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Abstract: The coyote’s ability to adapt to a wide variety of 
environments allows for this species to live, travel, and hunt in regions 
that are affected by human development and urbanization. However, 
this also increases the potential for human-coyote interactions, a 
topic which has not been thoroughly studied in the northeastern 
United States. Nine key themes emerged from this study: (a) 
physical and emotional distance, (b) aversive conditioning, (c) 
reliability of the source, (d) affinity for the abstract, (e) willingness to 
coexist, (f) human initiation, (g) coyote fear of humans, (h) food, and 
(i) disease. We encourage empathy towards coyotes which promotes 
peaceful coexistence and meaningful emotional connections. 
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rise in coyote sightings in Newton, Massachusetts, similar 

to situations currently being faced within many other urban 
and suburban areas, has led to safety concerns for these 
communities. According to Dave Wattles, a biologist with the 
Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, “All available habitat 
[in Massachusetts] is occupied by coyotes” (Tuoti, 2017). This study 
will examine human perceptions of coyotes within the Massachusetts 
city of Newton, an area of high urban coyote activity that has not 
been thoroughly studied. Human attitudes toward predatory species 
impact the ways in which humans handle interactions with them. 
Understanding residents’ perceptions of coyotes helps expose the 
limits of the community’s knowledge, which could serve to improve 
environmental education. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As a generalist species, coyotes are able to adapt and survive in a 
variety of environments (Gese et al., 2012). Perhaps the most 
common trend in research regarding urban coyotes is their rapidly 
increasing prevalence within urban and residential areas. Positive, 

negative, and neutral perceptions of coyotes are all present within the 
literature. College biology students in the Washington, DC, area 
were found to have a “neutral” stance on urban coyotes and had a 
foundational knowledge about coyote ecology and wanted to see 
them protected. This interplay between knowledge and overall 
perception of coyotes is also present within a study by Elliot et al. 
(2016), which found that “[a]s an abstract concept, the coyote is 
viewed relatively positively (e.g., as an important part of nature) but 
the actual animal is not welcome so close as the respondents’ own 
neighbourhoods” (p. 1345). Lawrence and Krausman (2011) found 
that the percentage of people living in areas with urban coyotes that 
view coyotes as a nuisance has decreased within the past decade. 
Similarly, participants in a 2015 study by Jackman and Rutberg 
demonstrated a growing acceptance of urban coyotes.  

Many of the participants in Lawrence and Krausman’s (2011) 
study knew that harassment of urban coyotes was advised; however, 
many reported silently observing the coyotes instead of practicing 
harassment. Similarly, Elliot and colleagues (2016) found that 
individuals knew the risks about leaving pets outdoors unattended, 
yet still engaged in the behavior. It is important to research 
discrepancies between knowledge and behavior. 

The current literature pertaining to human-coyote conflict in 
urban settings often utilizes online and in-person surveys to assess 
human understanding of, experiences with, and sentiments toward 
coyotes (Draheim et al., 2014; Elliot et al., 2016; Jackman & 
Rutberg, 2015; Kellert, 1985; Lawrence & Krausman, 2011). Studies 
using surveys frequently create indices to organize the data, e.g., 
attitudes toward coyotes, knowledge about coyote ecology, 
awareness of coyotes, and how likely the participants’ activities are to 
attract coyotes (Draheim et al., 2013; Elliot et al., 2016). 
 
Context 
Eastern coyotes are well-established throughout Massachusetts, 
with the exception of Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard (Learn about 
coyotes, n.d.). The city of Newton, MA, is largely considered an 
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urban/suburban space. With a population of approximately 87,018 
people, the majority of Newton consists of residential areas which are 
indicated in shades of yellow and brown on Newton’s zoning map, 
shown as Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1 
Zoning Within the City of Newton, Massachusetts 

  
Note: Source: City of Newton, n.d. 

By comparison, areas zoned as open space, recreation, and public use 
within the city, designated in green shades (Figure 1), are fragmented 
and disconnected. Such fragmentation leads to increased human 
interaction with coyotes as they are forced to move through human-
dominated environments to reach open, natural spaces. According 
to the city of Newton’s coyote reporting app (City of Newton, 
2020), there were 162 coyote sightings in Newton from May 7, 
2020, to November 5, 2020. The locations of these sightings are 
show in Figure 2. 
 
Figure 2 
Coyote Reports Within the City of Newton, Massachusetts 

Note: Each color marker represents the frequency of coyote 
sightings in that area, depicted as ranges in the legend. Specifically, 
the number in the center of each marker is the exact number of 
reported coyote sightings within that area of Newton. Source: City 
of Newton, 2020. 

METHODS 

Participants and Confidentiality 
We employed a purposive sample which targeted a specific group of 
people with a vested interest in the subject of the survey. The 
participants in this study were residents of Newton, MA who were 
members of either the “Newton Parents & Neighbors” or “Newton 
MA – What’s Happenin’” Facebook groups. These groups consist of 
people who are interested in sharing their experiences with and 
knowledge about coyotes in their neighborhoods. The recruitment 
method consisted of one researcher posting a link to a Google Form 
in the Facebook groups. To encourage more participation with our 
survey, our group reposted the link one week after its initial posting 
to the Facebook groups. The Google Form was first posted to 
“Newton Parents & Neighbors” on April 7, 2020, and to “Newton 
MA – What’s Happenin’” on April 9, 2020. The data collection 
period continued until May 5, 2020. All responses were anonymous; 
we did not ask participants for their names or signatures. 
 
Instrumentation 
This study referenced the works of Draheim et al. (2013), Elliot et al. 
(2016), Kellert (1985), and Lawrence and Krausman (2011) while 
creating the Google Form survey. Our instrument consisted of a 
combination of open-ended and multiple-choice questions. The 
instrument had seven sections and covered topics including 
demographics; individual interactions; stories about coyotes; 
understanding comfort, opinions, and knowledge; and attraction 
factors. 
 
Data Analysis 
We employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative research 
methods in this study. To analyze the qualitative data, we identified 
key results from various sections of our survey and then established 
themes based on these results. We then used descriptive statistics to 
make inferences from the data.  

RESULTS 

Demographics 
Our study engaged a total of 17 participants, nine of whom identified 
as male and eight as female. The age range was similar for both 
genders: Male participants were between 21 and 56 years of age with 
an average age of 42, while female participants were between the 
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ages of 23 and 57 with an average age of 43. The average age for all 
participants was 42 years old. 

Out of the 17 participants, 88.2% (n = 15) reported holding a 
bachelor’s degree or higher, while 11.8% (n = 2) had some college 
education. Just under half of the participants (47%) held a graduate-
level degree. These data suggest that our participants were a highly 
educated group.  

Seven participants (41%) had children under the age of 10 years 
old at the time of data collection. When asked about owning 
companion animals, 10 participants (58.8%) reported having 
companion animals in their households.  

Six participants (35.3%) reported that they live in Newton, MA 
generally, but did not provide a specific location. Of the participants 
who did identify a specific location, the most common areas of 
residence were Newtonville/Newton, Newton Center, and West 
Newton, with three participants living in each location. Two 
participants reported Newton Highlands as their location of 
residence. 
 
Participant Interactions with Coyotes 
In this study, we operationalized a coyote encounter as being in the 
presence of or seeing a coyote. Only four participants indicated that 
they had not had an encounter with coyotes, while the other 13 
participants had encountered coyotes in the Newton area.  

Two of these participants (11.8%) described experiences in which 
they felt the coyote directly acknowledged them. The first participant 
said her dog was the first to notice the coyote and alerted her to the 
coyote’s presence. The coyote ran away into the neighborhood, but 
“not before stopping across the street in a neighbor’s yard and 
watch[ing them] run back into the house.” The second participant 
mentioned that the coyote “looked at” him before moving away. 
Another two participants indicated uncertainty that the animal they 
saw was a coyote or a dog. 

When the participants were asked about the most appropriate 
way to react to a coyote interaction, 11 responses (64.7%) were 
related to keeping or creating distance between them and the 
coyote. Eight participants (47.1%) mentioned aversive conditioning 
(AC) techniques. Of those eight, half specifically said they would 
make loud noises to scare the coyote, one said they would throw 
rocks, and the other three did not specify which AC technique they 
would use but simply stated that they would “scare [the coyote] 
away.” About half of all participants (53%) wrote that the best 
practice during coyote sightings is to make loud noises to scare the 
coyote away. However, in their responses about their own 
experiences, none of the participants reported using this or any other 
AC technique. Only two participants said they would report their 
sighting on the City of Newton’s coyote-tracker app. 

 
Stories from Friends, Family, and the Community 
Nine participants (52.9%) heard stories of coyote sightings or 
attacks in their communities. Five of those participants reported 
hearing stories related to companion animals, of which three 
specifically used language such as “kill” and “attack” to describe what 
had happened in the story. Of those nine participants, the remaining 
two did not specify that a coyote had killed a companion animal, but 
instead described the disappearance of a companion animal and 
implied that they believed their disappearance was caused by a 
coyote. One participant said they heard about “a number of small 
dogs” who had “disappeared,” then continued, saying “there are 
frequent [coyote] sightings in the neighborhood.” The other 
participant reported that a “neighborhood cat went missing at the 
same time as an uptick in local coyote sightings.” 

 
Participant Perceptions of Animals/Nature 
The majority of participants (94.1%) claimed to be animal lovers, with 
the remaining participants indicating they may be animal lovers. No 
participants indicated they were not animal lovers. All participants 
said they enjoy seeing wildlife in their backyards and being in nature. 

 
Participant Perceptions of Coyotes 
Six participants (35.3%) believed coyote attacks could be blamed on 
human instigation. Reasons included “humans [getting] too close,” 
“humans exhibiting aggressive behavior,” “any attempt to interact 
with the animal,” and “humans encroaching on their land.” Similarly, 
three participants (17.6%) believed a coyote’s fear of humans may 
lead to an attack. These responses included statements like “they feel 
threatened,” they’re scared,” and “animal is afraid/has [pups].” 
Resources were also cited as reasons for coyote attacks, with three 
participants reporting food could cause coyotes to attack humans. 
One participant went a step further, specifically clarifying that 
coyote attacks may occur because “coyotes think humans are prey.” 
Disease was another commonly identified factor, with three 
participants mentioning rabies in their responses. 

Eight participants (47.1%) stated that they were not afraid of 
coyotes. Two participants said they were afraid, and the remaining 
participants had mixed perceptions about their feelings toward 
coyotes. One participant said, “I’m not afraid they will attack me, but 
I wouldn’t go near one,” and another similarly said that coyotes might 
be a “possible threat” to humans. One respondent expressed 
admiration for coyotes while indicating their potential for harm by 
saying, “I have a healthy respect for them. I wouldn’t approach one.” 

When asked where they would like to see a coyote, one 
participant said “nowhere,” and another said “anywhere.” Two 
participants specifically stated they would not want to see a coyote 
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in their own yard. Other responses included locations such as “zoo,” 
“from a distance,” “larger parks and non-urban green spaces,” and 
“from my house.” Five respondents wanted to see coyotes in the 
“forest,” “woods,” “wild,” or their “natural habitat.” 

Thirteen participants (76.5%) indicated they would not classify 
coyotes as pests or nuisance animals while two said they would. 
Other responses included conditional criteria including “if the 
population is too large, yes,” and “no, but I’m not a farmer.” Another 
respondent said they would not classify a coyote as a pest because 
they do not “harm my yard.” 

 
Participant Perceptions of Coyote Management 
Figures 3-8 (Appendix A) compare participants’ receptiveness to 
coyote euthanization for injuring or killing a human adult or child, as 
well as for injuring or killing a companion animal. In this article, 
euthanasia is defined as the shooting, or trapping (e.g., foot or neck 
snare) and then shooting, of coyotes by Wildlife Services or Animal 
Control (Draheim, 2017). 

According to Figures 3-6 (Appendix B), when considering the 
injury or death of a human, the majority of participants believed the 
coyote responsible for the injury or death should be euthanized. Two 
participants did not think a coyote should be euthanized for injuring 
an adult and one participant did not think a coyote should be 
euthanized for injuring a child, but no participants believed a coyote 
should be allowed to live if they killed a human adult or child. About 
one quarter of participants believed it would depend on the situation. 

On the other hand, fewer participants believed a coyote should 
be euthanized for injuring or killing a companion animal (Figures 7-8, 
Appendix B). Most participants did not feel a coyote should be 
euthanized for injuring a companion animal, and participants were 
split (41.2% in favor, 41.2% opposed) on the issue of euthanasia in 
response to the death of a companion animal. 

DISCUSSION 

Our research has provided insight into how residents of Newton, MA 
view local, urban coyotes. Nine key themes emerged when exploring 
the stories and experiences with coyotes provided by participants. 
These themes are not mutually exclusive, for many are intertwined or 
related. 

The first theme was physical and emotional distance. When 
describing their personal experiences with coyotes, most participants 
noted physical distance between themselves and the coyotes to 
qualify the nature of their interactions. Many described backing away 
from the coyote or returning to their home in response to a coyote 
sighting. Respondents were less fearful of coyotes when they were 
physically separated. This suggests an aspect of emotional distance 
as well, as the creation of physical distance also encouraged apathy 

toward coyotes. For example, while most participants described their 
own feelings about the interaction, few paid attention to the coyote’s 
behavior. With the majority of participants lacking this awareness, 
this may indicate a one-sided, anthropocentric worldview that fails to 
acknowledge the agency of coyotes. 

We labeled our second theme as aversive conditioning (AC), 
which provided new insights into Mazur (2010). Mazur (2010) 
defined AC as “an operant technique that uses a negative stimulus to 
cause pain, avoidance, or irritation in an animal engaged in an 
unwanted behavior” (p. 48). When investigating the effectiveness of 
different forms of AC on bears, Mazur (2010) found rubber slugs to 
be the most effective method. However, our research indicates that 
residents may not feel comfortable causing an animal pain, opting for 
a more humane approach instead. The most common form of AC 
suggested by participants was making loud noises, and only one 
participant considered throwing rocks. This suggests that AC 
techniques with the potential to physically harm coyotes were not 
generally accepted by the community. 

Our third theme, reliability of the source, considers the formation 
of coyotes as both real and imagined figures (Kelly, 2019). Most 
participants reported having heard stories about coyotes from 
friends, family, or other community members, highlighting the role 
of the oral tradition in the formation of our understanding of other 
animals (Kelly, 2019). As a story is passed from one person to 
another, the nature of the interaction can change, implying a 
different type of interaction than what actually occurred. Just over 
one quarter of participants related the loss of a companion animal to 
coyotes in their stories. There were two separate approaches to how 
stories were portrayed. Some participants used language such as 
“attack” or “kill” to describe how a coyote had caused the death of a 
companion animal. However, the majority described the situation 
vaguely, saying the companion animal “disappeared” or “went 
missing,” then subsequently associated the disappearance with 
frequent coyote sightings in the area. This disparity in language used 
to communicate stories highlights the differences in how participants 
may choose to retell an event. As a result, it can be difficult to discern 
the veracity of a story without knowing the details behind an alleged 
attack. This lack of reliability in the source emphasizes the 
importance of maintaining systematic records of attacks, which can 
then be provided to the community for educational and outreach 
purposes (Kelly et al., 2019). 

The fourth theme that emerged was the affinity for the abstract. 
This theme relates to the work of Elliot et al. (2016), which 
highlighted how participants’ perceptions varied based on whether 
coyotes were understood as an abstract concept or as a physical 
presence with participants’ backyards. Elliot et al. (2016) argued 
there are polarizing attitudes toward coyotes: An appreciation of 
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general wildlife in one’s neighborhood is indicative of an abstract 
understanding, but a coyote, specifically, within one’s own 
neighborhood is less welcome. Half of Elliot et al.’s (2016) 
respondents appreciated the presence of wildlife in their 
neighborhoods. Similarly, all participants in our study said they 
enjoyed seeing animals in their backyards and being in nature. The 
majority also described themselves as animal lovers. Our participants’ 
proclaimed affinity for animals suggests a more positive perception 
of coyotes. However, the majority also agreed that a coyoted should 
be euthanized for killing a human adult or child, indicating 
participants’ affinity for coyotes only extended so far as the coyotes 
were considered a conceptual part of nature, but not a direct risk to 
their neighborhoods. This suggests a more anthropocentric 
worldview, as the life of the human is valued over the life of the 
nonhuman animal. 

This leads into our fifth theme, which we identified as a willingness 
to coexist. Most participants expressed discomfort at the thought of 
a close coyote encounter – which contrasts with most participants 
also saying that they would enjoy seeing a coyote and that they do 
not fear them. This contradiction indicates that Newton residents 
seek positive interactions with wildlife in their area, but their 
appreciation of coyotes depends on distance, such as forested areas 
close to but not physically in front of their homes, and barriers such 
as home windows and zoo exhibits. This corroborates findings by 
Schauer (2021), in which Ticos and Cabécares, indigenous groups of 
Costa Rica, were “willing to coexist with large felines through a 
change in husbandry practices,” but these new practices included 
“electric fences, enclosures, and keeping livestock away from the 
forest” – creating barriers and distance (p. 7). While Newton 
residents did want to be more accepting and understanding of wild 
animals such as coyotes, they harbored many preconceived notions 
and rigid views of acceptable coyote behavior. 

We also identified themes related to what participants classified 
as significant reasons behind coyote attacks. Four major themes 
emerged from these data: human initiation; coyote fear of humans; 
food; and disease. These themes are similar to the four categories of 
large carnivore attacks outlined by Kelly et al. (2019): provoked; 
unprovoked; diseased; and unclassified. 

The themes of human initiation and food most closely align with 
the category of provoked attacks, as they illustrate how human 
behaviors and practices can lead to coyote attacks. Coyote fear of 
humans most closely aligns with Kelly et al.’s (2019) definition of 
unprovoked attacks. Though coyotes’ fear of humans, and the 
defense mechanism of an attack response, is not rooted in a principal 
attraction to the human as Kelly et al.’s (2019) definition outlines, we 
found it significant that in this type of situation, the human is not 
intentionally exhibiting any behavior or practice that incites the 

coyote to attack. The final theme, disease, is directly related to the 
diseased category by Kelly et al. (2019), and all the participants who 
mentioned disease specifically cited rabies as the reason behind 
coyote attacks. 

Human initiation was participants’ most commonly cited reason 
behind coyote attacks. This general awareness of how humans can 
cause coyote attacks indicates that the majority of participants 
understand how their behaviors can affect other wild animals within 
their environment – a sentiment that is more suggestive of an 
ecocentric worldview than the majority of anthropocentric attitudes 
reflected in earlier themes. 

 
Limitations 
This sample size (n = 17) was limited by the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic and the restricted access to Facebook groups, which limits 
participation to those who have access to a computer or mobile 
phone, had a Facebook account, and were members of one of the 
specifically targeted Facebook groups. While we were able to gain 
insight into how participants felt toward coyotes as well as how they 
should respond if they see one, it would have been beneficial to ask 
where they had acquired their knowledge about coyotes, which would 
have allowed us to provide feedback on the reliability and accuracy of 
their sources. Also, due to the limited sample size, we did not consider 
how the residents’ responses related to the demographic information 
collected, such as race, age, gender, or education level. 
 
Implications 
This research highlights the importance of distributing information 
promoted by Project Coyote and Massachusetts Division of 
Fisheries & Wildlife. Both organizations have published factsheets 
(Appendix B, Appendix C) that promote the use of preventative 
measures for avoiding coyote encounters, such as removing bird 
feeders from nearby one’s home. Project Coyote also promotes the 
use of loud noises as an AC technique in the event of an encounter.  

Fourteen study respondents asserted that coyotes should be 
allowed to live in urban spaces, but one of the major themes identified 
during data analysis was physical and emotional distance. Additionally, 
Newton residents have a willingness to coexist with coyotes but are 
concerned with doing so safely. Through wider distribution of 
reputable information about coexistence practices such as 
preventative measures and AC, Newton residents may feel more at 
ease sharing neighborhoods with local wildlife. Moreover, the 
circulation of factsheets may initiate the crucial process of 
understanding coyotes through an empathetic lens, which could 
facilitate connection between coyotes and humans in a shared space 
and encourage coexistence. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, as well as Project 
Coyote, both have published factsheets (Appendix B, Appendix C) 
with guidelines for coexisting with coyotes, which were distributed to 
participants in this study following data collection. In their survey 
responses, participants demonstrated knowledge of many 
suggestions found in the materials, including AC, supervising small 
children, and not leaving companion animals unattended. While it is 
promising to know that Newton residents may already be educated 
on coyote response best practices, previous studies have found that 
this knowledge of expected behavior is not always an indication of 
actual behavior. For example, Elliot et al. (2016) found that 
participants were aware that leaving companion animals unattended 
might make them vulnerable to coyote attacks yet continued to leave 
them outside unsupervised. 

This discrepancy between knowledge and practice was 
represented within our study as well. While eight participants cited an 
AC technique as an appropriate response to a coyote encounter, no 
participant reported engaging in these actions when recounting their 
own experiences. Fear, or lack thereof, may play a role in why 
participants did not choose to engage in AC. 47.1% of participants 
described themselves as unafraid of coyotes. This lack of fear could 
mean that participants did not see coyotes as credible threats, and 
therefore did not feel compelled to employ AC techniques in their 
presence. On the other hand, the two participants (11.8%) who said 
they did fear coyotes may not have used AC techniques out of a 
desire to avoid drawing attention to themselves. These individuals 
may have found it more appropriate to remove themselves from the 
situation instead.  

 
Recommendations 
The cost of AC ($400 per year), which includes training, weapons, 
and ammunition, is comparable to the cost of lethal methods (Mazur, 
2010). Our recommendations include using AC solely for the 
purposes of reducing human-coyote conflict and preventing coyote 
habituation, rather than using destructive methods on already-
habituated coyotes. This is because destructive methods, such as the 
use of rubber bullets, have been demonstrated to cause severe and 
even lethal injuries (Kobayashi & Mellen, 2009). Further study of 
AC methods that may reduce conflict between humans and wildlife, 
as well as prevent habituation, should also be conducted to assess 
their relative success across other species of large predators and to 
ensure they do not pose physical or emotional harm to the species. 
We also recommend humans become familiar with the animals in 
their backyards and recognize them as a part of their community, 
which should begin with having access to accurate, up-to-date 

information on the animals and how to coexist within the same urban 
spaces. 

The City of Newton sponsors a free coyote-tracker app citizens 
can use to monitor coyote sightings. Only two respondents in our 
study mentioned this app. However, research corroborates the 
importance of detailed citizen monitoring, as the regular use of 
coyote-tracking apps within a community will improve systematic 
record-keeping of coyote encounters (Kelly et al., 2019). We 
recommend that Newton should further promote the coyote-
tracker app on local social media platforms, including the two 
Facebook groups from this study, in combination with the factsheets, 
in order to encourage residents to log their sightings and start 
conversations with others regarding steps they can take to correctly 
navigate encounters. 

Additionally, we suggest that Newton’s coyote-tracker app be 
altered to require residents to include details about coyote 
encounters when reporting. Currently, the app requires the date and 
time of a sighting and includes an optional textbox for “descriptions 
and/or comments” (City of Newton, 2020). The City of Newton 
can encourage coexistence by allowing residents to describe the 
coyote they encounter, the nature of the interaction, the number of 
both humans and coyotes present, and the feelings of the individual 
regarding the interaction, along with the perfunctory date and 
location. Through our careful consideration of the topic of coyote 
management and coexistence in urban settings, we stress the 
necessity of human empathy toward coyotes and their activities. It is 
becoming increasingly apparent that the culling and ostracization of 
coyotes is both impractical and unethical. Empathy is a strong force 
that would promote coexistence between humans and coyotes by 
fostering emotional connections between our species – from a safe 
and appropriate distance. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Figure 3 

Injured Adult – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 

 

Figure 4 

Injured Child – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 
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Figure 5 

Killed Adult – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 

 

Figure 6 

Killed Child – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 
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Figure 7 

Injured Companion Animal – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 
 

 

Figure 8 

Killed Companion Animal – Participant Receptiveness to Coyote Euthanization 
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APPENDIX B 

Project Coyote Factsheet: Coexisting with Coyotes 

 
 Note: Source: Project Coyote, n.d. 
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APPENDIX C 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife Factsheet: Eastern coyotes in Massachusetts 

 
      Note: Source: Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, n.d. 

http://www.animaliajournal.org/

	Human-Wildlife Conflict and Coexistence: Urban Coyotes in Newton, Massachusetts
	Daria Healey*, Cameron DeAngelo*, Amy Donahue*, Kristie Martin*, Andrew Theall*, India Jennings*, Timothy Brannan*, Grace Hewitt*, & Jennifer Rebecca Schauer**


