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Abstract: We compared landowner attitudes toward American black bears (Ursus americanus) on White River National Wildlife Refuge, Arkansas, 
with a high black bear population, to 4 public areas in Mississippi (Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge, Delta National Forest, Panther Swamp 
National Wildlife Refuge, and Yazoo National Wildlife Refuge), with few or no bears, to determine if differences existed. Areas were similar in land 
use practices. We surveyed all 325 landowners that owned land adjacent to White River National Wildlife Refuge and public lands in the Mississippi 
Delta, with 58% responding. Demographic variables did not differ between areas (P > 0.05) nor did knowledge levels of individuals regarding black 
bears (P = 0.730). Respondents in Arkansas were less likely to support increasing the bear population (P = 0.027) and had experienced more bear 
damage (P < 0.001) than those in Mississippi. Respondents did not differ on how bear populations should be managed (hunting season: P = 0.215; 
relocate: P = 0.774; kill permits: P = 0.680; compensate landowner: P = 0.060; trapping: P = 0.937; bears should not be disturbed: P = 0.149). 
Arkansas respondents reported that bears cause more damage to corn (P = 0.0348), milo (P = 0.007), and wheat (P = 0.0364) than respondents from 
Mississippi. No differences (P > 0.05) existed between areas for 18 other crops. Educational programs are needed to improve the knowledge of 
respondents about black bear natural history and management. Additionally, hunting and translocation were considered by respondents to be the 
most favorable management options for these areas when surplus populations exist. 
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Several researchers have assessed public attitudes to- 
ward black bears to assist wildlife agencies in understand- 
ing how their constituents regard their management 
activities. A New York study found that landowners fa- 
vored increasing the bear population (Brown et al. 1979, 
Smolka et al. 1984, Decker et al. 1985), although a fol- 
low-up survey in 1984 found that landowners who were 
less familiar with the Catskill Bear Management Program 
were less likely to favor an increase in the bear popula- 
tion (Brown et al. 1979, Smolka et al. 1984, Decker et al. 
1985). In Michigan, respondents knew little about the 
Wildlife Division efforts in wildlife management and were 
uninformed about bears and bear management issues 
(Peyton and Grise 1995). However, >85% of the respon- 
dents reported that they would occasionally like to see 
bears (Peyton and Grise 1995). Additionally, the need 
for increased education about wildlife issues was identi- 
fied to increase support for the Wildlife Division's efforts 
(Peyton and Grise 1995). These surveys demonstrate the 
importance of informing the public about agency actions 
concerning wildlife (Decker et al. 1985). 

A survey of landowner attitudes in Arkansas toward 
bear damage determined that most respondents incurring 
bear damage categorized the damage as tolerable (Clark 
et al. 1991). Additionally, decreased tolerance of bears 

was correlated with less knowledge about bears, less edu- 
cation, and lower incomes (Clark et al. 1991). White et 
al. (1995) surveyed hunting clubs in the Mississippi River 
Batture of Arkansas and Mississippi and concluded that 
Arkansas hunting clubs had more bears, but wanted fewer, 
whereas Mississippi hunting clubs had fewer bears, but 
wanted more. These studies suggest that as bear numbers 
increase tolerance may decrease. Recently, stakeholder 
groups in Mississippi were surveyed and increasing the 
bear population was favored by 88% of timber compa- 
nies, 31% of beekeepers, 46% of landowners or private 
managers, and 79% of the general public (Shropshire 
1996). 

In Arkansas, bears were extirpated from the state by 
1910, except for a small remnant population in southeast- 
ern Arkansas on what is now managed as White River 
National Wildlife Refuge (Smith 1985). A 1940s esti- 
mate placed the White River National Wildlife Refuge 
bear population at 40-50 individuals (Holder 1951), and 
by 1980 the population had increased to 130 (Smith 1985). 
Bowman et al. (1996) estimated the population in 1995 to 
be 300-396 bears. Private hunting clubs near White River 
National Wildlife Refuge reported that bear numbers 
doubled from 1984 to 1994 (White et al. 1995). Recently, 
bear damage to agricultural crops and personal property 
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in areas surrounding White River National Wildlife Ref- 
uge has increased to the point that many local residents 
are requesting a reduction in bear numbers. The high bear 
population of White River National Wildlife Refuge is 
believed to be the source of bears that recently have be- 
gun to appear in the Mississippi Delta. Bears were sighted 
in the late 1980s and recently have been regularly ob- 
served directly across the Mississippi River from White 
River National Wildlife Refuge, but no breeding has been 
documented (White 1996). Additionally, numbers are 
believed to be extremely low, with <25 bears in the Mis- 
sissippi Delta (Miller 1993, Shropshire 1996, White 1996). 

We selected the White River National Wildlife Refuge 
because of its high bear population and nearly identical 
habitat and agricultural practices to that in the Mississippi 
Alluvial Valley of Mississippi (National Agriculture Sta- 
tistics Service 1992), where bear numbers are extremely 
low (White 1996). We hypothesized that no difference in 
attitudes existed toward black bears between areas of high 
and low bear populations. To manage bears effectively, 
managers must understand how differences in density af- 
fect stakeholder attitudes. Thus, the objectives of our study 
were to determine if (1) knowledge of bear natural his- 
tory differed between areas, (2) attitudes toward bear popu- 
lation increases differed between areas, (3) attitudes toward 
bear damage differed between areas, and (4) attitudes to- 

ward bear management options differed between areas. 
A better understanding of these relationships may enable 
managers to improve education or service to the public. 

METHODS 

Selection of Sample 
In 1996, we identified all individuals owning land ad- 

jacent to White River National Wildlife Refuge and pub- 
lic lands in the Mississippi Delta (Delta National Forest, 
Dahomey National Wildlife Refuge, Panther Swamp Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge, and Yazoo National Wildlife Ref- 
uge). We selected private landowners because they would 
be most affected by having bears on public lands adjacent 
to their property. We collected 325 names and addresses 
(151 around White River National Wildlife Refuge and 
174 in the Mississippi Delta) from courthouses in the ap- 
propriate counties. 

Survey Instrument Development and 
Implementation 

We implemented a mail survey following the total de- 
sign method, in which 2 mailings of the survey were sent 
with a postcard reminder after the first mailing (Dillman 
1978). The first survey was mailed at the bulk rate; the 

Table 1. Log-linear analysis of demographic variables and location for a landowner survey of attitudes toward black bear in 
the delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

State 
Variable Categories Arkansas Missisippi x2 df P 

Gender Female 8 18 1.437 1 0.231 
Male 44 57 

Education <9th grade 3 3 6.612 6 0.358 
9th-12th grade 1 4 
High school graduate 17 14 
Some college 12 17 
Associate degree 1 1 
Bachelor's degree 13 21 
Graduate degree 4 14 

Income $0-9,999 3 2 6.496 6 0.370 
$10,000-19,999 1 4 
$20,000-29,999 6 6 
$30,000-39,999 6 2 
$40,000-49,999 3 7 
$50,000-59,999 4 6 
>$60,000 23 36 

Community size Farm 23 25 1.419 4 0.841 
Rural, non-farm 8 12 
Small town (<2,500) 5 8 
Small city (2,500-50,000) 12 22 
Large city (50,000+) 5 7 

Ethnic origin White 51 74 3.540 1 0.060 
Native American 2 1 
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Table 2. Black bear natural history knowledge for a landowner survey of attitudes toward black bear in the delta regions of 
Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

State 
Question Categories Arkansas Mississippi 

Where does a female bear prefer to den in Mississippi? A hollow tree1 14 18 
Cave or rock crevice 2 7 
Nest made of leaves on the ground 2 4 
Do not know 30 46 

How long do black bear cubs stay with their mother after birth? 6 months 2 1 
1 year 11 11 
18 months1 14 15 
Do not know 23 49 

How do black bears spend most of their time? Solitary individuals1 26 28 
Family groups including male, female, and cubs 1 5 
Groups of 2 or 3 bears of the same sex 1 1 
Do not know 22 43 

How much land does a male black bear need to survive? 500 acres 7 7 
1,000 acres 1 2 
Over 1,000 acres' 8 12 
Do not know 34 55 

1The correct answer for each question. 

postcard reminder and second survey were mailed first 
class, which allowed for identification of incorrect ad- 
dresses. The cover letter accompanying each survey dis- 
cussed the importance of the project, that participation 
was voluntary, and that results were confidential. 

Questions assessed respondents demogrpahics (Table 
1), knowledge (Tables 2,3), experience with bear damage 
(Table 4), perceptions of bear damage (Table 5), attitudes 
toward management (Table 6), and perceptions of bears 
(Table 7). Respondents were asked if they strongly agreed, 
agreed, were undecided, disagreed, or strongly disagreed 
with the statement that the bear population should be in- 
creased. Next, respondents were asked if they had actu- 
ally seen a black bear in the wild (Table 4). However, no 
spatial or temporal limitation was imposed for this ques- 
tion; thus a respondent did not necessarily have to see a 
bear on their property or even in their state to answer af- 
firmatively. Several damage questions were asked. First, 
respondents were asked if they had ever experienced bear 
damage (Table 4). To determine how respondents per- 
ceived the amount of damage bears could cause, we asked 
"state to what extent you think bears damage the follow- 
ing items" on a scale of 0 (no damage) to 5 (severe dam- 
age) that bears cause to 21 items (Table 7). Then, we 
asked how much bear damage respondents incurred in 
1996 to 10 types of crops. Finally, we asked respondents 
to "state how much money per year you would be willing 
to lose in order to have the following contact with bears" 
within monetary categories and several levels of expo- 
sure (Table 5). Management questions attempted to de- 
termine how landowners thought the bear population 

should be managed when the population was large enough 
that some animals could be removed (Table 6). We used 
4 basic knowledge questions to determine how knowl- 
edgeable the respondents were about black bears (Table 
2). Demographic questions dealt with gender, education, 
income, and ethnic origin of the respondent (Table 1). 

Data Analysis 
We used a log-linear analysis to test for differences in 

population size, management option, knowledge, and de- 
mographic variables between Arkansas and Mississippi 
(Fienberg 1977) and a Kruskal-Wallis analysis to test for 
differences between landowner attitudes toward crop dam- 
age in Arkansas and Mississippi (Conover 1980). We 
calculated means and standard deviations for monetary 
losses from 1996 crop damage; because no monetary 
losses were reported for bear damage in Mississippi, no 
statistical analysis was conducted. 

RESULTS 
The combined response rate for both areas was 58%. 

Demographic variables did not differ between areas (Table 
1). Regarding bear biology questions, most respondents 
who attempted to answer the questions knew that bears 
prefer to den in trees and that bears are solitary creatures 
(Table 2). In contrast, respondents were less knowledge- 
able about how long cubs stay with their mothers and how 
much land a male bear needs to survive (Table 2). How- 
ever, respondents' knowledge did not differ between ar- 
eas (Table 3). 
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A significant association (X2 = 10.924, 4 df, P = 0.027) 
existed between study areas and support for increased 
black bear populations. In Mississippi, most respondents 
supported increasing the bear population, compared to only 
half in Arkansas. A significant association existed be- 
tween study area and reports of seeing a wild bear (Table 
4). In Arkansas, most respondents had seen a wild bear, 
compared to less than half in Mississippi. Similarly, there 
was an association between study area and whether the 

respondent had ever experienced bear damage (Table 4). 
In Arkansas, most of the respondents had experienced bear 

damage, compared to almost none in Mississippi. 
Landowners were asked how much damage they would 

be willing to incur given different levels of contact with 
black bears. A significant association existed between 

study area and the amount of monetary damage respon- 
dents were willing to incur for landowners wishing to 
know that they had bear on their property and those that 
wished to see bears. Landowners in Mississippi were 

willing to incur greater monetary losses. No associations 
were detected for landowners that wished to see bears 

occasionally, to see bears regularly, or to be able to hunt 
bears. 

Respondent attitudes toward management options gen- 
erally did not differ between areas. Most respondents 
agreed with using a hunting season, relocating bears to 
areas with no bears, and issuing kill permits to landown- 
ers with documented bear damage as ways to manage high 
bear populations. Less than half of the respondents agreed 
with compensating landowners for documented bear dam- 

age, opening a bear trapping season, or that bears should 
not be disturbed. 

Respondents' perceptions regarding how much dam- 

age (0 = no damage to 5 = severe damage) bears cause to 
21 items differed between study areas. Differences were 
detected for corn, milo, and wheat; no differences were 
found for the other 18 items (Table 7). 

Respondents from Arkansas recorded monetary dam- 
age for 9 agricultural commodities in 1996. The propor- 
tion of Arkansas respondents reporting crop damage out 
of the total number of respondents who reported growing 
that crop were: corn (6/22), soybeans (4/23), milo (5/21), 
wheat (10/24), and beehives (1/18). Orchards, cattle, hogs, 
and poultry were not reported as being damaged. The 
monetary loss (in 1996 $US) for respondents who incurred 
damage included: corn (i = $475, SD = 435, n = 6), soy- 
beans ( = $333, SD = 114, n = 4), milo ( = $400, SD = 

376, n = 5), wheat (x = $384, SD = 256, n = 10), and 
beehives ($500, n = 1). Additionally, 8 respondents re- 

ported other bear damage: rice (x= $383, SD = 76, n = 3), 
chewed diesel hose ($50, n = 1), equipment ($100, n = 1), 
deer stands and food plots ($500, n = 1), deer stands and 
4-wheelers ($2,000, n = 1), and duck blinds ($50, n = 1). 

DISCUSSION 
To draw conclusions about attitude differences between 

high and low bear densities, other sources of variation 
must be controlled. We observed no difference between 
areas concerning knowledge of black bears or demo- 

graphic variables. The consistent lack of knowledge of 
bear biology on both study areas suggests that higher bear 
densities will not necessarily lead to an increase in bear 

knowledge. A similar lack of knowledge about black bears 
was reported from Michigan (Peyton and Grise 1995). 

Most Mississippians supported an increase in the bear 

Table 3. Log-linear analysis of the number of knowledge questions correctly answered and location for a landowner survey 
of attitudes toward black bear in the delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

Knowledge questions State 
correctly answered Arkansas Mississippi X2 df P 

1 13 20 1.022 3 0.796 
2 10 11 
3 7 9 
4 2 1 

Table 4. Log-linear analysis for experience with black bear questions and location for a landowner survey of attitudes toward 
black bears in the delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

State 
Question Categories Arkansas Mississippi X2 df P 

Have you ever seen a black bear Yes 47 36 24.065 1 0.001 
in the wild before? No 7 41 

Have you ever experienced any Yes 28 1 55.114 1 0.001 
bear damage before? No 23 74 
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Table 5. Log-linear analysis of amount of damage landowners are willing to incur to have varying contact with black bears and 
location for a landowner survey of attitudes in the delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

State 
Amount of contact Damage Arkansas Mississippi x2 df P 

To know I have bears $0 32 32 11.126 3 0.011 
on my property $1-200 13 22 

$201-400 2 10 
>$400 1 10 

To see bears $0 30 32 9.550 3 0.023 
$1-200 14 26 
$201-400 1 9 
>$400 1 7 

To see bears occasionally $0 27 31 6.225 3 0.101 
$1-200 19 27 
$201-400 1 7 
>$400 1 6 

To see bears regularly $0 30 33 5.332 3 0.149 
$1-200 13 23 
$201-400 3 9 
>$400 2 9 

To be able to hunt bears $0 25 35 6.263 3 0.099 
$1-200 18 15 
$201-400 2 8 
>$400 4 12 

population, whereas respondents in Arkansas were mod- 
erately supportive. These differences may be attributed 
partly to greater bear damage and exposure to bears in 
Arkansas. Over half the Arkansas respondents had expe- 
rienced bear damage in the past. White et al. (1995) found 
that hunting clubs in Arkansas and Mississippi experi- 
encing damage were less likely to support increasing the 
bear population than those incurring no damage. Respon- 
dents in Arkansas who regularly see bears may be less 
likely to support increasing the bear population. How- 
ever, not wanting the population to increase does not nec- 
essarily equate to a desire to decrease the population. 
Respondents were asked only for their level of agreement 
with increasing the bear population and were not given 
additional options such as maintaining current bear popu- 
lation levels. This question design may explain why 30% 
of Arkansas respondents were undecided, compared to 
only 14% in Mississippi. 

We found differences between areas for amount of dam- 
age respondents were willing to accept "to know bears 
are on your property" and "to see bears". In both cases, 
Mississippians were willing to incur more damage than 
were Arkansans. The reason for the difference probably 
relates to exposure to bears. Respondents in Arkansas 
already have bears on their property and see bears. Addi- 
tionally, a large number of respondents in Arkansas have 
already experienced damage so they may be less willing 
to incur more damage in the future. About half of the 

respondents for each question were willing to incur some 
damage "to see bear occasionally," "to see bear regularly," 
and "to be able to hunt bears." These responses demon- 
strate that some individuals who have experienced dam- 
age are willing to experience damage to be able to see 
bears or even to hunt bears. These results are similar to 
Clark et al. (1991) who found that most landowners toler- 
ate bear damage. 

If bear densities increase and damage becomes more 
common, socially acceptable methods to control the popu- 
lation need to be assessed. Attitudes toward management 
options of black bears were not affected by bear density. 
Most respondents favored a hunting season. This may 
relate to the rural nature of the survey areas and regional 
importance of hunting. By state, 83% of Arkansas re- 
spondents favored a hunting season compared to 65% in 
Mississippi. Additionally, a large number of respondents 
favored translocation of surplus bears. These results con- 
trast White et al.'s (1995) conclusions that Mississippians 
have few bears and want more, whereas Arkansans have 
more bears and want fewer. Thus, Mississippians should 
favor management options which would increase the bear 
population, whereas Arkansans should favor management 
options which would decrease the bear population. How- 
ever, the sample for their study was all hunting club presi- 
dents, who may have seen an increasing bear population 
as increased opportunity for a bear hunting season (White 
et al. 1995). Respondents also supported issuing kill per- 
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mits to landowners as a management option, but less of- 
ten than hunting or translocation. Respondents did not 
support compensating landowners for damage, a trapping 
season for bears, and leaving bears undisturbed. 

Black bears have been documented damaging a wide 
variety of crops; Vaughan and Scanlon (1990) found that 
beehives were the most reported crop damaged, but con- 
cluded that the economic impact of damage to beehives 
was minimal. We found significant differences between 
areas in landowner expectation of damage to corn, milo, 
and wheat. These crops also resulted in the greatest mon- 
etary losses. Damage to soybeans was important from a 
monetary standpoint, but no difference existed between 
areas. This lack of differences may be attributed to their 
exposure to soybean damage by white-tailed deer. Both 
areas experience deer damage to soybeans, and agricul- 
tural producers may believe if deer damage soybeans, bears 

will too. Mississippians were more likely to think that 
bears would damage cotton than Arkansans; this likely is 
a result of inexperience of Mississippi landowners with 
bear damage. In contrast, Arkansans were more likely to 
think bears would damage white-tailed deer and wild tur- 
key than Mississippians, perhaps because bears are some- 
times blamed for depressed numbers of deer and wild 
turkey on White River National Wildlife Refuge. Respon- 
dents in both Mississippi and Arkansas knew that bears 
damage beehives. However, only 6% of the respondents 
with apiaries in Arkansas reported damage. The low level 
of damage could be a function of how many beehives are 
maintained or because damage to apiaries is easily pre- 
vented (Clark et al. 1991). Several respondents reported 
rice damage at a similar magnitude to other damaged ag- 
ronomic crops; this study is the first documentation of 
rice damage by black bears. 

Table 6. Log-linear analysis of management option and location for a landowner survey of attitudes toward black bears in the 
delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

State 
Management option Category Ark Miss x2 df P-value 

Open a bear hunting season Strongly approve 29 28 5.792 4 0.215 
Approve 14 19 
Undecided 5 11 
Disapprove 2 6 
Strongly disapprove 2 8 

Relocate bears to areas with Strongly approve 14 27 1.792 4 0.774 
no bears Approve 19 24 

Undecided 6 10 
Disapprove 4 3 
Strongly disapprove 5 7 

Issue kill permits to Strongly approve 18 19 2.306 4 0.680 
landowners with Approve 15 22 
documented bear Undecided 7 15 

damage Disapprove 2 4 
Strongly disapprove 9 9 

Compensate landowners for Strongly approve 12 17 9.055 4 0.060 
documented bear Approve 18 10 

damage Undecided 13 22 

Disapprove 3 10 
Strongly disapprove 3 8 

Open a bear trapping season Strongly approve 11 14 0.810 4 0.937 
Approve 7 11 
Undecided 9 17 
Disapprove 6 8 
Strongly disapprove 14 17 

Bears should not be Strongly approve 2 7 6.756 4 0.149 
disturbed Approve 3 12 

Undecided 9 14 
Disapprove 12 14 
Strongly disapprove 19 17 



LANDOWNER ATTITUDES * Bowman et al. 159 

Table 7. Kruskal-Wallis test for differences in landowner attitudes toward black bear damage, 0 (no damage) to 5 (severe 
damage), for a landowners survey of attitudes in the delta regions of Arkansas and Mississippi in 1997. 

Item 
Milo 
Corn 
Wheat 
Deera 
Cotton 
Wild turkeysb 
Buildings 
Beehives 
Non-game 
Cattle 
Endangered species 
Small game 
Wildlife habitat 
Soybeans 
Orchards 
Fences 
Poultry 
Wild hogsc 
Hogs 
Vehicles 
Farm equipment 

Arkansas 
N x SD 
41 2.41 1.87 
35 2.60 1.96 
40 1.85 1.90 
40 1.75 1.84 
29 0.38 0.98 
37 1.62 1.89 
37 1.19 1.47 
40 3.10 2.18 
31 0.81 1.42 
37 1.08 1.30 
31 0.65 1.02 
35 1.23 1.65 
34 1.09 1.64 
37 1.30 1.47 
33 2.06 1.94 
35 1.06 1.28 
36 0.92 1.27 
34 0.76 1.33 
36 0.94 1.31 
32 0.69 1.00 
34 0.65 1.20 

Mississippi 
N x SD 
59 
59 
58 
58 
59 
57 
58 
59 
58 
58 
56 
57 
58 
59 
59 
60 
58 
57 
58 
59 
58 

1.17 
1.66 
1.03 
0.93 
0.80 
0.82 
0.90 
2.59 
0.88 
0.97 
0.95 
0.82 
0.84 
1.14 
1.69 
0.93 
1.03 
0.79 
0.95 
0.83 
0.66 

1.39 
1.48 
1.40 
1.20 
1.35 
1.20 
1.40 
1.95 
1.20 
1.41 
1.38 
1.18 
1.39 
1.42 
1.48 
1.33 
1.36 
1.28 
1.42 
1.38 
1.26 

aOdocoileus virginianus 
bMeleagris gallopavo 
CSus scrofa 

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 
Education programs in both regions are needed to in- 

crease the understanding of basic black bear biology and 

management. Peyton and Grise (1995) linked increased 
education with increased wildlife agency support by resi- 
dents. Our results demonstrate that high densities will 
not necessarily lead to greater bear knowledge. Addi- 

tionally, the public may have misconceptions about what 
are logistically or biologically feasible management op- 
tions. Translocation ranked high in both areas, but it is 
costly and respondents may not have supported it had they 
been better informed. Translocation is a good example of 
how managers can be proactive and explain the costs and 
benefits of different management options, thereby allow- 
ing the public to make an informed decision. Addition- 
ally, landowners need to be educated about the kinds of 
damage they can expect and how to identify damage; wild- 
life agencies need to make methods to reduce damage more 
widely available. 

Landowners around White River National Wildlife 
Refuge are experiencing damage, and some action to al- 
leviate this damage is necessary. First, methods to reduce 
damage should be more readily available. Additionally, 
steps need to be taken to better assess the bear population 
on the White River National Wildlife Refuge to deter- 
mine if animals can be removed. If this population can 
tolerate a reduction, authorities should consider a hunting 
season or translocation. Regardless of management 
choice, the emphasis should be on targeting the offending 

individuals, or age and sex classes in specific locales where 
the damage has occurred. 

Our study further supported past research that some bear 
damage is tolerable. We documented a $200 (1996 $US) 
tolerance level for bear damage if the landowners had some 
contact with bears; thus, managers should attempt to keep 
damage losses under $200 annually. Additionally, we 
found that bears damaged the same agriculture crops as in 
other areas, but we did document damage to a new crop, 
rice. Knowledge of what crops bears damage increased 
from low to high bear populations, but the increase was 
due to the respondent's actual experience with damage. 
Education should target agricultural producers who are 
most likely to incur damage and subsequently provide 
them with damage abatement methods. 

Managers must understand that the public is tolerant of 
bears until the bear population becomes so high that prob- 
lems are common. We believe that with education, posi- 
tive attitudes toward bear may be possible even with high 
population levels. Additionally, landowners need readily 
available assistance when damage occurs so that their at- 
titudes do not become negative. Thus, education is criti- 
cal to ensure positive attitudes toward bears. 
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