
Acceptance of brown bears in Lithuania, a non-bear country
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Abstract: We assessed human attitudes toward brown bears (Ursus arctos) and their acceptance

from 3,789 questionnaires collected in northwest Lithuania in 2009. We present results on the

(1) value placed upon brown bears by respondents, (2) acceptable distances for these animals

from the residence of respondents, (3) assessments of possible damage and economic losses, (4)

management options preferred in different situations, and (5) respondent opinions regarding
brown bear numbers in the country. There are no permanent brown bear populations in the

country. We found that Lithuanians attributed high value to the species, but that 82.4% of

respondents reported they would fear for the safety of their families knowing bears inhabit

forests. On average, 60 to 70% of respondents will not accept bears closer than 10 km. In this

respect, the re-establishment of bear populations in Lithuania would be not appreciated by most

inhabitants. We found that 22.5% of respondents would like to have action taken against bears

even if they lived far from settlements. Scaring away and shooting of the bears were the

significantly most preferred options in situations where the bears might be encountered near
human settlements or in cases where they actually threaten human life. An increasing concern

about the environment and involvement in outdoor activities were correlative to a positive

attitude toward an increase in bear populations. Exceptions to this were with berry and

mushroom pickers; these groups generally were against any growth in the bear population. A

total eradication of bears or a reduction in their numbers were the preferred options by

farmstead and village dwellers, whereas urban respondents generally favored a population

increase. The main conclusion of our study is that acceptance of this species, which at this

moment do not inhabit country, is similar to acceptance of other large carnivore species.
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The last brown bear (Ursus arctos) in Lithuania

was shot in 1883 (Prūsaitė 1988), and the last bear in

neighboring Latvia was shot a little later (Pilats and

Ozoliņš 2003). Currently, in Lithuania occasional

visiting individual bears are recorded, but no

denning, resident bears have been recorded in recent

years (Balčiauskas 1996, Balčiauskas et al. 1999).

The species has been included in the national Red

Data Book since 1989 (Rašomavičius 2007).

As in most of Europe, brown bears were

extirpated from Lithuania due to reductions in forest

area that shifted their distribution to the north

(Chestin 1997). Other factors in their extirpation

were the development of a highway network, the

decreasing number of ungulates, uncontrolled hunt-

ing, and a traditional non-acceptance of large

carnivores by the public (Schwartz et al. 2003). In

1750, Lithuanian forest cover was 44%. But by 1900

it had dropped to a mere 24% (Ribokas and Milius

2007). It has since increased, and as of 2010 was

approximately 33.1% of total land area (Statistics

Lithuania 2012). Increased forest management ac-

tivities, such as logging, do not necessarily destroy

the habitat of bears: Swedish forests are heavily
managed, but the brown bear population exhibits

the highest productivity ever documented (Swenson

et al. 2000).

Currently, the nearest brown bear populations to

Lithuania are in Latvia (20–40 individuals, Pilats and

Ozolinš 2003) where it is recovering, Belarus (.200

individuals), and in Russia (Fig. 1; Zedrosser et al. 2001,

Sidorovich 2006). In the last 50 years, the population of
brown bears in Estonia has recovered. Thus, repopula-

tion can be expected to occur in Lithuania (Chestin

1997). Beginning in the 1960s, brown bears have

been observed near the Latvia–Lithuania border and3linasbal@ekoi.lt
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elsewhere in Lithuania, even within precincts of the

capital, Vilnius (Pilats and Ozoliņš 2003, Balčiauskas

et al. 2005a).

The action plan for conserving brown bears in

Europe (Swenson et al. 2000) was prepared with a

view toward countries that expect a recolonization

or recovery of bear populations in the future. Thus,

it is important to understand the attitudes and

acceptance levels of the general public in countries

currently not inhabited by bears (Linnell et al.

2008).

Information about Lithuanian attitudes regarding

brown bears is outdated (Prūsaitė 1988, Balčiauskas

et al. 1999). Acceptance of the species by the public

was investigated more than a decade ago in the

context of other large carnivore species (Balčiauskas

2001). Considering the possible recolonization of

Lithuania by bears, and that natural population

recoveries are better accepted by society (Bath 2005)

than human-engineered translocations, we investi-

gated some aspects of acceptance of brown bears by

the Lithuanian public and 2 groups of public

officials. Our objectives were to assess (1) the value

placed upon brown bears by respondents, (2)

acceptable distances for these animals from the

residence of respondents, (3) assessments of possible

damage and economic losses, (4) management

options preferred in different situations, and (5)

respondent opinions regarding brown bear numbers

in the country.

Fig. 1. Brown bear range in Europe (striped area; Zedrosser et al. 2001) and study area (dark gray shading) in
Lithuania (heavy lines).
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Methods
Survey implementation

We collected data on attitudes of general public

(PUB, hereafter) toward bears in 2009 by distribut-
ing 5,045 questionnaires in northwest Lithuania

(Fig. 1). Of these, 3,789 questionnaires were returned

for a return rate of 75.1%. We considered the target

group for the general public survey to be Lithuanian

residents 15 years old and older. Questionnaires were

distributed in schools and gymnasiums (college-

preparatory schools); students were instructed to

take the questionnaires home to be filled in by a
family member aged above 15 with the next birthday

(including grandparents, great-grandparents or any

other relatives living together). In case of twins in the

class, a questionnaire was given to only one of the

twins. All schools within the northwest regions were

included, with prior agreement from director ob-

tained by phone, and we randomly selected 1–2

classes within each school for questionnaire distri-
bution. Similar methods have been used in other

countries (Andersone and Ozoliņš 2004, Kassilly

2007, Røskaft et al. 2007).

To assess attitudes of public officials and agency

specialists, questionnaires were distributed to 109

heads of elderships (HOE, hereafter; Lithuania is
divided into 60 municipalities; each municipality is

further divided into elderships) within the north-

western region of Lithuania area after prior agree-

ment by phone. We received only 43 answers

(response rate 5 39.4%) despite a telephone remind-

er after two weeks. Additionally, we mailed 127

questionnaires to qualified workers in forest districts

(FOR, hereafter) following prior agreement via
telephone call, and received all 127 back (100%

response rate).

The questionnaire

We used a self-administrated questionnaire de-
signed for the project Large Carnivores in the

Northern Landscapes: An InterDisciplinary Approach

to Their Regional Conservation as implemented

during 2003–05 in Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and

Estonia. We considered that a self-administered

survey would generate less bias (people giving

socially acceptable answers rather than their own

opinions) than a telephone survey (Dillman 2000).
Most questions were closed-end and used a 5-point

Likert scale. The survey instrument consisted of the

following elements: demographic variables (sex, age,

education, place of residence.), expressions of the

respondents’ interests in outdoor activities, wildlife

values, and environmentally-oriented values. Infor-

mal education, or so called cultural capital

(Strandbu and Skogen 2000, Skogen and Thrane

2008) was expressed as the number of books that a

respondent has at home. We measured ecocentricity

according to the scale of the New Environmental

Paradigm (NEP, Dunlap et al. 2000). An identical

NEP scale was used in Norway, with Cronbach’s

a 5 0.72 (Skogen and Thrane 2008). We asked about

beliefs regarding bears living nearby and supposed

numbers in the country. The survey also included

questions designed to assess respondents’ tolerance

of various animal species, acceptable distance from

large carnivores, attitudes toward population size

management, and views of acceptable management

options given certain bear behaviors. For addi-

tional information on the survey instrument, see

Røskaft et al. (2007), Skogen and Thrane (2008) and

Kazlauskas (2010).

Statistical analysis

To assess the significance and reliability of

differences, we used x2 tests of independence.

Because data were not normally distributed, we used

Mann-Whitney U-tests (results denoted as Z statis-

tics) in case of independent samples. To assess the

internal reliability of questionnaire scales, we used

Cronbach’s alpha (in this investigation a 5 0.58).

Calculations were conducted in SPSS version 18.0

(IBM, Armonk New York, USA).

Results
Survey respondents

Among respondents, 19.9% reported educational

levels of ,9th grade, 33.3% had secondary education,

22% had vocational secondary education, 19.5% held

a bachelor’s degree, and 5.4% held a master’s degree.

Respondents from farmsteads constituted 11.7% of

all respondents, from rural areas, 44.3%; from small

towns, 22.8%; and from cities, 21.2%.

Respondents reported their primary activity as

working outside the home (42.9%), studying

(39.7%), taking care of the home (9.7%), unem-

ployed (5.5%), disabled (1.6%), pensioner (2%), and

‘‘other activities’’ (mostly agriculture and farming;

1.9%). More women (66.7%) than men responded.

The most common age–classes among respondents

were 15–24 (40.5%) and 35–44 years-old (34.4%).

Only 1.0% of respondents were .65 years old.
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Value attributed to bears

Over 80% of respondents in all strata reported

that it would be very exciting to see a bear in the

forest (Table 1). Foresters and officials generally

expressed higher valuation of bears than did the

general public. Tolerance of bears among foresters

was significantly higher than in the other 2 groups of

respondents (Table 1). When defined as agreeing or

strongly agreeing that they’d be fearful for the safety

of their family if bears were present in forested areas,

fear of bears was expressed by 82.4% of PUB

respondents, 78.6% of HOE respondents, and 57.4%

of FOR respondents.

We also qualified the level of tolerance as the

distance at which respondents would accept bears

(Table 2). The fear of ordinary respondents was

higher (expressed as a greater acceptable distance)

than that of foresters (Z 5 23.715, P , 0.001) and

administrative officials (Z 5 23.132, P 5 0.002). On

average, 60 to 70% of respondents would not accept

bears closer than 10 km. Large financial losses were

expected by 4.6% of PUB respondents, small losses

by 14.2%, and no loss by 44.8%.

Preferred bear population trends

Before analyzing preferred bear population trends,

knowledge of the bear population status among

respondents was assessed as background for under-

standing the management implications of these

respondents. With no permanent bear population

in Lithuania, the correct answer by respondents was

‘‘,20 individuals’’ (to keep survey instrument

compatible between countries, there was no zero-

number option for Lithuania). Among PUB respon-

dents, the correct answer was provided by 68.5%

(although 11.7% of respondents did not answer this

question); among FOR respondents, 100% gave the

correct answer, and 89.7% of HOE respondents

answered correctly. Significant differences were

found according to the respondent’s sex: men’s

knowledge of bear number was more accurate

(x2 5 21.04, P , 0.001), and most women

overestimated population size. Greater knowledge

was expressed by older respondents (x2 5 54.32, P ,

0.001); this was true regardless of educational

background. City dwellers had the lowest proportion

of correct answers (54.3%), whereas respondents

from farmsteads, villages, and small towns were

generally better informed (over 70% correct answers;

all P , 0.001).

Preferred bear population trends differed by

respondent type. A slight increase or considerable

increase in bear numbers was deemed acceptable by

53.2% of FOR and 54.7% of HOE respondents,

compared with 31.4% of PUB respondents (Table 3:

x2 5 22.92, P , 0.001; x2 5 10.51, P ,0.002;

respectively). Approximately 40% of all respondents

preferred that the number of bears be maintained at

the current level; this did not differ among groups

(Table 3). Among PUB respondents, 23.8% favored

reduction of bear numbers (or eradication), greater

than the 7.2% among HOE and 6.6% among FOR

respondents.

Attitudes toward bear management depending
on bear behavior

We investigated the public’s attitude toward

expected population management measures depend-

ing on bear behavior, as measured on a scale from

least offensive (bears living far from people) to most

offensive (posing a direct threat to humans; Table 4).

Among PUB respondents, 22.5% preferred that

some type of action be taken against bears even if,

in reality, the bears pose no risk (i.e., live far from

Table 1. Response to statements regarding bear valuation from the general public (PUB), heads of elderships
(HOE), and foresters (FOR) from a 2009 survey in Lithuania.

Statement Group

Response (%)
Test of

independenceTotally agree Agree No opinion Disagree Totally disagree

Bears have the same

right to exist as

the other species

PUB

HOE

FOR

39.0

41.5

56.9

40.9

43.9

31.7

10.9

7.3

5.7

8.1

7.3

4.9

1.1

0.0

0.8

x2 5 17.753

P , 0.05

To see bears in the

forest would be a

very exciting event

PUB

HOE

FOR

36.1

34.1

58.7

44.5

53.7

34.7

8.1

2.4

1.7

8.9

9.8

3.3

2.4

0.0

1.6

x2 5 32.920

P , 0.001

If bears inhabit

forests, I will fear

for the safety

of my family

PUB

HOE

FOR

39.1

40.5

22.1

43.3

38.1

35.3

6.8

4.7

4.9

8.9

16.7

33.6

1.9

0.0

4.1

x2 5 91.407

P , 0.001
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settlements). However, a higher proportion of PUB

respondents preferred that no action be taken when

bears only lived far from people than if bears lived

closer or caused conflicts (Table 4; x2 5 3,217.8–

3,587.5, P , 0.001). In cases where bears could be

encountered near human settlements, scaring away

was the preferred action (x2 5 415.0–1,127.8, P ,

0.001). In cases where bears directly threatened

human life, lethal removal (shooting) was the most

frequently cited action (P , 0.001).

Public preference regarding bear
population management

PUB respondents who declared bears had rights to

exist preferred that bear populations increase or

remain at current levels (Table 5). Those who were

against bear existence preferred a population de-

crease. Similarly, respondents who reported that a

bear encounter in the forest would be an exciting

event were in favor of maintaining existing or

increasing numbers of bears. Those respondents

uncertain of whether such an encounter would be

exciting preferred maintaining existing bear num-

bers, and those who did not think that a bear

encounter would be exciting preferred a reduction in

bear numbers. Fear for the safety of their family was

correlated with preference for a reduction in bear

numbers (Table 5).

A smaller portion of negative respondents oc-

curred among those who accepted bears closer than

10 km or were unsure than among those with lower

tolerance (x2 5 53.88, P , 0.001; x2 5 3.98, P ,

0.05, respectively; Fig. 2). The plurality of respon-

dents who preferred an increase in bear populations

were those who accepted bears up to 5 km (x2 5

51.69, P , 0.001).

Our respondents engaged in various nature-related

activities. The most popular were picking mush-

rooms (83.8%), picking berries (76.1%), fishing

(55.3%), nature photography (54.9%), and hiking

(52.5%). The least popular were snowboarding

(17.0%), hunting of large game (19.8%), and hunting

of small game (20.3%). We found a correlation

between involvement in nature-based hobbies and a

positive approach to bear population management

(Fig. 3). Exceptions were berry and mushroom

picking: in these cases, the higher the interest in

such pastimes, the stronger the orientation against

bear population growth (Fig. 4). Approximately 35–

40% of respondents very interested in hiking, fishing,

and hunting supported an increase in the bear

population (Fig. 4a), whereas among respondents

with a great interest in berry or mushroom picking,

the proportion of supporters was smaller (Fig. 4b).

We found a plurality of responses in favor of

maintaining current bear numbers among all age

groups. This preference was expressed by approxi-

mately 45% of respondents under age 55 and 35% of

respondents over age 55 (x2 5 4.25, P 5 0.039). In

general, young people were more in favor of

increasing bear numbers while older respondents

were more likely to favor a reduction in the

population (youngest group versus .25 years old,

x2 5 42.96, P , 0.001).

Table 2. Assessment of bear acceptance according to the respondents’ tolerated distance from the general
public (PUB), heads of elderships (HOE), and foresters (FOR) from a 2009 survey in Lithuania.

Group

Bears not tolerated (% responses) Bears tolerated (% responses)

No opinion
Anywhere in
my district .10 km Total 6–10 km 1–5 km ,1 km Total

PUB 50.9 20.9 71.8 8.5 3.5 1.5 13.5 14.7

HOE 23.8 35.7 59.5 14.3 4.8 2.4 21.4 19.0

FOR 33.0 28.6 61.6 12.5 8.9 0.9 22.3 16.1

Table 3. Suggestions for brown bear population trends (% of respondents) from the general public (PUB),
heads of elderships (HOE), and foresters (FOR) from a 2009 survey in Lithuania.

Group Eradication

Considerable
reduction of
numbers

Slight reduction
of numbers

Maintenance
of the same
number

Slight increase
of numbers

Considerable
increase of
numbers

PUB 3.1 7.2 13.5 44.8 22.0 9.4

HOE 0 2.4 4.8 38.1 47.6 7.1

FOR 1.9 1.9 2.8 40.2 33.6 19.6
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Among respondents who preferred total eradica-

tion of bears or a reduction in numbers, a

significantly higher proportion lived in farmsteads

and villages (Table 6). City and small town dwellers

preferred a slight increase in the bear population.

Discussion
Value attributed to bears

The value perception of an object is one of the

most important factors conditioning attitudes (Whit-

taker et al. 2006). We found that most Lithuanians

believe that bears have the same right to exist in the

country as other species. However, the majority of

public respondents reported they fear for the safety

of their families knowing bears inhabit forests. Our

results show that the level of fear is very high in all

groups of respondents, especially among the general

public. The fear level in Lithuania was higher than

reported in Sweden, where 44% of respondents

expressed fear despite 1–2 persons being killed

annually by bears (Johansson et al. 2012).

The proportion of general public respondents

from Lithuania’s northwestern region who would

not accept bears closer than 1 km from their

residence (1.5%) was similar to that found during

an earlier survey (conducted in 2003–05) for the

entire country (Balčiauskas et al. 2005b). In general,

61.2% of public respondents expressed a lack of

acceptance of bears closer than 10 km. In compar-

ison, distances ,10 km seemed unacceptable to 50–

70% of respondents in Poland and Estonia, but to

only 23.7% of respondents in Latvia. Residents of

Estonia and Poland, which contain bear populations

of several hundred animals each (Zedrosser et al.

2001, Linnell et al. 2008), were thus more accepting

of bears at close proximity than Lithuanian resi-

dents. Fewer respondents in this study expressed

tolerance for bears ,1 km distant (1.5% in this

study) than in Estonia (3.4%); fewer also seemed

accepting of bears at a distance of 1–5 km (3.5%;

4.3% in all of Lithuania, Balčiauskas et al. 2005b)

than in Estonia, where 11.8% expressed acceptance

Balčiauskas et al. 2005b). In Poland, proportions

accepting bears at ,1 km and 1–5 km were 1.9% and

6.1% respectively, whereas in Latvia they were a

surprisingly high 29.9% and 19.6%, respectively.

Because there are very large forested tracts in

Lithuania that are .10 km from settlements, re-

establishment of bear populations in the country will

face a challenge in terms of this public attitude.

Unacceptability, expressed through expected
financial losses

Expected financial losses due to the presence of

large carnivores is one of the driving forces for

negative attitudes and lack of acceptance of these

animals in the Baltic States, irrespective of the

species of predator (Andersone and Ozoliņš 2004,

Balčiauskas et al. 2005b). The fact that 18.8% of

Table 4. Public attitudes toward bear management measures from a 2009 survey in Lithuania.

Situation No opinion
No measure

needed Scaring away Translocation Lethal removal

Live far from people 7.6 70.0 8.6 12.1 1.7

Encountered near human settlements 5.3 4.9 41.2 43.8 4.8

Kill cattle 8.3 1.7 19.0 47.6 23.4

Kill pets 11.8 4.1 16.6 43.9 23.6

Pose threat to humans 6.0 2.0 7.1 43.5 41.4

Table 5. Acceptability of increasing bear numbers (q), keeping current numbers (=) or decreasing bear
numbers (Q) from a 2009 survey of the general public, heads of elderships, and foresters in Lithuania.

Management

Bears have the same right to
exist as the other species

To see bears in the forest
would be very exciting

If bears inhabit forests, I will
fear for the safety of my family

q = Q q = Q q = Q

Disagree totally 10.8 16.2 73.0 17.5 32.5 50.0 43.1 13.8 43.1

Disagree 10.2 35.6 54.2 13.9 48.4 37.7 52.4 34.4 13.2

No opinion 13.9 41.3 44.8 15.8 52.3 31.9 43.7 40.6 15.7

Agree 25.6 51.7 22.7 27.1 48.5 24.4 32.0 47.0 21.0

Agree totally 48.0 41.9 10.1 45.8 39.1 15.1 23.8 47.3 28.9

x2 5 889.8, P , 0.001 x2 5 340.9, P , 0.001 x2 5 210.0, P , 0.001

BROWN BEARS IN LITHUANIA N Balčiauskas and Kazlauskas 173
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respondents expected losses coincides with our

findings about expected losses due to wolf (Canis

lupus) presence (Balčiauskas et al. 2005b). In many

places in Lithuania, cattle are left near the forest at

night without supervision, and thus are easily

obtainable by predators (Balčiauskas et al. 2002).

Respondents in northwest Lithuania did not keep

dogs as security against large carnivores. Shepherds

routinely monitored livestock in only a few places,

and a small proportion of the livestock was covered

by insurance. Due to their cost, no measures against

predators were applied on farms (Kazlauskas 2010).

Respondents in Italy supporting wolf and bear

protection did not believe control measures were

needed or acceptable, even if these species caused

significant damage (Glikman et al. 2012).

Preferred bear population trends

Knowledge of large carnivore numbers is a part of

cognitive component of attitude (Bath et al. 2008), but

we found that Lithuanian respondents varied consid-

erably in their knowledge levels in this regard

(Kazlauskas 2010). According 2003–05 data, the desire

to increase bear populations was stronger among

Fig. 2. Acceptability of approaches to bear population management according fear level, expressed as
tolerated distance to bears, from a 2009 survey of the general public, heads of elderships, and foresters
in Lithuania.

Fig. 3. Respondent orientation according New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) and nature activities versus
preferable bear population management approach. Scores in NEP and nature activity scales were averaged
(1 = completely not interested, 2 = not interested, 3 = slightly interested, 4 = very interested) from a 2009
survey in Lithuania.
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respondents in Poland and Lithuania (, 36%) than in

Latvia and Estonia (8–11%). Approximately 50% of

respondents in Poland, Latvia, and Estonia preferred

maintaining bear populations at current levels (Ka-

zlauskas 2010).

Attitudes toward bear management
Earlier studies have found that although the

main variable accounting for negative attitudes

toward all large carnivore species was a concern for

safety, many other complex variables are also

involved (Røskaft et al. 2007). These factors were

influenced by the respondents’ perception of which
behaviors of carnivores they considered good or

bad (Beedell and Rehman 2000). We found that

bear population management options deemed

acceptable by respondents were primarily correlat-

ed with the value attributed to bears and tolerance
for bear proximity. Respondents who preferred a

bear population decrease were also mostly those

who preferred not to have bears closer than 10 km.

We found that lethal control was favored only

where bears were a direct threat to people or

livestock. In contrast, in a region of Turkey where

bear incidents resulted in damage to property and

cattle as well as human injuries and deaths, 79% of
respondents supported lethal control (Ambarli and

Bilgin 2008).

Our study also appeared to confirm the ubuiqity

of the NIMBY (not in my back yard) syndrome

Table 6. Suggestions (in percent of respondents) for bear population numbers according respondents’
residence. Significant differences within column (based on x2) are indicated inside parenthesis.

Eradication

Considerable
reduction in
numbers

Slight
reduction in
numbers

Maintenance
of the same
number

Slightly
increase in
numbers

Considerable
increase in
numbers

Farmstead (f) 4.5

(c: P , 0.01)

11.7

(t, c: P , 0.001)

17.4

(t: P , 0.001;

c: P , 0.01)

39.1

(c: P , 0.01)

17.7

(t: P , 0.001;

c: P , 0.01)

9.6

Village (v) 3.6

(c: P , 0.01)

8.7 14.9 44.0

(c: P , 0.05)

19.8

(t: P , 0.001;

c: P , 0.01)

9.0

Small town (t) 2.8 6.1

(f: P , 0.001)

9.6

(f: P , 0.001)

44.6 26.8

(v, f: P , 0.001)

10.1

City (c) 1.6

(v,f: P , 0.01)

3.6

(f: P , 0.001)

11.8

(f: P , 0.01)

48.7

(v: P , 0.05;

f: P , 0.01)

24.9

(v, f: P , 0.01)

9.4

Fig. 4. Relation between nature-based hobbies and respondents’ approach to bear numbers in the country
from a 2009 survey in Lithuania: A – respondents interested in hiking; B – respondents interested in
berry picking.
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(Kellert 1985, Ericsson et al. 2008; Fig. 2). One-third

of respondents who expressed a high degree of fear

and an eagerness to accept bears only in a range no

closer than 10 km still preferred an increase in their

number. The fear of bears among Lithuanian

respondents was stronger than that expressed for

wolves or lynx (Lynx lynx; Balčiauskas 2001), a fact

underscored by the reality that only bears and the

larger cats can truly pose a threat to personal safety

(Hristienko and McDonald 2007).

The appreciation of bear population management

measures by respondents is related to ecocentric

orientation. According Manfredo et al. (2003), post-

materialist values are gaining a wider acceptance at

the global scale and, in such conditions, a focus on

the quality of life takes over the pursuit of essential

needs. Quite possibly, such a tendency is also

becoming characteristic to Lithuanian respondents.

We found that increasing concern about the

environment was correlative to a positive attitude

toward bear population increases (Fig. 3).

We found that the acceptability of bear population

management trends depended on the age of respon-

dents. Factors such as gender and urban or rural

residency have long been known to influence attitudes

toward wildlife management (Ryan et al. 2009),

findings that were confirmed in our study. Our results

are partially in line with the situation in Norway,

where people most interested in picking berries and

mushrooms expressed the most negative attitudes

toward large carnivores (Røskaft et al. 2007).

In earlier research (Balčiauskas et al. 2005b), we

found similar patterns of acceptance of wolves. In

Sweden, a negative attitude toward wolves among

older age groups was explained as originating in

childhood, when large carnivores were viewed as

threats (Ericsson and Heberlein 2003). In Norway,

the portion of respondents wanting extirpation or a

reduction in the number of wolves significantly

increased with age and was higher in lower

educational groups (Bjerke et al. 1998). The younger

generation is better known for changing their beliefs

easier and thus are under the influence of the global

trend toward better appreciation of wildlife (Bright

and Manfredo 1996, Andersone and Ozoliņš 2004).

Blekesaune and Rønningen (2010) concluded that

in Norway there is an increasing urban–rural divide

on the issue of conservation policies and carnivore

stock management. City–village discrepancies on

bear management issues were also recorded in

Lithuania. These findings are in accordance with

earlier surveys of human dimensions of wolf and

lynx done in the entire country (Balčiauskas 2001)

and specifically northwest Lithuania (Balčiauskas

and Volodka 2001).

Limitations of our study

Some limitations of our study should be borne in

mind. First, despite randomization, implemented as

next birthday rule, young respondents and women

were over-represented. Second, although our survey

covered different habitats (agrarian and forested)

and different settlements, from town to farmstead,

some ethnic groups within Lithuania were not

represented. Thirdly, hunters were not specifically

represented in survey respondents. If serious consid-

eration is given to returning bears to Lithuania, an

additional survey of stakeholder groups (conserva-

tionists, hunters, farmers, non-governmental groups,

etc.) would be desirable.
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BALČIAUSKAS, L. 1996. Lithuanian mammal fauna review.

Hystrix 8:9–15.
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PILATS, V., AND J. OZOLIŅŠ. 2003. Status of brown bear in

Latvia. Acta Zoologica Lituanica 13:65–71.

PRŪSAITĖ, J., EDITOR.1988. Lietuvos fauna. Žinduoliai. [Fauna
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