Supplementary Information
Appendix (S1) - Study site, village and participant sampling methods
Study Area Selection
Within Bolivia, we selected study areas with jaguar presence and reported cases of jaguar killing or trading, where livestock ranching or hunting are common livelihood activities, and where there currently are or recently have been Chinese infrastructure investments, in order to capture the role of Chinese demand in the broader landscape of jaguar killing and the body part trade. An initial list of potential study areas that met these criteria was discussed with stakeholders from the Bolivian government and NGOs, resulting in the prioritization of four study areas, encompassing the rural lands surrounding key urban areas in the Departments of Beni, Pando and northern La Paz, namely, the cities of Cobija, Riberalta, Rurrenabaque and Trinidad. Our goal was to capture the trade flows from rural areas towards the urban markets where jaguar body parts seizures have been made. This choice of study areas meant that our study, while not being generalizable beyond these areas in terms of specifics, should give a picture of the role of international jaguar trade in the context of an area with a long and currently active history of interactions between humans and jaguars. 
Village sampling methods
Within our four chosen study areas, we sampled our study sites, which refer to specific villages, from a  georeferenced layer of human settlements in Bolivia, based  on the 2012 national census, which includes population numbers per settlement (GeoBolivia, 2015). We then selected all settlements with a population greater than or equal to 250 inhabitants and fewer than or equal to 2000 inhabitants. The rationale for this population range was based on the Bolivian census’s definition of “rurality” (CEPAL, 2005), and a trade-off between having a large enough adult population for cost-effective surveying, while also including settlements with low human disturbance and potentially more encounters with jaguars. 
In order to further restrict study sites to settlements that were logistically feasible to reach, we then applied a 150 km buffer from the main urban areas (Cobija, Riberalta, Trinidad, Rurrenabaque) and filtered out all settlements that were not within 25 km of a primary, secondary or tertiary road and accessible by land. This left 103 eligible villages, with an average population size of 477 inhabitants, spanning an area of 103,926 km2 or nearly 10% of Bolivia's area. Finally, we randomly sampled 30% of the eligible villages in each of the four study regions, based on our desired sample size and surveying capacity (see household sampling methods). It should be noted that while we considered all sampled sites (villages) and study areas as a single population, our statistical analyses reflect the nested structure of our observations using random effects. We discuss study area differences in Arias et al., (2020). 
Household sampling methods 
We used the ‘pwr’ package on R (Champely, 2018) to calculate the minimum household sample size needed to detect an effect size of at least 10% under a significance level of 0.05 and a power of 0.9, which was 1051 households. As we only interviewed one participant per household, the terms household and participants are equal. Sampling of villages within study areas and the number of household surveys per village were proportional to the population size of each study region and community, respectively. However, we endeavoured to always achieve a minimum of 30 surveys per location or 50% of the available adult population (whichever was smaller), to justify the effort needed to reach each community and to gain enough intra-community variation.
We used a satellite image of each sampled village from the GeoBolivia Portal to identify the number of parallel and perpendicular streets. All streets were distributed among the surveying team and each member was responsible for semi-randomly selecting the households to survey by drawing random house numbers from an envelope and tossing a coin to determine the side of the street to survey. If the sampled house was empty, or if the house resident did not wish to participate, we would move to the next available house. If a large number of houses was uninhabited, we approached every other inhabited household, distributing our effort evenly along the street. We made an effort to reach the communities outside of working hours in order to find working people, and conducted our surveys also on the weekends to reach that same group. 

Appendix S2: Survey Guide (ENGLISH)
	Survey #:
	Date:

	Study Area:
	Start time:

	Village #:
	End time:



Socioeconomic Questions (Part 1)
1. Gender:	 Male      Female

2.  What is your age? ……………………………

3.  What is your occupation? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

4.  Where you born in this village?   YES          NO       
	Where are you from?  ……………………………..             For how long have you lived here?  ……………. 

5.  How many people live in this household currently?   Total ……….     Children ……….     Adults ……

Questions about jaguars: 

6.  What words come to mind when you think about jaguars? ……………………………………………………………

7.  Are there jaguars in this village? YES    NO   How many? ………………………………………………………..

8.  Have you noticed any changes in the number of jaguars in the past 5 years? 

	a. Reduced a lot 
Why?

	b. Reduced a little
Why?
	c. Stayed the same
Why?


	d. Increased a little
Why?

	e. Increased a lot
Why?
	f. Don’t know



9.  Would you prefer it if jaguars…

	a. Disappeared
Why?

	b. Reduced a lot
Why?

	g. Reduce a little
Why?


	c. Stayed the same 
Why?

	d. Increased a lot
Why?

	h. Increased a little
Why?




10.  Have you ever heard of a jaguar attacking humans?   YES       NO         
How did it happen? How long ago did it happen? ……………………………………………………………………

11.  Is there a risk of a jaguar attacking people surrounding your village?  YES       NO   
 
	a. No risk
	a. Very low
	b. Low

	c. Medium
	d. High
	e. Very high

	f. Don’t know
	
	



12.  Have you ever heard of jaguars attacking livestock?   YES      NO               Happened to me       Happened to others   

Where?  How long ago?  Which and how many animals?  How did it happen?   How was it solved?    How did you recognize the predator?    What happened to the jaguar?

13. Have you had any other interactions with jaguars, either dead or alive? 
         YES            NO                  Happened to me       Happened to others  

Where?  How long ago?  How did it happen?  What happened to the jaguar?

14. In this village, do people use jaguar body parts or keep live jaguars? SI     NO    

	Which parts?
	Use
	Year
	Price

	a. Skin
	
	
	

	b. Teeth
	
	
	

	c. Claws/paws
	
	
	

	d. Skull
	
	
	

	e. Fat
	
	
	

	f. Bone
	
	
	

	g. Tail
	
	
	

	h. Other
	
	
	



15.  How are jaguars killed? 
	a. Shooting
	b. Dogs
	c. At night with flashlight

	d. Baiting
	e. Poison
	f. While crossing the river

	g. Trapping 
	h. Sound lure
	i. After depredation

	j. Lasso
	k. Gun traps
	l. Other:



16.  For you, killing a jaguar is:
	a. Very bad
Why?

	b. Bad
Why?

	c. Not good or bad
Why?


	d. Good
Why?

	e. Very good
Why?
	



17.  If you were to find a jaguar, what would you do:

	a. Kill it 
	b. Sell it 
	c. Keep its body parts

	d. Ask for help
	e. Nothing
	



Law Enforcement

18.  Is it allowed to kill jaguars:          YES            NO                 
	When is it allowed to kill jaguars? 

	a. Never
Why?

	b. Always
Why?

	c. Sometimes
When?




19.  Are there any authorities responsible for protecting jaguars?:    YES       NO         Which ones?

20.  In the past 5 years, did authorities do something if jaguars were killed?   YES      NO        What happened?

Interactions with foreigners
21.  Have foreigners asked to purchase jaguars or other wildlife in this area?  YES      NO         
	What nationality?

	How long ago?

	Where?

	Jaguars?  

	Other animals?

	What body parts?

	What do they use it for?

	How much did they pay?



Direct Questions (same questions as ballot, note do repeat these questions if the person already provided the information above)

	
	YES
	NO

	22.  In the past 5 years, have you owned a live jaguar?
	
	

	23.  In the past 5 years, have you owned jaguar body parts?
	
	

	24.  In the past 5 years, have you bought jaguar body parts?
	
	

	25.  In the past 5 years, have you been asked to kill a jaguar? 
	
	

	26.  In the past 5 years, have you killed a jaguar?
	
	

	27.  In the past 5 years, have you killed more than 5 jaguars?
	
	

	28.  In the past 5 years, have you sold jaguar body parts?
	
	

	29.  In the past 5 years, have you asked someone else to kill a jaguar? 
	
	



Socioeconomic Questions (Part 2)
30.  Do you hunt or fish?      YES           NO      How frequently?   
 
31. What is your education level?

	a. None
	b. Primary
	c. Secondary
	d. Bachelor

	e. University
	f. Technical
	g. I prefer not to respond
	Other



32.  What is your weekly income? 

	a. Less than 500 bol
	b. Between 500 and 1000 bol
	c. Between 1000 and 2000 bol

	d. More than 2000 bol
	e. I prefer not to respond
	



Move on to ballot box…



GUIA DE ENCUESTA (ESPANOL)
	Encuesta #:
	Fecha:

	Área:
	Hora de inicio:

	Comunidad #:
	Hora de fin:



Preguntas socioeconómicas (Parte 1)
1.  Género:	 Masculino      Femenino

2.  ¿Edad? ……………………………

3.  ¿Ocupación? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

4.  ¿Nació en esta comunidad?    SI          NO       
¿De dónde es?  ……………………………..             ¿Cuánto tiempo ha vivido aquí?  ……………. 

5.  ¿Cuantas personas viven en esta casa actualmente?   Total ……….     Niños ……….     Adultos ……

Preguntas sobre jaguares: 

6.  ¿Qué palabras le vienen a la mente cuando piensa en el jaguar?…………………………………………………

7.  ¿Existen jaguares en esta comunidad? SI    NO   Cuantos? ………………………………………………………

8.  ¿Ha notado cambios en el número de jaguares en los últimos 5 años? 

	a. Disminuyó mucho
¿Por qué?

	b. Disminuyó un poco
¿Por qué?

	c. Igual
¿Por qué?


	d. Aumentó un poco
¿Por qué?

	e. Aumentó mucho
¿Por qué?

	f.  No se



9.  Usted preferiría si los jaguares…

	a. Desaparecen
¿Por qué?

	b. Disminuyen mucho
¿Por qué?

	g. Disminuyen un poco
¿Por qué?


	c. Igual
¿Por qué?

	d. Aumentan un poco
¿Por qué?

	h. Aumentan mucho
¿Por qué?




10.  ¿Ha escuchado de ataques del jaguar hacia humanos?   SI       NO         
¿Cómo sucedió? ¿Hace cuánto tiempo? ……………………………………………………………………

11.  ¿Existe un riesgo de que el jaguar ataque a personas alrededor de su comunidad?  SI      NO   
 
	a. No hay riesgo
	b. Muy bajo
	c. Bajo

	d. Medio
	e. Alto
	f. Muy alto

	g. No se
	
	



12.  ¿Ha escuchado de ataques del jaguar hacia animales domésticos?  SI     NO      Propio      Ajeno

¿Donde?  ¿Hace cuánto?  ¿Cuáles y cuantos animales?  ¿Cómo sucedió?  ¿Se resolvió?   ¿Cómo se reconoció al predador?    ¿Que pasó con el jaguar?

13.  ¿Ha tenido otras interacciones con el jaguar, ya sea muerto o vivo? 
         SI            NO                  Propio       Ajeno  

¿Donde?  ¿Hace cuánto?  ¿Cómo sucedió?  ¿Se resolvió?  ¿Qué pasó con el jaguar?


14.  ¿En esta comunidad, las personas usan las partes del jaguar o crían jaguares vivos? SI     NO    

	Que partes?
	Uso
	Año
	Precio

	a. Piel
	
	
	

	b. Dientes
	
	
	

	c. Patas/garras
	
	
	

	d. Cráneo
	
	
	

	e. Grasa
	
	
	

	f. Huesos
	
	
	

	g. Cola
	
	
	

	h. Otros
	
	
	



15.  ¿Cómo se mata a los jaguares? 

	a. Disparo
	b. Perros
	c. Mecheo con linterna

	d. Carnada
	e. Veneno
	f. En el rio

	g. Trampas 
	h. Rondador
	i. Carnada domestica

	j. Lasso
	k. Armadilla
	l. Otros:



16.  ¿Para usted, matar un jaguar es?:

	a. Muy malo
¿Por qué?

	b. Malo
¿Por qué?

	c. Ni bueno ni malo
¿Por qué?


	d. Bueno
¿Por qué?

	e. Muy bueno
¿Por qué?

	



17.  ¿Qué haría usted si encuentra un jaguar?:

	a. Lo mato
	b. Lo vendo
	c. Me quedo con sus partes

	d. Pido ayuda
	e. Nada
	



Aplicación de la ley

18.  Es permitido matar jaguares?:          SI            NO                 
¿Cuándo es permitido matar jaguares? 

	d. Nunca
¿Por qué?

	e. Siempre
¿Por qué?

	f. A veces
¿Por qué?




19.  Hay autoridades responsables por la protección del jaguar?:    SI       NO        Cuáles?

20.  ¿En los últimos 5 años, las autoridades respondieron a altercados con jaguares?   SI      NO        Que pasó?

Interacciones con extranjeros
21.  ¿Existen extranjeros que han pedido comprar jaguares u otros animales en esta comunidad? 
 SI      NO         
	Que nacionalidad?

	Hace cuánto tiempo?

	Donde?

	¿Jaguares?  

	Otros animales?

	Que partes?

	Para que lo usan?

	Cuánto pagan?



Preguntas Directas (las mismas que con la urna, no repetir si la persona ya ha dado las respuestas en cualquiera de las preguntas arriba, marcar aquí después de la encuesta).

	
	SI
	NO

	22.  En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha criado un jaguar vivo?
	
	

	23.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha tenido partes del jaguar?
	
	

	24.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha comprado partes del jaguar?
	
	

	25.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿le han pedido que mate un jaguar? 
	
	

	26.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha matado un jaguar?
	
	

	27.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha matado más de 5 jaguares?
	
	

	28.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha vendido partes del jaguar?
	
	

	29.   En los últimos 5 años, ¿ha pedido a alguien más que mate un jaguar? 
	
	



Preguntas socioeconómicas (Parte 2)
30.  ¿Usted caza o pesca?       SI           NO      Que tan frecuente?   
 
31.  ¿Cuál es su nivel de educación?

	a. Ninguna
	b. Primaria
	c. Secundaria
	d. Bachiller

	e. Universidad
	f. Técnico
	g. Prefiero no decir
	Otro



32.  ¿Cuál es su ingreso semanal? 

	a. Menos de 500 bol
	b. Entre 500 y 1000 bol
	c. Entre 1000 y 2000 bol

	d. Más de 2000 bol
	e. Prefiero no decir
	



Seguir a la urna…

Appendix (S3) - Ballot Box Method and Direct Questioning
In addition to direct questions, we implemented the Ballot Box Method (BBM), aiming to reduce social desirability bias in participants' responses and explore the sensitivity of the issue. The BBM requires respondents to provide their answers to secret or sensitive questions through an anonymous ballot, placing their response inside a sealed ballot box that contains the responses from all survey respondents, without the interviewer seeing the answer. The BBM has been used to research public opinions to sensitive issues on several topics. Some examples include voting preferences in the U.S. (Benson, 1941), the frequency of induced abortion in Brazil (e.g. Anselmo Olinto and De Carvalho Moreira Filho, 2004; Diniz et al., 2017; Diniz and Medeiros, 2010), Colombia (Zamudio et al., 1999) and México (Lara et al., 2004), and the non-marital behaviours of men in Bangladesh (Chowdhury et al., 2012). The BBM has also been used in the field of environmental economics to test the appropriateness of contingent valuation surveys (Carson et al., 2005) and to determine peoples’ willingness to pay for natural resources or ecosystem services in the US (Leggett et al., 2003) and the Philippines (Francisco, 2015). Only recently has the BBM made its way into the field of wildlife conservation, through a study on rule non-compliance among anglers in South Africa’s marine based shore fishery (Bova et al., 2018) and bushmeat hunting in the Serengeti (Nuno, 2013). 
We chose the BBM after conducting a pilot study including other sensitive questioning techniques such as the Randomized Response Technique, Crosswise Technique, Unmatched Count Technique and Nominative Technique (Nuno and St. John, 2015). The pilot had a sample of 100 participants (20 per method), and was carried out in villages of similar characteristics to our sample in the Department of Pando. We selected the BBM over the other methods based on questions asked to the participants and to the surveyors after each interview concerning the method’s ease of understanding, perceived confidentiality and degree of comfort, following Nuno (2013). After the pilot, we applied direct questioning and the BBM to each sampled individual. The direct questions were placed towards the end of the survey, and were meant to be asked only to participants who had not explicitly responded to them earlier in the survey (e.g. when describing their past interactions with jaguars, jaguar body parts or with jaguar traders). The ballot box was then implemented at the end of the survey. We explained to participants how the BBM works, and provided an example by filling in a mock ballot. We assured participants that the ballot box was not going to be opened until the end of the survey, and that their anonymous answers are mixed with those of all other participants. Each numbered question was read to participants aloud, while the surveyor turned their back to the respondent, who was additionally protected by the ballot box being positioned in between the two. Participants were given enough time to mark their response on the ballot, and they were welcomed to ask the surveyor to repeat the question, as the question is not written directly on the ballot for extra security. Each ballot had a unique identification code (Figure S2) which enabled matching the responses to the questionnaire for multivariate analysis at the end of the study. We did not collect any personal data, and therefore both the survey and ballot box responses were anonymous. 
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Figure S1. Ballot and Box 

BBM versus Direct Questioning
As described in (Arias et al., 2020), the BBM resulted in a higher prevalence of all jaguar killing and trading actions than direct questioning; averaging across actions, 6.7% of respondents admitted to actions through the BBM but not directly, suggesting they found the question sensitive. However, the only action for which the BBM led to a significantly higher prevalence than the direct question was asking others to kill a jaguar (OR 3.27, 95%CI 2.17-4.97, p<0.001). Older participants were less likely to find the questions sensitive (OR 0.99, 95%CI 0.97-1.00, p<0.01), contrary to those with agricultural livelihoods (OR 1.49, 95%CI 1.05-2.12, p<0.05). Participants who did not know the legal status of jaguars were less likely to find questions sensitive (OR 0.37, 95%CI 0.31-0.43, p<0.001) than those who were aware of their protected status. A small number of respondents (4.3%) admitted to actions in the direct question but not the BBM, suggesting they did not understand, trust or feel comfortable with the BBM.
Appendix S4: Descriptive Results
3.1 Sample characteristics:
We interviewed 1107 people, 34.7% of whom were in villages in the Rurrenabaque study area, followed by Trinidad (33.9%), Riberalta (20.4%) and Cobija (11%). Village distance from the main urban centres ranged from 11 to 150 km, averaging 70 km, and from 2 to 196 km from protected areas, averaging 80 km. Fifty five percent of participants were women, and age ranged between 18 and 89, averaging 42 (Table S1). The most common economic activities were hunting and fishing (44.4%), followed by employment in small businesses or public services (e.g. village health or education workers) or technical jobs (31.%), small scale agriculture and non-timber forest product collection (predominantly Brazilian nut - Bertholletia excelsa, 30.3%), and cattle ranching (5.8%). Education and income levels were predominantly low, with 35% having only primary education, and 40% having salaries below the minimum wage. 
3.2 Perceptions, attitudes, and intentions towards jaguars:
The first words that came to mind when thinking about jaguars were predominantly negative (75%). ‘Fear’ was the most common word, mentioned by 29% of our sample, followed by ‘dangerous’ (15%). Though less frequent, common positive words included ‘pretty’ (5%) and ‘beautiful’ (2%), while common neutral words included ‘fierce’ and ‘wild’, each representing 4% of the sample  (Fig. 1).
We asked participants how many jaguars they thought existed in their community’s territory. Thirty-four percent of participants thought that abundance was low (just one or two to about fifty individuals); 19% thought abundance was high (from 50 to over a thousand individuals); 15% thought there were no jaguars left while 31% did not know. While the concept of community territory is subjective and these numbers may or may not be in line with actual jaguar abundance estimate (which range from zero to 5.66±2.33 individuals per 100 km2 in Bolivia; Maffei et al., 2011), they show the level of perceived threat and opportunity that local jaguar populations represent to people. Nearly half of respondents (47.4%) believed that jaguar populations are declining compared to previous years (for reasons such as hunting, habitat loss, and human population expansion), while 40.5% felt they were increasing (due to hunting prohibitions and jaguar reproduction) (Table S1). 
Negative perceptions translated into negative attitudes towards jaguars, with more than half participants (52.4%) preferring that jaguar populations decrease, due to fear and the harmfulness of jaguars. While there was little support for an increase in jaguar populations (10.4%), participants who preferred this outcome referred to the jaguar’s intrinsic right to live as part of nature and as an adornment to the forest, and its ecological role as a predator of dangerous or crop-raiding animals. Thirty-seven percent of participants said they would prefer jaguar populations to stay the same. More than half of participants (52.1%) thought that killing jaguars is a good thing, but some people (18.2%) mentioned that jaguar killing is unjustifiable when the animals do not pose a direct threat to humans or have not caused any damage (Table S1). Those against killing referred to the illegality of doing so, stating that they felt sorry for the animals when they were shot. 
3.3 Interactions with jaguars
The majority of participants (59.6%) were aware of incidents concerning jaguars attacking people within the past 10 years (Table S1). Most of these had happened to strangers (33.8%), and participants found out through word of mouth or through the radio. A smaller percentage described recent attack events involving members of their families (7.9%) or themselves (2.7%). Given that we cannot account for duplicates (e.g. many participants reporting a single incident, which is likely to occur in the small communities that we visited), the most precautionary estimate of attack rates is that related to the participants themselves. The reported jaguar attacks occurred while people were hunting for wild meat or harvesting Brazil nuts or other non-timber forest products. Participants who survived an attack mentioned that they were able to defend themselves by shooting the jaguar or using machetes or sticks. Despite the overall high level of awareness of jaguar attacks, about half of participants (47.3%) believed that the risk of an attack is low (Table S1). 
Similarly, the majority of participants (77.7%) were aware of livestock depredation incidents involving a jaguar over the past 10 years. More than half of the events described had occurred to community members or close acquaintances (52.9%), followed by the participant’s families and themselves (24.8%, Table S1). Forty seven percent of the total reports of human-jaguar conflict involved cows, 33% involved pigs, 13% involved dogs, and 7% involved other animals like chicken, ducks, horses, goats and sheep. Participants mentioned that the most common way of coping with depredation is through lethal control of jaguars. Livestock owners reported to have waited for the jaguar to return to feed on the attacked livestock carcass in order to shoot it from a short distance or to use dogs or gun traps to find and kill livestock-eating jaguars. Two percent of participants also reported knowing that wealthier ranchers pay from USD $100 to $300 to kill jaguars, requesting the skulls as proof. Several of the attacks on livestock, and particularly pigs, occurred while the animals were penned or corralled, and participants complained about the inefficiency of physical barriers in stopping attacks. Giving up on livestock, moving livestock to other areas, and even hiring traditional “healers” to repel jaguars, were other mechanisms used to keep jaguars away. 
We asked survey respondents whether they had experienced other kinds of contact with jaguars, in addition to attacks or depredation-related incidents in the past 10 years (Table S1). Fifty-seven percent had seen a live jaguar in the wild, 38% had seen a dead jaguar that had been killed by a third party, while 5% had indirect experiences such as hearing a jaguar or seeing their tracks. Chance encounters with jaguars occurred inside forested areas, followed by water bodies and roads.
3.4 Methods of Killing Jaguars:
By far the most common method used to kill jaguars in our study areas, as described by 97% of participants, was to shoot them with firearms whenever an opportunity arose. Opportunities included cases of jaguars being caught predating livestock, or chance encounters with jaguars while hunting, walking in jaguar habitat, or navigating waterways. Thirty-six percent of participants mentioned the use of baits, which tended to be domestic animals that had been previously attacked by jaguars, or wild jaguar prey. Baits are hung from trees or left in an open space, allowing hunters a clear shot when the jaguar arrives. Baits may also be injected with poison, as was indicated by 3% of participants. Using hunting dogs to find and chase jaguars was also common, being mentioned by 28% of participants. Twenty one percent of our sample also mentioned the use of jaguar traps, which can be either wire snares placed on the ground, or more commonly, gun snares that activate when the jaguar passes by. Gun snares are placed on recently cleared forest paths, which tend to be used by jaguars. Sound lures, made with natural materials to imitate the jaguar’s call or simply using a human’s voice, continue to be used (mentioned by 8% of participants). Six percent of participants mentioned other methods to find, attract or kill jaguars, including arrows, machetes or sticks, knifes, shooting, tying them with a rope or harpooning them while they rest in riverbanks or while they cross rivers, and following vultures to areas where the jaguar has made a kill.
3.5 Awareness of the law and enforcement
The jaguar is listed as a ‘vulnerable’ species under Bolivian legislation, which makes it illegal to kill or trade jaguars and their body parts (Ayala and Wallace, 2009). However, the majority of participants (61.5%) believed that killing jaguars is legally allowed for self-defence and to protect domestic animals. The next largest percentage believed that there are no legal restrictions to killing jaguars (23.8%), followed by those who were aware of legal prohibitions to kill jaguars (14.7%, Table S1). The majority of participants (64%) were unaware of any authorities which handle jaguar-related issues, and only a few participants (12.2%) had heard of penalties or consequences of enforcement related to killing or trading jaguars. According to those who were aware, a possible consequence for trading jaguar body parts is to have the body parts and weapons confiscated at road inspections, and to receive a warning. There was also awareness among this group about prison and financial penalties, after hearing news stories about the sentences given to Chinese jaguar traders in 2018.  
3.6 Awareness of jaguar traders and prices
Sixty-seven percent of participants were aware of the existence of jaguar traders in and around their communities and were able to comment on their characteristics (Table S1). The most common trader group was Bolivian nationals (including local radio broadcasters, 44.4%) followed by traders of Asian descent (including Chinese, Japanese, Korean and Thai nationalities, as well as people described as Asian students, 21.3%). Caucasian-looking foreigners (described as tourists, wildlife collectors and religious missionaries) were the next most mentioned traders (14.5%), followed by regional foreigners from Latin American countries (including Brazil, Peru, Argentina, Chile, Paraguay, Venezuela, and Colombia, 6%). Awareness about the prices of jaguar body parts was also common amongst participants (27.4%, Table S1).
3.7 Jaguar killing and trading behaviours
The most prevalent jaguar killing, trading or consuming behaviour was owning jaguars (either body parts or live animals such as cubs, 42.1%) followed by killing (18.6%), selling (14.6%) and buying (13.1%) jaguar body parts (Table S1). Additionally, some participants (24.3%) had been recruited to kill jaguars, or had themselves asked somebody else to do so (15.5%). When presented with a hypothetical scenario of encountering a jaguar, more than half of participants (51.9%) said they would do nothing to the animal and simply take precautions to avoid the risks of an attack, such as hiding, asking for help or protecting children or domestic animals. However, the next most prevalent group (21.3%) had a more active reaction, intending to kill and sell jaguar body parts. Other hypothetical reactions included killing the jaguar without taking any body parts (16.8%) and killing to retain its body parts for personal use (9.9%, Table S1).  
Table S1: Percentages of categories corresponding to response and predictor variables used in logistic mixed effects generalized linear models relating to jaguar killing, trading and consuming. Categories do not add up to 100% for non-mutually exclusive categories.
	Type
	Variable
	Category
	Percentage (n=1107)

	Response variables

	Behaviours
	Owned
	Yes
	42.1%

	
	Killed
	Yes
	18.6%

	
	Sold
	Yes
	14.6%

	
	Bought
	Yes
	13.1%

	Requests to Kill
	Being Asked to Kill
	Yes
	24.3%

	
	Asking Others to Kill
	Yes
	15.5%

	Intended Reactions to an Encounter
	Hide and do nothing
	Yes
	51.9%

	
	Kill and sell
	Yes
	21.3%

	
	Just kill
	Yes
	16.8%

	
	Kill and keep
	Yes
	9.9%

	Predictors

	Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics 
	Gender
	Female
	54.7%

	
	
	Male
	45.3%

	
	Livelihoods
	Hunting or Fishing
	44.4%

	
	
	Other jobs
	31.3%

	
	
	Agriculture or NTFP
	30.3%

	
	
	Livestock
	5.8%

	
	Income ($Bolivians/week)
	$500 (Low)
	39.9%

	
	
	Prefer not to respond
	25.0%

	
	
	$1000 (Med)
	25.0%

	
	
	$2000 (High)
	10.0%

	
	Age (Years)
	Average(SD)
	42(16)

	
	Education (Years)
	Average(SD)
	10(3.6)

	Perceptions and Attitudes
	Perceived changes in abundance
	Decreased
	47.4%

	
	
	Same
	12.1%

	
	
	Increased
	40.5%

	
	Perceived risk of an attack on humans
	Don’t know
	19.4%

	
	
	Low
	47.3%

	
	
	Medium
	18.0%

	
	
	High
	15.3%

	
	Opinion about killing
	Good
	52.1%

	
	
	Neutral
	29.7%

	
	
	Bad
	18.2%

	Past Experiences
	Attacks on humans
	Never heard
	40.5%

	
	
	Attacked strangers
	33.8%

	
	
	Attacked community
	15.1%

	
	
	Attacked Family/Self
	10.7%

	
	Depredation
	No depredation
	22.3%

	
	
	Affected community
	52.9%

	
	
	Affected Family/Self
	24.8%

	Market opportunities and costs
	Trader types
	Bolivians
	44.4%

	
	
	Asians
	21.3%

	
	
	Caucasians
	14.5%

	
	
	Regionals
	6.0%

	
	Price Awareness
	Yes
	27.4%

	
	Legality of killing
	In self defence
	61.5%

	
	
	Always
	23.8%

	
	
	Never
	14.7%










Appendix S5: Hypothesized effects of predictors on jaguar trade-related behaviours.
	Type of Predictor
	[bookmark: RANGE!B1:O24]Predictors
	Levels
	RESPONSE VARIABLES
	Hypothesis rationale

	
	
	
	Killing behaviours
	Commercial behaviours
	Consumer behaviours
	Passive behaviours
	

	
	
	
	Killing
	Being Asked to Kill
	Asking others to kill
	Intention to Kill
	Selling
	Intention to Sell
	Buying
	Owning
	Intention to Own
	Passive encounters
	Passive intentions
	

	Socioeconomic
	Gender 
	Male
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	Women have been found to be more fearful of jaguars than men (Knox et al., 2019), which leads them to lower tolerance and negative attitudes towards jaguars (Fort et al., 2018) and a stronger intentions or desire to kill jaguars (Harvey et al., 2017). However, given that men represent a larger proportion of hunters and ranchers in our sample, and thus possess more behavioural control, we hypothesize that they will be more likely to encounter opportunities to react lethally to jaguar encounters than women. Moreover, they may be more likely to engage in commercial and consumer behaviours because of greater access to jaguar products, and due to a desire express masculinity or to possess trophies, as shown by (Kelly, 2018). 

	
	Livelihood
	Hunting/Fishing
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	As shown by Knox et al. (2019), hunters may have higher odds of killing jaguars than non-hunters. This could be due to their increased chances of finding jaguars from spending time in forested areas and near water bodies, and also their higher perceived behavioural control (from being armed and skilled). They are also more prone to experiencing conflictive interactions with jaguars, such as attacks or humans or domestic animals (when hunting with dogs, Garcia-Alaniz et al., 2010). They may be more likely to engage in commercial and consumer behaviours as a result of greater access to jaguar products, and also due to a desire express masculinity or to possess trophies.

	
	
	Ranching
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	While ranchers vary in their responses to jaguars (Amit and Jacobson, 2017,  Zimmermann et al., 2005b), they are often less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters than non-ranchers due to experiencing direct losses from jaguars, and because killing jaguars is part of their accepted social norms (Marchini and Macdonald, 2018). They are also more at risk of attacks from encountering jaguars in the context of depredation, when they are more aggressive. They may be more likely to have commercial and consumer behaviours because of greater access to jaguar products, and also due to a desire express masculinity or to possess trophies. 

	
	
	Agriculture/NTFP
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	Agriculturalists and NTFP collectors have high odds of encountering jaguars due to the large amount of time they spend in forested areas, and they have been found to hold negative attitudes towards jaguars (Knox et al. 2019, Soto-Shoender and Main, 2013). Therefore, they could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters due to enhanced safety risks to themselves and domestic animals. If lacking the perceived control to kill jaguars themselves, they may ask others to do so. Agriculturalists with domestic animals or livestock may be more prone to experiencing conflictive interactions with jaguars. They may be more likely to have commercial and consumer behaviours as a result of greater access to jaguar products.

	
	
	Other jobs
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↑
	↑
	People with other jobs (business, public services or technical jobs) could be more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters than those with different livelihoods, due to having less chances of being negatively affected by jaguars (less conflictive interactions), and potentially due to higher levels of income and education. They may be more likely to have commercial and consumer behaviours because of having established commercial networks, higher purchasing power, and a desire for status. However, they opposite might also hold, as a result of being more aware of the laws and environmental protections. 

	
	Income 
	$500 (Low)
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	Income and wealth have been found to be positively correlated with more favourable attitudes towards carnivores (Dickman et al., 2013, Fort et al., 2018). Therefore, people with lower incomes could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, due to financial need and higher perceived risks. If possessing domestic animals or livestock, they may be less tolerant of those losses (Amit and Jacobson, 2017). They may be more likely to have commercial behaviours due to financial need, but less likely to have consumer behaviours as a result of a lower purchasing power and a lower incentive to keep items that can be sold.  

	
	
	1000
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	People with medium incomes could be more or less likely to react passively or lethally to jaguar encounters, to have conflictive interactions, and commercial or consumer behaviours. 

	
	
	$2000 (High)
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	People with higher incomes could be more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, due to having less chances of being negatively affected by jaguars (less conflictive interactions), and potentially due to higher levels of education. They may be less likely to engage in commercial behaviours because they lack the need, but they probably have higher odds of engaging in consumer behaviours having higher purchasing power, and a desire for status. 

	
	Age (Years)
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	Negative attitudes towards jaguars have previously been associated with older age (Porfirio et al., 2016 and Zimmerman et al 2005), as has the likelihood of past jaguar killings (Knox et al 2019), possibly because older people have had more experiences with jaguars, or due to shifting attitudes towards jaguars in younger generations. Older people could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters because of less environmental education, awareness of the law, and due to previous experiences with jaguar persecution in the times when commercial jaguar killing was allowed. However, older people may be less likely than younger people to encounter jaguars due to reduced visits to forested areas, and may have less perceived behavioural control and physical ability to kill jaguars. 

	
	Education
 (Years)
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↑
	↑
	Higher levels of education have been found to increase people's tolerance and positive attitudes towards jaguars (Fort et al., 2018, Porfirio et al., 2016). People with higher education levels could be more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, or to engage in commercial and consumer behaviours than those with lower education levels, due to increased awareness about laws and environmental protections, as well as having less need and vulnerability due to potentially higher incomes and livelihood alternatives.

	Perceptions and Attitudes
	Abundance
	Decreased
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	Perceptions of jaguar abundances can influence perceived jaguar impacts and consequently, negative attitudes towards jaguars (Cavalcanti et al., 2010). Therefore, people who believe that jaguar populations are decreasing may be more tolerant of jaguars, but at the same time, they could perceive jaguars as a scarce resource that must be exploited at higher prices.

	
	
	Increased
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↓
	↓
	People who think that jaguar populations are increasing could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, due to a perceived need to control populations and limit conflictive interactions. However, high-perceived jaguar population numbers could positively or negatively influence commercial and consumer behaviours, depending on personal circumstances and prices.

	
	 Op. Killing

	Bad
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↑
	↑
	Opinion about killing is a proxy of attitudes towards jaguars. People who believe that killing jaguars is a bad thing (positive attitudes) could be more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters (Engel et al, 2017; Fort et al, 2018). Believing that killing is bad could also make it less likely for people to engage in commercial or consumer behaviours. People with this perception probably have experienced less conflictive interactions with jaguars.

	
	
	Good
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	People who believe that killing jaguars is a good thing could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters. Believing that killing is good could also make it more likely for people to engage in commercial or consumer behaviours. People with this perception probably have experienced more conflictive interactions with jaguars.

	
	Risk of attack 
	Low
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↑
	↑
	People with low risk perceptions (of jaguars attacking humans) are more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, due to reduced fear of negative or conflictive interactions (Dickman et al., 2013; Johansson and Karlsson, 2011; Kansky et al., 2014). However, low perceived risks of an attack could positively or negatively influence commercial and consumer behaviours, depending on personal circumstances and prices.

	
	
	Medium
	↕
	
↕ 
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	People with medium risk perceptions (of jaguars attacking humans) could be more or less likely to react passively or lethally to jaguar encounters, to have conflictive interactions, and commercial or consumer behaviours, depending on their personal circumstances. 

	
	
	High
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	↕
	People with high risk perceptions (of jaguars attacking humans) could be more or less likely to react passively or lethally  to jaguar encounters, and commercial or consumer behaviours, depending on their personal circumstances. A higher risk perception can lead to lethal responses due to fear and reduced tolerance, but it can also lead to more passive responses due to higher vulnerability or less perceived behavioural control. People who think that they have a higher risk of jaguar attacks may also have experienced more conflictive interactions.

	Past experiences
	Attacks
	Yes
	↑
	
↑ 
	↑
	↑
	↕
	↕
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	People who have experienced jaguar attacks on humans (either themselves or their families) could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters due to fear of more attacks (Dickman et al., 2013; Marchini and MacDonald, 2012). They could be more or less likely to engage in commercial behaviours, but probably more likely to become consumers or possessors due to a traditional belief that keeping jaguar body parts can prevent future encounters with the animals, or as trophies from surviving an attack. 

	
	Depredation 
	Yes
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↓
	↓
	People who have experienced jaguar depredation events (either themselves or their families) could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters as a way to control depredation events (Dickman et al., 2013; Marchini and MacDonald, 2012). Experiencing depredation makes them more likely to also be attacked by jaguars, as they become more aggressive when they are with prey. Having access to jaguar body parts probably makes them more likely to engage in commercial behaviours, probably as a way to compensate for the financial losses from losing livestock. They may have an incentive to become consumers, keeping the body parts as trophies, or to show predator control to superiors.

	Enforcement
	Legality
	Illegal
	↓
	
↓ 
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↑
	↑
	People who are aware that killing jaguars is illegal, or who are aware of previous cases of law enforcement surrounding jaguars and IWT,  could be more likely to react passively and less likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters (Carter et al., 2017; St John et al., 2012). They could also be less likely to engage in commercial or consumer behaviours due to the potential costs of law enforcement. 

	Market Opportunities
	Trader aware .(ref: No)
	Yes
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↕
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	People who are aware of the presence of traders (of any nationality) in their communities could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, and they are also more likely to engage in commercial behaviours. They could be more or less likely to purchase jaguar body parts (they might purchase them with the intention of reselling them), and less likely to own body parts due to an added incentive to sell. 

	
	Price aware.
	Yes
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↑
	↕
	↓
	↓
	↓
	↓
	People who are aware of the price of jaguar body parts in their communities could be less likely to react passively and more likely to react lethally to jaguar encounters, and they are also more likely to engage in commercial behaviours. They could be more or less likely to purchase jaguar body parts (they might purchase them with the intention of reselling them), and less likely to own body parts due to an added incentive to sell. 




Appendix S6: Model results for all behaviours and intentions
Table S2: Odds ratios of the association between jaguar trading-related behaviours and predictors. Values above one indicate whether predictors are associated with higher or lower odds of jaguar trading actions, respectively. Confidence intervals (95%) in parenthesis. Red values represent statistical significance (p<0.05).  
	Type
	Predictors
	Lethal Behaviours
	Commercial Behaviours
	Consumer Behaviours
	Tolerant Behaviours

	
	
	Killing
	Being Asked 
	Asking Others
	Would Kill
	Selling
	Would Sell
	Buying
	Owning
	Would Possess
	Passive reaction
	Do nothing

	Socioeconomic
	Gender Male (ref: Female)
	2.36 (1.50-3.70)
	1.76 (1.19-2.61)
	0.72 (0.46-1.13)
	2.66 (1.72-4.14)
	1.83 (1.12-2.97)
	2.11 (1.38-3.21)
	1.02 (0.62-1.68)
	1.14 (0.81-1.60)
	2.74 (1.55-4.85)
	1.09 (0.76-1.56)
	0.23 (0.16-0.32)

	
	Hunting/Fishing (ref: No)
	2.11 (1.43-3.12)
	1.66 (1.18-2.34)
	1.44 (0.96-2.14)
	1.07 (0.73-1.56)
	1.89 (1.22-2.92)
	1.19 (0.82-1.73)
	0.58 (0.37-0.92)
	1.15 (0.85-1.55)
	1.58 (0.96-2.59)
	0.87 (0.64-1.20)
	0.73 (0.53-1.00)

	
	Agriculture/ NTFP (ref: No)
	1.61 (1.03-2.51)
	1.10 (0.74-1.65)
	1.41 (0.90-2.22)
	1.09 (0.70-1.70)
	1.02 (0.62-1.67)
	1.42 (0.94-2.17)
	1.16 (0.69-1.95)
	1.16 (0.81-1.65)
	1.38 (0.79-2.41)
	1.02 (0.71-1.48)
	0.61 (0.42-0.88)

	
	Other jobs (ref: No)
	1.00 (0.64-1.57)
	0.89 (0.60-1.31)
	1.24 (0.81-1.91)
	0.86 (0.55-1.32)
	1.37 (0.85-2.19)
	1.10 (0.73-1.67)
	1.47 (0.92-2.34)
	1.09 (0.78-1.52)
	1.06 (0.60-1.87)
	1.16 (0.83-1.64)
	1.05 (0.74-1.50)

	
	Ranching (ref: No)
	2.28 (1.17-4.45)
	1.23 (0.65-2.36)
	0.90 (0.37-2.19)
	1.46 (0.76-2.72)
	1.61 (0.75-3.44)
	0.95 (0.47-1.93)
	0.70 (0.24-2.00)
	1.36 (0.76-2.47)
	2.24 (1.06-4.70)
	1.27 (0.69-2.34)
	0.47 (0.24-0.91)

	
	Income Low (ref: No say)
	0.91 (0.56-1.48)
	1.29 (0.85-1.95)
	0.94 (0.61-1.46)
	0.94 (0.60-1.50)
	0.89 (0.53-1.51)
	1.58 (1.02-2.46)
	0.54 (0.32-0.90)
	0.89 (0.63-1.26)
	1.78 (0.92-3.47)
	0.90 (0.63-1.29)
	0.66 (0.45-0.95)

	
	Income Med (ref: No say)
	1.35 (0.80-2.26)
	1.46 (0.92-2.32)
	0.70 (0.42-1.18)
	1.26 (0.78-2.07)
	1.37 (0.79-2.39)
	1.39 (0.84-2.30)
	0.91 (0.53-1.56)
	1.26 (0.85-1.86)
	2.77 (1.39-5.54)
	0.85 (0.57-1.28)
	0.48 (0.32-0.73)

	
	Income High (ref: No say)
	1.55 (0.79-3.03)
	1.88 (1.05-3.38)
	0.71 (0.35-1.44)
	0.95 (0.49-1.81)
	0.77 (0.36-1.67)
	1.24 (0.62-2.47)
	0.76 (0.37-1.56)
	0.99 (0.59-1.66)
	0.69 (0.23-2.09)
	1.06 (0.62-1.80)
	1.10 (0.63-1.91)

	
	Age (Years)
	1.00 (0.98-1.01)
	0.75 (0.63-0.89)
	0.76 (0.62-0.94)
	1.12 (0.93-1.35)
	0.74 (0.60-0.92)
	1.12 (0.94-1.34)
	1.16 (0.93-1.43)
	0.93 (0.81-1.08)
	0.92 (0.73-1.17)
	1.12 (0.96-1.30)
	0.88 (0.75-1.03)

	
	Education (Years)
	0.98 (0.93-1.04)
	0.87 (0.73-1.04)
	1.01 (0.83-1.23)
	1.16 (0.95-1.42)
	0.87 (0.71-1.08)
	0.78 (0.65-0.94)
	1.10 (0.89-1.37)
	1.03 (0.89-1.19)
	0.99 (0.77-1.27)
	0.81 (0.69-0.95)
	1.08 (0.92-1.27)

	Attitudes and Perceptions
	Abundance_Dec (ref: Same)
	1.29 (0.73-2.28)
	1.06 (0.66-1.72)
	0.81 (0.46-1.43)
	1.11 (0.67-1.90)
	1.15 (0.63-2.11)
	1.31 (0.77-2.24)
	1.18 (0.63-2.22)
	1.08 (0.71-1.66)
	1.44 (0.69-2.99)
	1.17 (0.75-1.83)
	0.68 (0.43-1.07)

	
	Abundance_Incr (ref: Same)
	1.28 (0.72-2.27)
	1.01 (0.62-1.65)
	1.10 (0.63-1.92)
	0.82 (0.48-1.44)
	1.00 (0.54-1.85)
	1.12 (0.66-1.93)
	1.17 (0.62-2.18)
	0.80 (0.52-1.24)
	1.21 (0.57-2.55)
	1.04 (0.66-1.64)
	0.97 (0.61-1.55)

	
	Risk Low (ref: Don’t know)
	1.51 (0.90-2.55)
	1.35 (0.87-2.09)
	0.76 (0.46-1.25)
	0.81 (0.52-1.27)
	1.36 (0.77-2.39)
	1.05 (0.67-1.65)
	1.21 (0.68-2.16)
	1.33 (0.92-1.92)
	1.88 (0.99-3.57)
	0.67 (0.46-0.96)
	0.91 (0.62-1.34)

	
	Risk Med (ref: Don’t know)
	1.15 (0.62-2.14)
	1.09 (0.65-1.85)
	1.16 (0.66-2.03)
	1.07 (0.64-1.80)
	1.39 (0.72-2.68)
	0.59 (0.33-1.05)
	1.25 (0.65-2.41)
	1.27 (0.82-1.97)
	1.30 (0.60-2.82)
	0.92 (0.59-1.41)
	1.23 (0.77-1.96)

	
	Risk High (ref: Don’t know)
	1.82 (0.99-3.35)
	1.54 (0.90-2.63)
	1.32 (0.75-2.34)
	0.74 (0.40-1.35)
	1.82 (0.94-3.53)
	1.19 (0.69-2.06)
	2.01 (1.04-3.92)
	2.13 (1.34-3.38)
	1.23 (0.54-2.79)
	0.98 (0.61-1.57)
	0.99 (0.61-1.62)

	
	Op. Killing Bad (ref: Neut.)
	0.51 (0.29-0.93)
	1.02 (0.64-1.64)
	0.73 (0.39-1.37)
	1.14 (0.72-1.79)
	0.30 (0.14-0.62)
	0.26 (0.14-0.49)
	0.64 (0.35-1.17)
	0.80 (0.54-1.20)
	0.85 (0.42-1.73)
	1.66 (1.11-2.47)
	2.11 (1.37-3.23)

	
	Op. Killing Good (ref: Neut.)
	1.19 (0.79-1.78)
	1.44 (1.00-2.09)
	2.00 (1.30-3.08)
	0.67 (0.45-1.00)
	1.14 (0.74-1.77)
	0.96 (0.66-1.40)
	0.80 (0.51-1.25)
	1.06 (0.78-1.46)
	1.44 (0.85-2.43)
	0.87 (0.63-1.22)
	1.17 (0.83-1.64)

	Experiences
	Attacked Family/Self (ref: No)
	1.61 (0.98-2.64)
	1.47 (0.94-2.31)
	1.12 (0.67-1.88)
	1.13 (0.65-1.89)
	2.06 (1.23-3.45)
	1.51 (0.94-2.42)
	1.05 (0.59-1.89)
	1.63 (1.06-2.49)
	1.05 (0.54-2.05)
	1.11 (0.72-1.74)
	0.65 (0.41-1.02)

	
	Depredation (ref: No)
	1.76 (1.22-2.55)
	1.30 (0.93-1.82)
	1.32 (0.90-1.93)
	1.10 (0.74-1.61)
	0.90 (0.59-1.38)
	1.16 (0.80-1.67)
	0.95 (0.61-1.48)
	1.51 (1.12-2.05)
	1.33 (0.83-2.12)
	0.71 (0.51-0.99)
	0.76 (0.55-1.06)

	Costs/opp
	Legal status illegal (ref: legal)
	1.41 (0.88-2.27)
	1.25 (0.81-1.92)
	1.16 (0.71-1.91)
	1.05 (0.64-1.67)
	0.94 (0.54-1.63)
	1.14 (0.70-1.86)
	1.57 (0.94-2.60)
	1.65 (1.13-2.42)
	0.89 (0.47-1.71)
	0.43 (0.27-0.68)
	0.96 (0.63-1.44)

	
	Traders (ref: No)
	1.08 (0.71-1.66)
	1.99 (1.36-2.92)
	1.71 (1.12-2.63)
	0.62 (0.44-0.88)
	1.42 (0.91-2.22)
	1.11 (0.75-1.64)
	1.86 (1.15-3.01)
	1.83 (1.37-2.44)
	1.01 (0.55-1.87)
	0.97 (0.72-1.32)
	1.21 (0.85-1.70)

	
	Price Awareness (ref: No)
	2.33 (1.61-3.36)
	1.84 (1.33-2.54)
	1.65 (1.13-2.39)
	0.81 (0.54-1.19)
	4.31 (2.92-6.36)
	1.84 (1.29-2.63)
	4.87 (3.25-7.30)
	2.78 (2.06-3.75)
	0.89 (0.55-1.45)
	0.72 (0.52-1.00)
	0.72 (0.52-1.00)
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