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South Dakota People in Places Project 
Black Hills Residents’ Attitudes toward Place & Wildlife 

Preview of Selected Results 
 

HD-9-09.AMS 
Larry M. Gigliotti, Tara L. Teel, & Alia Dietsch 

 
 This report is a short descriptive report summarizing some of the findings from the 

survey of Black Hills residents conducted during late fall, 2008.  Respondents answered 

questions describing their evaluation of the place near their home, views about nature and 

wildlife, a general description of their outdoor activities, a measure of their wildlife value 

orientations, questions about specific wildlife species and their management in the Black 

Hills, and some demographic questions (Appendix A).  This report provides only 

summarized results for the combined Black Hills sample.  A more detailed report will be 

produced by Colorado State University that includes methodology and results analyzed by 

census block group for the Black Hills.  A post-card report was sent to all participants 

thanking them for their participation and giving directions for where a copy of the report can 

be found on GFP’s web-page (Appendix B). 

Data Weighting.  The mailed survey had a 53.5% return rate (4,544 survey 

responses) and included a phone survey to evaluate non-response bias (Table 1).  Based on 

results of the non-response check and comparisons with census information, the decision was 

made to weight data at the census block group level by sex.  Data have been adjusted to 

account for an under-representation of females in the sample.  For reporting at the aggregate, 

Black Hills region level, data have also been weighted to accurately reflect the true 

proportions of the population represented by each census block group. 

 
Table 1. Response rates for the 2009 survey of Black Hills residents (People in Places 

Project). 
Parameter Number Percent
Total Surveys Sent 9,250 --
Undeliverable 749 8.1%
Final Sample Size 8,501 --
Responses 4,544 53.5%
Completed Non-response Check (Phone survey) 396 --
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Part 1 Opinions about specific wildlife species and their management 
in the Black Hills 

 
 Most Black Hills residents do not want a non-problem lion destroyed just because it is 

near where they live, although there was no clear consensus on a preferred management 

action (Table 2).  However, most residents do support having a mountain lion season in 

South Dakota (Table 3).  Many residents felt that the current population levels of mountain 

lions, elk, deer, coyote, and black bear were at about the right level in the Black Hills (Table 

4 and Figure 1).  Overall average desired population trend was for a small decrease in the 

next five years for mountain lions, deer, and coyote and a small increase for elk and black 

bear (the attitude towards black bear may be difficult to interpret because the black bear 

population in the Black Hills has been and currently is extremely low). 

 
 
Table 2. If it was known that a mountain lion lives in the area where you live but had 

not caused any problems or exhibited any threatening behavior, which action 
would you want the state wildlife agency (GFP) to take? 

Take no action 11.7% 
Educate the public on how to safely live in lion areas 38.5% 
Take steps to chase the lion out of the area 10.6% 
Capture and remove the lion 30.6% 
Destroy the lion   7.0% 
No opinion   1.4% 
Number 4,333 
 
 
 
Table 3. Do you oppose or favor a mountain lion hunting season in South Dakota? 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Oppose  (-3) 11.1% 
Moderately Oppose  (-2)   5.7% 
Slightly Oppose  (-1)   6.9% 

 
OPPOSE 

 
23.7% 

Neutral  (0) 13.5% NEUTRAL 13.5% 
Slightly Favor  (+1) 13.3% 
Moderately Favor  (+2) 17.2% 
Strongly Favor  (+3) 32.3% 

 
FAVOR 

 
62.8% 

Number 4,381 NUMBER 4,381 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 0.93 0.87 – 0.99 
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Table 4. Would you like the following wildlife populations in the Black Hills to 
increase, decrease, or remain at their current levels over the next five years? 

Wildlife Populations of:  
Desired Population 
Direction for Black Hills 

Mountain 
Lion 

 
Elk 

 
Deer 

 
Coyote 

Black 
Bear 

Eliminate this species   3.1%   0.3%   0.2%   2.9%   6.1% 
Decrease Greatly 10.3%   1.0% 13.6% 10.2%   7.7% 
Decrease Some 30.1%   6.5% 32.3% 21.5%   6.3% 
Remain at Current Level 46.2% 40.8% 36.5% 52.8% 48.4% 
Increase Some   8.0% 34.8% 11.3%   9.9% 20.4% 
Increase Greatly   2.2% 16.6%   6.1%   2.7% 11.1% 
Number 4,351 4,337 4,377 4,325 4,170 
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Figure 1. Black Hills residents’ desired levels of wildlife populations in the Black Hills 
for the next five years (see Table 4). 
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Part 2 General opinions about wildlife near residents’ homes 
 
 Over half of Black Hills residents do not consider the wildlife near their home a 

‘nuisance,’ although about one-third do label wildlife near their home as a ‘nuisance’ (Table 

5).  However, most (87%) of Black Hills residents consider wildlife near their home as 

‘enjoyable to have around’ (Table 6).  About two-thirds of Black Hills residents do not feel 

that the wildlife near their home ‘pose a dangerous risk to people,’ although about 23% do 

feel that there is a dangerous risk to people from wildlife near their home (Table 7).  Most 

Black Hills residents (63%) feel that wildlife near their home provide valuable opportunities 

for recreation (Table 8).  Less than 20% of Black Hills residents reported that they rarely see 

wildlife near their home.  About one-fourth of Black Hills residents reported that they and 

their neighbors have recently (in the past 12 months) experienced problems with wildlife 

near their home (Table 10). 

 

 
Part 3 General opinion about climate change 
 
 About 46% of Black Hills residents believe that climate change is currently affecting 

the area near their home and 38% feel that climate change is not currently affecting the area 

near their home (Table 11). 

 
 

Table 5. The wildlife near my home are generally a nuisance (cause problems). 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 27.8% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 17.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   9.4% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
54.7% 

Neither  (0) 12.5% NEITHER 12.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 18.4% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   8.4% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   6.0% 

 
AGREE 

 
32.8% 

Number 4,439 NUMBER 4,439 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -0.75 -0.80 – -0.69 
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Table 6. The wildlife near my home are enjoyable to have around. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3)   2.0% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   2.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   2.7% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
  7.0% 

Neither  (0)   5.6% NEITHER   5.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 21.5% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 28.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+3) 37.7% 

 
AGREE 

 
87.3% 

Number 4,454 NUMBER 4,454 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 1.78 1.74 – 1.82 
 
 
 
Table 7. The wildlife near my home pose a dangerous risk to people. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 35.8% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 20.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1) 10.0% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
66.0% 

Neither  (0) 11.2% NEITHER 11.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 15.0% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   5.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   2.6% 

 
AGREE 

 
22.8% 

Number 4,426 NUMBER 4,426 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -1.25 -1.30 – -1.19 
 
 
 
Table 8. The wildlife near my home provide valuable opportunities for recreation. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3)   5.2% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   4.2% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   4.3% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
13.7% 

Neither  (0) 23.3% NEITHER 23.3% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 16.7% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 23.0% 
Strongly Agree  (+3) 23.3% 

 
AGREE 

 
63.0% 

Number 4,384 NUMBER 4,384 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 1.04 0.99 – 1.09 
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Table 9. I rarely see any wildlife near my home. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 52.2% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 14.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   8.8% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
75.9% 

Neither  (0)   4.9% NEITHER   4.9% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)   8.1% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   6.6% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   4.5% 

 
AGREE 

 
19.2% 

Number 4,417 NUMBER 4,417 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -1.61 -1.66 – 1.55 
 
 
 
Table 10. In the past 12 months, have you or your neighbors had problems with 

wildlife? 
Number Yes No – I personally have experienced 

problems near my home 4,419 27.4% 72.6% – 
 

Number Yes No Don’t Know My neighbors have experienced 
problems 4,275 23.5% 38.3% 38.2% 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11: Beliefs about climate change in relation to the area near Black Hills residents’ 

homes:  I believe that climate change is currently affecting the area near my 
home. 

Full Belief (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED BELIEF PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 20.4% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 11.3% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   6.5% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
38.3% 

Neither  (0) 16.0% NEITHER 16.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 21.1% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 15.5% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   9.1% 

 
AGREE 

 
45.7% 

Number 4,437 NUMBER 4,437 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -0.11 -0.17 – -0.05 
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Part 4 General description of participation in outdoor activities 
 
 Most of Black Hills residents (77%) reported they often participate in outdoor 

activities near their home and few (6%) avoid participation due to fear of strangers (Tables 

12 and 13).  About 23% reported that their job requires spending a lot of time outside and 

most (61%) participate in outdoor activities mainly to get exercise (Tables 14 and 15).  Most 

(81%) reported that they were not afraid of being harmed by wildlife near their home (Table 

16).  About 46% wished to have access to more land areas near their home to participate in 

outdoor activities and about 23% were willing to pay a fee for increased access to land areas 

near their home for outdoor activities (Tables 17 and 18).  Only about 14% of Black Hills 

residents reported that they do not spend much time participating in outdoor activities near 

their home (Table 19).  As expected, summer was the most active time period for outdoor 

activities and winter the least active. 

 Participation in Hunting.  Most Black Hills residents (70%) have participated in 

hunting at some time in their lives, with about 24% having done some type of hunting during 

the previous year (2007) (Table 20). 

 
 
 
Table 12. I often participate in outdoor activities near my home. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3)   4.5% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   5.1% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   2.6% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
12.2% 

Neither  (0) 10.8% NEITHER 10.8% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 17.5% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 32.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+3) 27.1% 

 
AGREE 

 
77.0% 

Number 4,414 NUMBER 4,414 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 1.37 1.32 – 1.42 
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Table 13. I avoid participation in outdoor activities near my home due to fear of 

strangers. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 66.4% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 14.6% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   3.9% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
84.9% 

Neither  (0)   9.4% NEITHER   9.4% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)   2.7% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   1.3% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   1.7% 

 
AGREE 

 
  5.7% 

Number 4,419 NUMBER 4,419 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -2.22 -2.26 – -2.18 
 
 
 
Table 14. My job requires that I spend a lot of time outside near my home. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 38.4% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   8.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   4.0% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
50.9% 

Neither  (0) 26.6% NEITHER 26.6% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)   5.8% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   6.8% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   9.9% 

 
AGREE 

 
22.5% 

Number 4,294 NUMBER 4,294 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -0.87 -0.93 – -0.81 
 
 
 
Table 15. I participate in outdoor activities near my home mainly to get exercise. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3)   6.9% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   7.7% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   7.4% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
22.1% 

Neither  (0) 16.5% NEITHER 16.5% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 25.7% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 22.7% 
Strongly Agree  (+3) 13.0% 

 
AGREE 

 
61.4% 

Number 4,393 NUMBER 4,393 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 0.67 0.62 – 0.72 
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Table 16. I am afraid of being harmed by wildlife if I participate in outdoor activities 

near my home. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 62.8% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 13.5% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   4.4% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
80.8% 

Neither  (0)   7.0% NEITHER   7.0% 
Slightly Agree  (+1)   8.2% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   2.1% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   1.9% 

 
AGREE 

 
12.2% 

Number 4,424 NUMBER 4,424 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -2.02 -2.06 – -1.97 
 
 
 
Table 17. I wish I had access to more land areas near my home to participate in outdoor 

activities. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 14.5% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2)   8.4% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   5.3% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
28.3% 

Neither  (0) 26.2% NEITHER 26.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 12.1% 
Moderately Agree  (+2) 14.8% 
Strongly Agree  (+3) 18.6% 

 
AGREE 

 
45.5% 

Number 4,374 NUMBER 4,374 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. 0.32 0.26 – 0.38 
 
 
 
Table 18. I would pay a fee to have access to more land areas near my home to 

participate in outdoor activities. 
Full Attitude (scale) Percent SUMMARIZED ATTITUDE PERCENT 
Strongly Disagree  (-3) 37.1% 
Moderately Disagree  (-2) 10.9% 
Slightly Disagree  (-1)   8.1% 

 
DISAGREE 

 
56.2% 

Neither  (0) 21.2% NEITHER 21.2% 
Slightly Agree  (+1) 12.4% 
Moderately Agree  (+2)   5.9% 
Strongly Agree  (+3)   4.3% 

 
AGREE 

 
22.6% 

Number 4,403 NUMBER 4,403 
 

Mean / 95% C.I. -1.04 -1.10 – -0.99 
 

 9 



Black Hills Residents’ Attitudes towards Place & Wildlife Preview of Selected Results 
Gigliotti, Teel, and Dietsch 

 
Table 19. Black Hills Residents:  Season(s) when they spend the most time participating 

in outdoor activities near their home (multiple responses possible if spending 
a similar amount of time in more than one season). 

 
Season 

Number 
Responses 

Percent of 
Responses 

Percent of 
Cases 

Spring   2,537 24.4% 57.4% 
Summer   3,450 33.2% 78.0% 
Fall   2,653 25.5% 60.0% 
Winter   1,151 11.1% 26.0% 
Don’t spend much time participating in 
outdoor activities near my home. 

 
     600 

 
  5.8% 

 
13.6% 

Number Responses / Cases 10,391 100% 4,423 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 20. Black Hills Residents: Participation in hunting. 

Number No Yes Have you ever participated in 
hunting? 4,450 30.0% 70.0% 

 
Number No Yes Did you participate in any type of 

hunting last year (Jan. – Dec., 2007)? 4,443 76.1% 23.9% 
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Part 5 Wildlife Value Orientations1

 

 Wildlife value orientations are used to classify Black Hills residents in four groups 

based on their basic beliefs about wildlife and wildlife management (Figure 2).1   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Black Hills Citizens  
Wildlife Value Orientations

Utilitarian (45.2%)

Pluralist (24.2%)

Mutualist (20.5%)

Distanced (10.1%)

UTILITARIAN  (45.2%).  Believe that wildlife should be used and managed primarily for 
human benefit.  Individuals with a strong utilitarian orientation are more likely to prioritize human 
well-being over wildlife in their attitudes and behaviors.  They are also more likely to find 
justification for treatment of wildlife in utilitarian terms and to rate actions that result in death or 
harm to wildlife as being acceptable. 
 

MUTUALIST  (20.5%).  View wildlife as capable of living in relationships of trust with 
humans, as if part of an extended family, and deserving of rights and caring.  Those with a strong 
mutualism orientation are less likely to support actions resulting in death or harm to wildlife, more 
likely to engage in welfare-enhancing behaviors for individual wildlife (e.g., feeding), and more 
likely to view wildlife in human terms (e.g., Bambi). 
 

PLURALIST  (24.2%).  Hold both a mutualism and a utilitarian value orientation toward 
wildlife.  Which of the orientations plays a role is dependent upon the given situation.  For certain 
issues, Pluralists are likely to respond in a manner similar to that of Utilitarians, whereas for other 
issues they may behave more like Mutualists. 
 

DISTANCED  (10.1%).  Do not hold either a utilitarian or a mutualism orientation.  As their 
label suggests, they tend to be less interested in wildlife and wildlife related issues.  The Distanced 
type is also more likely than the other value types to express fear, or concern for safety, while in 
the outdoors due to the possibility of negative encounters with wildlife (e.g., risk of being attacked 
or contracting a disease). 

Figure 2.   Black Hills residents’ wildlife value orientations. 

                                                 
1 Teel, T. L., Dayer, A. A., Manfredo, M. J., & Bright, A. D.  (2005).  Regional results from the  

research project entitled "Wildlife Values in the West."  (Project Rep. No. 58).  Project Report for 
the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies.  Fort Collins, CO:  Colorado State University, 
Human Dimensions in Natural Resources Unit. 
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 The wildlife value orientations model (Figure 2) is evaluated here for its utility in 

predicting attitudes towards specific wildlife species and management issues, and some 

general attitudes towards wildlife.  The wildlife value orientations model was strongly related 

to Black Hills residents’ attitudes toward a mountain lion season in South Dakota and their 

beliefs about the effect of climate change in the Black Hills  (Tables 21 and 22 and Figures 3 

– 6).  Most utilitarians supported the mountain lion season and felt that climate change was 

not currently affecting the area near their home while most mutualists opposed the mountain 

lion season and believed that climate change was currently affecting the area near their home. 

 The wildlife value orientation model was also related to residents’ preference for 

management action towards a non-problem mountain lion living in their area (Table 23).  

Utilitarians and distanced individuals were more likely to support killing the mountain lion 

compared to mutualists, with pluralists falling in between.  However, in spite of this 

difference in value orientations, most residents supported an action that did not involve 

killing the mountain lion. 

 The differences among the four value orientation types for desired direction of 

wildlife populations were subtle (Table 24 and Figure 7).  Overall, Black Hills residents 

tended, on average, to desire slightly lower populations of mountain lions, deer and coyote, 

slightly higher levels of elk, and keeping the numbers of bear at current levels; however, note 

that the bear population in the South Dakota Black Hills is probably near zero.  In general, 

utilitarians and distanced individuals desired lower levels of wildlife populations, on average 

compared to mutualists’ desire for higher population levels, with pluralists in between.  The 

exception being for elk, which is a highly valued big game species in the Black Hills, with 

utilitarians, pluralists and mutualists all desiring a higher population value compared to 

distanced individuals. 

 On average, all groups disagreed that wildlife near their homes were a nuisance and 

posed a dangerous risk to people and agreed that wildlife near their homes was enjoyable to 

have around.  On average, utilitarians and distanced individuals were less likely to disagree 

that wildlife was a nuisance compared to mutualists, with pluralists falling in between (Table 

25).  A main difference between utilitarians and distanced individuals was the utilitarians’ 

much higher evaluation of the recreational value of wildlife.  Mutualists had the highest 

 12 
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agreement that wildlife near their home were enjoyable to have around.  Utilitarians had the 

highest percentage reporting having experienced recent problems with wildlife and knowing 

of neighbors having wildlife problems, and mutualists reported the fewest problems with 

wildlife (Table 26). 

 As expected, the four wildlife value orientation types were strongly related to 

participation in hunting (Table 27 and Figure 8).  Utilitarians and pluralists had much higher 

participation in hunting compared to mutualists and distanced.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 21. Black Hills residents’ attitude towards a mountain lion season in South 

Dakota analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see Figures 3 and 4). 
Wildlife Value Orientation – Black Hills Residents Attitude towards 

Mountain Lion Season Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 
FAVOR 81.9% 63.8% 24.7% 53.3% 
NEUTRAL 10.0% 14.4% 16.2% 21.1% 
OPPOSE   8.1% 21.8% 59.1% 25.6% 
NUMBER 1,978 1,056 897 441 

 

MEAN ATTITUDE1 1.85 0.98 -0.99 0.60 
95% C.I. 1.79 – 1.92 0.86 – 1.09 -1.12 – -0.86 0.43 – 0.77 
1Attitude scale:  Strongly Oppose=-3, Moderately Oppose=-2, Slightly Oppose=-1, Neutral=0,   
  Slightly Favor=+1, Moderately Favor=+2, Strongly Favor=+3 
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Figure 3. Black Hills residents’ attitude towards a mountain lion season in South 
Dakota analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see Table 21). 
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Figure 4. Black Hills residents’ mean attitude towards a mountain lion season in South 
Dakota analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see Table 21). 
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Table 22. Beliefs about climate change in relation to the area near Black Hills residents’ 

homes:  I believe that climate change is currently affecting the area near my 
home, analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see Figures 5 and 6). 

Black Hills Residents – Belief about Climate Change Climate Change is 
Affecting My Area Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 
DISAGREE 52.5% 31.2% 19.0% 31.5% 
NEITHER 15.2% 14.5% 16.2% 23.2% 
AGREE 32.3% 54.4% 64.8% 45.3% 
NUMBER 1,994 1,078 912 448 

 

MEAN ATTITUDE1 -0.76 0.25 0.81 0.03 
95% C.I. -0.85 – -0.68 0.13 – 0.37 0.70 – 0.94 -0.14 – 0.20 
1Attitude scale:  Strongly Disagree=-3, Moderately Disagree=-2, Slightly Disagree=-1, Neither=0,   
  Slightly Agree=+1, Moderately Agree=+2, Strongly Agree=+3 
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Figure 5. Beliefs about climate change in relation to the area near Black Hills residents’ 
homes: I believe that climate change is currently affecting the area near my 
home, analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see Table 22). 
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Figure 6. Black Hills Residents:  Mean Belief – I believe that climate change is 
currently affecting the area near my home, analyzed by their wildlife value 
orientation (see Table 22). 

 
 
 
 
Table 23. If it was known that a mountain lion lives in the area where you live but had 

not caused any problems or exhibited any threatening behavior, which action 
would you want the state wildlife agency (GFP) to take analyzed by their 
wildlife value orientation? 

Black Hills Residents – Wildlife Value Orientations Management  
Action Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 
Take no action 13.3%   9.4% 11.6% 10.5% 
Educate the public 31.4% 40.7% 53.3% 34.7% 
Chase the lion away 11.0%   9.9% 10.2% 12.1% 
Capture & remove 31.7% 33.2% 24.4% 32.6% 
Destroy the lion 10.9%   4.5%   0.4%   9.6% 
No opinion   1.7%   2.2%   0.1%   0.5% 
NUMBER 1,939 1,048 899 438 
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Table 24. Black Hills residents’ desired direction (mean scores) for wildlife populations 

over the next five years analyzed by their wildlife value orientation (see 
Figure 7). 

Wildlife Species – Desired Population Direction1Wildlife Value 
Orientation Mountain Lion Elk Deer Coyote Black Bear 
Utilitarian 2.36 3.57 2.51 2.54 2.97 
Pluralist 2.56 3.70 2.78 2.64 3.08 
Mutualist 2.89 3.63 2.82 2.97 3.24 
Distanced 2.44 3.31 2.43 2.50 2.71 
1Population direction scale:  0 = Eliminate, 1 = Decrease Greatly, 2 = Decrease Some,  
  3 = Remain at Current Level, 4 = Increase Some, 5 = Increase Greatly 
 
 
 
 
Table 25. Black Hills residents’ views (mean scores) about wildlife near their home 

analyzed by their wildlife value orientation. 
Black Hills Residents – Wildlife Value Orientations The wildlife near my home… 

(mean score)1 Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 
…are generally a nuisance (cause 
problems). 

 
-0.39 

 
-0.85 

 
-1.57 

 
-0.46 

     

…are enjoyable to have around. 1.50 2.12 2.29 1.12 
     

…pose a dangerous risk to people. -1.16 -1.19 -0.59 -1.08 
     

…provide valuable opportunities 
for recreation. 

 
1.13 

 
1.46 

 
0.79 

 
0.19 

     

I rarely see any wildlife near my 
home. 

 
-1.81 

 
-1.49 

 
-1.44 

 
-1.61 

1Attitude scale:  Strongly Disagree=-3, Moderately Disagree=-2, Slightly Disagree=-1, Neither=0,   
  Slightly Agree=+1, Moderately Agree=+2, Strongly Agree=+3 
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Figure 7. Black Hills residents’ desired direction (mean scores) for wildlife populations 
over the next five years analyzed by their wildlife value orientation. (see 
Table 24 for description of population scale). 

 
 
 
 
Table 26. Black Hills residents’ experiences with wildlife problems near their home 

analyzed by their wildlife value orientation. 
Black Hills Residents – Wildlife Value Orientations Wildlife Problems 
Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 

I personally have experienced problems near my home. 
          YES 35.6% 22.6% 14.2% 28.9% 
          NO 64.4% 77.4% 85.8% 71.1% 
Number 1,996 1,066 908 443 
     

My neighbors have experienced problems. 
          YES 29.0% 22.5% 13.3% 22.6% 
          NO 34.6% 39.3% 46.4% 35.5% 
          Don’t Know 36.5% 38.2% 40.3% 41.9% 
Number 1,906 1,032 895 434 
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Table 27. Black Hills residents’ participation in hunting analyzed by their wildlife value 

orientation (see Figure 8). 
Black Hills Residents – Wildlife Value Orientations Participation in hunting 
Utilitarian Pluralist Mutualist Distanced 

Have you ever participated in hunting? 
          YES 80.7% 72.4% 49.3% 58.8% 
          NO 19.3% 27.6% 50.7% 41.2% 
Number 2,005 1,076 908 439 
     

Did you participate in any type of hunting last year (January – December, 2007)? 
          YES 34.7% 23.8%   5.4%   14.3% 
          NO 65.3% 76.2% 94.6% 85.7% 
Number 2,002 1,068 910 440 
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Figure 8. Black Hills residents’ participation in hunting analyzed by their wildlife value 
orientation (see Table 27). 
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Discussion 
 Attitudes towards Mountain Lions.  Overall, Black Hills residents have strong 

support for mountain lions living in the Black Hills.  Only 7% would want a non-problem 

mountain lion destroyed if it was living in their area and only 3% wanted mountain lions 

eliminated from the Black Hills.  Almost half (46%) want the mountain lion population to 

remain at about the current level.  More residents wanted to see a decrease in the mountain 

lion population than wanted to see an increase, which probably explains the high support for 

having a mountain lion season in South Dakota.  A mountain lion season can be used to 

maintain the population at current levels or to reduce the population level.  Attitudes towards 

the mountain lion season were strongly related to one’s wildlife value orientation. 

 Wildlife Value Orientations.  One of the basic utilities of the wildlife value 

orientations model is that it provides a construct for understanding people’s responses to 

management issues.  As such, it provides “a better understanding of diverse publics through 

a determination of the multiple perspectives towards wildlife that exist in society” (page 4).2  

Wildlife value orientations have been shown to be effective in predicting participation in 

wildlife-related recreation and attitudes towards wildlife management issues and actions.2  

This study further explores the utility of the wildlife value orientation model (part 5 of this 

report). 

 The wildlife value orientations were very strongly related to specific management 

actions and issues, such as the mountain lion season and beliefs about impacts of climate 

change.  In these cases utilitarians and mutualists held opposing positions and beliefs, with 

pluralists somewhat in between.  However, when measuring residents’ views about wildlife 

near their home (e.g. Table 25), although significant, the differences among the four wildlife 

value orientation types were not as polarized.  In other words, groups seemed more in 

consensus with respect to how they thought about wildlife near their home.  

  

 

                                                 
2 Teel, T. L., Dayer, A. A., Manfredo, M. J., & Bright, A. D.  (2005).  Regional results from the  

research project entitled "Wildlife Values in the West."  (Project Rep. No. 58).  Project Report for 
the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies.  Fort Collins, CO:  Colorado State University, 
Human Dimensions in Natural Resources Unit. 
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Another interesting finding was the large difference in experience with wildlife-

related problems between utilitarians and mutualists considering that all respondents live in 

the Black Hills (see Table 26).  Two explanations are probably working in conjunction to 

produce this difference.  One hypothesis is that utilitarians tend to live in more rural areas 

and thus to experience more problems with wildlife compared to mutualists.  Another 

hypothesis is that utilitarians and mutualists probably view encounters with wildlife 

differently, with the utilitarians more likely than mutualists to attach a negative label to 

various encounters with wildlife.  

Distanced individuals tended to be relatively similar to utilitarians and pluralists on 

specific and general attitudes related to wildlife except for having a lower appreciation for 

wildlife in general and a much lower recognition of the recreational benefit of wildlife, 

especially game species.  These findings are consistent with the definition assigned to this 

group, i.e., they tend to be less interested in wildlife and wildlife-related issues. 

 The wildlife value orientations were measured and summarized for the whole state in 

20042 (compared here with the data summarized for the Black Hills region): 
 

Wildlife Value 
Orientation 

South Dakota 
(2004) 

Black Hills 
(2009) 

Utilitarian 49.9% 45.2% 
Pluralist 28.7% 24.2% 
Mutualist 15.1% 20.5% 
Distanced   6.3% 10.1% 

 

This study also evaluated the wildlife value orientations on a finer scale than the regional 

summary provided in this report.  This study collected data at the census block group level 

for the Black Hills (48 units).  Colorado State University will be producing a comprehensive 

report that presents the data geographically for the Black Hills, showing how values and 

attitudes are associated with where people live in the Black Hills. 

 

 

 21 


