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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD PREDATORS IN TEXAS

DOUGLAS REITER, Department of Forest Resources, Utah State University, Logan UT 84322-5215

MARK W. BRUNSON, Department of Forest Resources, Utah State University, Logan UT 84322-5215

ROBERT H SCHMIDT, Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, Utah State University, Logan UT 84322-5210

Abstract: A national survey of public attitudes toward wildlife damage management provided the opportunity to
extract a data set from Texas respondents on predator management Texas respondents were generally more
supportive of predator control for livestock protection than the rest of the U S., although the overall trends were
similar. Lethal technologies scored low on a humaneness scale.

A national survey of public attitudes toward a
vaniety of wildlife issues provided an opportunity to
explore the attitudes of Texans toward predators A
mail survey was sent to 1,500 randomly selected
households throughout the United States The
sample was stratified mto 5 regions’ Pacific coastal
states (AK, CA, HI, OR, and WA), the
intermountain west states (AZ, CO, ID, KS, MT,
NE, NV, NM, ND, SD, UT, and WY), Texas and
Oklahoma, the southeastern states (AL, AR, FL, GA,
KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, and VA), and the
northeastern states (CT, DE, DC, 1L, IN, IA, ME,
MD, MA, MI, MN, MO, NH, NI, NY, OH, PA, R],
VT, WV, and WI) Each region received 300
surveys.

The population surveyed was adults (18 years
and older) hving in a houschold with a telephone
Six hundred usable surveys were received, including
85 from Texas  Two-hundred surveys were
unusable, resulting in an overall participation rate of
47.1%. A telephone survey of 10% of the
non-respondents indicated no obvious differences
between respondents and non-respondents

Attitudes and beliefs of respondents from Texas
were compared to the respondents from the other 49
states, plus the District of Columbia  Predator
management-related questions and responses are
summarized below  Means presented below

represent the average response on a scale from 1 to
5.

1. Onascale of | (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree), more Texas respondents believed that 1t was
acceptable to remove predators that prey on
livestock (x= 4 0) than the rest of the U S
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(x= 3.6) (p =002). Asked another way (more
generically, ie, “Predator control is unaccep-
table™), there was no difference in mean response
scores between Texas respondents mean response
22) and the rest of the U.S. (x= 2 4) (p =0.09)
When asked whether predators are a risk that comes
with the business of hvestock production, there was
no difference between Texas respondents (x= 3.4)
and the rest of the U.S. (x= 3.5) (p =0.48).

2. When asked whether it is unacceptable to remove
native predators that prey on threatened and
endangered species, there was no significant
difference between Texas respondents (x=2.9) and
therest of the U S. (x= 2.9) (p =0.99), again using
ascale of 1 (strongly disagree) to S (strongly agree).

3 Onascale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree), more Texas respondents believed that the
careful use of poisons was an acceptable method to
control wildlife populations (<= 2 5) than the rest of
the U.S. (x=2.2) (p = 0.03), although the overall
mean response was negative (i.e, leaning towards
“disagree”).

4. On ascale of 1 (strongly disagree) to S (strongly
agree), fewer Texas respondents believed that
wildlife population should not be managed by
humans (%= 2.1) than for the rest of the U S. (%=
24)(p=004) On ascaleof 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree), more Texas respondents
enjoyed hunting  (x=3 1 vs. 2.6 for the rest of the
US,p=001)

5. On a scale of 1 (not important) to 5 (extremely
important), there were no differences between Texas
respondents (% = 3.0) and the rest of the U.S (3.2)



when ashed how mmnortant 1t was that the federal
government be mnvolvec n controlling predators
that threaten livesiock p» = 0.241 Simularhy | there
were no differences berween Texas respondents (X
=3 }iand the rest of the U 8 ( ®=2.7) when asked
how mmportant was 1t thai the federal government be
mvolved m removing  animals  preving  on
endangered specics (7 =0 7o)

7 Respondents were asked to rank a variety of
wildiife damage management techmques on a
humaneness scale. from I (not humane) 10 5 (ven
humane) Texas respondents ( x= 2.2) perceived
shooung ammals from awrcraft as more humane than
the rest of the U.S (1 9% (p = 0 06). however the
mear: response was still on the “not humane™ half of
the scale For caliing and shooung. the Texas
respondents” mean score { X = 2 9) was the same as
therestof the US (5 = 271 (p=026)  Although
the mean responsc was still negauve. Texas
respondents were more positive ( = 2 7) than the
restof the ' § « 5= 2 2) on ranking the humaneness
of posons for predators ;p = (0 004

8 Texas respondents were very negative toward
leghoid traps on & humaneness scale. with a mean
response score of | 6. a perception shared by the rest
of the U.S respondents (5= 1 7) {p = 0.26) Neck
snares and fooi snares followed a similar pattern
Texas respondents were more positive toward
human guards and livestoch herders on a
humaneness scale. with a mean response score of 4 4
compared to a mear response score of 4 1 for the
restof the U S =004,
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9 Ferulirv control ranked high on & humaneness
scale with Texas respondents ranking ferulitv
control more humane { #= 4 2% than the rest of the
US (#=4.0! =005 Guard dogs also ranked
higher for Texas respondents ( x= 4 0) than for the
restofthe US (=361 (p=003)

Texas respondents overall were more
supporuve of predator control for livestock
protecuon than respondents from the rest of the U.S.
However. like the rest of the U.S., Texan
respondents were negative toward lethal control
techniques for managing predators Lethal control
alternatives such as shooting, porsons, neck and leg
snares. and leghold traps were ranked lower on a
humaneness scale than non-lethal methods

These findings may assist decision-makers and
managers 1n both justifving current programs and n
developimng a sense of how the public may respond 1o
future programs However, for the most part these
are differences in degree of support or opposition.
not 1n the overall preferred direction of wildhife
damage policv

Funding for this program was provided n part
by the United States Department of Agriculture's,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
{APHISY However. this publicauon man not
necessarily express APHIS views
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