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Abstract: - Hotspot analysis and Human Perception of Ursus Actos in the Romanian Carpathians. 
The bear by its nature is an opportunistic animal, in a permanent competition for food resources with ot-
her carnivorous species and lately with man. Given the degradation of its habitat and the penetration of 
man into its space, bear-human coexistence is an essential element to ensure the long-term conservation 
of the species. The purpose of this study is to make distribution maps of the Ursus actos species in Ro-
mania taking into account the official reports assuming at the same time the degree of their subjectivity. 
In order to reduce this subjectivity, a hotspot analysis was applied that highlights the areas with a high 
density of bears in the mountainous area of Brasov, Harghita, Mures Covasna counties, counties where 
the number of interactions between bears and inhabitants and / or tourists is high, causing even isolated 
human casualties. For the analysis of the perception of the inhabitants of these regions and not only, on 
the risk induced by the presence of bears, a form was applied with the help of which the reaction of the 
people in case of bear encounters was highlighted, frequencies of encounters, the periods of the year 
when most interactions happened as well as the most frequent measures taken by them to avoid dama-
ges.  
Key-Words: Ursus actos, GIS analysis, density, spatial distributions 

 
 

 
1 Babeș Bolyai Univeristy, Faculty of Geography, Cluj Napoca 400006, Clinicilor Street, Romania, e-mail: alexchi-
ra95@gmail.com, sanda.rosca@ubbcluj.ro, iuliu.vescan@ubbcluj.ro. 

1 Introduction  
The European countries, but also the 

other countries where we find the brown bear 
species (Ursus arctos) have studied the main 
factors that favors the production of conflicts 
and also the human attitude regarding the pre-
sence of the species and the bear behaviour 
(Manea et al., 2018). Most bears in Europe live 
in the forests of Romania (Linnel and Cretois, 
2018), more than in all European countries put 
togheter where the brown bear lives. 

The brown bear that we found in roma-
nian teritory (the eurasian brownbear, Ursus 
arctos arctos Linnaeus), are carnivoran mam-
mals of the family Ursidae. Female specimens 
have an average weight of 100-200 kg and 
140-320 kg for male specimens (Mertens and 
Ionescu, 2000), the longevity of the species is 
average, bears living around 25 to 30 years 
(Micu et al., 2010). Sexual maturity at bears is 
reached at high age, indicatind the fact that the 
females give birth to the first cubs after they 
reach the age of 4 to 6 years old and they have 
an average of 2 to 4 cubs.  

Among carnivores, the bear has the best 
developed smell, with a role in identifying the 
presence of humans, other bears, cubs, food 

resources and in finding a match. It’s demon-
strated that bears can track humans even after 
40 hours of its passage (Pop, 2011). Bears diet 
is omnivorous, being demonstrated by bears 
dentition and their digestive system. The bears 
winter sleep varies between 3-6 months and 
it’s an adaptation to the lack of food in this 
season. An important factor that affectes the 
duration of the winter sleep is the quantity of 
fat acumulated before winter, fat being the only 
source of energy consumed during this period.  

Other important factors are the weather 
conditions, the thickness of snow layer being 
an impediment in the search for food. If the 
bears find enough food, they remain active all 
year round. The bear significantly reduces its 
cardio-pulmonary activity, but in case of dan-
ger he can react quickly. Some authors note 
that during winter sleep weight loss varies 
between 8-20% for unproductive specimens 
and 25-40% for pregnant females (Linnell et 
al., 2008). The bear is a solitary animal, the 
need to get closer to its peers appears only du-
ring the mating season. 

The bear is not an animal with strong 
territorial behaviour, when it comes to obtain 
food, the bear is oportunistic, that means he is 
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using all kinds of natural and antropogenic 
habitats, in some cities in Romania they can be 
frequently observed in the area of dumpsters, 
nearby cottages and crops in rural areas. It 
should be noted that the bear has an excellent 
long-term memory and a very good ability to 
learn, he memories the places with food reso-
urces (Dolson, 2007), important skills when it 
comes to analize a conflict and the choice of 
prevention metods. 

Previous studies have shown an associ-
ation between feeding and self-defence beha-
viour. According to some authors, the atypical 
elements stand out, at specimens with abnor-

mal behaviour we distinguish two categories: 
“habituated bears” and “food-conditioned 
bears” (Dolson, 2007; Herrero et al., 2005). 
The bear has a level of tolerance towards hu-
mans since birth and after repeated contacts 
without negative experiences, the bear can ac-
cept the presence of humans wich makes him a 
habituated bear. As a result of repeated con-
tacts without negtive experiences, the level of 
tolerance is exceeded and there are chances 
that when he senses the human presence the 
bear won’t retreat or avoid a possible interacti-
on, his behaviour remaining unpredictable. 

 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of Ursus Arctos in Romania (According to the IUCN data, 2018; Synthetic re-
port on the conservation status of species and habitats of community interest in Romania: Mihăilescu 

et al., 2015) 
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Therea are more and more situations 
that proves the fact that the natural behaviour 
of the bear is changed locally, wich draws at-
tention to the implementation of preventive 
measures. Feeding the bears in touristical areas 
in order to make them get closer to tourists 
represents a bad example wich leads to both 
habituation and food conditioning. In the warm 
season of 2020 and 2021, near the Transfagara-
san road were observed females with cubs, 
male and juvenile specimens. Abnormal beha-
vioral patterns, from a biological, ethological 
and social perspective, lead to risks for humans 
and their households. 

In our country the brown bear enjoys 
legislative protection, the species is found in 
Annex II of the Habitats Directive, respectively 
in Annex 3 of GEO no. 57/2007, together with 
other species of wild fauna and flora of com-
munity interest, whose conservation requires 
the declaration of Special Areas of Conservati-
on (SAC) wich forms the Natura 2000 
Network. The bear is also listed in Annex IV of 
Habitats Directive, respectively Annex 4A of 
GEO no. 57/2007 as a species of Community 
interest. Among the obligations included in the 
Habitats Directive are: maintaining the favora-
ble conservation status of the brown bear popu-
lation, monitoring and regular reporting to the 
European Commission of the conservation sta-
tus of the species. 

By Law no. 407/2006 on hunting and 
protection of the hunting fund, with subsequent 
amendments, restrictions are imposed on the 
conduct of hunting, the brown bear is also in-
cluded in Annex 2 of this law, as a species of 
hunting interest for which hunting is prohibi-
ted. To reduce the man-bear conflict and to 
control the brown bear population, the compe-
tent authorities in Romania approve derogati-
ons from the measures of strict protection ba-
sed on the provisions of art. 16 of the Habitats 
Directive. Derogations are the last resort in the 
event of a conflict, but this should not adverse-
ly affect the maintenance of the bear populati-
on. On a global scale today, following the as-
sessment of the conservation status carried out 
on the basis of IUCN criteria, the brown bear is 
on the list of non-threatened species (LC-Least 
Concern) (McLellan and McLellan, 2008). 

According to the data presented in the 
Synthetic report on the conservation status of 
species and habitats of community interest in 
Romania, the assessment of the conservation 
status for an area of 66800 km2 is favorable 
both from the point of view of the population 
and of the species habitat as well as of the futu-
re perspectives (Fig. 1). Within the LIFE FOR 
BEAR project was made an analysis in the 
period 2015-2016, wich indicates the perma-
nent presence of the species at national level on 
an area of at least 71.840 km2. Following the 
IUCN report from 2018, a permanent presence 
was reported on an area of 82.300 km2 and a 
sporadic presence of the brown bear on appro-
ximately 4300 km2(Fig. 1). 

Most studies conducted in Romania are 
generally done for a certain area (Chiriac, 
2014) and doesn’t cover the entire area where 
the brown bear is spread and for this reason in 
this study we aimed to perform an analysis of 
the distribution of bears in Romania according 
to official sources in order to identify the areas 
with their highest density, areas that represent 
hotspots on wich the responsible authorities to 
direct their attention in order to reduce the ne-
gative effects of conflicts. 

 
2 Database and methodology 

In order to achieve the mai objective of 
the present study, the analysis of the brown 
bear distribution in Romania was performed 
using GIS spatial analysis and mapping techni-
ques that allowed the identification of territori-
es with high density of studied species taking 
into account the official reports and the specia-
lized studies regarding the species analyzed in 
the present study. The distribution maps of the 
brown bear species highlight the counties but 
also the relief units in which the concentration 
is high, which puts a higher risk on the human 
population. 

In order to identify the areas with the 
highest concentration of the species, its density 
was analyzed and Gi * de Getis-Ord analysis 
was performed (Getis and Ord, 1992, Ord and 
Getis, 1995) using Mapping Cluster tools and 
the following equation: 
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Where G_j^* statistics is a z-score, xj is 

the attribute value for feature j, wi,j is the spati-
al weight between feature i and j, n is equal to 
the total number of features and: 

; and  . 

In order to capture the perception of the 
inhabitants on the approach to the bears, on the 
modification of their behavior and in general 
on the knowledge they had in exceptional situ-
ations of conflicts between man and bear bear 
used an online form containing questions about 
the location where these people had contact 
with the species studied, the location and peri-
od in which this contact took place, their per-
sonal attitude towards the species, perception 
of the risk induced by the presence / approach 
and the protective measures they apply to re-
medy the negative effects.  

 

3 Results and discussions 
Estimating the bear population in Ro-

mania is a laborious activity on which attention 
has been frequently drawn recently. Aceasta se 
realizeaza prin metode diverse directe si indi-
recte în funcție de obiectivul studiat (Gese, 
2001). In Romania the brown bear population 
has experienced over time an important varia-
tion in terms of quantity. The bear population 
has a numerical variation influenced directly 
by changes in legislation aiming at the conser-
vation of the species with constant population 
growth and in periods when the bear has been 
treated as a game species where has been ob-
served a significant decline. The Romanian 
government signed the Berne Convention in 
1996, making the bear a protected species. In 
2013 the estimated population based on data 
reported by hunters, it’s over  6000 specimens 

(representing 35% of the population in the Eu-
ropean Union). 

The average density of bears in 2014 in 
Romania was about 8 bears/100 km2. These 
values sustain the probability that the species is 
found in the mountain and hill area and also 
neighboring depression. (Chiriac, 2014). The 
presence of bears in a certain territory can be 
confirmed by several indicators such as: traces 
on mud or snow, excrement, markings on tree 
trunks, the presence of burrows (Sandu, 2013). 
Non-invasive (remote) estimation methods 
involve the inventory of signs (Pop, 2013), 
utilizarea stațiilor de urmarire si a camerelor 
foto-video (Kays, 2008), DNA analysis of bio-
logical samples (Pop, 2011), use of specially 
trained dogs to identify signs (Long et 
al.,2007). 

In Romania, concentrations were ob-
served in the areas covered by deciduous fo-
rests in September-October (Pop, 2011). Ac-
cording to official estimates, the counties with 
the highest density are represented by Brașov, 
Covasna, Harghita, Bistrița, Mureș, Neamț and 
Buzău, counties that overlap with the northeas-
tern and central area of the Carpathians. At the 
local level, the highest density is registered in 
the area of Brașov and Prahova Valley, in the 
massifs Postăvarul, Piatra mare, Bucegi and 
Baiului Mountains, the density being between 
50-60 individuals/10,000 hectares of habitat, 
including the habituated bears that enter the 
public domain (Ionescu, 2013). 

 
3.1 Hot spot analysis 
  On the Romanian territory, there are a 
number of 2151 hunting funds, for 527 of them 
the presence of the brown bear was reported at 
in 2014, the hunting funds with the largest 
number of individuals being: 1 Negoiu, 8 Jepi, 
16 Râușor, 22 Rucăr, 24 Oituz, 25 Ojdula etc. 
(Fig. 2). 
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Figure 2. Number of bears in Romania (according to official reports from 2014) 

 
The counties with high numbers of 

bears are Harghita, Covasna, Brasov which are 
found predominantly in the mountainous area 
with mixed forests (deciduous and coniferous) 
providing favorable conditions for the survival 
of the brown bear. To these are added counties 
such as Mures, Arges, Bistrita-Nasaud, Sucea-
va (Fig. 3) where the numbers are also high, 
these induce the need to apply efficien measu-
res of wildlife management in such a way that 
the negative effects on human safety are dimi-
nished  

The Hot Spot analysis performed with 
the help of ArcMap 10.7 software allowed the 
identification of the statistically significant 
spatial clusters of high values (hot spots) and 
low values (cold spots) and evaluates a confi-
dence level bin for each bear observation po-
ints for determining the confidence levels it is 
used Apply False Discovery Rate (FDR). 

There are mountainous areas located in 
the western side of Eastern Carpathians, in the 
Curvature Carpathians as well as in the Fagaras 
and Bucegi a level of confidante of Hot Spot is 
over 99% (Fig. 3). 

Territories with insignificant values or 
those areas included in the cold zone category 
indicate a high degree of data dispersion wit-
hout an apparent spatial clustering. 

The habitats where the brown bear is 
found are mixed forests in hilly and mountai-
nous areas, which are large and are easily af-
fected by human activity, so it provides bears 
withfeeding, shelter and quiet conditions. But 
the continuous alteration of the natural habitat 
that appears as a result of anthropogenic pres-
sures leads to the amplification of conflicts. 
Habitat conservation is the basic condition for 
the implementation of the action and manage-
ment plan for the conservation of the brown 
bear in Romania. The brown bear habitats in 
Romania are an integral part of the Carpathian 
region of bear distribution in Europe, they are 
homogeneous and unfragmented, associated 
with extensive natural forest ecosystems and 
allow unrestricted migration to habitats in ne-
ighboring countries of the same quality (Iones-
cu, 2016). 
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Figure 3. Ursus actos hot spot analysis 

 
The measures taken for the conservati-

on of habitats also involve their constant moni-
toring in order to observe the possible changes 
in the state of the habitat and to implement 
correctly the conservation measures. These 
involve good forest conservation and the avoi-
dance of intensive large-scale crops inside ha-
bitats, good waste management, reducing habi-
tat as well as the delimitation of a network of 
ecological corridors at national level so that 
territorial development strategies do not cause 
damage on wildlife in different parts of the 
country. (Ionescu, 2016). These ecological 
corridors facilitate the movement of the species 
through areas whose habitat type is less favo-
rable (Szilard et al., 2013) serving as migration 
and dispersal routes (Tillmann, 2005). 

 
3.2 Analysis of risk perception using forms 

The form circulated online between 
April and May 2021, during which 501 an-
swers were registered: 65.2% of respondents 

are male, 34.8% female, 31.8% are represented 
by people aged between 30-40 years, followed 
by the age group between 40-50 years (24%). 
17% of those who answered the questionnaire 
are young people aged 20-25 years, 12.8% are 
between 25 and 30 years old, 12.4% are people 
over 50 years old and only 2% of those sur-
veyed are young people aged 15-20 years. Re-
garding the level of studies completed, most of 
those surveyed are graduates of the undergra-
duate cycle (37.6%), followed by master's de-
gree graduates (26.8%) and high school gradu-
ates (17%). A lower percentage of respondents 
have doctoral studies (7.6%), 6% have comple-
ted post-secondary education, 4% vocational 
and technical education, 0.6% graduated pri-
mary school and only 0.4% are respondents 
who graduated high school. Responses were 
received from 38 counties of the country (Ta-
ble 1). 
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Table1. Number of forms distributed by counties 

 
Of the total number of respondents to 

the questionnaire, most of these respondents 
(42.5%) had direct contact with the bear, only 
16.2% had indirect contact, this means that they 
have identified traces left by it (excrement, 
footprints, fur threads caught on tree bark or 
barbed wire, damage to the household on crops 
or attacks on domestic animals), 33.2% stated 
that they had never interacted with a bear, and 
the remaining 8.2% of respondents know cases 
in which somebody had to deal with the bear. In 
Mureș county there were 55 such cases, follo-
wed by Brașov county with 54 cases and Praho-
va county with 52 cases. Harghita (25), Argeș 
(19), Bistrița-Năsăud (18), Covasna (12), Ma-
ramureș (11), Vrancea and Hunedoara counties 
with 10 cases, followed by Suceava with 9 and 
Sibiu and Cluj counties with 8 cases. Counties 
with the fewest cases, in descending order are: 
Dâmbovița and Neamț with 5 cases, followed 
by Buzau with 3 cases, and on the last places are 
located the counties of Alba, Arad, Caraş-
Severin with 2 cases and the counties of Bihor, 
Gorj, Satu Mare and Sălaj with only one case 
reported. Analyzing the periods, it was observed 

that the months of the year with the most hu-
man-bear interactions appeared in summer (131 
cases), more exactly June (34 cases), July (42 
cases) and August (55 cases). The large number 
of cases during this period can be explained by 
the fact that in summer there is a greater influx 
of people in mountainous areas for various re-
creational activities and not only, but also beca-
use the bear is looking for food. Autumn is 
another season with many cases recorded (83 
cases), of which September with 36 cases, Oc-
tober with 28 cases and November with 19 ca-
ses. The high number of interactions in the fall it 
is due to the fact that during this period the or-
chard trees and agricultural crops are ripe the 
bears being attracted by their sweet smell. The 
seasons with the fewest cases are spring and 
winter. The low number of cases during the 
winter is explained by the fact that in the mon-
ths of this season the so-called winter sleep of 
bears takes place, and the few cases that occur 
are explained by the fact that either the bear did 
not accumulate enough fat for winter sleep and 
is still looking for food or the man disturbed the 
bear in the den. Most cases occurred, as expec-

No. County No. of Forms No. County No. of Forms 
 1 Alba 3 22 Hunedoara 8 
2 Arad 23 23 Ialomița 1 
3 Argeș 5 24 Iași 19 
4 Bacău 6 25 Ilfov 4 
5 Bihor 1 26 Maramureș 13 
6 Bistrița-Năsăud 20 27 Mehedinți 1 
7 Botoșani 1 28 Mun. București 53 
8 Brașov 42 29 Mureș 78 
9 Brăila 2 30 Neamț 11 

10 Buzău 2 31 Olt 1 
11 Caraș-Severin 5 32 Prahova 21 
12 Călărași 0 33 Satu Mare 3 
13 Cluj 75 34 Sălaj 2 
14 Constanța 4 35 Sibiu 11 
15 Covasna 7 36 Suceava 12 
16 Dâmbovița 7 37 Teleorman 0 
17 Dolj 0 38 Timiș 18 
18 Galați 5 39 Tulcea 3 
19 Giurgiu 0 40 Vaslui 2 
20 Gorj 3 41 Vălcea 1 
21 Harghita 21 42 Vrancea 3 
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ted, while people practiced tourist activities in-
side bear habitats, cycling (mountain or endu-
rance), trips, camping, horseback riding, the 
hike is detached from the other tourist activities 
in terms of the number of cases with 79 respon-
ses received out of a total of 300. After hiking, 
those who had direct contact with the bear took 
a walk in the woods, at the edge of the forest or 
walking the streets of some localities while 
spending their free time. There were also cases 
where people were in their backyards and they 
saw the bear approaching their households. Pe-
ople who were picking berries or mushrooms 
they came across bears. A worrying fact is that 
people met the bear on the roads while driving a 
car, which demonstrates the need for ecological 
corridors. Hunting fund managers and forestry 
workers also had quite frequent experiences 
with the bear. 

Most of those surveyed have a positive 
attitude (82%), and the remaining 18% have a 
negative attitude towards the presence of the 
bearOf those who have a positive attitude 
28.04% agree with a reduction in the number 

of specimens, 47.07% consider that it should 
be maintained, 17.56% that should be increa-
sed and the remaining 7.31% had other opini-
ons or do not know what should be done in this 
case. Most people who have a negative attitude 
towards the bear also consider that population 
reduction is necessary (86.6%). Most of those 
who have a positive attitude come from the 
urban environment 58.8%, but also most of 
those who come from rural areas have a positi-
ve attitude 23.2%. When asked about the per-
ception of risk, most consider (30.4%) that the 
presence of the bear in the inhabited areas pre-
sents a moderate risk for the inhabitants. This 
percentage is followed by those who believe 
that the risk in terms of the presence of bears in 
inhabited areas is high (26.8%) and very high 
(27.2%).13.6% of respondents consider that the 
risk posed by the presence of the bear in in-
habited areas is minimal and only 2% believe 
that there is no risk. A correlation was made 
between those who had already had an experi-
ence with the bear and their perception (Table 
2). 

 
Table 2. Perception of the risk of those who have or have not had an experience with the bear 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The highest percentage of those who 

perceive the very high risk are those who had a 
direct conflict with the bear (42.4%). Among 
those who didn’t had any experience with the 
bear, consider the risk posed by the bear to be 
moderate (37.9%). Of those surveyed, 49% 
believe that the best method of prevention is to 
educate and inform the population on preventi-
ve measures, then 27% represent the percenta-
ge of those who consider that bear shooting is 
the best way to avoid conflicts with them. Only 
5% of those who answered this question belie-
ve that the bear should be left alone, on an 
equal result with those who believe that the 

best way to prevent bear-man conflict is to 
capture and relocate them. Only 1% of respon-
dents believe that the best way to prevent con-
flict is to chase away bears and 14% of those 
answered the survey had other opinions regar-
ding how to prevent the conflict between man 
and bear, the most relevant answers are: ban-
ning motor vehicles inside habitats to keep 
animals undisturbed, keeping the population 
under control through selective hunting.  

When it comes to the effects produced 
by the presence of the bear, the negative effects 
were the most selected. The most selected 
option is that the bear endangers human safety 

   The   type of     
            conflict 
 
Risk  
perception 

Known cases Direct Indirect   Never 

Very high 24,3% 42,4% 14,8% 14,4% 
High 31,7% 19,3% 34,5% 31,3% 
Moderate 29,2% 25,4% 28,4% 37,9% 
Minimum 9,7% 11,3% 22,2% 13,2% 
There is no risk 4,8% 1,4% - 3% 
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(261 selections) and increases the risk of mate-
rial damage to households (227 selections). 
From the category of positive effects the most 
selected was the fact that the bear indirectly 
protects the biodiversity of the territories in 
wich it has its habitat (193 selections), follo-
wed by raising the economic value of hunting 
funds where they are found (78 selections). 
From these answers it results that people do not 
know the importance of the bear for biodiversi-
ty or that the bear can be used to improve the 
economy being a species of hunting interest, 
and the effect of the man-bear conflict relati-
onship has more negative than positive effects. 
For those living in high-risk areas, to see what 
are the methods most used by them to defend 
their property, most of those who completed 
this form do not own a property in risk areas 
(60but among those who own such a property 
the most selected methods are guard dogs 
(111) and simple or electric fences (totaling 
124 selections), among them another method 
they use is the isolation of household waste 
(88) so that it does not represent an attraction 
for the bear. There are very few people that are 
using night watch and even fewer use re-
pellents. Regarding how to avoid meeting the 
bear in the woods or on hikes, most believe 
that making noise and avoiding group separati-
on are the most effective methods, together 
with the increased attention to the tracks and 
the maintenance of the marked route. Another 
good result is that people know how important 
it is not to throw food or leftover food behind 
them. However, those who are accompanied by 
dogs believe that they should be released, this 
being wrong because the bear could see the 
dog as a potential prey and at the same time 
could guide it towards us. There have been 
many people who claim that bear spray is an 
effective method and that it should not be mis-
sing from the hiking equipment. This analysis 
shows that hikers are well informed about what 
to do to avoid such encounters and for this rea-
son the encounters with the bear on hikes end 
well and they don’t end tragically. 

 
4 Conclusion 

In Europe, bear attacks on humans are 
very rare, excepting Romania where the inci-

dence of cases is much higher than in other 
countries where the brown bear is found, the 
frequency of cases being directly proportional 
to the number of specimens. 

In order for the bear not to leave its na-
tural habitat, a series of measures must be ta-
ken both inside the habitats and in their im-
mediate vicinity. The first stage consists in 
identifying the habitats, their quality and their 
degree of favorability, objectives that we will 
pursue in the following studies. 

The information collected on the basis of 
some criteria contributes to the realization of 
studies on the establishment of conservative ma-
nagement measures, habitat favorability, hunting 
quotas, but also the planning of expenses on da-
mages and their prevention (Pop, 2011). 

The hot spot analysis highlighted the 
western part of the Eastern Carpathians, the 
Curvature Carpathians as well as the Fagaras and 
Bucegi groups associated with counties with high 
numbers of bears: Harghita, Covasna, Brasov 
where the level of confidants of Hot Spot is over 
99%. Following the application of the form, the 
high frequency of meetings between man and 
bear was highlighted., most cases occurring 
between May and September. Most of the res-
pondents are well informed about the brown bear 
and know what they should do when they are put 
in a encounter situation. But what people do not 
know enough is the importance of the bear for 
nature in general and some measures should be 
taken to inform and raise awareness of these 
things, togheter with the level of risk that people 
are exposed to when they are preparing for a hike 
in areas with high bear density or when it comes 
to organize their households for people living in 
or even within the vicinity of habitats. Analyzing 
the answers received following the application of 
the questionnaire, it was observed that most cases 
of conflict took place inside bear habitats, and the 
bear's behavior was to move away from humans, 
which demonstrates their normal behavior. Ab-
normal behavior leads to those conflicts within 
the localities where the bear approaches man to 
receive food or destroy households. In all the 
cases analyzed, few knew exactly what they did, 
the rest of the people acted on instinct, just like 
the bear. 
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