis of fecal composition described in terms of 5 broad
diet categories for the period of hyperphagia. General
interpretations of CANs are also given.

faced bear was a predator (Kurtén 1967), relationships
between sizes of extant predators and their prey (Vezina
1985) lead to a prediction that the short-faced bear (335
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Table 4. Species scores, eigenvectors of skull variables,
and eigenvalues for the first 3 principal components (PC)
from analysis of northern bear skulls. Skull variables are
explained in the text and Fig. 1.

Parameters PC1 PC2 PC3
Species
Polar bear -0.40 -1.04 -0.25
American black bear -2.79 -0.33 -0.31
Asiatic black bear -4.54 0.16 0.05
Brown bear—European -0.49 -0.32 0.32
Brown bear—Pacific coastal 1.96 -0.32 0.34
Brown bear—continental 0.42 -0.06 0.29
Cave bear 3.77 0.16 0.36
Short-faced bear 3.19 0.28 -0.84
Giant panda -1.11 1.47 0.03
Skull variables
DENTA 0.317 0.735 0.224
CH 0.365 0.186 -0.111
MH 0.363 0.175 0.081
W 0.367 0.121 -0.070
FL 0.355 -0.313 0.370
ML 0.357 -0.328 0.229
CBL 0.355 -0.402 0.129
NwW 0.346 -0.110 -0.848
Eigenvalues 7.30 0.463 0.162

Proportion of variation 0912 0.058 0.020

kg) preyed on animals as large as roughly 2200 kg, in the
range of most mastodons (Mammut americanum) and
smaller, presumably younger, woolly mammoths
(Mammuthus spp.).

DISCUSSION
Diets of Extant Species

It is not altogether clear from this analysis the extent to
which taxon alone, as opposed to prevailing environmen-
tal conditions, influenced what bears ate. Nonetheless,
several expected patterns were evident. Asiatic and
American black bears ate more mast than any other bear
species, and when living in broadleaf forests, consumed
relatively large volumes of hard mast. Small body sizes
presumably allowed them access to tree mast in the face
of intense competition from other frugivores (e.g.,
Bromlei 1965, Pelton 1982), while skull morphology of
these same bears probably limited their use of foods such
as roots, bamboo, and other graminoids that are more
fibrous. Certainly, the contrast in food habits of Asiatic
black bears with sympatric giant pandas and brown bears
support this interpretation (Bromlei 1965, Schaller et al.
1989). Bears living in cold, open environments also ate
the vertebrates and fibrous foods that were comparatively
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Fig. 3. Extant or recently extinct northern bear taxa are
plotted with respect to the second and third principal
components (PC2 and PC3) from analysis of skull
measurements. (a) Functional or more general interpretations
are shown for each PC as well as (b) skull profiles and planar
views of the upper right dental row, shown proportional to
their relative size. The 3 Ursus arctos subgroupings in (a)
are represented by a simple skull in (b).

more abundant there. My analysis and Herrero (1978)
strongly suggest that brown bears are better able to ex-
tract and process foods that are more fibrous, including
roots, and thus are better adapted to living in non-forest
environments. This interpretation is tenuously supported
by the few investigations of sympatric American black
and grizzly bears (e.g., Aune 1994), that have observed
virtually no excavated foods in black bear feces in areas
where excavated foods were a major part of the grizzly
bear diet.

Brown bears are capable of living in temperate forests
like those of eastern North America and eating a diet much
like that of American black bears. This is clear from the
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Panda
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40 | American blb
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PERCENT FIBROUS FOODS IN FECES

Polar bear

BEAR TYPE

Fig. 4. Percent fibrous foods (foliage and roots) predicted in
the feces of short-faced and cave bears are shown, based
upon the relationship of fibrous foods to principal
components from the morphometric analysis, as well as
observed and predicted volumes of fibrous foods in feces of
extant northern bears. Standard error bars are shown for
observed and predicted values. Black bears are denoted by
blb and brown bears by brb.

long history of brown bears living in pure or mixed broa-
dleaf forests in Europe and by the extent to which diets
of these bears overlapped with diets of American black
bears. However, in contrast to Europe, temperate de-
ciduous forests in North America and Asia are much more
closely associated with black bears. It seems fruitful in
the future to pursue the hypothesis that North American
black bears, in combination with relatively high prime-

val densities of humans, were effective at competitively
excluding brown bears under favorable environmental
conditions; black bears via scramble competition and
humans by direct mortality and interference competition.
Asiatic black bears occupied Europe prior to the last gla-
cial epoch (Erdbrink 19534) and were probably prevented
from reoccupying Europe from their Southeast Asian ref-
uge because habitat bridges (i.e., contiguous temperate
deciduous forests) did not develop across central Asia
during the Holocene (Khotinsky 1984). Under these con-
ditions, European brown bears would have had compara-
tively unimpeded access to expanding environments that
might have otherwise favored black bears.

Diet and Morphology

Many features of skull and body morphology were as-
sociated with the diets of extant bears. A few of these
associations were discussed in the previous section. This
result does not contradict the expectation that body struc-
ture would shape as well as reflect food habits through a
complex interplay of specific evolved physical adapta-
tions, phenotypic plasticity, and longer-term evolution-
ary selection. In the short term, associations between diet
and morphology likely rest upon developmental responses
(e.g., hypertrophy) to mechanical forces (Moore 1965)
and somatic adaptations that allow individual bear spe-
cies to at least survive on, if not competitively use, cer-
tain foods. In either case, these relationships can be used
to judiciously speculate about the food habits of extinct
ursids as well as the niches of surviving bears.

Most variation in the skull morphology of extant bears
is associated with the amount of fibrous foods in their
diet. This association is plausibly interpreted in terms of

Brown bear

American
black bear

Short-faced
bear

Polar bear

Fig. 5. Planar views of snouts are shown, emphasizing the nasal opening and bridge and rostral shape, from three
representative extant bear species and the extinct short-faced bear.
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Spotted hyena

Short-faced bear

Fig. 6. Superimpositions of a short-faced bear (thick lines)
and spotted hyena (thin lines) skull are shown, scaled to the
same condylobasal length, in planar view and profile.
Shading depicts areas of discrepancy between outlines of
the 2 skulls.

adaptations that increase crushing capabilities — prima-
rily through increases in dental crushing surface, accom-
modations for larger temporal and masseter muscles (i.e.,
increased zygomatic width and skull and mandible height),
and configurations that bring the associated forces more
effectively to bear on the occlusal plane. The gradient in
snout shape, along with development of the diastema be-
tween canines and premolars, has less obvious functional
interpretations.

An elongate and comparatively narrow snout is com-
monly interpreted as an adaptation to more selective feed-
ing (Preuschoft et al. 1986, Gordon and Illius 1988,
Greaves 1991). A diastema naturally arises from reten-
tion of crushing and grinding surfaces at the distal end of
the dentary (Greaves 1991), nearer the zygoma where
torsional stresses are decreased and the temporal muscles
maximally effective (Preuschoft et al. 1986). A diastema
between canines and premolars has also been associated
with greater manipulation of vegetal foods within the
mouth (Adrian et al. 1958). By either interpretation, this
trend culminating in the cave bear is likely associated with
increased use of the mouth to procure and further ma-

nipulate select fibrous vegetal foods. By contrast, a shorter
rostrum combined with a broader nasal opening and re-
tracted nasal bridge (epitomized by the polar and short-
faced bears) implies several things—for one, a broader
muzzle (Kurtén 1976), but more importantly, a rostrum
that better resists the torsional forces associated with, and
otherwise facilitates, grasping and manipulating large
objects.

The substantial diastema of polar bears is inconsistent
with the positive association of this feature with increased
selection and manipulation of vegetal foods. Polar bears
are almost strictly carnivorous. The diastema in this spe-
cies is thus probably better understood in light of its re-
cent derivation from the brown bear lineage (Kurtén 1964,
Goldman et al. 1989, Shields and Kocher 1991) and the
evolutionarily conservative nature of most dental features.
It may simply be that the diastema in this species is an
artifact of history and has no strong relationship to its
present diet.

The Cave Bear

My results are consistent with previous hypotheses by
researchers such as Erdbrink (19535) and Kurtén (1976),
and confirming evidence from analyses of carbon and
nitrogen isotopes by Bocherens et al. (1994) that the cave
bear ate a diet largely comprised of fibrous foods.
Hilderbrand’s (1996) analysis of isotopes suggests a more
diverse diet, but is open to interpretation. Even so, the
relatively simple ursid digestive tract (Jaczewski et al.
1960, Davis 1964, Mealey 1975), combined with the rela-
tively short period of either low fiber content or above-
ground availability typical at higher latitudes, make a diet
comprised largely of foliage highly improbable. The
panda accomplishes this feat aided by specific adapta-
tions (e.g., ‘the thumb’) and the availability of a forage
(bamboo) that is used by few competitors and has remark-
ably constant biomass and nutritional value throughout
the year (Davis 1964, Schaller et al. 1985). A diet of
leaves and stems is even more unlikely given the compe-
tition likely posed to grazing cave bears by the diverse
fauna of larger herbivores in Pleistocene Europe (Kurtén
1968).

These complications can be reconciled with a fibrous
vegetal diet by hypothesizing the cave bear to be a spe-
cialized root grubber. A root diet would be consistent
with the extreme wear evident in cave bear teeth (Kurten
1958) and massive blunt claws well-suited (Hildebrand
1985) and previously hypothesized as adaptations to
scratch digging (Erdbrink 19535, Kurtén 1976). It would
also fit the stout front limbs and powerful shoulder archi-
tecture of cave bears (Erdbrink 1953b, Kurtén 1976). This
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Table 5. Body mass and indices of relative skeletal dimensions for northern bears and averaged for other carnivores by
pursuit and ambush hunters (x 1 SD). Definitions and sources are given in footnotes.

Skeletal indices®

Species or group Mass (kg) FMT VHR RH HW
Species

Short-faced bear® 335 4.58 6.50 84.6 8.7

American black bear® 101 4.67 5.56 90.3

Asiatic black beard 86 5.30

Brown bear® 178 475 5.76 88.6 9.3

Cave bearf 284 4.83 5.51 75.6 10.5

Polar bear8 288 5.30 5.03

Giant pandah 125 9.13 5.06 77.1 9.4
Group

Pursuit hunters! 34417 240+ 0.1 5.96

Ambush hunterst 37 +39 2.59+03 456+0.3

2 FMT = femur length/length of longest metatarsal; VHR = humerus + radius length/length of thoracic vertebrae 10 + 11 + 12; RH = radius
length/humerus length as %; HW = narrowest width of humerus shaft/humerus length as %.

b Kurtén (1967), Emslie and Czaplewski (1985).

¢ Davis (1964), Emslie and Czaplewski (1985), Van Valkenburgh (1985).

d Bromlei (1965), Van Valkenburgh (1985).

¢ Erdbrink (1953b), Davis (1964), Kurtén (1967), Emslie and Czaplewski (1985), Van Valkenburgh (1985).

f Erdbrink (1953b), Kurtén (1967).

& Van Valkenburgh (1985).

h Davis (1964).

i Davis (1964), Van Valkenburgh (1985).

latter feature has been associated with fixing the scapula
in resistance to pulling forces along the long axis of the
fore-limbs (Davis 1949), more specifically among griz-
zly bears as an adaptation to digging (Herrero 1978,
Craighead and Mitchell 1982).

The cave bears’ large diastema would be consistent with
the root-grubbing hypothesis. The diastema appears to
be associated with manipulation of both hedysarum
(Hedysarum spp.) and yampah (Perideridia gairdneri)
when grizzlies are consuming roots of these plants (pers.
obs.). Cave bears may have had access to many large
starchy-rooted species, such as Hedysarum spp. and
Conopodium majus, that are common in boreal, arctic,
and alpine regions of present-day Eurasia (Komarov 1948,
Couturier 1954). It is also possible that some of the nu-
merous ancestral or surviving Eurasian species of pika
(Ochotona spp.), ground squirrel (Spermophilus spp.), and
marmot (Marmota spp.) would have been available to and
used by a cave bear that specialized in scratch digging.

This possible reliance on roots and other fibrous foods
provides additional context for understanding the cave
bears’ extinction. First, this type of diet would be consis-
tent with the very low reproductive rate postulated by
Kurtén (1958), similar to that observed for the herbivo-
rous panda (Schaller et al. 1985). Although large body
size could partly explain low fecundity, this relationship

does not automatically follow from greater body mass.
Lower fecundity and more specialized food habits pre-
dictably would have made cave bears vulnerable not only
to a rapidly changing landscape, but also to the competi-
tion and possible added mortality brought by the advent
of 2 generalist omnivores (brown bears and modern hu-
mans) in Europe during the late Pleistocene. Arrival of
modern humans about 30,000 years ago could have tipped
the scale against cave bears in what may have been an
already stringent competitive triangle that included Ne-
anderthals (Homo sapiens neanderthalensis) and recently
arrived brown bears. In any case, these results are con-
sistent with the hypothesis that humans were an impor-
tant catalyst in the demise of cave bears (Erdbrink 19535,
Kurtén 1976).

The Short-Faced Bear

Kurtén (1967) and Emslie and Czaplewski (1985) of-
fer strikingly different hypotheses about the food habits
of short-faced bears. Kurtén (1967) evoked an active
predator that could achieve comparatively high speeds
(for a bear) because of relatively long legs and forward-
aligned feet. He also speculated that the broad rostrum
and short face and neck facilitated grabbing and subdu-
ing prey, complemented by features of the lower first
molar that aided meat consumption. By contrast, Emslie
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and Czaplewski (1985) hypothesized that short-faced
bears were omnivores, if not near-exclusive herbivores.
Their argument rested principally on the species’ large
body mass (the short-faced bear is larger than any extant
carnivore and comparable in size to some herbivores) and
alternate explanations for features that Kurtén (1967) had
associated with carnivory.

The results presented here contribute to judging the
relative merits of these contrasting views. An uncritical
extrapolation of the relationship between fibrous foods
and skull morphology of extant bears predicts that short-
faced bears ate an almost wholly fibrous diet. Yet if this
were so, the bear’s broad rostrum, broad incisor arcade
and short face suggest a relatively unselective diet of
coarse foliage (Hylander 1975, Gordon and Illius 1988,
Janis and Ehrhardt 1988). As with the cave bear, this is
highly unlikely given the simple ursid digestive tract and
the abbreviated season of high forage quality at northerly
latitudes. Moreover, the short-faced bear’s long legs and
short neck (Kurtén 1967) would have complicated ground-
level grazing, unless this species filled the browsing niche.
More likely, the apparent crushing capabilities of its skull
facilitated foraging behavior other than grinding roots
(Kurtén 1967, Emslie and Czaplewski 1985) or foliage.

Emslie and Czaplewski (1985) also suggested that the
short-faced bear’s tall and slender stature (1.0—1.5 m at
the shoulder) may have been either an adaptation to scan-
ning over tall ground cover or a possible means of pro-
curing foliage and berries from the limbs of trees and
shrubs. It is hard to imagine what benefits would be de-
rived for these purposes in the Beringian steppe-tundra
or when most ground cover during the late Pleistocene of
modern-day western United States was likely <1 m tall
(Thompson and Mead 1982). In any case, a bear that
browsed flowers, foliage, seeds, or berries from the cano-
pies of trees and shrubs would have almost certainly been
severely handicapped by a rostrum and incisor arcade as
large and as flattened as that of the short-faced bear
(Hylander 1975, Gordon and Illius 1988, Janis and
Ehrhardt 1988). Again, presumed adaptations to either
herbivory or frugivory fail to give a satisfactory explana-
tion of the short-faced bear’s body proportions.

Emslie and Czaplewski (1985) further contend that
large body size is evidence against carnivory. Several
authors (e.g., Rosenzweig 1968, Hespenheide 1975,
Vezina 1985) have observed a relatively strong positive
relationship between the size of solitary predators and
their prey. Larger prey presumably allow for the exist-
ence of larger predators. Large body size would there-
fore only be a convincing argument against carnivorous
short-faced bears if there were no commensurate-sized

prey in Pleistocene North America. In fact, a number of
large herbivores existed, including mastodons, mam-
moths, and bison (Bison spp.; Kurtén and Anderson 1980),
that could have constituted the prey of a predator as large
as the short-faced bear (see Results). It seems more than
coincidence that the largest short-faced bears (A. s.
yukonensis) shared Pleistocene Alaska with some of the
highest North American mammoth concentrations
(Agenbroad 1984). Large body size is not an inherently
strong argument against carnivory, and in this case may
even be an argument for it.

Carnivorous food habits still provide the most consis-
tent and compelling explanation for diagnostic features
of short-faced bear morphology and are also consistent
with the constraints of a simple ursid digestive tract. This
interpretation is furthermore consistent with previously
observed associations of short-faced bear remains and
herbivore bones marked and fragmented in ways charac-
teristic of bear scavenging (Agenbroad and Mead 1986,
Voorhies and Corner 1986, Guthrie 1988, and Gillette
and Madsen 1992) and with analysis of stable carbon and
nitrogen isotopes from bone collagen (Matheus 1995).

Skeletal indices suggest a relatively mobile bear (Van
Valkenburg 1985, Garland and Janis 1993) that, like many
other species, perhaps achieved this performance in spite
of an array of unique phylogenetic traits (e.g., a planti-
grade or semi-plantigrade posture; Taylor et al. 1974,
Garland and Janis 1993). The skull exhibits features that,
along with the short neck, are plausibly interpreted as
adaptations to grasp, kill, and dismember prey, probably
in concert with the characteristically flexuous ursid paws.
If this bear engaged in ambush-type predation, it would
likely have been swift enough to catch its large-bodied
prey, perhaps grasping it from the rear with its paws
and collapsing the hind-quarters with a combination
of weight and a crippling bite to the back, much like
contemporary brown bears. A skull in many respects
strikingly similar to that of the spotted hyena may have
furthermore aided a short-faced bear’s manipulation
and dismemberment of a very large carcasses that it
had obtained.

If the short-faced bear were adapted to prey on or
scavenge very large herbivores, then its’ late-Pleis-
tocene extinction is comparatively easy to understand.
Most likely, the short-faced bear went extinct because
its primary food went extinct (McDonald 1984, Owen-
Smith 1987). Kurtén and Anderson (1974, 1980) sug-
gested that competition with newly arrived brown
bears was a major cause. In contrast, Matheus (1995)
and results presented here suggest that there would
have been relatively little niche overlap between the 2
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species and that brown bears probably played a rela-
tively minor role in the short-faced bears’ extinction;
perhaps simply hastening its demise through scramble
competition for carrion of smaller-bodied herbivores.

Matheus (1995) hypothesizes that short-faced bears
were primarily scavengers, discounting their potential role
as predators. Whereas the results presented here do not
constitute evidence for or against this proposition, it is
worth reflecting on the food habits of 2 other species,
spotted hyenas and brown bears, that, when eating meat,
are conventionally deemed to be scavengers. In particu-
lar, field studies have shown that, even though their physi-
cal form is consistent with scavenging, these species can
be formidable predators and can, in fact, derive much of
their meat from kills (Kruuk 1972, Mattson 1997). 1there-
fore argue for caution against over-interpreting behavior
from physical form.
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Appendix. 1. Untransformed values for morphometric variables used in principal components analysis of northern bear
skulls. Acronyms are explained in Fig. 1 and the text; sources are given in footnotes.

Body mass CBL CH FL ML MH W NwW DENTL DENTA
(kg) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm?)
Species
Giant panda? 125 249 114 80 174 102 197 42 75 1613
Asiatic black bear® 86 212 80 59 155 68 136 30 57 707
American black bear® 101 257 90 78 170 80 149 42 57 768
Brown bear—Europeand 141 307 107 108 221 92 193 46 67 1145
Brown bear—continental® 148 324 123 110 233 110 207 49 75 1288
Brown bear—coastalf 271 377 132 130 271 132 252 57 82 1420
Cave bear® 248 430 168 153 301 146 292 68 97 2194
Polar bear? ) 288 331 112 103 222 96 199 52 60 790
Short-faced bear' 335 380 160 125 274 137 289 88 86 1891

2 Davis (1964).
b Ognev (1931), Pocock (1933), Bromlei (1965).

¢ Erdbrink (1953a), Davis (1964), Erickson et al. (1964), Bunnell and Tait (1981), Pelton (1982).
d Ognev (1931), Erdbrink (1953b), Kurtén (1955, 1964), Krott (1962), Novikov et al. (1969).
¢ Ognev (1931), Rausch (1951, 1953), Davis (1964), Yoneda and Abe (1975).

f Ognev (1931), Rausch (1953), Davis (1964), Yoneda and Abe (1975).

& Kurtén (1955, 1958, 1964, 1967, 1976).
?’ Ognev (1931), Kurtén (1955, 1964), Ramsay and Stirling (1988).
1 Kurtén (1967).

Appendix 2. Sources of food habits studies used in analysis
of dietary differences among northern bears.

Aor, T. 1985. Seasonal change in food habits of Ezo brown
bear (Ursus arctos yesoensis Lydekker) in northern
Hokkaido. Res. Bull. Coll. Exp. For. 42:721-732, Hokkaido
Univ., Horonobe-cho, Japan.

ARNER, D.H. 1948. Fall food of the black bear in Pennsylvania.
Penn. Game News:13.

AuUNE, K., anp W. Kasworm. 1989. Final report East Front
grizzly studies. Mont. Dep. Fish, Wildl., and Parks, Helena.
332pp.

Beeman, L.E., anp M.R. PeLTon. 1980. Seasonal foods and
feeding ecology of black bears in the Smoky Mountains.
Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 4:141-147.

Bennert, L., P.F. EncLisH, AND R.L. WaTTs. 1943. The food
habits of the black bear in Pennsylvania. J. Mammal. 24:25-
31.

Beroucou, C., L. FaLiu, anp J. BARRAT. 1983. The food habits
of the brown bear in the national park of the western Pyrenees
(France) as revealed by faeces analysis. Acta Zool. Fennica
174:153-156.

BertaGNoLL G.G. 1986. Availability and use of foods by black
bears in Wisconsin. M.S. Thesis, Univ. Wisconsin, Stevens
Point. 42pp.

BorLeAy, F., M. CRETE, aND J. Huot. 1994. Food habits of the
black bear, Ursus americanus, and habitat use in Gaspésie
Park, eastern Québec. Can. Field-Nat. 108:162-169.

BromiEl, F.G. 1965. Bears of the south far-eastern USSR.
Zdatel’stvo “Nauka”, Moskva-Leningrad. 138pp. Indian
Natl. Sci. Documentation Cent., New Delhi. (Translated

from Russian.)

CarriLEs, H. 1990. Black bears in the North Fork of the Flathead
River Valley, Montana. M.S. Thesis, Univ. Montana,
Missoula. 164pp.

CHateLAN, E.F. 1950. Bear-moose relationships on the Kenai
Peninsula. Trans. North Am. Wildl. Conf. 15:224-234.
CicNiak, L., D. HuBer, H.U. RotH, R.L. RUFF, AND Z. VINOVRSKI.
1987. Food habits of brown bears in Plitvice Lakes National
Park, Yugoslavia. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 7:221-

226.

CLark, W.K. 1957. Seasonal food habits of the Kodiak bear.
Trans. North Am. Wildl. Conf. 22:145-151.

CortaMm, C., A.L. NELsoN, aND T.E. CLARKE. 1939. Notes on
early winter food habits of the black bear in George
Washington National Forest. J. Mammal. 20:310-314.

CRAIGHEAD, J.J., J.S. SUMNER, AND G.B. Scaces. 1982. A
definitive system for analysis of grizzly bear habitat and other
wilderness resources. Wildl.-Wildlands Inst. Monogr. No.
1, Missoula, Mont. 279pp.

EacLg, T.C., aND M.R. PELTON. 1983. Seasonal nutrition of
black bears in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park.
Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 5:94-101.

ELGMORK, K., AND J. Kaasa. 1992. Food habits and foraging of
the brown bear Ursus arctos in central south Norway.
Ecography 15:101-110.

GARNER, N.P. 1986. Seasonal movements, habitat selection,
and food habits of black bears (Ursus americanus) in
Shenandoah National Park, Virginia. M.S. Thesis, Virginia
Poly. Inst. and State Univ., Blacksburg. 104pp.

GRABER, D.M., AND M. WHITE. 1983. Black bear food habits in
Yosemite National Park. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage.



DIET AND MORPHOLOGY OF NORTHERN BEARS * Mattson 495

5:1-10.

GrenreLL, W.E., Jr., AND A.J. BRoDY. Seasonal foods of black
bears in Tahoe National Forest, California. Calif. Fish and
Game 69:132-150.

HAMER, D., AND S. HERRERO, EDITORS. 1983. Ecological studies
of the grizzly bear in Banff National Park. Parks Canada
Contract WR 4-80. Univ. Calgary, Calgary, Alta, Can.
303pp.

x , AND K. BrRaDY. 1991. Food and habitat used
by grizzly bears, Ursus arctos, along the continental divide
in Waterton Lakes National Park, Alberta. Can. Field-Nat.
105:325-329.

Hatier, D.F. 1972. Food habits of black bears in interior
Alaska. Can. Field-Nat. 86:17-31.

HeLLGRrEN, E.C.,AND MLR. VAuGHAN. 1988. Seasonal food habits
of black bears in Great Dismal Swamp, Virginia—North
Carolina. Proc. Annu. Conf. Southeast. Assoc. Fish and
Wildl. Agencies 42:295-305.

HoLcrort, A.C., anp S. HErrero. 1991. Black bear, Ursus
americanus, food habits in southwestern Alberta. Can. Field-
Nat. 105:335-345.

IrwiN, L.L., anp F.M. Hammonp. 1985. Managing black bear
habitats for food items in Wyoming. Wildl. Soc. Bull.
13:477-483.

Jamnicky, J. 1988. The food of the brown bear (Ursus arctos
L.) in the Tatra region. Folia Venatoria 18:197-213. (In
Czechoslovakian with English summary.)

Kasworm, W.F.,AND T J. THIER. 1991. Cabinet—Yaak ecosystem
grizzly bear and black bear research 1990 progress report.
U.S. Fish and Wildl. Serv., Missoula, Mont. 53pp.

KenpaLL, K.C. 1986. Grizzly and black bear feeding ecology
in Glacier National Park, Montana. U.S. Dep. Inter., Natl.
Park Serv., West Glacier, Mont. 42pp.

Lanpers, J.L., R.J. HaMILTON, A.S. JoHuNsON, AND R.L.
MARcCHINTON.  1979. Foods and habitat of black bears in
southeastern North Carolina. J. Wildl. Manage. 43:143—
153.

LeCount, AL, R.H. SmitH, anp J.R. WEGGE. 1984. Black
bear habitat requirements in central Arizona. Arizona Game
and Fish Dep., Spec. Rep. No. 14, Tucson. 28pp.

MacHurcHon, A.G. 1989. Spring and summer food habits of
black bears in the Pelly River Valley, Yukon. Northwest
Sci. 63:116-118.

MAaEHR, D.S., AND J.R. Brapy. 1984. Food habits of Florida
black bears. J. Wildl. Manage. 48:230-235.

MartsoN, D.J., B.M. BLANCHARD, AND R.R. KniGHT. 1991. Food
habits of Yellowstone grizzly bears, 1977-1987. Can. J.
Zool. 69:1619-1629.

McLELLAN, B.N., axp F.W. Hovey. 1995. The diet of grizzly
bears in the Flathead River drainage of southeastern British
Columbia. Can. J. Zool. 73:704-712.

MuLer, S.J., N. BARICHELLO, AND D. Tarr. 1982. The grizzly
bears of the Mackenzie Mountains Northwest Territories.
Northwest Territ. Wildl. Serv. Completion Rep. No. 3,
Yellowknife, Can. 118pp.

Munpy, K.R.D. 1963. Ecology of the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos,
L.) in Glacier National Park, British Columbia. M.S. Thesis,

Univ. Alberta, Edmonton, Can. 102pp.

Mure, A. 1981. The grizzlies of Mount McKinley. U.S. Dep.
Inter., Natl. Park Serv. Sci. Monogr. Ser. No. 14. 251pp.

NaGy, J.A., anp R.H. RusseLL. 1978. Ecological studies of the
boreal forest grizzly bear (Ursus arctos L.): Annual report
for 1977. Can. Wildl. Serv., Ottawa, Can. 72pp.

, , A.M. PearsoN, M.C.S. KiINGsLEY, anD B.C.
Goski. 1983. Ecological studies of grizzly bearsin the Arctic
Mountains, northern Yukon Territory, 1972 to 1975. Can.
Wildl. Serv., Ottawa, Can. 104pp.

, , , , AND C.B. LARSEN. 1983. A
study of the grizzly bears on the barren grounds of
Tuktoyaktuk Peninsula and Richards Island, Northwest
Territories, 1974 to 1978. Can. Wildl. Serv., Ottawa, Can.
136pp.

Novikov, G.A. 1956. Carnivorous mammals of the fauna of
the USSR. Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moskva-
Leningrad. Israel Prog. for Transl., Jerusalem. 238pp.
(Translated from Russian.)

, A.E. ARRAPET’ YANTS, YU.B. PUKINsKY, E.K. TIMOFEEVA,
AND LM. FokiN. 1969. Nekotorye osobennosti populyatsii
burykh medvedey Leningradskoi oblasti. Zoologicheskii
Zhurnal 68:885-900. (In Russian.)

Nozaxy, E., S. Azuma, T. Aoy, H. Tori, T. Ito, AND K. MAEDA.
1983. Food habits of Japanese black bear. Int. Conf. Bear
Res. and Manage. 5:106-109.

Opachy, S., anp T. Aol 1987. Food habits of brown bears in
Hokkaido, Japan. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 7:215-
220.

Ost, F. 1979. Ulteriore contributo allo studio delle abitudini
alimentari dell’Orso bruno delle Alpi (Ursus arctos L.).
Estratto da Natura Alpina, Ser. 2, 17:39-48. (In Italian.)

PearsoN, A.M. 1975. The northern interior grizzly bear Ursus
arctos L. Can. Wildl. Serv. Rep. Ser. No. 31. 86pp.

PeLcHAT, B.O., anD R.L. Rurr. 1986. Habitat and spatial
relationships of black bears in boreal mixwood forest of
Alberta. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 6:81-92.

PEkiELEK, W., AND T.S. BURTON. 1975. A black bear population
study in northern California. Calif. Fish and Game 61:4—
25.

POELKER, R.J., aND H.D. HarRTwELL. 1973. Black bear of
Washington. Washington State Game Dep., Biol. Bull. No.
14, Olympia. 118pp.

PuLLiamen, E. 1986. Habitat selection in the brown bear in
eastern Finland. Pages 113-115 in G.P. Contreras and K.E.
Evans, compilers. Proceedings grizzly bear habitat
symposium. U.S. For. Serv. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-207.

Ramg, R.M., aND J.L. Kansas. 1990. Black bear seasonal food
habits and distribution by elevation in Banff National Park,
Alberta. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 8:297-304.

Ramsay, MA., aNxp K.A. Hosson. 1991. Polar bears make
little use of terrestrial food webs: evidence from stable-
carbon isotope analysis. Oecologia 86:598-600.

Razumovsky, B.I. 1966. Bears (Ursus arctos arctos L.) of the
Maly-Sheksnin interfluvium. Zoologicheskii Zhurnal
45:725-729. (In Russian with English summary.)

1991. Ecology of the Asiatic black bear (Ursus




496 Ursus 10:1998

thibetanus) in Sichuan, China. Mammalia 55:221-237.

RusseLL, D., B. vaN DrRIMMELEN, K. LINDsAY, S. RusseLL, F.
ScHwaB, aND B. SMITH. 1974. Project report on grizzly bear—
mountain goat investigations in Knight Inlet, B.C. B.C.
Wildl. Branch, Victoria, Can. 90pp.

RusseLL, R.H., J.W. NoLaN, N.A. Wooby, AND G. ANDERSON.
1979. A study of the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos L.) in Jasper
National Park, 1975-1978 final report. Can. Wildl. Serv.,
Ottawa, Can. 102pp.

ScHALLER, G.B. 1968. Food habits of the Himalayan black
bear (Selenarctos thibetanus) in the Dachigam Sanctuary,
Kashmir. J. Bombay Nat. Hist. Soc. 66:156-159.

, AND G. BINYuan. 1994. Ungulates in northwest Tibet.

Natl. Geog. Res. and Exploration 10:267-293.

, L. Hong, TaLipu, L. Hua, R. JUNRANG, Q. MINGIIANG,

anD W. HaBIN. 1987. Status of large mammals in the

Taxkorgan Reserve, Xinjiang, China. Biol. Conserv. 42:53—

71.

, H. JINcHU, P. WENsHI, AND Z. JING. 1985. The giant
pandas of Wolong. Univ. Chicago Press, Chicago, Il
298pp.

, T. Qrrao, K.G. JounsoN, W. X1A0MING, S. HEMING, AND
H. Jincau. 1989. The feeding ecology of giant pandas and
Asiatic black bears in the Tangjiahe Reserve, China. Pages
212-241in].L. Gittleman, ed. Carnivore behavior, ecology,
and evolution. Cornell Univ. Press, Ithaca, N.Y.

ScHWARTZ, C.C., AND A.W. FRANZMANN. 1991. Interrelationship
of black bears to moose and forest successionin the northern
coniferous forest. Wildl. Monogr. 113. 58pp.

SEMENOV-TIAN-SHANsKH, O. 1972. The brown bear in the
Lapland Reserve, U.S.S.R. Aquilo Ser. Zool. 13:98-102.

SERVHEEN, C. 1983. Grizzly bear food habits, movements, and
habitat selection in the Mission Mountains, Montana. J.
Wildl. Manage. 47:1026-1035.

SHAFFER, S.C. 1971. Some ecological relationships of grizzly

bears and black bears of the Apgar Mountains in Glacier
National Park, Montana. M.S. Thesis, Univ. Montana,
Missoula. 133pp.

SHARAFUTDINOV, 1.YU., AND A.M. Korotkov. 1976. On the
ecology of the brown bear in the southern Urals. Int. Conf.
Bear Res. and Manage. 3:309-311.

SLoBobYAN, A.A. 1976. The European brown bear in the
Carpathians. Int. Conf. Bear Res. and Manage. 3:313-319.

SPENCER, H.E., JR. 1966. The black bear and its status in Maine.
State of Maine, Dep. Inland Fish. and Game, Game Div.
Bull. No. 4, Augusta. 55pp.

STELMOCK, J.J., AND F.C. DEAN. 1986. Brown bear activity and
habitat use, Denali National Park 1980. Int. Conf. Bear
Res. and Manage. 6:155-168.

TakaDA, Y. 1979. The food habit of the Japanese black bears
in the Central mountain area, Nagano perfecture. J. Mammal.
Soc. Japan 8:40-53. (In Japanese with English summary.)

Tisch, E.L. 1961. Seasonal food habits of the black bear in the
Whitefish Range of northwestern Montana. M.S. Thesis,
Montana State Univ., Bozeman. 108pp.

Ustmvov, S.K. 1965. K biologii burogo medvedya Vostochnoi
Sibiri. Pages 229-234 in Okhotnich’e—proryslovye zveri:
biologiya i khozyaistvennoe, No. 1. Rossel’kheizdat,
Moskva. (In Russian.)

VALKENBURG, P. 1976. A study of the brown bear (Ursus arctos)
in the proposed northeastern addition to Mount McKinley
National Park. M.S. Thesis, Univ. Alaska, Fairbanks. 83pp.

WiLLey, C.H. 1978. The Vermont black bear. Vermont Fish
and Game Dep., Montpelier. 73pp.

ZuniNo, F., anp S. Herrero. 1972. The status of the brown
bear (Ursus arctos) in Abruzzo National Park, Italy, 1971.
Biol. Conserv. 4:263-272.

ZYTARUK, B., AND D. CARTWRIGHT. 1978. Black bear movements
and food habits in New Brunswick. East. Black Bear
Workshop 4:227-240.



	Article Contents
	p. [479]
	p. 480
	p. 481
	p. 482
	p. 483
	p. 484
	p. 485
	p. 486
	p. 487
	p. 488
	p. 489
	p. 490
	p. 491
	p. 492
	p. 493
	p. 494
	p. 495
	p. 496

	Issue Table of Contents
	Ursus, Vol. 10, A Selection of Papers from the Tenth International Conference on Bear Research and Management, Fairbanks, Alaska, July 1995, and Mora, Sweden, September 1995 (1998), pp. i-xii+1-624
	Front Matter [pp.  i - ix]
	Foreword [p.  x]
	Preface [pp.  xi - xii]
	Ecology: Bears and Their Biology
	Estimates of Brown Bear Abundance on Kodiak Island, Alaska [pp.  1 - 9]
	Status of Brown Bears in Kamchatka, Russian Far East [pp.  11 - 16]
	Living with Success: Research Needs for an Expanding Brown Bear Population [pp.  17 - 23]
	Survival and Reproductive Rates for Polar Bears at Svalbard [pp.  25 - 32]
	Polar Bears of the Severnaya Zemlya Archipelago of the Russian Arctic [pp.  33 - 40]
	Reproductive Characteristics of Grizzly Bears in the Kugluktuk Area, Northwest Territories, Canada [pp.  41 - 47]
	Population Responses of Black Bears following Oak Mortality Induced by Gypsy Moths [pp.  49 - 54]
	Encounter Competition between Bears and Cougars: Some Ecological Implications [pp.  55 - 60]
	Split Parturition in a Black Bear [pp.  61 - 62]
	Reproductive Characteristics of Captive European Brown Bears and Growth Rates of Their Cubs in Russia [pp.  63 - 65]

	Management and Conservation of Bear Populations
	Conservation of Small Bear Populations through Strategic Planning [pp.  67 - 73]
	The Brown Bear in Carinthia: History and Status in Southern Austria [pp.  75 - 79]
	Current Status and Conservation Needs of Brown Bears in the Polish Carpathians [pp.  81 - 86]
	Status of Wild Andean Bears and Policies for Their Management [pp.  87 - 100]
	Protected Areas for the Andean Bear in South America [pp.  101 - 106]
	Analysis of Cumulative Effects on Brown Bears on the Kenai Peninsula, Southcentral Alaska [pp.  107 - 117]
	Problems with Conservation and Sustainable Use of Polar Bears in the Russian Arctic [pp.  119 - 127]
	Changes in Mortality of Yellowstone's Grizzly Bears [pp.  129 - 138]
	Resilience of a Minnesota Black Bear Population to Heavy Hunting: Self-Sustaining Population or Population Sink? [pp.  139 - 146]
	Grizzly Bear Recovery Efforts in the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem [pp.  147 - 153]
	A Summary of Bear Management in Glacier National Park, Montana, 1960-1994 [pp.  155 - 159]
	Trade in Brown Bear Gall Bladders in Russia [pp.  161 - 166]
	Traffic Kills of Brown Bears in Gorski Kotar, Croatia [pp.  167 - 171]
	Harvest History of Brown Bears in the Oshima Peninsula, Hokkaido, Japan [pp.  173 - 180]

	Management and Conservation of Bear Habitats
	A Female Black Bear Denning Habitat Model Using a Geographic Information System [pp.  181 - 185]
	An Integrated Satellite Technique to Evaluate Grizzly Bear Habitat Use [pp.  187 - 201]
	Models for Predicting Occupied Black Bear Habitat in Coastal North Carolina [pp.  203 - 207]
	Preliminary Evaluation of GPS Collars for Analysis of Habitat Use and Activity Patterns of Black Bears [pp.  209 - 217]
	Complex Movement and Scale-Free Habitat Use: Testing the Multi-Scaled Home-Range Model on Black Bear Telemetry Data [pp.  219 - 234]
	Grizzly Bear Habitat Effectiveness Model for Banff, Yoho, and Kootenay National Parks, Canada [pp.  235 - 241]
	Habitat Preferences of Polar Bears in the Hudson Bay Lowlands during Late Summer and Fall [pp.  243 - 250]
	Den Use and Social Interactions of Polar Bears during Spring in a Dense Denning Area on Herald Island, Russia [pp.  251 - 258]
	Black Bear Home Range Dynamics and Movement Patterns during a Gypsy Moth Infestation [pp.  259 - 267]
	Brown Bear Use of Ant Mounds in Scandinavia [pp.  269 - 274]
	Selection of Denning Caves by Brown Bears in Trentino, Italy [pp.  275 - 279]
	Brown Bear Habitat Quality in Gorski Kotar, Croatia [pp.  281 - 291]
	Spring Foraging and Forest Damage by Black Bears in the Central Coast Ranges of Oregon [pp.  293 - 298]

	Genetics of Bears
	Ecological Genetic Studies of Bears Using Microsatellite Analysis [pp.  299 - 306]
	A Comparison of Genetic Diversity in North American Brown Bears [pp.  307 - 314]
	Phylogeography of Brown Bears in Europe and Excremental PCR: The New Tool in the Genetic Analysis of Animals in the Wild [pp.  315 - 321]
	Use of Microsatellite DNA Analyses to Infer Breeding Behavior and Demographic Processes in an Arctic Grizzly Bear Population [pp.  323 - 327]
	Patterns of Genetic Diversity in a Black Bear Population Indicate Recent Immigration [pp.  329 - 333]
	Genetic Variation in Black Bear Populations from Louisiana and Arkansas: Examining the Potential Influence of Reintroductions from Minnesota [pp.  335 - 341]

	Bears, People, and Public Attitudes
	Bear in Human Imagination and in Ritual [pp.  343 - 347]
	The Role of Human Dimensions in Wildlife Resource Research in Wildlife Management [pp.  349 - 355]
	Attitudes toward and Relative Value of Alaskan Brown and Black Bears to Resident Voters, Resident Hunters, and Nonresident Hunters [pp.  357 - 376]
	Bear-Inflicted Human Injuries in Yellowstone National Park, 1970-1994 [pp.  377 - 384]
	Fishing Bridge: 25 Years of Controversy regarding Grizzly Bear Management in Yellowstone National Park [pp.  385 - 393]
	Bear-Human Conflict Management in Denali National Park and Preserve, 1982-94 [pp.  395 - 403]

	Research Methods and Techniques
	Testing Assumptions in Bear Research: Using Statistical Power Analysis to Estimate Effects of Den Type on Black Bear Cub Survival [pp.  405 - 411]
	Identifying and Mitigating Errors in Satellite Telemetry of Polar Bears [pp.  413 - 419]
	Methodology for Maintaining Observer Independence in Aerial Strip Transect Surveys [pp.  421 - 425]
	Aerial Sightability and Classification of Grizzly Bears at Moth Aggregation Sites in the Absaroka Mountains, Wyoming [pp.  427 - 435]
	Calculating Average Age of First Reproduction Free of the Biases Prevalent in Bear Studies [pp.  437 - 447]
	Evaluation of Age Determination of Polar Bears by Counts of Cementum Growth Layer Groups [pp.  449 - 453]
	A Method for Dating Tetracycline Biomarkers in Black Bear Cementum [pp.  455 - 458]
	Review and Evaluation of Breakaway Devices for Bear Radiocollars [pp.  459 - 465]

	Physiology, Behavior, and Evolution
	Physiology of Hibernation in Bears [pp.  467 - 477]
	Diet and Morphology of Extant and Recently Extinct Northern Bears [pp.  479 - 496]
	Reproductive Characteristics of the Male Grizzly Bear in the Continental United States [pp.  497 - 501]
	Bears as Induced Ovulators: A Preliminary Study [pp.  503 - 505]
	A Comparative Bear Model for Immobility-Induced Osteopenia [pp.  507 - 520]
	Spring Weight Changes in Black Bears in Northcentral Minnesota: The Negative Foraging Period Revisited [pp.  521 - 531]
	Field Use of Capsicum Spray as a Bear Deterrent [pp.  533 - 537]
	Temporal and Spatial Activity Patterns among Coastal Bear Populations [pp.  539 - 546]
	Brown Bear Diurnal Activity and Human Use: A Comparison of Two Salmon Streams [pp.  547 - 555]
	Responses of Brown Bears to Human Activities at O'Malley River, Kodiak Island, Alaska [pp.  557 - 561]
	Effects of Capture Procedures on Black Bear Activity at an Alaskan Salmon Stream [pp.  563 - 569]
	Food Competition and Grouping Behavior of Orphaned Brown Bear Cubs in Russia [pp.  571 - 574]
	Male-Instigated Break-up of a Family of Black Bears [pp.  575 - 578]
	Adaptation of Blind Brown Bears to a New Environment and Its Residents: Stereotypy and Play as Welfare Indicators [pp.  579 - 587]

	Special Workshop on Recovery of Grizzly Bears in North America
	Introduction to a Panel Discussion: Recovery of Threatened Grizzly Bear Populations in North America [p.  589]
	The Grizzly Bear Recovery Program: Current Status and Future Considerations [pp.  591 - 596]
	Status of the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear Population: Has It Recovered, Should It Be Delisted? [pp.  597 - 602]
	New Approaches to Citizen Participation in Endangered Species Management: Recovery in the Bitterroot Ecosystem [pp.  603 - 606]
	Maintaining Viability of Brown Bears along the Southern Fringe of Their Distribution [pp.  607 - 611]
	Experiences with a Committee of User Groups Examining Grizzly Bear Restoration in Idaho [pp.  613 - 614]

	Back Matter [pp.  615 - 624]



