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ABSTRACT

ASSESSING STAKEHOIDI‘R PREFERENCE REGARDING (IJRRENT

AND HJTURE BEARMANAGEMENT OPHONS

by

IjsaD.Grise

Over the past decade, several states have experienced increased controversy regarding

black bear (1.1mW)management The decision in IVfichigan to limit hunter entry

and the resulting conflicts among bear opinion leaders over preferred methods of allocating

hmrtingpermitsmadeitnecessarytodeterminethepreferences ofbearhunters onastatewide

basis. Project objectives also included the evaluation of beer hunting behavior and bear hunter

attitudes and beliefs oomerning bear hunting regulations, bear management, and use of bait

and dogs.

Methods involved six focus groups held in three locations in Michigan followed by a

statewide rmil survey in 1993. The survey sample was randomly selected fiom the population

ofl992bearlmnterapplicants; a75%responseratewasobtained. Datafromthisstudy

showed that bear hunters specialize by hunting method (e.g., bait, dogs) and these specialist

groups differ in their hunting behavior, and attitudes toward bear hunting regulations, the

MDNR, andothermethodsofhmrtingbear.



ACKNOMEDGMFNIS

Indshtoexpressmyappreciationtoallthosewhohelpedintheplanningand

execution of this research Iam particularly grateful to my committee chairperson, Dr. R. Ben

Peyton, for his exceedingly generous contributions of time, patience, and wisdom Iarn

deeplyimiebtedtohimforthelmowledgeandinsightthathesowillinglyshared. Hehasbeen

atruernentor.

Imuldalsoliketothanktheothermembersofmyconmrittee,Dr.ShariDannand

Dr. Kirk Heinze, for providing rmny helpfirl comments throughout the course of this project.

Dr.ShmiDarmisespeciaHyappecifledfmlwrwflfingresstobeamplacenentmnmfiflee

rnemberatsuchalatepointinthisproject

SpecialthanksareduetoTunReisandBillMoritzoftheMchiganDepartmemof

Natural Resources for their active involvement in rmny aspects of this research

Fisheries and \Vrldlife undergrads, Jefi‘ Rupert and Julie White, were exceptional

assistantsthrougmutthefocusgroupphaseofthisstudy.

IalsowanttothankDomaMmris,myoflicc—mateandfiiendforflrelastthreeyears.

Herassistamemcmxhrfingfwusg'omasmllashasupponmfifeedbackwere

extrernelyvaluabletome.

Fimlly, I would like to thank Carl and my family for their support throughout this

chapter in my life.

iii



TABIE 0F oomrNIs

LIST OF TABLES ................................................ viii

INTRODUCTION ................................................. l

The History of Black Bear Management in Michigan

Hunting Regulations .................................... l

The Bear Population .................................... 1

Bear Hunters and Related Issues ............................ 2

Onrent Issues Surrounding Bear Marngement ........................ 5

Statement of the Research Problem ................................ 7

Research Questions ..................................... 9

LITERATURE REVIEW ............................................ 10

Human Dimensions of Fisheries and Wildlife Management ............... 10

Marketing in Fisheries & Wildlife ................................ 11

An Overview of Marketing ................................ 11

The Role of Segmentation ................................ 13

Segmentation Analysis ................................... 15

Targeting Identified Segments .............................. 18

Problems in Social Marketing .............................. 20

Defining and Providing a Product ........................... 21

Social Subworlds and Recreation Specialimtion ....................... 23

Issue Management ........................................... 26

Connmmieation ............................................. 28

METHODS ...................................................... 31

Phase I-Focus Groups ......................................... 31

Phase II-Nhil Survey ......................................... 35

Pilot Mail Sm'vey ...................................... 37

Sample Selection ....................................... 37

Mail Survey Implementation ............................... 38

Data Entry and Analysis .................................. 39

RESULTS ...................................................... 41

Nonresponse ............................................... 41

Survey Results .............................................. 42

Demographics ......................................... 42

Segmentation Criteria .................................... 42

Hunting Characteristics .................................. 45

Importance of Bear Hunting ............................... 52

loyalty to Hunt Methods ................................. 55

Reasons for Going Bear Hunting ............................ 55

iv



Bear Hunting Regulations ................................. 62

UseofDogsandBaittoI-IuntBear .......................... 71

WtionsforLimitingtheNumberofBearHarvested .............. 78

Harvest Tag Allocation .................................. 80

Bear Management ...................................... 83

The Bear Population .................................... 87

Sources of Information on Bear Hunting ...................... 90

Changes in Hunting Due to 1990 Regulations ................... 96

ComparisonofOpinionIeaderswiththeGeneralBear

Hunting Population ..................................... 99

Comparison of Dog-Leaders with Dog-Nonleaders .............. 110

DISCUSSION ................................................... 111

Overall Findings ............................................ 111

Segmentation of Respondents ............................. 111

Bear Hunting Characteristics and Behaviors of Respondents ........ 112

ImportanceofBearI—ImrtingComparedtoOtherRecreation ........ 113

Reasons for Going Bear Hunting ........................... 114

Attitudes toward Regulation Trade-offs ...................... 115

Attitudes toward Waiting for a Harvest Tag ................... 116

Attitudes toward Season Length ........................... 117

Attitudes toward Hunter Success ........................... 117

Attitudes and Beliefs Conceming Use of Bait and Dogs .......... 118

Beliefs about the Bear Population .......................... 118

Preferences for Harvest Tag Allocation ...................... 119

Point Preference vs Random lottery ........................ 119

Attitudes and Beliefs Concerning the DNR .................... 120

Communieation for Bear and Bear Hunting Issues ............... 122

Profile of Segments ......................................... 122

Him-method Segment Profiles: Dog Only .................... 122

I-hrnt-method Segment Profiles: Dog/Bait .................... 124

Him-method Segment Profiles: Bait Only .................... 126

Hunt-method Segment Profiles: Still Only .................... 128

Hunt-method Segment Profiles: Generalist .................... ' 130

Hunt-method Segment Profiles: Not Yet Hunted Bear in

Michigan ........................................... 132

Membership Segment Profiles: Bear Hrmting Organimtion

Member ............................................ 133

Membership Segment Profiles Bear Hunting Orgammtron

......................................... 135

Membership Segment Profiles: Other Hunting Organization

............................................ 137

Membership Segment Profiles Other Huntmg Organization

Nonmember ......................................... 138

Cohort Segment Profiles: Before Cohort ..................... 140

Cohort Segment Profiles: After Cohort ...................... 141



Trends in Bear Hunter Characteristics and Attitudes ................... 142

Changes in Hunter Characteristics Over Time .................. 142

Changes in Attitudes Toward the Status ofthe Bear Population

Over Time .......................................... 143

Changes in Attitudes Toward Use of Bait and Dogs Over Time ..... 144

Comparison of Leaders and Nonleaders ............................ 145

Differences in Hunting Characteristics, Behaviors, and Attitudes ..... 145

Diflerences Between Dog-leaders and Dog-nonleaders ............ 146

Implications for Wnagement ................................... 148

Recreation Specialization ................................ 148

Representativeness of Bear Opinion Leaders ................... 149

Bear Management Strategies .............................. 151

ProblemswiththeCmrentBearManagementProcess ............ 153

LITERATURE CITED ............................................. 154

APPENDD( 1: Approval letter from UCRIHS .......................... 159

APPENDD( II: Glossary of terns ................................... 161

APPENDD( [[I: Focus group screening survey .......................... 164

APPENDIX IV: Focus group discussion guide .......................... 167

APPENDD( V: Focus group summaries (six focus groups) ................. 174

APPENDDI VI: Pilot survey ....................................... 199

APPENDDI VII: Pilot survey results summary ........................... 213

APPENDIX VIII: Mailing contents for statewide bear hunter survey. questionnaire,

cover letters, and postcard reminder ...................... 217



Table 1A

Table 2A.

Table 3A

Table 4A.

Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table 6.

Table 7.

Table 8.

Table 9.

Table 10.

Table 11.

Table 12.

Table 13.

Table 14.

Table 15A

Table 15B.

Table 16.

Table 17.

Table 18.

Table 19.

Table 20.

Table 21.

Table 22.

Table 23.

Table 24.

HST OF TABIIS

Response to phone solicitation of focm group participants ............ 33

Number of bear focus group participants for each location ............ 34

Sampling frame for statewide mail survey ....................... 38

Mailing schedule for statewide mil survey ....................... 39

Response, nonresponse, and nondeliverables for statewide mail survey . . . . 41

Demographic characteristics of the weighted sample ................ 43

Main characteristics used to segment respondents .................. 44

Percent of each hunt-method group who were members of hunting

organimtions ............................................ 44

Percent of each hunt-method group in the before and after cohorts ...... 45

Hunting characteristics of weighted sample ....................... 47

Hunting characteristics analyzed by hunt-method group .............. 48

Hunting characteristics amlyzed by cohorts ...................... 49

Meanyearrespondents beganbearhuntingandmeannumberofdays

hunted in 1992 for bear .................................... 50

Bearsharvestedanalyzedbymembershipinbearhmrtingorganizations . . . 51

Bemsharvestedamlyzedbymembershipinoflrerhmtingorganimfions ..51

Importanceofbearhmrtingcomparedtootherrecreationalactivities ....53

Importanceofbearhmrtingarnlyzedbyresporflentsinhmrt-meflrod

groupswhoownbeardogs .................................. 54

Importanceofbear hunting analyzed by number ofbear harvested ...... 55

Percentofhmrt-methodgroupswhointendtouseeachmeflrodtohmt

bearoverthenextSyears ................................... 56

Potentialclnngesinhmt—metlndgroupsoverthenextfiveyears ....... 56

Meanrafingofhrponanceforwhyrespmdentsgobearhtmfingmralyzed

byhunt-methodgroup ..................................... 57

Murafingofhnponanceforwhyrespondemsgobearhmrfinganalfled

bymembershipinhmrtingorganizations ......................... 59

Rwanrafingofimportanceforwhyresporxiemsgobearhmninganalyzed

bycohorts .............................................. 60

Mnrafingofimportameforwhyrespmdmtsgobearhmfinganalyzed

bybearlnrvested ......................................... 61

than importance of each of the following factors analyzed by hunt-

methodgroup ........................................... 63

Meanirnportanceofeach ofthefollowingfactorsanalyzed by membership

inbearhuntingorganimtions ................................ 64

Mimponanceofeachofflrefofloudngfactorsanalyzedbymembership

inotherhmtingorganizafiom ................................ 64

murmmtanceofeachofflrefonowingfactorsanalyzedbycohorts ...65

Icngestresporxlentswouldwaitforaharvesttagandstillbesatisfied

withbearhunting ......................................... 67

vii



Table 25.

Table 26.

Table 27.

Table 28.

Table 29.

Table 30.

Table 31.

Table 32.

Table 33.

Table 34.

Table 35.

Table 36.

Table 37

Table 38A.

Table 38B.

Table 38C.

Table 39.

Table 40.

Table 41.

Table 42.

Table 43.

Table 44.

Table 45.

Table 46.

Table 47.

Table 48.

Table 49

Table 50.

Table 51.

longest respondents would wait for a harvest tag before they would quit

applying ............................................... 68

Mean season length that respondents would be satisfied with, given the

current overlapping seasons .................................. 69

Mean season length that respondents would be satisfied with, given split

seasons ................................................ 70

Ihmtersuccessrate(per10hmrters)neededtobesatisfiedwithbear

hmrfingandperoentwhoreportedflratsuccessrateisnotimportant ...... 73

Opinions on hunting bear over bait analyzed by hunt-method group ..... 74

Opinions on hunting bear with dogs analyzed by hunt-method group ..... 75

Response to statements about hunting bear over bait analyzed by

respondents who indicated baiting "Should Continue", "Should not

Continue", or are "Not Sure" ................................. 76

Responsetostaternentsaboutlmntingbearwithdogs analyzedby

respondents who indicated dog hunting "Should Continue", "Should

not Continue", or are "Not Sme" .............................. 77

Approval of four rrrethods for limiting the number of bear harvested each

year in Michigan ......................................... 78

Approval offom'methodsfor limitingthenmnberofbearharvestedeach

year in Michigan analyzed by hunt-method group .................. 79

Choice of point preference or random lottery to allocate harvest tags, given

a short wait ............................................. 81

Choice of point prefereme or random lottery to allocate harvest tags, given

a long wait ............................................. 82

Satisfaction with current bear rmna ....................... 84

Agreement/disagreement to a statement about the DNR .............. 85

Agreement/disagreementtoastatementabouttheDNR .............. 86

Agreement/disagreementtoastatementabouttheDNR .............. 88

Whatishappeningtothebearpopulationintheareayouhmrtmostofien .89

Percentandnumber ofrespondentswhouseinfonmtion sources

"frequently', "sometimes", "rarely", and "never" ................... 91

Mnfiequencyofuseofinfomrationsomoesanalyzedby

hunt-method group ........................................ 92

Mean frequency of use of information sources amlyzed by membership

in hunting organimtions .................................... 93

Mean frequency of use of inforrmtion sources analyzed by cohorts ...... 94

Pemernofrespmrdernsunerestedinanendmgworkshopsand/orneefings

on bear hunting .......................................... 95

Percent ofrespondents who reported changing their hunting practices

became of the drawing to issue tags ........................... 97

Percent of each hunt-method group who reported changing their hunfing

practicesbeeauseofthedrawingtoissueharvesttags ............... 98

Representation ofhurrting organizations inthe leadergroup ........... 99

Bear hunting methods of "leader" and "nonleader" ................. 100

Hunting characteristics of "leader" and "nonleader" ................ 101

Importance rating of bear hunting compared to other recreational activities

for "leader" and "nonleader" ................................ 101

IntenttousebearhuntingnrthodsoverthenextS yearsfor"leader" and

"nonleader" ............................................ 102

viii



Table 52.

Table 53.

Table 54.

Table 55.

Table 56.

Table 57.

Table 58.

Table 59.

khanrafingofimportanceforreasonswhyrespondentsgobearhrmting

amlyzed by "leader" and "nonleader" .......................... 103

Agreement/disagreement to statements about the DNR analyzed by "leader"

and "nonleader" ......................................... 104

How much importance should the DNR assign to the following factors

analyzed by "leader" and "nonleader" .......................... 105

Opiniom on hunting bear over bait analyzed by "leader" and

"nonleader" ............................................ 106

Opinions on hunting bear with dogs analyzed by "leader" and

"nonleader" ............................................ 107

Approval of four methods for limiting the number of bear harvested each

year in Michigan analyzed by "leader" and "nonleader" ............. 108

longest would wait for a Inrvest tag and still be satisfied with

bear hunting and before they quit applying ...................... 109

Choice of point preference or random lottery to allocate harvest tags

analyzed by "leader" and "nonleader" .......................... 109



INTRODUCTION

The Iistory ofBlackBeaermagenmnt in Mchigan

H . B l .

Black bear (Umrsmmwas an unprotected species in Michigan until 1925

Mrenlnmterswerelimitedtotaldngonlyonebearwiflradeerhcense dmingtheNovernber

deer hunting season (VVrldl. Div. 1988). In 1939, the Michigan legislature removed all

protection for bear, but gave authority to the Natural Resources Conrrnission (NRC) to

establishregulationsandseasonswhenneeded. Thisallovvedblackbeartobetakenatany

time, anywhere,andbyanymeans, unlessprotective actionswererequestedbyaBoardof

Supervisors for a particular county (erdl. Div. 1988). In 1952, the first statewide regulation

made trapping illegal as a method for harvesting bear. In 1959, legislation was passed

requiringhmterstoobtainabearhmrtingstamp,withasmall gamelicense,orafirearrnor

archerydeerlicensetohmrtbear. Abearhmrtinglicensereplacedthebearstampin 1965;

however, archery deer license holders could still take a bear. Black hear was removed fiom,

arxlplacedbackonthefirearmandarcherydeerlicenses severaltimesmrtil 1980. Currently,

beareanonlybetakeninMichiganwithaspecialbearhrmtinglicense; theuseofbothdogs

and bait is legal.

W

Thecontinuous shifiingofbearhmrtingregulationsoverthepastSOyearshasbeen

due in part to ambiguous biological data on black bear. Historical black bear population data

slowflratflreymepresemflrmugimmMiclfigandmingpresenlememnmes, butbythemid

1
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1800's they had begun to disappear from the southem areas ofthe state (Baker 1983).

Earliest records indicate that hunting pressure was low throughout the early 1900's, but as

hmnan populations grew, bear habitat decreased, pushing bear to the northern parts ofthe state

(Wild. Div. 1988). Bear population estimates were mainly fiom harvest data, which the

Wildlife Division of the Department of Natinal Resources collected through various methods

beginning in 1936. Harvest data were not consistently obtained until 1972 when compulsory

bear registration was established (Harger 1979). There were few data available for

determiningbearpopulationsizearxlsmmrrestatewideimtilthe IWO'smnflchhigan

Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) intensified its efforts to collect biological

information fiom harvested bear (WlIdI. Div. 1988). MDNR agency personnel were first

asked to extract pie-molars when harvested bear, brought to check stations by hunters, were

examined Later, reproductive tracts from harvested females were obtained on a voluntary

basis (Boushelle et al. 1990).

Due to their bi-annual breeding habits and tendency to range over wide areas, black

bear have been a difficult species to study in the wild (Walker 1985). Live-trapping and

radio-collating bear, which had been experimented with since the 1950's, increased in the

1980's. The biomarker, tetracycline, was also used experimentally to better track populations;

however,bothoftlesemethodswerecostlyandtime—consmring, so,wereemployed

sparingly. Population data are still incomplete, but MDNR biologists estimate that the

population is stable or growing in Michigan's Upper Peninsula and northem lower Peninsula

(L.Visser, Mi. Dept Nat. Res, pers. comm).

MW

lhnfierdemandwasalsoparflymsponsibleforflreconstmnchangingofbear

regulations. Thenurrrber ofbearhuntersfluctuatedaromrd4,000 from 1959 (thefirstyear
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data were available) until 1968, but jumped to 6,977 by 1969. Black bear had become a

valued game species with increasing demand from hunters and increasing conflict over

methods med to hunt them Sportsmen's licenses, first sold in 1970, allowed hunters to

[Juichme one license for all types of hunting, including bear. Consequently, much inforrmtion

aboutbearhunteiswaslostforseveralyears,butbasedonharvestdatabearhmrtimgwason

the rise throughout the 1970's (Harger 1979, Boushelle et al. 1990). Dogs and bait had been

anacceptedmeansofharvestingbearformostofL/fichigan'sbearhuntingpast, butasresource

demands increased, hunter segments became increasingly polarized over conflicts associated

with these techniques.

In response to diversifying viewpoints, several new bear hunting organimtions, United

Bear Hunters (UBHA), Upper Peninsula Bear Houndsmen (UPBHA), and Northeastern

Michigan Hourrdsrnen (NEMHA) Associations sprang up in the mid-80's, where previously

there had been only one, Michigan Bear Hunter's Association (MBHA) (B. Walker, MBHA

Pres, pers. com). The MBHA had been communicating with the MDNR since its inception

in 1946, but its role in decision making, and that of the newly formed bear organizations,

increased throughout the 1980's. During this time, bear managers also began to seek input

from these groups on proposed regulation changes (J. Stuht, M. Dept. Nat. Res, pers. comm).

Unfortunately, these four organizations did not mrirror the characteristics of the bear

hunting community. Even though baiters out-numbered houndsmen in Michigan, the majority

of the members of each of these groups were houndsmen (Peyton 1989b). Therefore, as issues

involving hunting mrethods erupted, baiters were left with little or no organized representation

As a result, in 1985, baiting as a mrethod for hunting bear was challenged. Some hunters

believed tint bear numbers were decreasing and that commercial baiting activities (placing

baits for hunters for a fee) were partly responsible. Efforts to have baiting eliminated were

msuccessfiiLbutasaresult, somebaitingrestiictionswereimposedbytheNRC.
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Consequently,resermnembetweenthehomrdsmenandbaitersgrew.

Innergioupswmfimedmpirshfmumeasedpopiflafimstidiesandsuiaerwnuols

on bear harvesting throughout the 1980's (Peyton 1989b, Wildl. Div. 1988). Anti-hunting

acfivitieswerealsoincreasingatflristimecreatingevenmxrreissres forresomce managers. A

petition drive was initiated by a disgruntled U.P. landowner to eliminate hunting bear with

dogs, a move also supported by some baiters and anti-hunters.

Differencesammghuntergroupsweiefirstquantifiedina 1985 statewide surveyof

bear hunters (Peyton 1989b). A questionnaire was mailed to 1,200 individuals who were

randomly selected fiorri 1983 bear hunter applicants. Results showed that only 20% of the

respondents were houndsmen, while 50% exclusively sat over bait. These specialist hunters

meieputedasbeingveryloyaltoflieuclxrsenmethodsarxlhavingliule intentiomofusinga

difi’erentmethodforfuturebearhunting Baitersanddoghunterswereshowntobeatodds

over the ethics, success rates, and interference involved with using these methods. Those who

usedmeitherdogsnorbait(l3%ofiespondents)werealso intolerantofmethods, otherthan

their own, for hunting bear.

Other issues that were causing conflict during the 1980's were hunter trespass, hunting

violations, nomesident hunters, hunting seasons, and nuisance bears (Wildl. Div. 1988). In

addition, the harvest of bear had been increasing steadily since 1984, and biologists felt that a

cmfimnfimofflrisuuflwmfldresultmmmmlmestmtesflnmxceededpiodmfim

(Boushelleetal. 1990). ToaddresstleseissuesandfutureneedsflreMDNRWildlife

Division developed a Black Bear Mamgement Plan in 1988 (Wildl. Div. 1988).

RecommendafiomfmimmediatemrdMneacfimswemmndemfllatermvieuedbybear

hunting organimtion leaders (J. Stuht, Mi. Dept. Nat. Res., pers. comm). Nonresident hunters

were limited and seasom were adjmted, but organization leaders continued to actively eall for

strictercontrolsonthebearharvest. In l990,the1\/IDI\lRestablishedeigl'itbearmanagement
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units. Mflrsepamtemfitsfiheywmdsethxhpmdanbearhawenqmmsbasedmeachmeas

estimated population level. The quotas established for each unit were designed to limit bear

larvest by limiting the number of available harvest tags.

Conflict over the use of dogs and baiting still continued at a disruptive level, but in

1990 another critieal problem faced the MDNR: harvest tag alloeation. Since the zone and

quotasystembegan, tlrerehavebeenmorethanmobearapplicamts for everyavailable harvest

tag Arandomlotterywasusedin1990toissueapproximately4,200harvesttagsto9,600

applicants. In 1991 and 1992,thosewhohadnot yetbeendrawn foraharvest tagwere given

preference, including first-time applicants. Problems in this system resulted in 300+ applieants

going three consecutive years without receiving a tag, while some other applicants received

tagszioeinthesamethreeyearperiodCT. Reis, Mi. Dept Nat Res., pers. comm). In 1993,

onlythosewhoappliedineachofthethreepreviousyearsandbadmotreceivedaharvesttag

were given preference; the remaining tags were issued randomly. Some bear hunters were

dissatisfied with this allocation system, claiming that dedicated hunters who wanted to hunt

oftenweretakingabackseattothosehavingaspurious interest. "lhisaddedmoredissention

to an already tenutms MDNR/hunter relationship.

GIMMSmrningBearMmagemert

Themethodusedinl994andbeyomd for allocating harvest tagsisacritical decision

for bear managers. Some bear hunter segments have communicated their opinions concerning

thisissuetotheMDNRmainlythroughaseriesofmreetingsbenweenagencypersomieland

selected bear opinion leaders. Most of the infonrration that follows was obtained from

attendingthreeoftlesemeetimgsfrom1992to 1993.

Tlenwoopfionsfletbeeamemnstviableforafloeafimgbearharvesttagswereflie

randomlotteryandpoint preferencesystemsCT.Reis,M.DeptNat.Res.,pers.comrn). A
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random lottery would give all applicants an equal chance ofbeing drawn in any given year.

Point preference gives applicants a point each year they apply for a harvest tag and fail to

receiveone;applicantswiththemostpointsobtainharvesttagsfiist Overthelastdecade,

Wisconsin and Minnesota have adopted point preference systemrs to allocate bear harvest tags,

but with mixed results. Although applieant numbers have risen dramatically in both states and

extandedthelengthoftimehmtersmustwaitforalmrvesttag,bearmanageisconsiderthe

systemasuccess(D.Schad,1\/finn.VVidl.Div.,pers.comm). Mchigam proponents of the

rarxiomlotteryviewh'finnesotaandWisconsinasproofthatusingapointpieferencesystem

artificially inflates the number of bear hunter applicants by forcing those who do not intend to

luminagiveriyeartorenminintheapplicantpool. Applicantmnnbersarealsorisingin

Michigan with over 16,000 individuals applying for 5,000 harvest tags in 1993, but many

elements couldbecontributingtotheincreaseCT. Reis, Mi. Dept. Nat. Res., pers. comrm).

Season lengths are also causing some debate and confusion among bear hunters.

Currently, hunt periods vary considerably with two, one-week hunt periods in the lower

Peninsulazone; thesecondweekisonlyforarcheryhunters. Dnrmrmndlslandhasaone-

weeklmntperiodinwhichanylegalmethodcanbeused. ThesixUpperPeninsulazones

have two, 42-day periodsthatbegin five daysapart. Thefiistfive days, dogsareanillegal

formofhmrfingsomostbaithmrtersapplyforthisfirsthuntperiod Morehunteisapplyfor

flefirstlnnupaioddmflresecmdmfleU.P.mnuflybecmsemomhmneismebaitbm

successratesarealsohighestimthefirstdaysoftheseasona“.Reis,1\'fi.DeptNat.Res.,pers.

comm).

Somewouldliketoseehimtperiodsstructuredtocompletelyseparatedogarxibait

hunters. Othersargueformnreseparationofbowandgrmhmrters. Bearorganimtionleaders

feelflratseasonscouldbeerdendedtoprovidemehimtingdaysudflromaffectingthebear

pqmlafimbceamelnrvestratesdeaeasesubsmifiaflyatflemdofhmnpaiods. Thelength
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oftimeallowedforprehmrtdogtrainingandbaitingisalsoasourceofconflict. Hunterscan

traintheirdogsonbearallyearvviflrflieexceptionofapeiiodfiomApriltoJulyaridthefirst

fivedaysofthebearhuntingseasonintheUpperPeninsula. Baitersmayonlybeginbaiting

onerrxrnthpriortothebearhrmtingseasoninthatarea.

Other issues of importance to hunters involve cost and availability of bear hunting

applieations and licemes. Hunting organization leaders have been debating the merits of

elevatingtheblack bear's biggamestatuswithahigher license fee. Concemwasexpressed

that increasing the license fee would put bear hunting out ofthe reach of lower income hunters

and would become over-commercialized. Organimtion leaders also expressed concern about

howextralicensedollarswouldbespentbytheMDNR.

hidividmlswhogoalongonahmmMflidogsudfliomeamyingafireannmmst

purchaseaparticipationlicenseforthesarnepriceasthosewhoreceiveaharvesttag

However, those participating in baiting activities without a firearm need not obtain a license.

This situation has raised cries of ineqmlity among some bear hunters.

Oderfaamsflntemerunoharvestmgaflocafionmwnfomdfleisswmeeqrfimbflity

to comprehensive lifetime license—holders, senior citizens, group or party hunters, and the

nglmsoflandomrersmprotectfliemselvesfiompropenydmmgedietobears. Humtersare

jmtpartofthemiiverseofissues smrourrdingbearmmagemrerrtinMichiganbuttheconflict

over harvest tag allocation and other hunting regulations is consuming a disproportionate

amountoftimeandefi‘ort. Itiscriticalthattleseproblermaredealtwithtorelievethe

tension in MDNR/hunter relations.

Strrtermrl of tin Research Problem

Asystemslmifldbemplaceflntallowsresomcenemgemtoidmfifyusergrorms

associated with a particular resource. These stakeholders couldthen be monitored to identify
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clenging stakeholder characteristics, achieve meaningful stakeholder involvement in

appropriate management processes, and provide for a rational exchange of ideas among

stakeholdergroups. Maregersshouldalsobepartofacontinuousprocesstoeducate

stakeholders regarding the social and ecological aspects of resource management. Such a

system would invoke a combination of processes ranging fiom nonfonnal, imstructured

communication between maregers and groups of stakeholders to repeated use of highly

structured, interactive meetings and quantitative data collection methods.

The complex anay of issues surrounding Mchigan bear management involves highly

specializedstakeholder groups. Muchis knownoftheattitudes ofasmallportionofthese

stakeholders, the opinion leaders; however, it is urrknowm whether their attitudes are reflected

in tie remainder of the bear hunting commmiity. To what extent can opinion leaders among

these hunter segments be relied onto represent the preferences, attitudes and behaviors oftleir

assmnedconstituents? Dotleyrepresentthosebearhunterswhoarenotmembeisofhimtimg

organizations? There are, indeed, signs that the adoption ofa lottery system has increased the

nmnberoffimtfimebearhmnemwlfiledecreasmgfliemmrberofhmmmwhohavebwn

involved for rmny years. This raises the question ofwhetler the makeup ofthe bear hunting

community in Michigan has been substantially changed by the recruitment and dropout of

formerhumtertypes. Ifso,whataretleimplications fortrendsimbearhuntingmethodsand

ethics? Will preferences for management strategies be changed and how might this affect the

resource and/or other stakeholder groups (e.g., nonconsumptive users, landowners, etc)? To

exploretleseandotlersuchquestionsfiiisstixiywasmdertaken Thestudygoalsweieto:

identify attitudes and characteristics of various bear hunter groups and changes

tletmayhaveoccinredinthesegroupsovertime; '

corm'astatfimdesandchamctefisficsoffleophfionleaderswithflroseoffle

hunter groups to identify the extent to which opinion leaders accurately

representtheviewsofbearhmrtersingeneial;
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evaluate the irrrpacts of recent changes in bear hunting regulations on

cleracteristics, attitudes, and behaviors of bear hunters; and

recomrrnend cormnunication processes which will support and advance black

bear management in Michigan

W

What are current characteristics, attitudes, and behaviors of bear hunters as they relate to their

involvement in bear hunting and have they changed over time?

What are current characteristics, attitudes, and behaviors of bear hunters as they relate to the

methodsusedtohuntbearandhavetheychangedovertime?

What beliefs and values do bear hunters have toward himting bear with dogs and bait and have

they changed over time?

What factors are involved in creating a satisfying bear hunting experience?

Wtet are bear hunter beliefs pertaining to tie biological need for bear harvest restrictions?

What are bear hunter beliefs and attitudes conceming rew hunting regulations?

Wlet are bear himter beliefs and attitudes concerning the MDNR's management ofbear and

bear hunting?

Whattypesofcommninicationsomcesareusedamongbearhmrtersforimfomnatiomonbear

andbearhunting?

Dothepositionsofopinionleadersonbearandbearhmrtingissuesrepresentbearhmrtersin

general?

Weanbepredictedaboutfiitmebearhmitertrends?



IITERATURE REVIEW

film Dimmions of Fisheries and Wildife Managemerl

Tie earliest formrs of wildlife management involved "the art of making land produce

sustained annual crops of wild game for recreational use" (leopold 1986z3). Managers relied

primarily on tie use of biological techniques to manage wildlife on a level similar to

agriculture (Decker et al. 1992). Though this view continued unchallenged for several

decades, managersbegantorecognizetleneedtomderstandtlepublic's relationshiptothis

resource as well (Kellert and Brown 1985). However, it was not until tle late 1970's and early

80's that wildlife management texts began to recognize a new definition of wildlife

maragement that involved manipulating wildlife to meet societal goals (Decker et al. 1992).

Unforturately, in practice, many resource managers continued to emphasize tie biological

applications associated with measuring and cataloging wildlife populations, while avoiding tie

humandirrensiora. Tlfisappearstobechamgingasanincreasingmmiberofwildlifemanagers

are studying people, as well as wildlife (Kellert and Brown 1985, Duda 1986, Decker et a1.

1992). Kellert and Brown (1985) identify four areas of human dimensions that must be

considered further".

constituency identification;

multiple satisfactions maragement;

social impact and tradeoff aralysis;

and public awareness and education.

Waginganatmalresomce suchasblackbearimthe 1990'srequirestlathuman

dimensions be balanced with biological data gathering As ore of the few large mammals

remaining tlat co-exists with humans, black bear present unique management problems.

10
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Marageis must deal withproperty damage to landowners, loss ofrevenue to famers, fear and

intolerance of the public, over-harvest by hunters, targeted actions of animal rightists, and

politically motivated legislation. These sociological factors combire with a lack of detailed

biological data on black bear to create a sensitive management situation.

Marletug’ in fisheries all Wildife

! C . [I I l .

Vlfrth such a wide anay of constituents comes a complex assortment of values and

beliefs tlat are inconsistently communicated to the resource manager on how the resource

should be maraged. This makes the equitable allocation of resources more difficult (Eberlardt

et al. 1990). Marketing strategies could be applied to assist tle marager in deciding how to

provideservicesflatbestmeettlereedsofmanydiffeientpubhcsmida 1990).

The term "marketing" has different meanings to different people. Ore way to look at

mmkefinghasahmsacfimmexcMngebdueenMesflflbmfluallybaeficiaHEbeflardt

et al. 1990). According to lovelock and Weinberg (1978), modern marketing las two

different meanings to people. Ore connotation conjures up "immoral" elerrents of selling,

influencingandpersiading Theotlerassociationappearstobe less salientintlepublic's

mindandinvolvesservingandsatisfyinghumanreeds. The latteristlebasis fortle

existenceofgovemmrentorpublic service institutions suchastleDepartmemtofNatmal

Resources.

Public service institutions such as tie Michigan Department of Natural Resources have,

intl'epast, avoidedtleuseofrrarketingtechrriques. This isprimarilydietotlepeiception

tlat tie public service sector is markedly different from private business and, therefore, would

not be suitable for a marketing program (Kotler 1982). Unlike commercial businesses, public

servicehafiurfimearembjeamunensepubhcsmifinyandamobfigedmprovideservices
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tlatdonotresultinaprofit. I-Iowever,thisdoesnotmeantlatadifferentsetofmarketing

principles must be used wlen dealing with public or nonprofit organizations, ratler, tie

application of these principles must be adjusted to accommodate tle demands (Haley 1985).

Sravely (1991:313), stated that "all enterprises involved in regular exchanges with customers

presumably are able to use marketing techniques to increase the valie of their exchanges for

tlemselves and their customers." lovelock and Weinberg (1978) point out tlat marketing

toolsusedtoassistanagencyinachievingobjectivesareasappropriate for social servicetype

organimtions as for commercial organimtions.

Realimtionstl'atmarketingtools couldbe adapted foruse imgovemmentand social

institutions occurred in the late 1970's (Kotler 1982, Cromrpton and Lamb 1986). Kotler

(1982:490) defined social marketing as "the use of marketing principles and techniques to

advanceasocial cause, idea,orbehavior." Thismindsetresultedfiomshifis inthe socialand

firancial enviromrents of these agencies. The "new" environments were characterized by

reduced funding, decreasing client satisfaction, voeal criticisms from constituents, and

legislators, and increased comrpetition from the public sector. Marketing became a means to

deal with these rewly acquired problems.

Unforturately, many organimtions may lose sight of this original mandate and become

self-serving. Cmmptonandlamb(l986)statetlattlemostdifliculttaskinmarkefingis

focusing the efforts of personnel on satisfying tie wants of clientele rather tlan on tleir own

immediatewell-being Marketingistlefurrctionofamiblic service institutiontlatcankeep

pamelmomatmnmmhwiflichanmedsarflaameflatpodwts/servicesmeetflese

reeds (lovelock and Weinberg 1978). Duda (1990) defines marketing within the context of

fisleries and wildlife agencies as "tl'e deliberate and orderly process of understanding fish and

wildlife publics in order to provide tlem with qiality fish and wildlife experiences within the

constraints of resource protection, and to foster positive fish and wildlife attitudes and
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belaviors toward tie resource."

Selling and influencing will be part of marketing, but selling follows ratier tlam

precedes tle creation of a product/service. Marketing aralyzes potential customers (their

reeds, preferences and otl’er characteristics), segrremts the population, and tailors the product

(its promotion, price and distribution) based on the results of tie market aralysis (Kotler 1982,

Cromptomandlamb 1986, Duda 1990, Eberlardtetal. 1990). Tlemostuseful marketing

strategies tlat can be used in maraging natural resources may be segmentation and targeting.

Segmentation identifies stakeholders (e.g., bear hunters, wildlife viewers, landowners),

wlereas, targeting can direct the product/service design, promotion and pricing, (e.g.,

hunting/viewing opportunities, damage control) to fit the reeds of the previously identified

segments.

WW

Tlerole ofsegrrentationinmarketingisnotarewore. Wendell Smithhasbeen

credited forwblishingtlefirstarticle ontletopic in 1956, inwhichle describedtle

usefulnessofsegrnerrtingtlemarket intomarageable groupsandtlendevelopimgseparate

marketing strategies for each group (Pierce and Sorkin 1972, Arndt 1974, Haley 1985).

According to Haley (1985), segmentation will become an increasingly important aspect

ofmarketingasom'populationgrows. Themepeopletl'ereare,tle greatertlelikelihood

thatsegments largeenoughtobeworthwhilecanbefomrdarmmgtlepopulation Massmedia

options such as satellites and eable television also contribute to more efficient targeting of

smaller segments.

Identifying potential target markets is the first step in planning an effective marketing

strategy (Crompton and Lamb, 1986). "Tie purpose of market segmentation" [as stated by

Pierce and Sorkin (1972:17)] "is to define the variables which uniqiely describe various
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consumer groupsandtoclassifytlrerespondents intothese groups." Accordingto

Schlegelmilch and Tynan (1989), segmentation should identify and delineate homogereous

groups of individuals who tien fomn tie target audience. Duda et al. (1989) reported that the

ways people relate to wildlife vary depending on factors such as gender, age, race, income,

level of education, place of residence, knowledge of wildlife, etc. Kotler (1982) pointed out

tlat individuals may be segmented on the basis of demographics (e.g., age, sex, income),

geographical location (e.g., region, county, city), or behavior (e.g., knowledge, attitudes).

Mandese (1989), felt tlat a segmentation process should consider demographics and

geographics, as well as psychographics, economics, and lifestyle patterns.

Bothgeographicanddemographic infomationareusedtodaybutareconsidered, in

general, poor predictors of specific types of behavior (Haley 1985, Schlegelmilch and Tynan

1989, Rueff 1991). However, this does not mean tlat this infomration is not useful.

Demographicandgeographicdataareslewnasveryusefiil inseparatingusersofa

product/service from tie nonusers (Haley 1985). Also, Schlegelmilch and Tyran (1989)

coreider the combiration of geographic and demographic data useful in iderrtifyimg

coretituents who make up tie "heavy users" ofa product/service (based on Twedt's (1964)

tleorytlatimmanyareasofproduction, 50%oftleusersaccormt for 80%oftheuse).

The growth and diversification of society brought rew studies aimed at identifying

prefeiereesandreedsthatgeograplficanddemegrarflficdatacouldmt Thisresultedin

"psyclegraphic" segmentation Psychographic segmentation is considered a more effective

means of identifying population attributes that are more closely associated with user belavior

(Ediis and Meidan 1990). Psychographic data attempt to determine user behavior by analyzing

individual persorality and attitudiral claracteristics. According to Rueff (1991), good

psychogiaphic data should give tie "hows" and "whys" of comsurner behavior by determining

how a target thinks, feels, believes and acts. Psychographic research las been popular since
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tle1960'smadverfismgagemiesbmdidmtspreadmoflerbusmessesmifilcompmemwifli

large-scale data processing capabilities were widely available (Wells 1974). Computers

allowed easier manipulation of the large quantities of data generated in psychographic studies.

Although few individuals agree on the exact set of segrrerrtation variables to consider

in a marketing plan, most feel the need to include some demographic, geographic, and

attitudinal characteristics (Armdt 1974, Kotler 1982, Haley 1985, Cromptom and Lamb 1986,

Riche 1989, Edris and Meidan 1990).

S . 5 l .

Inconductingasegmentationstudy, amarketermustdetermirewhichdemographic,

geographic, and psychogiaphic variables are needed, and which relationships between these

variables are important (Backstrom and Hush-Cesar 1981). Variables can be divided into

eitler dependent or independent variables (Hopkins et al. 1987, Bless and Achola 1988, Tull

and Hawkins 1993). The variable tlat is being manipulated, measured, or selected is the

independentvariable. Dependentvariablesarethosewhicharemeasuredandreflecttle

impact of tie independent variable. Dependent variables are tle object of a segrrerrtation

study. Researcl'ers hypothesize how dependent variables are "caused" or "forced" by the

independent variables (Hopkins et al. 1987).

Marketers must also be aware of whether variables are measuring attitudes, beliefs, or

belaviors. Research has indicated that these three components are separate entities which may

or may not be related (Oskamrp 1991). Oskarnp (1991:7) lists several definitions of "attitrrtle"

tlat lave been widely adopted, but concludes that attitudes are an individual's "predisposition

to respond in a particular way to tie attitude object". Beliefs, on the other hand, are an

assessmentofwhatapersonthinks istrueorfalse (Dillrran 1978, Oskarnp 1991).

Once the study variables have been identified, they are aralyzed using both secondary
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(literature review) and primary (questionraire, focus groups and interviews) data (Haley 1985).

Secondary research involves inventorying relevant information from various sources.

Professional, govemment and trade literature, publications, speeches and proceeding are some

of tie possible sources of infomration According to Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar (198129), the

following questions should be answered with secondary research:

Does tle infonnatiom already exist?

Why do we need tle information?

What population are we trying to describe?

What resources do we have?

Analysis of secondary data is followed by primary research Primary research data can

beobtainedinseveral ways. Decidingwhichresearchapproachtousedependsomwhetlerthe

type of infomration reeded is quantitative, qualitative or both. According to Goldman and

McDonald (1987), quantitative research concems itself with counting thing to anive at

statistically projectable data, while qualitative research addresses tle nature of attitudes and

Qantitative data can be obtained through mail, telephone or face-to-face sm'veys

(Dillmran 1978, Backstrom and Hush-Cesar 1981, Tull and Hawkins 1993). Regardless of

method, surveys gather generalized information concerning a segment ofa population and, in

some cases, tle entire known population (Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar 1981). Survey research

can be a ore-time attempt to describe behavior or a multiple-time measure tlat tracks changes

over time.

Qualitative research includes small-group studies or focus groups and individual, in-

depth interviews. Goldman and McDonald (1987) stated the underlying goal of this type of

research is to explore "the feeling and beliefs people hold, and to learn how these feeling

Slape overt belavior."

Thefocus groupinterviewisbasedomtleassmnpfionflatmdividialswhosharea
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problemwillbemorewillingtotalkabout itamidthesecurityofotheis sharingtheproblem

Focus grouphfimviewsmnsistofS-lZpeoplemflepresemeofaUairedmoderatmwho

guides tle discussion in a preananged, loosely-structured fomnat (Goldman and McDonald

1987). The number of individuals is based on principles of small group dyranrics tlat assmne

mrore tlan 12 people inhibit the freedom of individual expression while under eight puts too

much pressure on individuals participating. Focus group sessions typically last one and a half

totwohours. Thisfimefiamegivesflemederatorsufiicientfimetodevelopagoodrappon

withresponderrtsarrdthus getcandidanswers. Rathertlanusingastructuicd, question-and-

answer methodology, the procedure is to encourage a group to discuss feeling, attitudes, and

perceptionsabouttletopicbeingdiscussed Thismethodhasgainedpopularitytothepoint

of being nearly as common as tle traditional survey (Wells 1974).

Themumberoffocus groupsusedinastudyvaries,butgererally,tletotal numberof

individuals involved falls short of what is needed to survey for statistically projectable results

(Goldman and McDonald 1987). Also, respondents in focus groups are seldom selected on a

completely random basis, as in survey research Tie utility of focus group data lies in

mderstandingthereasoningbeneathcertaimbehavior. Theopemandflexiblestnetmeoffocus

groupsgivesflemedemtmgeatahfiuxiemflewayqiesfiommeplmsedandgivesfle

participants tle same degree offlexibility in the way tley answer. In addition, tle presence of

otlerparticipants mayencomagetlesharingofideasandthoughtstlatmaynotbebiought

out wing other methods.

Focusgioupresearchisusedinseveraldifi’eiemtmys. Oreoftlemostimportant

uses is indevelopinghypotheses forquarrtitativetesting Anotleruse is intestingthe

suitability of a survey questiormaire and the methodology used to implement it. Steps

involved in implementing focus groups include: 1) identifying research objectives; 2)

identifying the target audience; 3) developing a discussion guide; 4) contacting participants;
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5) arranging for facilities 6) conducting sessions; and 7) aralyzing results.

Theindividual interviewismiuchliketlefocus grouptechnique, butrequiresmore

time. Interviewers collect infomnation in a one-on-one session tl'at generally lasts about an

hour (Goldman and McDonald 1987). This type of data collection is mainly used when topics

are highly persoral. Both types of qualitative studies allow researchers to learn from facial

erqrressionsandtoreofvoiceaswell as fiomwhattheysayaanger 1991). Limitingfactors

for segmentation studies include time, money and expertise. Unforturately, public service

organimtiora are generally in short supply of all three. This resource deficiency forces social

marketastomkmmgamzafiomwlerenarkefingacfivifiesmepomlymderstmdand

weakly appreciated (lovelock and Weinberg 1978, Bloom and Novelli 1981).

I . Ii 'fi 1 S

A successfiil segmentation study allows a marketer to identify tle target audience for a

particular product/service. Tie size of tle target population is important; according to Rueff

(1991), manymarketeisusetoo largeasegmentastleirtarget Anadequatesegrrerit mright

onlymakeup 12-20°/ooft1etotalpotentialusersofapoduct/service. Toobroadatarget

could lead to unclear positioning and a communication strategy that fails to hit tle mark

Otleraspectsimportantinchoosingefi‘ectivetarget segmentsaremeasmabilityand

accessibility(CromptonandI.amb 1986). Theagencymustbeabletomeasmetletarget

groupstojmtifytledevelopmentofindividial campaigns for selected groups. This also

requires accessibility of target groups through communieation methods available to tie agency.

Selection of tie target audience is generally followed by development of tie

product/service, price, promotion, and distribution, or "marketing mix", to match tle interests

and characteristics oftargeted segrrents (Kotler 1982, Oompton and Lamb 1986, Duda 1990

Eberlardtetal. 1990). Tleprimereasonforanagerey'sexistenceistoprovidecertain
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services and products to targeted individuals and groups (Cromptom and Lamb 1986).

Targetingcurrentfishandwildlifeuseistomeettleirdemandsforqualitywildlifeexperiences

makes sense, but should agencies also be involved in creating demand? Duda (1990) feels that

the benefits of creating active users clearly outweigh any potential disadvantages.

Product/service is what tle agency offers tle public, such as opportunities in hunting

arrdfishirigorwildlifeviewing Focus groupsareanexcellentmethodfordetemniningnew

products/services tlat an agency may be able to offer.

Pricing tle product requires calculating the buyer's perception of all costs associated

with tle product/service. This could include monetary expenditure (hunting licenses, travel,

propaty carnage, etc.) as well as time, effort and psychological cost. Although this is less

flexible in a public agency, a misjudgrrent in pricing could result in lost revenue and

coretituents. Pricing ean be detemnined by researching successful pricing strategies for similar

programs in otler states or through research into a potential users "willingness to pay"

(Eberhardt et a1. 1990, Beech 1992).

Distribution involves making tle product/service available and accessible to users

(Kotler 1982, Duda1990). This is a difficult task for wildlife managers because wfat may be

considered "not enough" by some users could be "too many" for otler coretituents. For

example, bear hunters may consider a certain population density of black bears too low, while

farmeisnaycoraidertlesamepowlationtoohigh. Marageis mustfindtlebalancethatwill

satisfy tle greatest number of users.

Promotion ofa product/service entails using communication strategies tlat make the

product/service familiar, acceptable and desirable to tie target audience (Geller 1989). Wildlife

maragememt efforts could include informing the potential users of hunting/viewing

opportunities, and providing infomnatioral and educational materials to landowners, tle prblic,

legislators, etc.
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Selecting tle marketing mix in a public organimtion like the Michigan Department of

NaunalResomceslasmanyhmitatiomscomparedtoaprivatecorporafion Inthecaseof

black bear, values and beliefs among stakeholders differ concerning the importance of

preservation and conservation (Geller 1989). Many people do not realize tle value of

preserving species diversity, while others feel it may not be worth the effort. Tle pricing and

pornotionofthistypeofpioductmayhavetobeaimedatmaximizingawarenessratlertlan

rraximizing profits.

Other problems facing tle use of marketing strategies in public service agencies are

lack ofaccumulated data and difficulty in acquiring funds for social research (lovelock and

Weinberg 1978, Bloom and Novelli 1982). Social agencies typically have limited funds,

makimgit difiicrflttojusfifytodomrsmidaxpayersflerecessityofcosflyreseamhm

attitudes and behavior.

Social agencies may also experience difficulty using communication options tlat are

widely available to commercial marketers. Use of paid advertising, for instance, may invoke

criticisms of wasted taxpayer dollars (Kotler 1982). This limits advertising, in some cases, to

public service announcements, which transfers control oftime and fiequency of messages out

ofthe marketers lands. Also, some influential interest groups may not approve of seeing a

social issue like wildlife conservation advertised using "lard sell" or "fear appeal" campaign

(lovelock and Weinberg 1978).

Public service marketers must also deal with obtaining information for

products/servicestlataremmchmorecomplieatedtlamthose inthecommercial sector.

Behaviors regarding social issues tend to be extremely complex (Bloom and Novelli 1981).

Tierespondentmaynotbeaware oftlereasonsbehindhis/herownbehaviorormableto

articulatetl'iemtoaninterviewer. Also,questionsonvalrebasedtopicsaremoreapttoget
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socially desirable answers tlan questions on commercial products. These types of questions

eanbeflueateningtoaresporxlentandmayreqrfireanopen—endedfomnat (cg, focus groups)

togetmoresignifieantameuntsofinfomnation Thismethodislirnitedandcanbemore

costly and time consuming

Segmentation practices may also need restructuring to suit public service marketing.

Insomecases,marketersareforcedtousetoolargeasegremttoavoidbeingconstnedas

discriminatory (Crornpton and Lamb 1986). This puts them in the position ofhaving to target

groups with strong regative dispositions toward their product/service (Bloom and Novelli

1981). Commercial marketers tend to avoid these types ofgroups and focus instead on easier-

to-persuade audiences who have eitler a positive or reutral attitude.

Inspite ofthese limitations, marketingeffortsintleDepartrrentofNannal Resources

can be successfirl. As stated by Schlegelmilch and Tynan (1989), "traditional marketing

principles are transferable to the marketing of organizations, people and ideas." They also felt

flatfledeiceismtmwleflerornottoadorxmarkefingsuateges—morMOmcan

avoidmarketing Ratler,thechoice lies inwletlertodoagoodjobatitorapoorone.

 

Avastanayofhmrfingandwfldlifeviewingoppommfiesaiearmmgtleprodletsflat

amavflhblevdmwfldlifemmagmmfiismecessfifl,hfiwhfiaspecmoffleseoppommnfies

arenastimportamtofleresomcereeramdleweantleybestbemovided? Jacksom(1980)

huervieuedmafieldmdetmwlatwashnponammhmmasmflmidmfifyflem

belaviors, experiences, values, and satisfactions with hunting His study involved waterfowl

anddeerlnmtersatvariouslevelsofhmmingexpenereeandinterests. Fromsurveydata,a

seriesoffive"phases"wasidentifiedtlathmrterspassedthroughfiomfirstenteringtlesport

t0 veteran palficiimt: 1) shooter stage; 2) limiting)ut stage; 3) mphy stage; 4) rnefllod
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stage;and5)8p0flsrmnstage-

Using hunting equipment is tle main objective of a hunter at tl'e shooter stage.

Hunteisarelessconcemedwithgettinggameatthispointandtendtobesatisfiedwithtleir

huntingexperienceiftl'eyareabletosleotofien Harvestinggamebecomesthefocusinthe

limiting-out stage, and hunters will measure their satisfaction in these temns. Fmplasis goes

fiommnnberofkillstoqralityorsizeofaparticularanimalinthetrophystcge. Humteisin

tlemethodstcgebecomeeaughtupinhowgameistakenandtendtohuntmereoftenfor

longerperiodsoftime. Harvestingananimalislowerinimportanceforthesehmrteisandnot

necessaryforasafisfyinghmmbutstillpartoftheexperience. Thesportsmmstageistle

finalplaseofhmmingwienmnnemfirxlsafisfacfionmfletoalhmningexpeneme.

Companionship and appreciation of nature are recessary for hunting satisfaction in this stage.

Individralsinthiscategoryaregererallytleolderhmrterswhohavebeenhuntingforalarge

partoftleirlives.

Tleughrxrtafllnmtersgoflnoughafloftleplasesandfleymaymtstanatfle

shodananyhmfiasrepmtedhawngsunflmemenmeesasdeygewmmhmming

(Jackson 1980). Somehunteisexperienced many of tleplasesoverthecourseof a single

mrmingseasmmfloflemmpmedmvafingmearfierplaseswlenfleyemmdadifiemm

type of hunting (Jackson 1980).

Decker andComelly (1989) also believedthat changes occur inhunters overtime but

focuscdonmeasmenentsofhimtingmetivationsratlertlanbelavior. Tleyeategorizedthe

majority of reasore for hunting as: 1) afliliative; 2) achievement; and 3) appreciative.

Affilidive-on'ented hunters are more interested in tle companionship of otler hunters

orfamilyduringtlehumtingexperiemce. Hunterswhoaremorecoreenedwithcertain

stardmdsofpafmmreeflmugrreeofeqmprernmharvesfingparfiaflarmumalsam

widevement-on‘ented. Firally, qrprecidive-oriented hunters are those who are more interested



23

in being in nature and enjoying the out-of-doors experience.

Implications for these tleories of hunter satisfaction are important for resource

managers to coreider in terms of wildlife biology and hunting regulations. Resomce managers

must be able to use a "mrultiple satisfaction" approach to manage recreational opportunities for

a variety of hunting experiences. It is not enough for managers to only consider amount of

allowable harvest per hunter. All aspects of regulation changes must consider not only tle

affects they will have on the population but motivational impacts on hunting recreation as

well. For example, seasons can be adjusted to not only protect wildlife, but to ensure an

optimum outdoor experience for hunters by taking into consideration factors such as weather,

crowding, and cornpetitiom with otler recreational opportunities.

Sociri Sibworltb and Recreation Specialization

Tletmdaeyofhmnasmspecializeatsomepohnmflemmmingememereeisalso

an important characteristic for resource managers, especially bear managers, to understand.

Bearhumters, accordingtoPeyton (1989b), tendto specialize inoreparticularmethodwhetler

it is in dog, bait, or still hunting. Ditton et al. (1992) explores recreation specialimtion fiom

a "social worl " theory perspective. Urrruh (1979) defines socid wofldr as "an internally

recoglimble constellation of actors, organizations, events, and practices which lave coalesced

into a perceived sphere of interest and involvement for participants" (Ditton et al. 19925).

Social worlds are said to segment into more specialized "subworlds" based on "spatial

distinctions, objects, technology and skill, ideology, intersections, and recruitment".

Dittonetal. (l992)alsodescfibeasefiesofplasestlatindividualspassflnoughimon

first entering a subworld to eventually becoming highly involved Aspects of these phases

include: 1) orientation; 2) experience; 3) relationships; and 4) commitment

Orientation indicates the level of familiarity and centrality a person has in the
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subworld. Experience is a measure of length of involvement with a particular subworld The

third comrporent, relationships, describes tle linkage to other members of tle subworld.

Commitment is defined as consistent or focused behavior involving some degee of monetary

andemotioral investmentandsomedegreeofattachmenttotlenilesandregulations

associated with that social world

Ditton et a1. (1992) list a series of propositions which link specialimtion with subvvorld

moor)”.

1) Persore participating in a given recreation activity are likely to become

more specialized in flat activity over time;

2) As level of specialimtion in a given recreation activity increases, the value

of side bets will likely increase;

3) As level of specialimtiom in a given recreation activity increases, tle

centrality of that activity is a person's life will likely increase;

4) As level of specialization in a given recreation activity increases, acceptance

arrdsupponforflenfles,mmraarxlprocedmesassociatedwithfleacfivity

will likely increase.

5) As level of specializationin a given recreation activity increases, the

hmpmtareeaflacledtoeqrfipmerfiandfleskiflfiflsreofflatequipmerfiwill

likelyincrease.

6) As level of specialization in a given recreation activity increases,

dependency on a specific resource will likely increase;

7) As level of specialimtion in a given recreation activity increases, level of

mediated interaction relative to tlat activity will likely increase.

8) As level of specializationin a given recreation activity increases, tle

importance of activity-specific elements of tle experience will decrease relative

to noractivity-specific elements of tle experience.

The social world of bear hunting began to show sigls of subworld segmentation as

earlyastle1940'swlenthefirstspecialpennitdoghuntwasapprovedbytleNatmal

ResourcesComlrnissionasadirectresult ofamorganizedefl‘ortbydoghumters. Tlefirstbear

hmrtingorganimtionappearedatthistime,whichcateredtothespecialneedsofthedog
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hunters. I—Iuntingequipmentusewaschangingastlesegrents ofbearhunters gew, and

specialist goups developed around different methods of using how and anow, bait, and dog.

Tie values associated with using dog, bait, and still hunting and associated equipment such as

trail timers, radio collars, and other electronic devices were creating even more segremtatiom

among establisled subworlds. In the 1980's rew bear hunting organizations formed to meet

tlereedsofthesesubworlds, someofwhichhadonceslaredacomrmnmethodofhimting

bear, but were now divided on issues of ethics.

Tie Mchigan Bear Hunters Association (mainly dog hunters) pressed tle Natural

Resource Comrrrrission (NRC) and tle MDNR for stricter controls on bear hunting. MBHA

continues to be in the forefiomt ofbear hunting issues. In addition, this organimtion is

actively recruiting rew members and generating funds for various projects. Other hunt

segments do not display this same level of commitment. Even though bait hunters make up

tle vast majority of bear hunters (Peyton 1989b), there are no organizations in the bear

hunting social world tlat cater specifically to their specialized reeds.

Management implications for this theory suggest tlat recreation specialists have

difl‘ereritresomceieedsflatifigiored, couldcauseseriousprobleme. Thisdoesnotmean

tlatresourcemanageis shouldconsidertheinteiests ofspecialistsattheexpense ofthose

recreationalists who are not specialists. However, according to tle propositions established by

Ditton et al. (1992), specialists are more likely to be involved in organimtions tlat represent

thesocial world Therefore, caremustbetakentorealizetlattheseindividials mayomly

represent ore subworld (e.g., dog hunters) of tle many tlat may exist inside tle social world

in question (e.g., bear hunting). By only communicating with some of the subvvorlds involved,

Inaragers are likely to make decisions M will negatively impact otler subworlds.
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Issue Milagemem

An effective marketing plan will help managers lessen conflict between various

subworlds and stakeholder groups, but no marketing plan can completely eliminate conflict.

Actually, some degee of issue conflict reflects a healthy democratic system However, unless

managed, conflict can lead to severe confrontational problems for tie resource marager

(Peyton 1984, Peyton et al. 1990).

Issues having potential for conflict must first be identified by resource managers.

According to Greiwe (1980), without an awareness of tle public issues, managers will be

reactingtopeople's desiresrathertlanrespomdingtothem Howthe manager decides toreact

to these issues may decide if management goals are achieved or fail. Peyton et al. (1990) list

three principles tlat maragers should consider when fisheries and wildlife issues are being

disputed:

Issues and disputes are developmental. They evolve through social,

psychological and political processes. The earlier a resource marager

intervenes, the better.

Public beliefs, public values and priorities, and the adequacy of existing

science, allplayimportantroles increatingissuesandmustbedealtwith

difl'erently by resource maragers.

Tlerearereinstifirtionalquickfixeswhichmakeissremaragemerfiand

persoral involvement of marageis unnecessary.

Because issues go through developmental stages, timing is an important factor to

successfulissremanagement. Managersmustrecognizeissuesatearlystagesandactontlem

before they develop into more comrplex problems (Peyton 1984, Heinz and Coates 1986,

Peyton et a1. 1990). Greiwe (Peyton 1984) describes these stages as: 1) emerging; 2) existing;

and 3) disruptive. Emerging issues are those tlat are being discussed by stakeholders, but are

notyetbemgbrougnmfleanenfionofresomcemaragemmofleramlemtyfigmes. Issues

comemingbearhuntimgimh/fichiganwereatthis stageintle late l970'sasbearhunterswere
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beginning to quarrel among themselves about conflicting hunting methods (J. Stuht, Wildl.

Div., pers. com).

The next step in issue development is existing issues. At this point, stakeholders are

voicing demands, but the resource marager generally remains in control of the situation Bear

hunting moved into this issue level in the 1980's as new bear hunting organizations formed

and omcers in these organizations began to actively seek out the MDNR to solve their

problems (J. Stuht, M. Dept. Nat. Res., Pers. Comm).

The final stage ofissue development takes control out ofthe hands ofthe resource

marager. Dimptive issues in Michigan may lead to NRC actions, court rulings, or

referendum. The MBHA, on some occasions, has managed to take issues from the emerging

stage ofdeveloprnent directly to the NRC and higher levels ofthe MDNR (T. Reis, Mi. Dept.

Nat. Res., pers. comm, J. Stuht, Mi. Dept Nat Res., pers. comm). Past association of

MBHA ofiicers with NRC members has made this a successful route to regulation changes for

this orgamimtion.

Peyton (1984) recognized that resource issues have three major components:

1) science/technology, 2) public beliefs, and 3) public values. To determine the appropriate

acfimmededfmaparficflmissranesomcemamgemmnatassessmwhmdegrceeachof

these factors is corm'ibun'ng. (Peyton 1984, Peyton et al. 1990). According to Peyton (1984),

the scierrce/teclmologicd cornponemt is the least difficult to deal with Second is public

beliefs, and finally, the public vdues component is the most arduous of the three.

Unforturately, the bear hunting issue involves all three components: bear science/technology is

lesstlanadequatetoamswerallthequestionsposedbythestakeholders,andbearhm1tersamd

other stakeholder groups have enoneous beliefs and conflicting values conceming hunting

methods and regulations (Peyton 1989b).
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Comn’calion

Acommnfieafionplanisraededfmbearmamgemammidemifyissmamdissm

components and to involve the publics in decision-making Peyton et al. (1990) state that an

efiecfive communication plan can help managers to:

edueate the public

assure representative planning

develop a sense of ownership among stakeholders

cultivate political and financial support

build credibility

gain public acceptance

According to Decker et al. (1985), there are three types ofpublic information needed for a

productive communication plan:

broad—for long-range planning;

comprehensive—for start-range plarmimg, commitment of resources, and

establishment of goals and objectives;

and focused—for action decisions and implementation of activities.

Assessing how stakeholders feel about the agency is another important part ofthe

communication process (Decker et al. 1985, Smolka and Decker 1985, Eberhardt et al. 1990).

Eberhardt et al. (1990) label this as agency "credibility" and identify two major aspects: 1)

competence, and 2) trmtxmrthimess. Smolka and Decker (1985) discuss agency "image" and

distinguishtlneecomponents: l)imageoftheagency'smanagementfination, 2)imageofthe

agency's personnel, and 3) image of the agency's public communication behavior.

Agaayqedibihtyrmybeflresmglemnstmiporamfactmflatmnatbecomidaed

when rnakimg any decisions regarding regulations (Eberhardt et al.1990). When agency

credibilityishigh, decisioraaremarehkelytobeacceptedasnecessaryarxiflrebestpossible

choice, even when they differ from the persoral preferences of the stakeholder. Consequently,

itiscritiealtlatbearmaragersmxlerstandhowhmters feel abouttheagency's abilityto

effectively marage bear hmrtimg. Bear hunters may not trust the MDNR to make decisions

tlatareimthebestinterestofhmters. TheymayalsofeeltlattheMDNRisnotcompetemtto
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makeaccmateesfimafiomofflebempoptdafionudensetfimgharvestagqmaseachyear.

Although information about Michigan's bear population is increasing, the nature of black bear

will continue to make it diflicult for biologists to gain detailed data. With low agency

credibility, stakeholders will be less willing to accept this biological shortfall and will continue

to question the agencies' ability to rnarage effectively.

A comrmunication program must ensure that messages are received by targeted publics

and that the agency, in turn, receives feedback from those publics (Decker et al. 1985, Smolka

and Decker 1985). Various approaches can be used for this purpose including focus groups,

surveys, advisory committees, meetings, workshops, direct mailings, newsletters and personal

communication. The following are some examples of different commmicatiom approaches

taken by state agencies:

Idaho bear maragement utilized a citizen's advisory committee approach that

brought together a group of individuals which represented involved

stakeholders (Dept. of Resour. Recreation and Tourism 1992). They met at

scheduledtimestodiscussoptioms forbearmaragememttlatwereroutinely

passed on to wildlife managers for consideration. Even though beliefs and

values varied considerably on bear issues among group members, they were

able to achieve consensus on many critical issues including baiting, dogs, and

spring bear seasons.

Oregonusedinteractive workshopsimdealing with criticalissuessurromding

elk maragememtas partof their comrmmicatiom plam(Eberlardtetal. 1990).

Theirstrategy combined surveyandworkshop informationtocreate

maragementoptionstlatwerethenreviewedbytlepublicamdrevised.

New York State Departrrent of Environmental Conservation developed a deer

maragememt plan which obtained input from leaders of New York

orgarfimfionswlerepreserfiedanamayofdeermaragementurterests(8meflca

and Decker 1985). Beliefs concemimg deer management and opinions about

the maragememt agency's credibility were gathered via mail questionnaire to

create a communication planning model. Objectives of this plan involved

segrremting tle leaders based on their opinions and targeting different segrremts

Mflrmessagestlatweretailoredspecificallyforthatsegmemt Tleagency's

goalwiflrtlfisprogramwastoirereasepubficsrqrpomfordeermamagemem

strategies.

Tie Montana Department ofFish, Wildlife and Parks developed a

communication strategy for increasing public involvement and reducing
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conflict in decisions regarding sport fishing regulations (McMullin and Nielsen

1991). The process involved a five-step plan which included: involving

concerned citizens in establishing goals, distributing a drafl management plan

by mail and placement at various locations, conducting a self-administered

questiomraire to obtain information for revising the plan, formally presenting

tle plan to the Commission and finally, informing concerned publics on the

results via mass media. This communication process allowed resource

maragers to diffuse most of the controversy at a local level associated with

wide-scale regulation changes.

Use of social marketing and issue management tools in Fisheries and Wildlife is

becoming more irmportarrt as hurran populations and resource demands increase. Black bear

maragenent, with its diverse anay of stakeholders en'atically communicating demands and

needstoresourcemanagers, isacaseinpoint Asuccessfirlbearmanagementplanmeedsto

incorporate and combine comprehensive biological data gathering, efficacious marketing,

proactive issre naragememt, and communication.



The 1993 study of Michigan bear hunters attitudes involved a two-phase process of: I) focus

groups; and 2) a statewide mail survey.

Plase I-Focm Gnome

Focus group objectives for this study included: verifying the importance of identified

issues with bear hunters; uncovering previously unidentified issues; and exploring language

tlatwouldbeappropriateforuseinaquestiomaire. Moredetailedinformationabom focus

group methodology is included in the Literature Review section of this thesis.

Itwasdeterminedtlatsixfocus groupswouldproducetlerecessarydatagiventle

timeandfimdsthatmreavailable. Thelocationswerechosembyobtainingalistof1992

bearhmrterapplicantsanddeterminingtotal numbers foreachcoumty. Threeareaswerethen

selededflatmddammpassflegrefiefinmnberofbearhmfiemmflellpperPefimma

mrthemlowerPeninsula, andsoutlermLowerPeninsula. Itwasassumedtlatfocus group

participants would be unwilling to drive more tlan one hour each way to attend, giving us a

circle with a radius of approximately 40-50 miles around each chosen site. Based on this

information, Escaraba, Mackinaw City, and Flint, Michigan were selected as focus group sites.

Bear hunter applieants living within these circles were then identified by zip codes.

Arandomsampleofapplieamts fiomeachfocus groupareawas selectedandtheir

plerenumberswereobtainedfiom 1993 phomebooks. Thosehavimgumlistednumberswere

deleted fiom the list of potential participants. Telephone calls were made to 563 individrals,

and of those, 238 were reached (Table 1A). Potential participants were identified, informed of

31
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tlepurposeofthecall,andaskediftleywereimterestedinhearingmoreabouttlestudy.

Tleywerealsotoldatthistimetlattlerewouldbeamonetaryincentiveof$40todefiay

travel expenses. Those individuals who expressed interest in participating were screened with

asquuesfimnaimabomeearhmfingimeresSanresfiomedabomfimesfleymmd

beavailabletomeet(SeeAppemdixIIIforScreeningQrestiomaire). Alldatawererecorded

on ADVANCED REVELATIONS software. The goal was to identify approximately 150

applicants who were interested in participating in a focus group.

The target audience was bear hunters, with the exception of bear hunting organimtiom

leaders who were excluded because attitudes and opinions of these individuals have already

beenuefldommeruedflmoughremlettersarxlcomespordereeudflrfleMDNR Also,

professional guides were excluded from these focus groups due to differences in hunting

motives.

Using tle information obtained through the screening process, potential focus group

parficipmrmfiomewhoffleflneeareaswmeplacedhmtwogroupsbasedmhmnmeflm

l) onlydogs,ordogsimadditiontoothermethods; 2) onlybait, onlystillhunting, orbaitin

additiontostillhrmting Adateandtimewereidentifiedforeachfocusgrormbasedonwlat

tle majority of potential participants said was most convenient. Approximately 20 individuals

were selected for each group. Individuals were intentionally selected to ensme a range of

yearsofbearhmrtingexperiereeineachgroup. Theseimdividualswererecontactedbyphome

and participation for 60 individuals was confirmed A total 52 individuals actually attended

tlefocre group sessions (Table 2A). FlimtamdMackinaw City eachhostedadoghunter

grommandabait/stillhmtergroup,butmotemoughdoghmrterscouldbecomtactedintle

Fseanabaareatomakeupafocusgroup;tlerefore,twobait/stillgroupswerecomductedatthis

loeatiom
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Tafle 1A: Respome to flame solicitation of focus gimp particirnrls

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Of 238 Inividnls Corlacted

%(11) Yes °/o (11) No

Are you a bear license applicant? 98.3 (234) 1.7 (4)

Would you like more information about tle 81.1 (193) 17.2 (41)

focus groups?

Are you willing to participate in one of tle 69.3 (165) 26.1 (62)

focus groups?

Do you use dogs to hunt bear? 17.2 (41) 51.7 (123)

: Do you hunt bear over bait? 56.3 (134) 8.4 (20)

Have you ever provided services as a 2.9 (7) 65.9 (157)

guide?

[i Do you belong to a bear hunting 8.4 (20) 60.5 (144)

' organimtion or club?

Have you been an officer in a bear hunting 1.7 (4) 5.5 (13)

organization in the last 5 yrs? ll
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Tdie 2A: Nmierof bear focus group puticipuis for each location

 

 

 

# of # of Macldnaw # of Fscaraha

Grow Type Him Participmls Qty Participarls Particirants

Dog, Dog/Bait, Generalist 9 9 0

Bait, Neither Dogs/Bait 9 9 8, 8

Total 18 l8 l6     

Focus groups were held in hotel conference rooms at each location Room setup

involved conference-style seating, voice recording setup, and on four occasions, video

recording setup. Moderators included 3 Fisheries and Wildlife graduate assistant who

corxhetedtwoofflegroupsandmyselflwlecondtetedtheremairfingfom. Moderator

training involved an intensive literature review on focus groups and moderating several focus

amps prior to this study-

Focus group facilitation followed a fully developed discussion guide with tle

following topics (See Appendix IV for Complete Discussion Guide)

importance of bear hunting;

hunting methods;

hunter satisfaction;

allocation of bear harvest tags;

hunting seasons;

hunting application and license process;

attitudes toward the MDNR;

futme bear management reeds.

Voice recordings fiom each group were transcribed to written fomm by Office Services at

Michigan State University and tle Research/Biometrics Section in the Wildlife Division of the

Departrremt of Natural Resources. Data fi'om tle discussions were not analyzed using

qramitativeprocedures,butinstead,wereusedasaguideimdevelopingtlecomtentand

wordingoftlemailquestiomaire—phaseIIoformstudy. Summariesoftledatagatheredin
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tlefocusgroupsareinApperxlixV.

Plume lI-Nhil Survey

TTefocus groupprocessgereratedconceptsandhypotheses;however,the

representativeness and utility of the information were validated through a statewide survey of

bearhumters. Amail,ratherthanatelephore survey, wasusedforseveral reasons: 1) mailing

addresses existed for all bear hunter applicants, but not phone numbers; 2) high involvement

ofbearmnnashflieaedflatmadequmeresponsemtemmdmestlikelybeobtained; 3)

subject matter would involve lengthy questions, which would not be appropriate for a

telephore survey, and4)tlelongertimeperiodneededtocondretamail surveywasnota

problem (Dillman 1978).

Sm'vey questions were developed based on identified research needs and tle additional

inforrration tlat was gathered in tle six focus groups. The focus groups provided valuable

insight for question wording and the prioritizing of topics.

Categories of questions included' 1) hunter involvement in bear hunting, 2) bear

hunting satisfaction; 3) opinions about bear hunting; 4) opinions about tle MDNR; 5) opinions

aboutbearlmntimgregulations; 6)opinionsaboutbearlarvesttagallocatiom; 7) sources of

bear hunting infomation used; and 8) demographic, and geographic characteristics ofbear

hunters.

Tomeasmefle"er¢MmuumsitY'offleresporflam'sagreermmwithatfindesmd

belief statements a Likert-type scale was used (Oskamp 1991254). Hunting satisfaction was

measured by providing 12 possible reasons for going bear hunting and asking respondents to

rate each reason on a five-point scale from "most important" to "not important". Proposed

reasons were developed fiom focus group data and earlier surveys for hunter education

purposes to include achievement, affiliative, and appreciative motivations (Decker and
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Corrrelly 1989).

Measuring attitudes toward the MDNR involved developing a set of statements

respondents could react to. A five-point scale was used ranging fiom "strongly agree" to

"strongly disagree"; a "not sure" response was provided as the middle choice. Staterrents were

developed based on focus group data which suggested strong credibility problems between the

MDNRandbearhunters. Boflrcomrpetemceandtrustworthinessaspectsofcredibilitywere

coreidered in these statements.

Atfimdesmuardhmningudflrdogsamdbaitwerealsomeasmedudflrafive-ponu

Likert-type seale using "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" and "not sure". The statements

usedinthiseasewerebasedonsurveyquestionsfiomtle1984bearhunteropinionsrn'vey

(Peyton 1989b). Some changes were made to reflect a balance of positive and negative

statementstoavoidtleappearanceofsurveybias. Thetenstatementswerewordedto

measure tle imterrsity of both the values and beliefs respondents held about hrmting with dogs

and bait.

Wlem developing regulations, tle MDNR must consider both hunter reeds and

protectionofthebearpopulation RespondentsweregivenalistoffactorstlattleMDNR

mayconsiderwlenmakimgchamgestobearhmrtingregulationsandwereaskedtoratethese

factorsinimportance. Tlelistwasdevelopedfiomfocusgroupdataandinformationfiom

MDNR persorrrel. A six-point Likert scale was used ranging from "most important" to "not

important" and "not sure" as the sixth response. (See Appendix VIII for Complete

Qfifiomaim)
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Forpretesting, questionraires withacoverletterandretrnnenvelopewere sentto 36

individuals to test tle clarity and content of questions. According to Sudmam (1983), 20-40 is

an adequate sample size for a pilot survey. A 72% overall response rate was obtained. In

ordertogainirrputconcemingtlecontemtoftlequestiorrraire,120ftherespondentswere

selected fiorn opinion leaders who were actively involved in bear hunting issues. Tie

remaining 20 respondents were randomly selected from bear hunter focus group participants to

help evaluate irrstrurrerrt content and wording.

Resporxiemswereaskedtofiflornfleqresfiomaireandretrnnitalongudflrany

additioral written comments they had. Feedback fiom tle pilot surveys resulted in several

changes intle questiomaire design

Samplfieleztim

Themailsrn'vey samplewasdrawn fiomalist of 1992 Michiganbearhumter

applicants. Atotalofll,641nameswereshatifiedbasedonflemetledtleyhfiemdedtouse

to hunt bear in 1992, which was identified on tleir bear license application form Tle

applieation forms identified whetler applicants intended to use::1)bait-only; 2) dogs-only, 3)

dogs andbait; and4) neitler dogs or bait Unforturately, tle choice "dogs and bait" was

ambigmraandincludedhumtersfromtwodifl‘erentsegmemts: thosewhoirrtemdedtousedogs

startedfrombait,andthosewhowouldhmrtpartoftletimewiflrdogsandpanoftletime

sittimgoverbait. T1esedata,therefore,werenotusedastlebasisforsegmentation Instead,

mmelyiMfyflnschamaensfic,respmeemewmeaskedmfleqresfiomaimabomfle

methodtheyusedtohuntbear.

Peyton (1988) showed tlat in 1985 tle bait-only group was substantially larger tlam

tleotlerhuntgroups. Becausewewereinterestedinaralyzingdifl'erencesbemeenhmrt
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methods, weusedstratifiedrandomsamplingtoensrnearepresentative samrple fiomeachhunt

group (weights were calculated to adjust these proportions accordingly wien comparisons were

made across tle sarrrple) (Table 3A). A sample size of 1,275 individuals was obtained, which

would result in a sampling error of plus or mrinus 3% at a 95% confidence level.

Talia 3A: Saqiing frame for statewide mail survey

 

 

     

# (%) of 1992

Ihivest Tag

Hill thhod Aniicarls # ("A9 in Sammie

Dogs Only 909 (7.8) 200 (15.7)

Dogs and Bait 1,297 (11.1) 275 (21.6)

Bait-only 8,554 (73.5) 600 (47.0)

Neitler Dogs or Bait 881 (7.6) 200 (15.7)

Total 11,641 (100) 1,275 (100)

l l '1 S I l .

Mailingprocedlnesfortlequestiornaire followedtheTotal DesignMethodas

recommended by Dillnan (1978). Tle Research/Biometrics Section in tle Wildlife Division

of tleDepartmentof NaturalResouroeswasresponsible forallmailings (Table 4A). Thefirst

rrailingwasto1,275indivich.alsamdirrcluded:acoverletter,a12—pagequestionraire,anda

starnpedretmnenvelope(AppendixVII). Thesecondmailingwasapostcardreminder/tlank-

yonarrditwentouttoalll,275indivichrals. Beforetlethirdmailingwassentout,namesof

tlesewlehadretmredacompletedsrmveyweredeletedfiomtlemailinglist Tlethirdand

fmnflinaflingwerearepeatofflefirstwiflisfiglnlydifieranereners. Weobtaineda

resporaerateof75%. Arumespomsefollow—upuasmotperformeddretotlehighresponse
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rateobtained.

Trifle 4A: Mailing sclerfle for stilewide mail survey

 

 

     

W: Number in Mailing (%) Date of Mailing

1 1,247 (100) 7/26/93

2 1,247 (100) 8/11/93

3 755 (59.2) 8/19/93

4 468 (36.7) 9/2/93

mm

Data entry was performed by tle Research/Biometrics Section in tle Wildlife Division

of tie Department of Natural Resources using FoxPro (version 2.5b) software. TIe enor rate

for data entry was less tlan 1%. Data were subsequently converted to SPSS for WINDOWS

version 6.0.

Because bait hunters were under-sampled and dog and still hunters were over-sampled

to ensure adequate sample sizes that were cost effective, data were weighted to reflect tle

actralpoprlationofbearhumtersbasedonhuntmethod. Unweighteddatawasusedomly

wlen comparing responses between hunt-method groups.

Responsesfi'omindividialsreportingtlattleyhadbeemanofiicerinatleastoneof

tle hunting organimtiora indicated on tle survey were combined with pilot survey data fiorn

opinionleadersforquestionstlatwerethesameonboththepilotquestionraireandfinalnail

questionraire. This allowed for a larger sample size for comrparison of those respondents who

wereconsideredbearopinionleadersandthosevvhovveremot.

Tle purpose ofthis aralysis was to describe differences among various segrrents of



40

the bear hunting community. Analysis was done in SPSS using cross-tabs, and Pearson Chi-

sqiaretestsforpercemtdifferemces across segrrerrtsamdwithintheentiresanrple. Both

paramenicandmnpararncnicstafisficswereusedtotestequalityofmeans: t-testsandMamn-

Whitney U tests for variables having only two values and one-way ANOVA and Kruskal-

Wallis tests for variables having more tlan two values. There were no differences in reported

significance (alpha=.05) between tle pararretric and nonparametric tests of tle means, so, only

parametrictestresultsare givenintleresults.



Nonresponse

RESULTS

A total of 320 recipients (25%) of tle delivered questionnaires did not respond The

largest proportion (30%) of nonrespondents were those who chose "dog/bait" as their intended

methodforhumtimgbearinl992 (Table 1). Thosewhointendedtouse"dogsonly"hadtle

srrallest proportion of nomespondents (21%). Differences in response rates could have

nmodreedsomemrmmfletotalpacemofeachhmnmefledreponedforflepoprflafion

However, Dolsen and Machlis (1991) state tlat a substantive response bias can be ruled out

wlenatleasta65percentresponserateisobtaimed. Also,tleprimarygoalofthisstudywas

to aralyze differences among groups, which is not dependent on using population estimates.

Traffic 1: Respome, nomespome, and mmeliverafles for statewide mail survey

 

 

(Juices on NW('/«) of Number (°/a) of Number (%) of

Dogs Only 159 (79.5) 42 (20.5)

Dogs and Bait 188 (68.4) 82 (29.8)

Bait-only 447 (74.5) 143 (23.8)

Neitler Dogs or 145 (72.5) 53 (26.5)

Bait

Total 939 (74.6) 320 (25.4) 16 (13)
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Silvey Resins

We

Respondents in tle weighted sarrrple averaged 42 years of age, and 93% were males.

Only 10% had not comrpleted high school and 20% had acquired a college degree. Most

resided in the soutl'ern Lower Peninsula of Michigan (Table 2).

S . C' .

RespmxlerfiueresengedbasedonttemefledsfleyhaveusedsneeWSOtohmt

bear in Michigan (Table 3). A substantial proportion (16%) ofrespondents had not yet bear

humtedinlvfichigan, orhadgorealongonahurrt, butwithoutaharvesttag.1VIostrespondemts

(60%) used only one method to hunt bear: many (44%) indicated tlat tley only hunt bear

over bait; 6% reported using dogs exclusively, an additional 5% use only dogs but sometimes

starttlemfiombait piles (dog/bait); andS%donotusedogsorbait (still hunter). Those in

tlegereralistcategoryusedmoretlanorenethodtohumtbear.

Another basis for segrreration in this study was membership in hunting organizations.

Membership was identified for eight hunting organimtions; four "bear hunting organizations",

which were focused specifically on bear hunting (Michigan Bear Hunters, United Bear

Hunters, Northeastem Michigan Houndsmen, and UP. Bear Houndsmen Associations), and

four "otler hunting organimtions", which were not specific to bear hunting, but were involved

in bear and bear hunting issues (Michigan Hunting Dog Federation, Michigan Coon Hunters,

Michigan Bow Hunters, and Michigan United Conservation Clubs). Only 12% were current

nembersofabearhrmtingorganimtion,but31%werecumentmembersofatleastoneoftle

four otler hunting organimtiora (Table 3).



43

Trifle 2: Weclaracteristies of the weighed sanfle“

 

 

 

Age (meam=42yrs.)

14-19 25 2.7

20-24 52 5.5

I 25-29 96 10.5

30-34 147 16.0

35-39 128 13.8

40-44 128 13.9

45-49 111 12.0

50-54 73 7.9

55-59 52 5.8

60-64 40 4.2

65-69 35 3.7

70 and older 38 4.1

Sex

Male 853 93

Female 66 7

Education

Grade School 29 3.1

Some High School 61 6.7

Completed High School 281 30.8

Vocatioral Training 78 8.6

Some College 286 31.3

Conrpleted College 108 11.8

Grad. or Professional School 71 7.8

Residence (region I, II, III)

I-Upper Peninsula 190 20.7

II-Nortlem Lower Peninsula 241 26.2

III-Soutlem Lower Peninsula 464 50.5

Nonresident of Michigan 24 2.6      
iWcights calculated to reflect representation in the population of Michigan Bear Hunters
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Talie3: Wmclmacteristicsmedtosegnerlresponderls

 

 

   

Actual # (‘71) of Weighted # (°/.) of

Galacteristic Respomieils Resporrderls"

Hunt Method

Dog/Bait 88 (9.6) 46 (5.0)

Dog-only 110 (12.1) 56 (6.1)

Bait-only 298 (32.7) 404 (44.0)

Still-orily 58 (6.4) 42 (4.6)

Generalist 230 (25.2) 227 (24.7)

Not Hunted 128 (14.0) 143 (15.6)

Members

Bear Hunting Organ. 142 (18.0) 102 (12.0)

Otler Hunting Organ 269 (33.5) 260 (30.5)

Cohort

Before 537 (67.4) 499 (63.5)

After 260 (32.6) 288 (36.5)

mm

 

 

Tledogsegnemshadamrehluglerproporfionofcmemmembersinbearhmfing

organimtiora, but crnrent membership in otler hunting organimtions was not significantly

different among tle hunt-method groups (Table 4).

Trifle 4: Peroerl of each Inn-method group who were members of lining organizatio-

 

 

 

     

Mmieisll'p in lining Olgrn'nliom

“Am Von/Emile-

of Bear of (Her

tinting Statistic-l Tests Inn-ting Statistical Tests
[inW D D

Dog/Bait n=76 52.6 X51777, P<0.001 36.0 XZ=6.4, P=0.265

Dog-only n=96 52.1 df=5 43.2 df=5

Bait-only n=249 7.2 31.1

Still-only n=47 2.1 33.3

Gereralist n=193 11.9 35.9

Not Hunted n=105 6.7 28.4
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RespmderfiswerealsoseMedbasedonflelengthoffimeflatfleyhadbeen

involvedinbearhunting Thosewhobeganbearhmrtinginorafter 1990, wlenbearhunting

wenttoalimitedentrysystemforlarvesttags,wereplacedimtot1e"after"cohort,andthose

who started before 1990, the majority of respondents, were tle "before" cohort (Table 3).

Tie "after" cohort consisted mainly of bait-only respondents with a significantly

snallerpercerrt ofresponderrts inthe dog groups (Table 5).

Tafle 5: Parcel! of each Int-method grolp in the 'before" and "after” cohorts

Cohort

“loofeachlin %ofeachlht

MW Win Win

 

     

   

  

   

  

 

 

Before (bhort .4erth

Gm” F485 r4284 Stilistied Tests

Dog/Bait 7.6 2.6 XZ=32.9, P<0.001, df=4

Dog-only 8.9 4.3

Bait-only 47.4 60.6

Still-only 4.9 6.1
  

NotHunted

  Total   

Nbstresporxlerfisodyhmfiedbearwifllagmbmmanyrepmtedusmgbothaglm

andbow(Table6). Thebait-only group showedtlehighestuseofabowcomparedtootler

hunt-method groups (Table 7). De "before" cohort had a larger percent of gun only

respondents tlandid tle "after" cohort (Table 8).

Alargemajorityofresponderrtsdidalltleirbearhmltinginonlyoneareaoftlestate;

mainly,tlewestemUpperPeninsula(Table6). Oftlehrmt-metledgroups,thoseimtlebait-

onlyandstill-onlygroupsweretl'eleastlikelytohmitinmoretlanorearea(Table7). All

hunt-method groupsshowedastrongtendencyfor one particularareawithtledog/bait, bait-
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only, still-only, and gereralist groups using tle westemr U. P., and dog-only hunters tle eastem

UP. A larger proportion of the "after" cohort hunted in tle westemr U.P. tlam the "before"

cohort (Table 8).

Only9%oftl'ehumters saidtleypaidsomeoretoassisttheminsomeaspectofbear

hunting (Table 6). Respondents in the bait-only group had tle highest rate of payment for

hunting assistance (Table 7). Those in the "after" cohort were more likely to pay for

assistance tlam respondents in tl'e "before" cohort (Table 8).

Respondents firstwentbearhurrtimgirr l984andspent 7.5 days afieldin 1992, onthe

average (Table 9). The bait-only group began bear hunting more recently tlam tle otler hunt-

nethod groups. Members of bear hunting organizations generally began bear hunting before

mommernbers, but did not spend significantly more days hunting in 1992 tlam did rromnembers.

Ofthosewhohadhurrtedwithalarvestperrnit, anaverageof1.6bearperhunterwas

harvestedinalifetimeofhmrting,but44%hadnotyettakenabear(Table6). Thedog/bait

group had the highest average number ofbears harvested and still-only hunters were least

likelytohave larvestedabear(Table 7). Aswouldbeexpected, alargerpercentof

respondents in tle "before" cohort had harvested a bear", however, over one-third of tle

respondents inthe "after" cohortreportedtlattleyhadharvestedat least onebear(Table 8).

Membersofbearhmfingmgammomladahigherrateofhawestflanmnmembers, but

there was no significant difference between other hunting organimtion members and

nonrrembers (Tables 10 and 11).

Almost all respondents (97%) participated in some type of hmrting in addition to bear

hunting. The largest proportion of respondents hunted whitetail deer, and small game (Table

6). Dog-only respondents participated in otler types ofhunting less fiequently tlam otler

hunt-method groups with tle exception of small game hunting (Table 7).



Trifle 6: lining clamteristies of weighed samqle“

 

 

 

Murder of %of

(laracteristic Respomibrls Responibrls

Equipment Used to Hunt Bear

Gun 409 44.9

Bow 168 18.4

Both 335 36.7

Area Hunted Since 1980

WUP only 332 42.9

EUP only 188 24.3

LowP only 140 18.1

More tlam one 114 14.8

Bear Harvested in lifetime (mean=1.6)

0 Bear 348 44.3

1 Bear 204 26.0

2 Bear 99 12.6

3-5 Bear 92 11.7

6 or More 42 5.3

Paid for Hurm'mg Assistance

(at least once 1990-1992) 60 8.7

Number of Days Hunted in 1992

(mean=7.5)

1-3 days 66 21.9

4-6 days 102 33.7

7-9 days 58 19.2

10-12 days 38 12.4

12 or more days 43 12.8

Otler Types of Hunting Since 1990

Whitetail Deer 894 95.1

Otter Big Game 185 19.7

Small Game 830 88.3

Turkey 427 45.4

Upland Game Birds 673 71.6

327 34.7    Waterfowl
£Weiafim

 

 



 

N
o
t
l
i
m
d

n
=
1
2
8
W
M
 

E
q
u
i
p
.
U
s
e
d
t
o
H
u
n
t
B
e
a
r

G
u
n

B
o
w

B
o
t
h

A
r
e
a
H
u
n
t
e
d
S
i
n
c
e
1
9
8
0

W
U
P
o
n
l
y

E
U
P
o
n
l
y

L
o
w
P
o
n
l
y

>
o
m
e
a
r
e
a

B
e
a
r
H
a
r
v
e
s
t
e
d
i
n
‘
L
i
f
e
t
i
m
e

0
B
e
a
r

l
B
e
a
r

2
B
e
a
r

3
—
5
B
e
a
r

6
o
r
M
o
r
e

|
|
9
2
'
.

P
a
i
d
f
o
r
H
u
n
t
i
n
g
A
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
c
e

(
a
t
l
e
a
s
t
o
n
c
e
1
9
9
0
-
1
9
9
2
)

O
t
h
e
r

I
-
l
l
m
t
i
n
g
S
i
n
c
e
1
9
8
0

W
h
i
t
e
t
a
i
l
D
e
e
r

O
t
h
e
r
B
i
g
G
a
m
e

S
m
a
l
l
G
a
m
e

T
u
r
k
e
y

G
a
m
e

B
i
r
d
s

 

9
1
.
8
%

0
.
0

8
.
2
%

5
0
.
0
%

1
5
.
1
%

5
.
8
%

2
9
.
1
%

2
2
.
1
%

3
6
.
0
%

9
.
3
%

1
9
.
8
%

1
2
.
8
%

2
.
7

3
.
8
%

8
4
.
1
%

1
5
.
9
%

9
2
.
0
%

2
8
.
4
%

6
3
.
6
%

2
2
.
7
%

8
6
.
7
%

1
3
.
3
%

1
6
.
8
%

4
3
.
0
%

1
2
.
1
%

2
8
.
0
%

4
0
.
4
%

2
4
.
8
%

1
1
.
9
%

1
4
.
7
%

8
.
3
%

1
.
8

1
.
0
%

8
8
.
2
%

9
.
1
%

9
2
.
7
%

3
3
.
6
%

6
1
.
8
%

1
7
.
3
%

3
4
.
7
%

2
5
.
9
%

3
9
.
5
%

4
4
.
0
%

2
3
.
9
%

2
2
.
2
%

9
.
9
%

4
5
.
2
%

2
9
.
3
%

1
1
.
9
%

9
.
9
%

3
.
7
%

1
.
3

1
2
.
5
%

9
8
.
3
%

1
9
.
8
%

9
0
.
9
%

5
3
.
4
%

7
6
.
2
%

3
8
.
6
%

5
8
.
9
%

8
.
9
%

3
2
.
1
%

5
6
.
4
%

2
5
.
5
%

1
4
.
5
%

3
.
6
%

6
6
.
7
%

7
.
0
%

8
.
8
%

7
.
0
%

1
0
.
5
%

1
.
5

2
.
1
%

9
1
.
4
%

1
0
.
3
%

8
9
.
7
%

3
6
.
2
%

7
7
.
6
%

3
7
.
9
%

4
6
.
5
%

1
1
.
4
%

4
2
.
1
%

4
1
.
0
%

2
1
.
1
%

1
5
.
4
%

2
2
.
5
%

4
5
.
8
%

2
4
.
7
%

1
3
.
7
%

1
1
.
0
%

4
.
8
%

1
.
5

6
.
9
%

9
7
.
0
%

2
1
.
7
%

8
7
.
0
%

4
1
.
7
%

7
4
.
3
%

3
5
.
2
%

4
8
.
7
%

1
4
.
2
%

3
7
.
2
%

N
A

N
A

8
9
.
1
%

1
9
.
5
%

8
2
.
8
%

3
3
.
6
%

6
4
.
8
%

3
5
.
9
%

X
7
=
=
1
6
4
.
2
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

#
1
0

X
2
=
8
4
.
5
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

d
fi
l
Z

X
7
'
=
5
0
.
3
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

d
f
=
l
6

X
’
=
1
8
.
9
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

d
f
=
1

A
l
l
:

d
f
=
5

X
‘
=
3
9
.
2
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

X
’
=
1
1
.
5
,
P
=
0
.
0
4
2

X
2
=

9
.
6
,
P
=
0
.
0
8
8

)
G
=
3
0
.
2
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1

X
"
=
1
5
.
6
,
P
=
0
.
0
0
8

X
7
=
2
2
.
3
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1
 

I
W
a
t
e
r
f
o
w
l

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



Table 8: Eating claracten’stim aralyzed by cohorts

 

 

  

  

   

   

  

   

   

    

   

Waterfowl    

 

Before After

Cohort Cohort

m=499 n=288 Simistical Tests

57.1% 47.7% X7=6.3, P=0.043 ll

Bow 13.0% 14.8% df—-2

Both 30.0% 37.5%

Area Hunted Since 1980

' WUP only 40.7% 46.6% X2=77.3, P<0.001

EUP only 23.1% 26.6% df=3

LowP only 13.1% 25.9%

> one area 23.0% 0.9%

i Bear Harvested in Lifetime

0 Bear 33.7% 62.2% X2=128.9, P<0.001

1 Bear 22.7% 32.1% df=4

2 Bear 17.4% 4.5%

3-5 Bear 18.2% 0.7%

6 or More 8.1% 0.5%

mean 2.2 0.5

Paid for Hunting Assistance

. (at least once 1990-1992) 7.7% 10.2% )G=1.3, P=0.249

df=1

Other Types of Hunting (All Below) dfil

Whitetail Deer 95.2% 97.9% X2=3.8, P=0.052

Other Big Game 20.5% 17.0% X2=1.4, P=0.229

Small Game 90.5% 87.7% X’=1.6, P=0.207

Turkey 46.9% 47.3% X’=0.01, P=0.910

Game Birds 72.9% 73.9% X’=0.1, P=0.751

34.4% 36.0% Xz=O.2, P=0.644  
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Table 10: Bears Invested analyzed by membership in bear hunting organizatiDI

 

 

 

    

Bear Himiting Organ.

%of %of

meirers Nonmembers

Oaracteristic n=102 m=748 Statistical Tests

Bear Harvested

in Lifetime

0 Bear 28.3 46.8 X2=27.4, P<0.001, df=4

1 Bear 24.0 27.2

2 Bear 13.9 12.1

3-5 Bear 21.4 10.2

6 or More 12.3 3.8

# of Bears 2.6 1.3 t=3.15, P=0.002,

Harvested (mean) (s.E.=0.39) (S-E=0.10) df=102.93

  

Trifle 11: Bears harvested aralyzed by membersh'p in otler hurting organizatioI

  

 

 

  

m

(liter Hurting Organ

%of %of

mebers Nonmemibers

fl Onacteristic m=260 m=593 Stmistical Tests

Bear Harvested

in Lifetime

0 Bear n=286 42.2 44.2 X2=8.9, P=0.064, df=4

1 Bear n=180 24.1 29.0

2 Bear n=78 11.8 12.5

3-5 Bear n=79 16.8 9.2

6 or More n=35 5.1 5.1

# of Bears 1.6 1.4 t=—1.36, P=0.174, df=708

Harvested (mean) (S.E.=0.18) (S.E=O.11) 
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Importamecffiatlzlunting

Bearhmrtingwasratedastleirmostimportantrecreationalactivityby12%ofthe

respordmtsmflasomoffleDnemnnporammcreafiomalacfivifiesbyanaddifional52%

(Table 12). He level of imrportance differed among hunt-method groups, with the dog groups

ratingithiglerandtlestill—onlygrormratingitlowerinirnportamcetlandidtheotlerhmrt-

methodgroups. Resporxiemtsintledoggroupswhoownedtleirownbeardogsreportedan

evenhigler level ofimportancetlanthosewhodidm't own dogs (Table 13). Membersofbear

hmfiingmgarfizafimerepofledflatbearhmfiingwasmemhmpoflmfiflamdidmrembem

(Table 12). Respondents inthe "before" cohort indicatedthat bearhumtingwas more

irnportanttlandidtleseintle"after" cohort (Table 12). Also,thosewhohadnotyet

harvestedabearconsideredbearhmrting less importanttlanthose wholad(Table 14).



T
a
l
i
e

1
2
:
I
m
m
u
n
e

o
f
b
e
a
r
h
l
l
i
l
g
c
o
u
p
l
e
d

t
o
o
t
h
e
r
r
e
m
e
d
i
e
d

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

 

 
_

%
m

V
6
0
»

o
f
t
h
e

%
N
o
u
m
e

V
o
l
e
-
s

%
N
o
t
d
d
l

 

A
l
l
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

n
=
9
4
0

1
2
.
3

5
2
.
1

2
6
.
4

8
.
0

1
.
1

(
X
’
=
7
3
2
.
2
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1
,
d
f
=
4
)

H
u
m
-
m
e
t
h
o
d
G
r
o
u
p

(
X
’
=
1
2
0
.
6
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1
,
d
f
=
2
0
)

D
o
g
/
B
a
i
t

1
1
:
8
7

3
6
.
8

4
7
.
1

1
1
.
5

3
.
4

1
.
1

D
o
g
-
o
n
l
y

n
=
1
0
8

2
8
.
7

4
8
.
1

1
8
.
5

4
.
6

0
.
0

B
a
i
t
-
o
n
l
y

n
=
2
9
7

9
.
8

5
6
.
9

2
4
.
2

7
.
7

1
.
3

S
t
i
l
l
-
o
n
l
y

n
=
5
7

3
.
5

2
4
.
6

5
0
.
9

2
1
.
1

0
.
0

G
e
r
m
i
i
s
t

n
=
2
2
8

1
0
.
5

5
4
.
8

2
5
.
9

7
.
5

1
.
3

N
o
t
H
u
n
t
e
d

n
=
1
2
7

9
.
4

4
4
.
1

2
9
.
9

1
3
.
4

3
.
1

'
9

B
e
a
r
H
u
n
t
i
n
g
O
r
g
a
n
.

M
e
m
b
e
r
n
=
1
0
1

3
0
.
9

5
6
.
5

7
.
1

4
.
0

1
.
5

(
X
2
=
5
4
.
4
P
<
0
.
0
0
1
,
d
f
=
4
)

N
o
n
m
e
n
m
e
r
n
=
7
4
5

9
.
3

5
4
.
2

2
9
.
1

8
.
4

0
.
9

O
t
h
e
r
H
u
n
t
i
n
g
O
r
g
a
n
.

M
e
m
b
e
r
n
=
2
5
8

1
4
.
4

5
0
.
1

2
5
.
6

7
.
6

2
.
2

(
)
6
=
4
.
5
,
P
=
0
.
3
4
8
,
d
f
=
4
)

N
o
n
m
e
m
b
e
r
n
=
5
8
8

1
1
.
3

5
3
.
7

2
7
.
1

7
.
1

0
.
9

C
o
h
o
r
t

0
6
:
3
6
.
2
,
P
<
0
.
0
0
1
,
d
f
=
4
)

B
e
f
o
r
e

n
=
4
9
6

1
7
.
0

5
2
.
8

2
3
.
8

5
.
9

0
.
4

A
fi
e
e

n
=
2
8
5

6
.
0

5
4
.
6

2
8
.
6

9
.
2

1
.
6

 
 

 
 

 
 

53  
 



54

Tafle 13: Immune ofbearlulingamlyzedby mpondem inlut—meflndgmqs who

ownbeardogs"

 

 

 

%One of

%M)st the Mom

Ell-Mud Gimp Own Bear Dogs Inpmtant Inpoltam Stmistieal Tests

Dog/Bait Yes n=55 54.5 38.2 Xl=26.6, P<0.001

NO n=30 3.3 63.3 df=4

Dog-only Yes n=61 45.9 49.2 X2=37.0, P<0.001

NO n=46 4.3 47.8 df=3

Generalist Yes n=29 17.2 69.0 X2=9.0, P=0.061

NO n=196 9.2 53.6 df=4     
:WWW

mmfimmmmmmmm

Tafle 14: 1mm ofbearhnting analyzedby umberofbearlmvested"

 

 

Inpmtanee

BearHalvested (mean) SE Statistical Tests

0 Bear n=338 2.5 0.05 F ratio=l3.2,

1 Bear n=211 2.3 0.06 P<0.001, df=4

2 Bear n=97 2.1 0.08

3-5 Bear n=94 2.0 0.08

6 or More Bear n=49 1.8 0.11      
ifiblttypeMIgSede: 1mmm2=onoran1memm

mmmmfimmmmummm
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WW

We questioned respondents about their intentions to use each hunting method over the

nextfiveyearsflable 15A). onaltytohtmtingmethodswasvery highamongthe groups

wlnusedonlyonemetlndtohmtbear,withtheexoeptionofstill—onlyrespondents. Most

resporflerfishflndogmflbaitoflygmrpsmpofledflmflwyhuendedmuseOMymose

methodstol'nmtbearinthenemfiveyears.Onlyabomhalfofthestill-0n1ygmupplannedto

cominuewiththeirmethod;manyintendedtouseonlybaitornnrethanonemethodtohmt

bear. Alnnstnoneofthestillonlygrormplamedonusingdogs. 'Ihisgmupalsohadthe

higlnestproportionofresporxientswhointendedtodropomofbearhmtingoverthenemfive

years. The percent Of individuals in each hunt-method group over the next five years will

changesomewlmtbasedontheintentions ofrespondents (Table 15B). Moreofthose who

Invenotyethuntedplantouseonlybaitandfewerintendtouseonlydogsthanthose

respondentswholndbeenbearhmting.

B E G' E l .

Respondentsmpmtedflntfltemsthnponamreamfmgomgbearhmfingwem"to

beinthewoods,""toluvetheopportmitytoseeabearinitsnatmalhabitat,"and"touse

lun1tingsl<ills"(Table 16). Doglnnuersindicatedtlnttlwnnstimpmtantreasonforgoing

huntingwastoseeandhearbeardogsmrk. Doghmtersalsothoughtbeingwithfriendswas

more important tlnn did other him-method gnoups, but being with family ranked fairly low

with all hunt-method gmups. "TO have the Opportunityto get a shot at abear" and "to harvest

abear"wereratedasmoreimportantbythebait—only,generalists,andnothmtedgroupsthan

bythedoggroups.
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Sperxlnlgfimeudflrbearhmfingfiiendswasmtedhighermhnponmwebynembem

Oflnmtingorganizationsthanbynonmembers (Table 17). Incontrast, harvestingabearand

havingbearneatwembomratedlowmmtpmtmmmmbemwmparedtomnnwmbem

of hunting orgnizations. Members Of bear hunting organizations rated getting shots at bears

aslomrinmrponmneflmndidmmembemmoweverflremwasmdifi‘mnoebemeen

members and nonmembers of other hunting organizations on this reason for bear hunting

Harvestingabearandgettingashotatabearweremoreimportanttothe"afier"

cohort tlnn the "before" cohort as reasons for going bear hunting (Table 18). Those

respmflemswhohadbearhmnedbmhadmtyethawefledabearmtedmesetwofaaomas

meimportantthanflrosewhohadharvestedoneormorebearsflable 19).
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Talle 18: Nhar wing ofinqrortanee forwhy respomierls go bearlnling

 

 

aralyzed by cohorts*

I-lrw inportrn is dis as a reason why you world Before Cohort After Cohort

go bear Inning? n=499 n=288

mean (SE) man (SE)

spend time with bear hunting friends 2.6 (0.07) 2.7 (0.09)

(1:436, P<0.001, df=779)

get away from work, school, or stress and to relax 2.2 (0.06) 2.2 (0.08)

(t=0.2, P=0.825, df=739)

use hunting skills (t=0.62, P=0.539,df=759) 1.8 (0.05) 1.8 (0.06)

have bear meat (t=0.7, P=0.476, df=641.36) 3.0 (0.07) 2.9 (0.08)

have the omnrtrn'ty to get a shot at a bear 2.5 (0.07) 2.2 (0.07)

(t=2.8, P=0.005, df=657.6)

be in the woods (t=0.5, P=0.586, df=765) 1.5 (0.04) 1.4 (0.05)

harvest a bear (t=4.2, P<0.001, dl'=649.7) 2.8 (0.07) 2.4 (0.08)

spend time with family 3.3 (0.07) 3.1 (0.09)

(t=0.9 ,P=0.322, df=734)

have the challenge Of hunting a dangerous aninnl 2.7 (0.07) 2.6 (0.08)

(t=1.4, P=0.167, df=655)

enjoy the prehunt baiting activities 2.7 (0.07) 2.7 (0.08)

(t=0.1, P=0.908, df=644.2)

lave the Opportunity to see a bear 1.4 (0.04) 1.5 (0.05)

(t=—1.1, P=0.262, df=756)

see an] [ear bear dog work 3.7 (0.08) 4.4 (0.08)

      (n=57, P<0.
‘1”,

001, df=674)
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On the average, respondents rated "protection of the bear population," "number of

yearshmterswaitforaMrharvestpennit,"and"freedomtochoosewhatareaofMichigan

tobearhuntin"asflremostimpoflamfactorsflreDNRshorldoonsiderwhendetermining

regulations (Table 20). Less important, but still moderately important, were "freedomto

droosewhentohmrt"and"interfereme annngbearhmtersinthewoods". 'Ihe"length Of

bearlnmtingwason"and"chancesofharvestingabear"weretheleastimportantfactorsand

moratedmoderatetolow.

Dremnnberofyearsflrathmnemmitfmaharvestmgwaslessnnponammflnsein

thedog g1oupscomparedtootherhmt—method groups (Table 20). Respondentsinthedog

grormsalsompmtedflmflelengflrofflebearseasonwasnnmmrpmmflmdidoflm

innit-methodgrmrps.

Membersofbearhmfingorgarfimfionsratedchamesofharvesfingabearasless

inrpmtarnmflprotecfimofflebearpoplflafionasnnmhnpommflunmmnenbemdid;

Mmeaslengflrofflebearseasmwasnnmhnponmnmnembemflmnmmnmbasaable

21). Membasmflmmmbersofoflerlnmfingmgarfizafimsdidmtdiflerinimponmwe

ratingsforthesefactorswiththeexocptionofnmnberofyearswaitforatag;nonmembers

ratedtl'rism'eimportantthanmembersdidflableZZ).

Tlnseanereinflre"afier"cohoflmtedharvestmteasnnmhnponamflnnflre

"before"wintbtnflreysfiflrateditlesshnpmtamflranafloflrerfactorsaable23).

Wmannnghmtesmflwmodswasalsomehnpmtmnmrespmflmnsmfle'hfier"

cohort.
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Talle 21: minmortmce of each of the following factors aralyzed by menlrersllp in bear

 

 

 

  

Inning orgrn'nliom"

BearHIfling 012m

Factors Mailers Nommhe- Statistieal Tests

m (SE) mm (SE)

Interference among hunters 2.8 (0.15) 2.5 (0.05) t=-2.5, P=0.014, df=776

Protection of the bear population 1.3 (0.06) 1.6 (0.03) t=4.1, P<0.001, df=159.3

Bear hunting season length 2.6 (0.14) 2.8 (0.05) t=2.1, P=0.039, df=812

Nrnnber of yrs. wait for a tag 2.1 (0.13) 1.9 (0.04) t=1.3, P=0.212, df=115.9

Ctnnces Of harvesting a bear 3.5 (0.14) 3.0 (0.05) 1:32, P=0.002, df—-121.7

Freedom to choose hunt area 1.7 (0.11) 1.9 (0.04) F13, P=0.183, df=824

Freedom to choose when to hunt 2.3 (0.14) 2.5 (0.05) F16, P=0.117, df=815  
Ijlcrt-typeRlirgScde: 1=1vrtstrtmotmraemms=Notrnmmt

Talle 22: Nban inportmce of each of the following factors analyzed by menlrersllp in other

 

 

   

Inning ommtiorv

Otim' Billing Organ fl

Factors ESE) We Statistied Tests

Interference among hunters 2.5 (0.08) 2.5 (0.06) t=0.2, P=0.880, df=780

Protection ofthe bear population 1.5 (0.05) 1.6 (0.04) t=1.8, P=0.077, df=541.2

Bear hunting season length 2.9 (0.08) 2.7 (0.05) t=1.2, P=0.229, df=815

Number of yrs. wait for a tag 2.1 (0.07) 1.8 (0.04) t=-2.9, P=0.004, df=412.3 fl

Chances Of harvesting a bear 3.1 (0.08) 3.0 (0.05) t=0.8, P=0.430, df=820

Freedom to choose hunt area 1.9 (0.07) 1.9 (0.05) t=-0.3, P=0.73l, df=824

Freedom tO choose when to hunt 2.5 (0.08) 2.5 (0.06) t=0.0l, P=0.990, df=817 II   
i[Titan-typerrtttittgsttttle: 1=mmmmm5=Notrnpom
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Talle 23: minportance ofeach offlm following factors analyzed by cohorts“

   

 

 

 

  

Before Cohort After Cohort

Factors (SE) nIrierlll(31‘3)

Interference amng liners 2.6 (0.07) 2.4 (0.08)

(F25, P=0.013, df=594.5)

Protection Of the bear population 1.6 (0.04) 1.5 (0.05)

(F02, P=0.840, df=751)

length Of the bear hunting season 2.8 (0.06) 2.8 (0.07)

(t=-0.3, P=0.805, df=743)

Number Of yrs. wait for a tag 1.9 (0.05) 2.0 (0.06)

(F157, P=0.116, df=750)

Ounces of Investing a bear 3.2 (0.06) 2.9 (0.07)

(F27, P=0.007, df=747)

Freedom to choose hunt area 1.8 (0.05) 1.9 (0.07)

(t=1.0, P=0.325, df=752)

Freedom to choose when to hunt 2.4 (0.06) 2.5 (0.08)

L(F-l .2, P=0.224, dr=744) 
 

”Magnum: l=NbstlnportruIFachrb5=Nothrpom
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ResporMsrepmtedthattheywouldwaitanaverageoftwotoflneeyearsfora

harvest tag and still rennin satisfied with bear hunting (Table 24). They reported they would

quit applying for a harvest tag afier an average waiting time of form years (Table 25). The not

hunted and dog groups were willing to wait the longest. There was no significant difference

between members Of hunting organimtions for number of years they were willing to wait to

remain satisfied with bear hunting. Members Of bear hunting organizations, however, would

wait longer than nonmembers before quitting the application process.

On the average, respondents indicated that they would be satisfied with a hrmting

seasonof18 days, giventhecmrentsystemwheredogandbaithmrters are, forthernostpart,

in the woods together (Table 26). Ifthe bear hunting season were split to completely separate

doghrmtersfiombaitandstill hmrters,theseasonlengththatrespondentsneededinorderto

be satisfied averaged four to five days less than with the uncut system (Table 27). TO be

satisfied with bear hunting, the dog hunter groups required a considerably longer season tl'm

the other hunt-method groups. Members Of bear hunting organizations new a considerably

longer season than nonmembers; however, members Of other hunting organizations were not

significantly different from nonmembers. Respondents in the "after" cohort were, on the

average, satisfied with a shorter hunting season than was the "before" cohort.



Talle24:1ongestrmporubrfiworldwm’tforaharvasttagmdstill besdisfiedwithbear

 

# onrs.

 

 

 

Segmerl meat (SE) Statistical Tests I

All Respondents 2.3 (0.03) I

Hunt Method l

Dog/Bait 2.6 (0.15) F ratio=11.4, P<0.001

Dog-only 2.5 (0.13) df=5

Bait-only 2.2 (0.04)

Still-only 2.2 (0.13)

Generalist 2.2 (0.05) 1

Not Hunted 2.8 (0.10) '

Membership :

Bear Hunting Organ Member 2.4 (0.11) t=l.4, P=0.172 l

Nomnember 2.3 (0.03) df=816

Other Hunting Organ Member 2.4 (0.06) t=1.l, P=0.262 !

Nonmember 2.3 (0.04) df=817

Cohort

Before 2.2 (0.04) t=0.4, P=0.723

After 2.2 (0.05) df=750  __________‘___l



Tatle 25: longest respondens world wait for a harvest tag before they world qu't anlying

 

 

   

# of Yrs.

Segmert mean (SE) Statistical Tests

All Respondents 4.1 (0.07)

Hunt Method

Dog/Bait 5.1 (0.25) F ratio=9.9, P<0.001

Dog-only 4.6 (0.23) dFS

Bait-only 3.9 (0.12)

Still-only 3.8 (0.27)

Generalist 3.6 (0.13)

Not Hunted 4.6 (0.17)

Membership

Bear Hunting Organ Member 4.9 (0.22) F—3.9, P<0.001

Nonmember 4.0 (0.08) df=106.3

Other Hunting Organ. Member 4.2 (0.13) F—1.4, P=0.170

Nonmember 4.0 (0.09) df=692

Cohort

Before 4.0 (0.10) F1.5, P=0.130

After 3.8 (0.12) df=523.3
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Talle 26: Mseasonlengththatresporflerlsworldbesatisfiedwith, giventhecunert

 

 

overiafilng' seasors

l==

# of Days with

Ovedaning

Segrmrt SSE-E) Statistical Tests

All Respondents 17.9 (0.38)

Hunt Method

Dog/Bait 26.8 (1.44) F ratio=29.6 P<0.001

Dog-only 25.2 (1.29) df=5

Bait-only 15.4 (0.56)

Still-only 14.6 (1.19)

Generalist 17.1 (0.68)

Not Hunted 14.6 (0.80)

Membership

Bear Hunting Organ Member 22.0 (1.34) F46, P<0.001 df=112

Nonmember 15.7 (0.35)

Other Hunting Organ Member 16.2 (10.1) F04, P=0.728

Nonmember 16.5 (10.0) df=794

Cohort

Before 17.6 (0.51) F2.21, P=0.028

After 15.9 (0.57) df=637.5    

 

 



7O

Talle 27: Mseasonlengththatresponderls worldbesatisfiedwith, givensrlitseaso-

 

 

   

# of Days with

Split Seaso- - -
Segrmrl m(SE) Statistical Tests

All Respondents 13.1

Hunt Method

Dog/Bait 21.6 (1.28) F 1atio=34.1, P<0.001

Dog-only 20.4 (0.99) df=5

Bait-only 12.3 (0.40)

Still-only 11.9 (0.76)

Generalist 13.4 (0.49)

Not Hunted 11.7 (0.54)

Membership

Bear Hunting Organ Member 17.1 (1.10) F—4.0, P<0.001

Nonmember 12.6 (0.25) dF88.8

Other Huntmg Organ Member 12.5 (0.45) F1.3, P=0.181

Nonmember 13.2 (0.30) df=759

Cohort

Before 14.2 (0.39) F3.5, P<0.001

After 12.3 (0.36) df=678.1
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lhnnermncessratewasmportedasmumponmnby42%offlerespondems(Table

28). Offlemnnimngrespondems,33%mponedflatammcessratewlereomortwoomof

ten hunters are harvesting a bear would be satisfactory.I The mean satisfactory success rate

washighestforthedog/baitgroup. Thoserespondentsinthe"afier"cohortreportedtheneed

forahighersuccessrate. Therewasrrotasigrrificarrtdiflerencefordesiredsuccessrate

between members and nom'nembers of hunting organizations.

W

Respondents using one hunt method exclusively, whether dogs, bait sitting, or still

hmningteruledtobecritical Ofothermethodsofhurrtingbear. Onlyabouthalfofthedog—

only and still-only hunters indicated that baiting for bear should continue in Michigan (Table

29). A similar proportion Of the bait-only group thought hound hunting should continue, but

less than a third Of the still-only hunters indicated tint dog hunting should continue (Table 30).

We also looked at respondents' values and beliefs about hunting bear with dogs and

baitmbenamflasmmflereamnsrespordenmhadfmwmrfingbaifingarfldoghmfingto

be discontinued in Michigan (Tables 29 and 30). Orly about halfof the dog-only group

reported that baiting for bear is ethical, and conversely, about lulf Of the bait-only group

considered dog hunting ethical. Most Of the still-only group did not feel that dog hunting was

ethical, and though more Of this segment considered baiting ethical, it was not highly

supported

Nbstofthedog—onlyandalmosthalfofthestill—only groupindicatedbaithrmterstake

morethantheirshareofbear. Nearlyhalfofthestill-only groupalso agreedthatdoghurrters

takemorethantheirshare, as did about one-third ofthebait-onlyrespondents.

 

1The state's bear harvest in 1992 averaged approximately three out often hunters.
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The majority Of respondents in the bait-only and still-only group thought dog hunting

interfered with other methods Of hunting bear, but only about one-third Of dog-only indicated

that baiting interfered with other methods.

Offlroserespondentswlmflrouglnbaifingslwuldmtcominuetobeallowedm

Michigan, a high proportion reported that baiting is not ethical and that baiters take more than

their slime Of the bear (Table 31). Fewer Of these respondents, but still the rmjority, thought

thatbaitinginterferes withothermetlwdsofhuntingbearorthatbaiters havea greaterchance

Of harvesting a bear.

Ofthoserespondentswhothoughthmrtingbearwithdogs slumldnotcontimre, almost

all feltthatdoghuntingwasnot ethicalandthat it interferes withothermethodsofhrmting

bear (Table 32). Many Of these respondents also felt that dog hunters have a greater chance of

harvestingabearthanbaitersandfewer, butstill amajorityreportedthatdoghunters take

more than their share Of the bear.
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Talle 28: I-Imtersuccessrate(per10 lurters)neetbdmbesatisfiedwithbearlulingarsl

pereentwhoreportedthatsuccessrateisnotinportart

 

 

   

Hider "Success

Success Rate rate is not

Seglmlfi (neon per 10 input"

Inn.)

All Respondents n=924 2.2 42.0%

Hunt Method

(F ratio=2.9, P=0.014, df=5)

Dog/Bait F85 2.7 (0.18) 60.0%

Dog-only F107 2.0 (0.16) 55.1%

Bait-only F292 2.3 (0.09) 40.1%

Still-only F58 2.0 (0.19) 56.9%

Generalist F227 2.1 (0.09) 38.8%

Not Hunted F126 2.3 (0.13) 39.7%

Membership

Bear Hunting Organ Member F100 2.4 (0.11) 54.6%

(F-1.4, P=0.172, df=816) Nonmember F738 2.3 (0.03) 40.2%

Other Hunting Organ Member F257 2.4 (0.06) 46.3%

(t=1.1, P=0.262, df=817) Nonmember F584 2.3 (0.04) 40.6%

Cohort (F38, P<0.001, df=396)

Before F486 2.0 44.4%

After F287 2.4 39.0%
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Fomopfiommmdescfibedfmfinnfingflrenmnberofbearharvestedeachyearmtd

respondents were asked if they approved or disapproved of each (Table 33). The highest

approval was for a method that would "limit the number ofbear hmters by using some form

of drawing." About one-third approved of "not limiting the number of hunters, but setting a

very short season." Only 29% approved of "not limiting the number of hunters, but closing

theseasoneachyearafierasetquotaofbearharvestswasreached" 'Ihelowestapprovalwas

for "not limiting the number of hunters, but restricting methods used to hunt bear."

ResporflemsmflresfiHoMyg‘owwerefltebiggeaSmeonemofresuicfingnmthods

(Table 34). Thedog groups showed lesssupportfor settingavery short seasonthanthosein

otherhunt groups.

Talia 33: Amovd of four methmh for liniting the lumber of bear harvested each year in

Mel-gm"

m 

Amove Dismve

   

Not Sure

   

   Restrict the methods used to harvest bear. 17.5 (158) 70.6 (637)

  

W %(n) %(n) %(n)

Limit the number of bear hmrters by using 52.4 (474) 32.6 (296) 15.0 (136)

some form of drawing.

Close the season each year afier a set 29.1 (262) 54.7 (493) 16.3 (147)

quota of bear have been harvested

Set a very short season to limit the 34.0 (308) 51.8 (469) 14.3 (129)

number of bear harvested

   

 

  

     
11.9 (107)
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Hammer:

Two possible ways for issuing harvest tags when supply is less than dennnd are

random lottery and point preference systene. Descriptions of these two allocation methods

weredescribedinthethemailquestiomaire(SeeAppendile]I). Datafi'omthefocusgroups

suggested that preference for one of these systems over the other depended on perceived wait

time involved Therefore, in the mail survey we provided two scenarios: the first approxinutes

flecmemwaitfineofflneeyeam,mflflesecondwasanesfinuteofvmatflewaitfine

couldeventuallybecomeifthentnnberofapplicantscontinuedtoincreaseatthepresentrate.

Respmrdentsmponedmatiffleylndmuaitflneeyeammgetahmvesttagmdera

point preference system or had a one-in-three chance of being drawn in a random lottery, the

majority muldratherhave apoint preference system (Table 35). However, if the waittime

was increased to five years or the probability lowered to one-in—five, more preferred a random

lotterysystemCI‘able36).

Thoseinthedoggroupsshouedahigherrateofsupportfortherandomlotteryfor

bothscenariostlmnotherhmrtgroups (Tables35and36). Respondentswhohadnotyet

hmrtedfavoredthepointpreferenceovertherandomlotterysysteminbothscenarios,buttoa

lesser degreewhentheperceived waittimewaslonger. Therewasnosignificant difference

betweenthe"before"and" er"cohortswhenthewaitwasshort,butforthelongerwait,a

larger percent of the "after" cohort compared to the "before" cohort chose the random lottery

systemCTables 3Sand36). Responsesof members of hunting organimtions did not differ

fiomflroseofnonmembersonthesequestions.
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W

Orfly37°Asofflrerespondemsreponeddratflreyweresafisfiedwiflrcmrembear

mamgernent (Table 37). Most hunt-method goups were dissatisfied, especially the dog-only

ardgewmfiflgoups.1heewemmsiguficamdifi‘emmesbeMeenhownembesofhmfing

organimtions and nonmembers responded to this question; however, those in the "before"

cohort were less satisfied than those in the "afier"cohort.

QflyoneflrudofflerespondentsageedwiflrastatenemflmflremNRhademugh

information on the bear population to conectly decide how nnny bear to harvest, while a

similar percent either disageed or were not sure (Table 38A). A slightly higher pereent

ageedtlnttheytrusttheh/lDNRtofairlyconsidertheinterestsofhmrterswhensettingbear

hunting regulations, but responses again were highly polarized (Table 38B).

Mosthmrt-method goupswerealso split onthesetwostatements, withalmostas

manyageeing, disagreeing,ornotsme,butthestill—onlyandnothmted groups showeda

higher tendency to agee with both statements (Tables 38A and 38B). A larger proportion of

respondents in the "after" compared to the "before" cohort ageed with both statements.

Membemofbearhmningmgammmuwemnnmfikelyflmnmmembasmdisageeuiflr

bothstatements. Responsesofmembersandnomnembersofotherhmrtingorganimtions

differed only on the second statement; members were more likely to disagee (Table 38B).
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Fifiy-threepercentoftherespondents ageedand 17%disageedthattheMDNR

limited the harvest of bear more because of political pressure than because of biological

evidence of decreasing bear populations (Table 38C). Still hunters reported a considerably

lowerrateofageernent Mththisstatementthanallotherhmter segnents. Members of

hunting organimtions were more likely to agree to this statement than nonmembers.

Wain]

Amajorityofrespondents(72%)reportedthatthebearpopulationintheareathey

hmtmostofienwasincreasing or stayingthesarne, while only 7% thoughtthatitwas

decreasing(l‘able39). Respondents inthedogg'oupsweretheleasttmsmeabomthebear

population. Thosemflre"afier"cohonwerennremsmeflranrespondemsmfle"before"

colutmrdmnnembemofbearhmfiingmMmfionswemmmmsmeflmnnembem.
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Overall, respondents received most of their information about bear and bear hunting

fiom their bear hunting fi'iends and from magazines (Table 40). MDNR employees were least

used as an infomntion souree. All other information sources that were provided in the

questionmire were used "frequently" or "sometimes" by about half of all respondents.

The dog hunter groups reported using hrmting organimtion publicatiom and bear

hunting fiiends more fiequently than other hunt-method goups (Table 41).

As would be expected, members of hunting organizations used organimtion

publications more than nonmembers; however, this was not the most frequently used source of

information (Table 42). Bear hunting organimtion members used bear hunting friends for

informationnnrethanmnmembers did; whereas, membersofotherhmrtingorganizationsused

negaziresandnewspapersnnrefiequentlyflrannomnembersdid

"Before" cohort respondents used bear hunting friends and hunting organimtion

organization publications more frequently than "after" respondems (Table 43).

Overhalfofflerespondentsexpressedhigiornnderateunerestinanending

mrkslmpsmrd/moflertypesofmfomnfimnlmeefingsabombearmdbearhmning (Table

44). Of the hunt-method goups, the still-only goup showed the lowest level of interest.

Membersofhuntingorganimtions showedmore interestinattendingthannomnembers did



Tafle 40: Pereerl and lumber of responderls who use infatuation sources

91

'rieqienay'; 'sonietim'; "rarely", and 'hevcr’“

 

 

  

 

 

Infomntion Source Use % (n)

Bear Hunting Friends Frequently 61.8 (548)

Sometimes 25.9 (229)

Rarely 7.6 (67)

Never 4.8 (42)

Magazines Frequently 51.4 (454)

Sometimes 32.2 (284)

Rarely 8.6 (76)

Never 7.8 (69)

License Guide Frequently 31.3 (269)

Sometimes 26.7 (229)

Rarely 17.3 (148)

Never 24.7 (212)

Newspapers Frequently 20.2 (177)

Sometimes 32.3 (284)

Rarely 26.9 (236)

Never 20.7 (181)

Hunting Organ Public. Frequently 20.9 (181)

Sometimes 31.0 (269)

Rarely 27.3 (237)

Never 20.8 (181)

Television Frequently 16.0 (139)

Sometimes 35.0 (304)

Rarely 28.5 (247)

Never 20.4 (177)

9.4 (82)

24.3 (212)

24.6 (215)

41.7 (364)

9
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Tafle 43: mfrcqnncy of use of inforrmtion sources aralyzed by cohorts*

 

  

 

   

Before After

Cohort Cohort

Infonnation Source mam (SE) man (SE)

Bear Hurfling Frierxk 1.5 (0.04) 1.6 (0.05)

(t=-2.4, P=0.0l8, $521.5)

Wgazines 1.8 (0.04) 1.7 (0.05)

(t=1.1, P=0.291, $738)

License Guide 2.4 (0.06) 2.4 (0.07)

(1:06, P=0.564, $719)

Newspapers 2.4 (0.05) 2.6 (0.06)

(t=l.7, P=0.082, $735)

Cigar. PuHic. 2.4 (0.05) 2.7 (0.06)

(t-value=-3.5, P<0.001, $727)

Television 2.5 (0.05) 2.6 (0.06)

(t=0.4, P=0.689, df=626.8)

MDNR Employees 2.9 (0.05) 3.0 (0.06)

(t=-1.5, P=0.125, $586.5)

‘

- , II 'I 11:4~ ='3"3 , '*-— 'er
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Thhypecefioffleresporrdenmhflicatedflmfleyhadbeconelessmterefledmbear

huntingduetothel990 changetoadrawing systemto allocate harvest tags (Table 45).

Fewer(l7%) saidthattheyhadbecomennreinterestedduetothechange. Thebait-onlyand

sfiHMygormshadalargerprcporfionofrespondentswhomponedbecomingnmm

interestedinbearhmrting(Table46). Closetohalfofthestill-onlyandgeneralistshad

becomelessinterested Eighteenpercentoftherespondentsinthe"afier"cohortreported

beconfingmoremterestedinbearhmrfingduetothedrawingcomparedto16%ofthe"before"

cohort ()(2=13.3, P=0.001, $2).

Orfly11%ofallrespondemsmponedflntflfisnewsystemcaruedflremwchangefle

methodusedtohuntbear,butalargerprcportionreportedchangingwlwtheygohmtingwith

andwheretheygo(Table45). Twentypercentoftherespondentsinthestill-onlygroup

indicatedthattheychangedthemethodtheyusedtohmrtbearbecauseofthedrawingfortags

(Table46). Fewerthan5%ineitherdoggcupreportedachangeinmethod Thedoggcups

alsoslmwedflrelowestproporfionflratclnngedwhoflreybearhmnedwiflr

Werespmdems(36%)flwug1nflntflreclnngeledtoanhrcreasemflrenmnberof

daysfl‘eyspembem'hmningmaseasonwmpmedmflell%wlnmponedadecreasem

daysspent(Table 45). Thebait-onlyandgeneralistgoupsweretwiceaslikelytoreportan

increaseindaysastheotherhmrt-methodgroupsflable46).

Overaflfirdreponedflratflrisclnngeinaflocafionsystenecmrsedflernmbennre

likely to shoot the first legal bear they saw, however, a slightly larger proportion said that it

eausedtherntobernoreselectiveaboutthesizeofthebearshotaable45). Overathirdof

thegeneralistandbait—onlygoupssaidthattheyweremorelikelytoshootthefirstlegalbear

theysaw(Table46).
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T811845: Percedofrespomleflswhomportedclnngingfleirhlfingpacficeslncaseoffln

muwingmissuetags"

 

lldtheclmgemadrawingforharvest

 

   

tags cause you to... Yes No Not Sure

%(n) %(n) %(n)

1 ...become more interested in bear hunting 16.8 (111) 75.1 (497) 8.1 (54)

' ...become less interested in bear hunting 30.1 (199) 61.5 (405) 8.4 (55)

5 ...be more likely to shoot the first legal bear 35.0 (229) 58.0 (380) 7.1 (46)

. you see.

1 ...be more selective about the size of the 38.6 (255) 52.9 (350) 8.5 (56)

1 bear you shoot

1
j ...be more likely to hire a bear hunting 10.3 (68) 86.0 (567) 3.6 (24)

1 guide.

1...change the method you use to hunt bear. 11.2 (74) 84.2 (554) 4.6 (30)

' ...increase the number of days you spend 36.0 (237) 58.4 (384) 5.6 (37)

1 bear hunting in a season.

1

1 ...decrease the number of days you spend 11.1 (72) 83.0 (539) 5.8 (37)

1 bear hunting in a season

...change who you go bear hunting with. 21.3 (140) 76.6 (504) 2.1 (14)

I ...change the area that you hunt for bear.
 

Wuhomtlllfordl
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ComrisononirionIeatbrsMflrdnGeneralBeerI-hningPoplation

vaeydatafiomrespondemswhoreponedflratfleyhadbeenanoflicerofatleast

oneoftheeighthmningcrganizationslistedonthesurveywerepooledwiththedatafi'om

pfldqlesfimnuimrespondemsvdmwmeidamfiedbyfleMDNRasbearopufionleadem

(Table 47). Allpilot questionnaire respondentswhowereusedintheanalysishadbeen

oflicers inat least oneof the eight hunting organizations. This combined group is referredto

ficmthispointonasthe"leader" group. Forquestionsthatwerethesameforbothtlepilot

andfinalquestionnaire,responsesweregcupedandcomparedtothoseofthenonleaders(any

respondentwhohadnotreportedbeinganoflicerinoneofthehtmtingorganimtiononthe

state-wide mail survey). A sample size of 56 "leaders" was obtained andresults were used to

detanfireiffleirresponseswemsigfificamlydifl‘eremficmbearhmnemmgemml

(nonleaders).

Tafle 47: Repeserlation of lining organ'zatiom in the learhr grow

 

Billing Organimtion

Michigan Bear Hunters Association

UP Bear Houndsmen Association

United Bear Hunters Association

Northeastern Michigan Houndsmen

(liner lining (hgn'zations

Michigan United Conservation Clubs

Michigan Hunting Dog Federation

Michigan Coon Hunters

MichiganBow Hunters Association
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Nearly half(48°/o) ofthe respondents inthe leader g'oup were dog-only or dog/bait (Table 48).

This is hrconsistentudthflremaketmofthebearhmrtingpoptdafionasawhole. Giventhe

differences formd among hunt-method groups (e.g., dog-only vs. bait-only), it would be

expeaedflntderespmsesoffleleadergwpmmdbesigrificamlydifl‘emficm

nonleadersonmanybearhuntingissuesmndsrrchwasthecase.

Tafle 48: Bearluling rmthorh of '1eader" and 'honleader"

 

 

 

leaders Nonleadel

Hut-W Glow %(n) %(n) Striistical Tests

Hunt Method

Dog/Bait 18.5 (10) 8.6 (63) X’=34.9, P<0.001

Dog-only 29.6 (16) 10.6 (77) $5

Bait-only 14.8 (8) 35.3 (257)

Still-only 3.7 (2) 6.9 (50)

Generalist 31.5 (17) 23.9 (174)

Not Hunted 1.9 (1) 14.8 (108)

Tunis 7.0 (56) 93.0 (749)    

 

Resporrlemshrtheleadergormhadbeenhmlfingbearfornnreyemsmdhad

hmvestedsignifiemflymmbearmfleulflefineofhmuingflunrespmflansmflemmeader

goup (Table 49).
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Tafle 49: filling characteristics of '1eader" and 'horieader"

   

 

 

leader Norieader

Gnractclistrc man (SE) mean (SE) Statistical Tests

First Year Bear 76 (1.41) 83 (0.41) t=5.2, P<0.001

Hunted (19-) df=682

Number of Bear 4.8 (1.91) 1.4 (0.10) t=5.3, P<0.001

Harvested df=682

Number of Days 9.8 (1.57) 8.0 (0.47) t=l.0, P=0.321

Spent Bear Hunting $256

 

 

 

leaders also rated bear hunting as being more irrrportant than did nonleaders (Table 50).

Trifle 50:

"leader" an] "mdearhr"

   

  

   

    

 

Inportmce ratingofbearlnlingcomredm otherrccredioml activities for

 

 

    

%of %of

Iearkrs Norieaders

F56 F744 Statistical Tests

33.9 13.3 X2=22.2, P<0.001

50.0 50.3 df=4

12.5 26.7

1.8 8.5

1.8 1.2

 

Intendeduseofhuntingmethodsoverthenextfiveyearswas sigrificantly different for

leaders comparedtononleaders (Table 51). Ahigherpercentageofrespondentsintheleader

goupreportedthattheyintendedtousedogs,especiallydogsonly,andasmallerpercent

intended to sit over bait compared to nonleaders.
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Talia 51: liner! to me heartening mathrxk overthe next 5 years for 'lealbf'aul

'horieader’“

   
 

 

%of %of

Leaders Norieaders

Imended 1h! thhod F56 F749 Statistical Tests

Dogs Started over Bait 27.3 16.3 X2=19.1, P<0.001, $3

Dogs not Started over Bait 71.4 27.8 Xl=90.6, P<0.001,df=3

Sitting over Bait 41.1 66.4 X2=101.2, P<0.001, $3

Neither Dogs nor Bait 23.2 22.7 X2=l36.1, P<0.001, $3

Do Not Plan to Hunt in the 1.8 5.7 X’=150.0, P<0.001, $3

Next 5 Yrs.    

 

 

coddchooaedlrmtlndstluqfliedtothan

Harvesfingabearwaslessmrponmnmrespondemsmfleleadergotmflnnforflmse

in the nonleader group (Table 52). On a scale of one to five with one being "most important"

and five "not important", 46% of the nonleaders rated harvesting a bear as a "1" or "2"

compared to 22% ofthe leader goup.
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TflieSZ: Runningofinportuneforremomwhyrespomlemsgobearhlfingmflyzed

by 'Ieatbr" all "mrfleathr"

 

 

 (t=-4.6, P<0.001, dr=767)  

Hrw inpartatis 01's as elemenwhyyou woddgo bear Leatbr Nonleader

Inning? nean (SE) man (SE)

To spend time with my bear hunting fi'iends (t=0.6, 2.4 (0.18) 2.5 (0.05)

P=0.529, $776)

To get away from work, school, or stress and to relax 2.4 (0.15) 2.2 (0.05)

(t=1.2, P=0.240, df=66.4)

To use my hunting skills 1.9 (0.14) 1.8 (0.04)

(t=1.0, P=0.337, $787)

To lave bear meat 3.0 (0.18) 3.0 (0.05)

(t=0.0, P=0.998, $776)

To harvest a bear 3.3 (0.20) 2.8 (0.06)

(t=2.6, P=0.01 1, $774)

To spend time with my family 3.0 (0.21) 3.2 (0.06)

(t=0.9, P=0.391, $760)

To have the challenge of hunting a dangerous animal 3.0 (0.20) 2.7 (0.06)

(tr—1.3, P=0.200, $773)

To see all leer bear dogs work 2.4 (0.24) 3.6 (0.07)

  

. — W
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Apluralityoflespondentsinboththeleaderandnonleaderg'oupsreportedalackof

confidence in the MDNR having enough infomration about the bear population to conectly

decide how many bear to harvest (Table 53). There was also no significant difference in the

responsetoastatementinvolvingthedegeeofuustthattheleadelsandnonleadershadfor

the MDNRto fairly consider the interests ofhunters when setting bear hunting regulations,

withaboutathirdageeing, disageeing, ornot sure. Therewas, however, adifference inthe

response to the statement, "...the WNR limited the harvest of bear more for political pressure

than biological evidence of decreasing bear populations", with 72% of the respondents in the

leader g'oup and 54% in the nonleader g'oup ageeing.

Tafle 53: Agrcenml/tisagrcenrm to statenmls about the MDNR analyzed by 'leader” m1

"mnleader"

 

 

    

%of %of

leaders Nonleatbrs

Saleem Respome F56 F749

Iarn confident that the MDNR has enough Agee 31.5 32.7

information on the bear population Disagee 42.6 34.5

03-117, P=0.424,$2) Not Sure 25.9 32.8

I trust the MDNR to fairly consider the Agee 29.6 38.2

interests of hunters Disag'ee 40.7 35.2

(X‘=1.6, P=0.451,$2) Not Sure 29.6 26.6

tin MDNR linited the harvest of bear Agee 72.2 54.4

more for political reassure thin Hologieal Disagree 11.1 16.2

evithnce of (bereasing bear pollution Not Sure 16.7 29.4

1 (X2=6.6, P=0.038, df=2) _   
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Nearlyall(93%)respondentsinthe1eader groupreportedthatthebearpopulationwas

increasing or stable compared to 77% of the nonleader g'oup (XZ=10.2, P=0.017, $3).

leademarflrufleademmpofiedflntpmecfimofflebearpopmafimwasannstunpomm

factor for the MDNR to consider when setting bear hunting regulations (Table 54). Length of

flebearhnfingseasonwasnmeunpommarflcmofMNesfingabearlessunponamm

leaders comparedto nonleaders.

Tulle 54:1irwnnnhinantmceslmldtlBNDNRassignmfln following factcrs analyzed

by 'leatbr” all 'horlearbr"

 

 

lealbr Norlearbr

Factors mem (SE) mean (SE)

Interference among hunters 3.0 (0.19) 2.6 (0.05)

(t=1.9, P=0.056, $738)

3 Protection of tin bear poplation 1.3 (0.09) 1.6 (0.03)

(t=2.8, P=0.006, dr=67.2)

letgth of the bearlluing season 2.4 (0.14) 2.7 (0.05)

1 (1:2.6, P=0.012, $66.1)  
‘ Number of yrs. wait for a tag 3.9 (1.80) 2.0 (0.04)

(t=1.1, P=0.285, df=53.1)

0mm of harvesting a bear 3.5 (0.17) 3.1 (0.05)

(t=2.2, P=0.026, W)

1 Freedom to choose hunt area 1.9 (0.15) 1.9 (0.04)

(t=0.01, P=0.934, $780)

I Freedom to choose when to hunt 2.2 (0.17) 2.4 (0.05)

(t=1.1, P=0.273, $62.6)      
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Respmeesmflestatenem'hmfingbearwithbaitslmuldconfimembeallowedm

Michigan" were sigrificantly different for leaders compared to nonleaders; 22% of the leaders

and 8% ofthe nonleaders disagreed with this statement (Table 55). Also, a larger percent of

leaders, compared to nonleaders ageed that baiting interferes with other methods ofhunting

bear. Themajorityofleadersageedtlntthereisnothingmethicalaboutsittingoverbait,but

anevenlargerpercentofnonleaders ageedtothisstatement.

Tile 55: Qimom on Inning bearoverbait analysed by 'Ieader" and "mrlearbr"

   

 

 

 

 

   

%of

Stuenrern Respome leatbrs

F56

Thereisnothing unethicalorirmmralabout Agee 67.9

hunting bear over bait. (X2=15.7, P<0.001, $2) Disagee 26.8

Not Sure 5.4

Bait hunters take more tlun their stare of the Agree 32.7 20.2

bear. (X‘=7.9, P=0.019, $2) Disagree 56.4 55.2

Not Sure 10.9 24.6

Baiting activities interf'ere with other methods of Agee 28.6 11.1

hunting bear. (X2=15.2, P<0.001, $2) Disagee 64.3 76.0

Not Sure 7.1 12.9

Bait sitters have a geater chance of harvestrng' a Agee 48.2 25.1

bear tmn hunters who use dogs. Disagee' 46.4 57.6

(X‘=16.1, P<0.001, $2) Not Sure 5.4 17.3

Hunting bear with bait should continue to be Agee 70.9 84.6

allowed in Michigan (X’=13.5, P=0.001, $2) Disagee 21.8 7.5

Not Sure 7.3 7.9   
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leaders were more likelyto agee tlnnnonleadels (91%and 64% respectively) that

ming dogs to hunt bear should continue to be allowed in Michigan (Table 56). Respondents

mdeleadergoupalsowerenmfikelyfinnnorfleadersmageeflntflrereismflfing

methiealabouthmtingbearwithdogs. Alargerpercentofmnleadersversusleadersageed

thatdoghunterstakennrethanflreirshareofthebearandhaveageaterchanceofharvesting

abear.

Tile 56: Op'rl'o- on Inning bearwiflr tbgs aralyzed by 'leathr" and 'horleatbr"

 

 

%of %of

leade- Norleatkrs

Stalemate Respome F56 F749

There is nothing unethieal or immoral about Agee 94.6 64.2

hunting bear with dogs. (XZ=21.7, P<0.001, $2) Disagree 3.6 26.4

Not Sure 1.8 9.4

I-hlnterswhousedogstakemoretl'lantheirshare Agree 9.1 24.2

of the bear. (X’=22.3, P<0.001, $2) Disagee 81.8 48.9

Not Sure 9.1 27.0

Huntrn'g with dogs interf'eres with other methods Agee - 40.0 49.9

of hunting bear. (X2=8.6, P=0.014, $2) Disagee 54.5 36.0

Not Sure 5.5 14.1

Dog hunters have a geater chance of harvesting a Agee 21.8 35.2

bear tlmn bait sitters. Dlsagree' 70.9 41.3

(Xz=18.7, P<0.001, $2) Not Sure 7.3 21.5

Huntlng' bear with dogs should contln'no to be Agree 91.1 64.3

allowed in Michigan (X2=17.7, P<0.001, $2) Disagee 1.8 22.0

Not Sure 7.1 13.8       I==I=I=I=Iué   
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Tieresponsesofleadaswemnotstafisficaflydifi‘emmfiomflroseofmmeademfor

two of the form altemative methods for limiting the bear harvest (Table 57). Differences were

formdinresponsestosettingashortseasonandrestlictingmefllods; alargerpercentofleaders

disapproved of these methods compared to nonleaders.

Tatle 57: Amuvrl offourmethods forliniting the nmlrerofbearlmveswdeachyearin

Mch'gan amlyzed by 'leathr" and "nonleader”

 

 

    

%of %of

leader Norleatbrs

Mthods Response F56 F749

Limit the number of bear hunters by using Approve 58.2 51.0

some form of drawing Disapprove 30.9 34.5

(X2=1.2, P=0.561, $2) Not Sure 10.9 14.5

Close the season each year after a set quota Approve 24.1 28.4

of bear have been harvested Disapprove 68.5 56.4

($3.7, P=0.157, $2) Not Sure 7.4 15.2

Set a very short semon to linit the nunlrer Approve 22.2 32.4

of bear harvested. Disapprove 74.1 54.0

(XE-9.1, P=0.010, df=2) Not Sure 3.7 13.6

Restrict the methods med to harvest bear: Approve 9.3 18.0

(X‘=8.5, P=0.014, df=2) Disapprove 88.9 70.9

Not Sme 1.9 11.0

 
 

Leaderswerenot different fromnonleaders forthenurnber ofyearstheywouldwait

for a harvest tag and still be satisfied with bear hunting, however, leaders would wait four

years compared to three years for nonleaders before quitting the application process (Table

58). The season length that respondents needed to be satisfied averaged 22 days for leaders

and 18 for nonleaders.



Tatle 58: longestresporlbrls woddwritforalnrvesttag andstill be satisfiedwith bear
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llllillg all before they quit aglying

leatbr Norlearhr

Gnracteristic man (SE) 1mm (SE) Statistical Tests

Years wait for 2.5 (0.14) 2.3 (0.04) t=0.9, P=0.351

satisfaction $766

Years wait before 4.1 (0.31) 3.1 (0.08) t=3.l, P=0.003

quitting df=52.2

Days in the bear 21.7 (1.87) 17.5 (0.41) t=2.1, P=0.041

hunting season $58.3

    
 

Choiceoftherandomlotterysystemasameansforallocatingharvesttagswasnot

statistically different between leaders and nonleaders (Table 59).

Talle 59: Groice of pair! [reference or random lottery to allocate harvest tags aralyzed by

'leader" turd "norleader"

 

 

  Either or Not Sure

  
  

Perceived Waiting Tirm Respome Iealhr Norlearbr

3 Years or 1/3 Chance Random Lottery 42.6 28.4

(X’=6.4, P=0.092, $3) Point Preference 37.0 52.1

Either or Not Sure 20.4 19.5

5 Years or 1/5 Chance Random lottery 47.3 40.2

(X’=1.7, P=0.639, $3) Point Preference 34.5 34.7

18.2 25.1
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Conanison of Dog-Leaders with DogNoaleaders

Responsesofthosewhohmrtedusingdogsonlyordogsstartedoverbaitwhowere

also in the leader group (dog-leader, F26) were compared to the responses of dog-nonleaders

(F140) to determine if the leaders represented their constituents. Ideally, the bait-leaders,

generalist-leaders, and still-leaders also should have been compared to their nonleader

comrterparts,butduetosmallsamplesizesinthesegoups,thesecomparisonswerenotmade.

Few siglifieant differences were found when the responses of the dog-leader and dog-

nonleader g‘oupswerecompared Themeannmnberofbearsharvestedwashigherfordog-

leaders (3.9) than dog—nonleaders (1.7) (t=3.0, P=0.006, $30.1). Also, dog-leaders had been

hunting bear longer than dog-nonleaders, since 1974 and 1980, respectively (t=3.l, P=0.002,

$159). The number of days they spent hunting in 1992, however, did not differ.

Dog-leaders and dog-nonleaders were not sigrificantly different in their responses to

thestatements involvingconfidencemflreMDNR'shavingconectinfonnafionabomflrebear

population or trust in the MDNR to consider the interests ofhunters. However, nearly all dog-

leaders (92%) ageed that the MDNR limited the bear harvest more because ofpolitical

pressure compared to agreement by 60% of the dog-nonleader group (XL—9.7, P=0.008, df=2).

Dog-leaders and dog-nonleaders differed somewhat in their opinions about hunting

bear with bait. Halfofthe dog-leaders ageed that baiting interferes with other methods of

hunting bear compared to 23% of dog-nonleaders (X2=8.3, P=0.016, $2). Also, 39% of dog-

leaders indieated that baiting for bear should not continue to be allowed in Michigan compared

to only 17% of dog-nonleaders (X‘=6.7, P=0.035, $2).



DISCUSSION

OvenllErsings

Seammaticneffimpendents

Respondentsmflrennflsmveywemsegnernedbasedonflreuneflrodusedtohmu

bear. Bearhurrter types included specialists, those who use only dogs, bait, orneither dogs

mrbaitgeremhstsflmsewhouseawmbnnfionofneflmdsgmflrespmdemswmhadnm

yetlnmtedbearwithaharvesttaginMichigan Amajorityofrespondents(60°/o)wereinone

ofthespecialistgroups;however,mostwereinflrebait—onlygroup. Thedoggroupsandthe

still-only goup, combined, representedlessthan 16% of respondents.

Odermrponamsegnemafioncfitenaflmtmmanalfledumludedlengflloffineflrat

respondents 1nd been involved in bear hunting, and membership in hunting organimtions.

Respmdentswlnstartedbearhuntingbefore 1990mremintothe"before"cohort,and

respondemsbegimlinginorafierl990wereplacedinflre"afier"colnrt Because1990was

flefimtyearflmbearharvestmgswemhmiwdfleseMgclmswerewnmamdmdetennhe

ifbeliefs andattitudes ofrespondents whobeganbearhunting before 1990 differed fromthose

beginningafier. Almosttwo—thirds oftherespondentswereinthe'before"cohort Apllnality

(47%) ofrespondents in the "before" cohort were bait-only hunters and about a third were

generalists. Only 17%wereinoneofthedoggcups. The"atter"cohorthadevenfewer

(7°/o)respondentsinthedog goups with61%inthebait-only gcup.

Respmrdentswhohadbearlnnnedharvestedaneanoflebeammtteuhfefine

Tinserespmflansvdnmponedusmgmbaitmdogshadharveaedfewerbemsflmnofler

m-mmmmmmmmwtmmgWWMMWme
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Also,thestill-onlygcuphadthelargestpercentofrespondentswhohadnotyetharvesteda

bear“, whereas,thedog/bait g'ouphadthesmallestpercent

The eight hunting organimtions identified for membership and officer status were

g'ouped into two types: four are bear hunting organimtions, and form are other hunting

organimtions that are not specific to bear hunting, but are involved in bear hunting issues.

Overlmlfoftl'lerespondentsintl'redoggclmsweremembersofatleastonebearhunting

organization. Theremaininghunt-methodgormshadfarfewermembers inbearhunting

organimtions with generalists having the largest percent (12%). Membership in the other

hunting organizations was not siglifieantly different among hunt-method goups.

 

Thedog-onlygcupsuerennmloyalmflenhmfingneflmdsflranofllerlnm-neflrod

goups,withfewerthan10%reportingthattheywoulduseamethodotherthandogstohmt

bear. 1bwever,fewrespmflernsmanyoflrerhmn-meflndgoupunerxledmusedogsover

thenextfiveyears. Bait-onlywerealsoloyaltotheirmethodhavinglessthan15%who

intendedtouseanothermethod Halfofthosewhohadnotyethuntedbearinh'fichigan

plannedtoonlyhmltoverbaitforthenextfiveyears. Tl‘eseresultsnnypointtoincreased

baithmrtinginthefirturearxladecreaseindoghmlting Aloweruseofdogsinthe" er"

oolrorteornparedtotlrc'before"eohortalsosupportsthisuerrl V

Usingonlyagtmtohmrtbearwascharacteristicofthedogg'oups,whereasthebait-

onlygroupleportedthehighestuseofbowandarrowbyanyofthehunt—methodg'oups.

Becausethennjofityofrespondemsweremflrebait-orlygoupmdflnsewhohadnotyet

hmrtedbearreportedtlnttheyintendedtomainlysitoverbaittohmrtbearinthenextfive

yemsuseofbomwiflprobablycontinuetoincreaseinthefirtme. Therewas,however,no

sigrificant difference between equipment use for the "before" and "alter" cohorts.
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NbstofflreresporxlemswlmhadhmnedbearmMichiganwerennmlikelymhmnm

onlyoneareaofthestate. Mththeexceptionofthedog—onlygerm,respondentsweremost

likely to use only the western Upper Peninsula to hunt bear. The dog-only germ hunted, for

thenmtpartinonlytheeastemUpperPeninsula. Almosthalfofthe"afier"cohorthunted

onlyinthewestemUpperPeninsula. Ifcontinued,thistendencyforbearhrmterstouseonly

oneparficularareamayhnfitahmnerschmrcesforobtainingaharvesttag. Inalotterysystem

itisadvantageoustothehuntertoadjusttheareatheyhuntindependingonthenrrrnberof

tagsissuedinagivenarea.

Respmderttsmflredoggoupsspernnnredaysulflrefieldandhadflrehighest

lifetimeharvestrateofbearconmaredtootherhrmt-methodgorms. Incontrast,thestill-only

germspentthefewestdaysandhadthelargestproportionwhohadnotlnrvestedabear.

Membersofbearhuntingorganimtionshadahigherlifetimeharvestrateandhuntedlonger

than did nonmembers. The "before" cohort was not significantly different from the "after"

cohortfordaysspentafield,butthenumberofbearlnrvestedinalifetimewashigherforthe

"before" cohort, as would be expected Interestingly, the "after" cohort had been hrmting only

threeyearsorless(themajoritybeganin1992),butinthisshorttimeoveratl'lirdhad

lnrvestedabear. Thisisprobablyduetoincreasingsuccessratessince l990,butbasedon

Jackson's (1980) theorythat hunters gothrough a series of "phases", lurvesting earlier inan

hsfifimmbmnmngwmwmdaccelemtennvemnhnoplnseshavinglessenmhasismfle

takingofbear.

 

Thedoggormsratedbearhmrfingasbeingmoreinmmtamflranflleotherhmn-

rnethodgrorms did; whereas, still-onlyrespondentsratedbearhuntinglowerinimportance.

Bearhmrfingwasnnremmonamtonembersofbearhmrfingorganimfionsflranto
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nonmembers. Diflemesmmmmtmwemaybebeeauseahmnerwlmisnnmaptmjoma

bearhmrtingorganizationismeinvolvedinthatsport,orbecausemostmembersofbear

hunting organimtions are dog hunters arrdthere is ahigh level of involvement amongthe dog

hunters.

B E 3' E H .

Appreciative-oriented aspects of bear hrmting (i.e., being in the woods, seeing bear)

wereratedasnnmmmmtmnreasomforgomgbearmmfingflnnfleachievemmnmened

(i.e., harvestingabear, gettinga shot) for all segnents (Deckerarrd Comrelly1989). Of the

reasmshstedonflesruveymeehgbeardogsmrkwasflennstWreasmfmdog

hurlterstogobearhunting Theafiiliative—orientedaspectofbeingwithfiiendswasalsovery

impmflrnmrespondensmfledoggerm,bmlessmmormmmoflerhmn-neflndgorms

However,aflsegrerfisratedsperxlhgfinewiflrfamflyaslowerhbrmmtameflranbehgudfll

fiiendsandlouerinimportameflrannnstoflerreasmsforgomgbearhmfing Respondents

inthe"afia"colnnplacedahigherinmmtanceonlnrvesfingabearflnnflmsemdre"before"

cohort. Becamefle"afia"whonhadalfigerproporfimwhohadnotyetlnrvestedabear,

itappeamflmharvesfingabembewneslesshrmmmmwnmmedmoflmaspecmofbear

buntingonceabearisharvested Insrmportofflrisreasorringrespondentswhohadmtyet

lmveswdabeanwmpamdmflmsemhadhmveswdmleastmebemmedgetfingaslmt

atabearandharvestingabearasmoreimportant Harvestingandgettingashotwaseven

lessmmonmnfmrespmdemswholndharvestcdnnmflmflneebeamwmparedmonem

twobears.



 

Aflsegremsflmugnthatrxetecfionofflrebearpoprflafionwasflemostunpmtmn

factorflntflreMDNRshorfldcmsiderwhendetemfiMglnnfiingregflafions. Itappearsthat

respondents,regardlessofhrmtmethod,werethinldngofthegoodoftheresourcebeforethe

goodofthehrrrrter. Nbderatelylfighinunpmtancewaswaifingfimeforaharvesttagaswas

fieedomtochoosewlntareainMchigantobearhmrtin Thiscouldbeduetothetendency

ofbearl'runterstohrrntinonlyoneareaofthestate. Moderatelylowwasseasonlengthand

munersrncess.1tisofmmmtmrcembearnnmgesflntrespondemsappearmbennm

concemedabouthowfreqwrtlytheywillgettohuntandwheretheywillbeabletodoit,

ratherthanhowlongtheseasonwilllastoriftheywiflharvestabear.

Thedoghrmtergormthoughttlutwaitingtimeforaharvesttagwaslessirrmortarrt

criteria for setting regulations than did other hunt-method germs. This is probably because

dog hunters ean purchase a participation permit and participate in a chase without a harvest

tag Also,previorslymarfiomddatastnwingflutdoghmnersuemnnstunerestedm

ermeriencingbeardogsworkfllanhawestingabearsrmponsflrisreasoning Thelengthofthe

beuseasmwascmeiderednmreunponamcnteiafmfledoggermscompmedmoflermm-

metl'rodgolmswhichisconsistent withahigher level of involvemerrtinarecreational

activity. heresfingly,flredog/baitgormratedunerferemearmngmunersmflrewoodsas

moderately low in importance. Drrring focus germ discussions, this grorm was perceived as

beingthe biggest contributorto interference problenu bybait, still, anddog-only hrrnters.

Membemofbearhmfingmgarfimfiommtedpretecfimofflebearpoprflafimhigler

inimportanceandhawestmtelowerinunponancetlnndidnomnembers. Harvestratewas

less importantto the "before" cohort comparedto the "after" cohort. Althoughthe "after"

cohortwashuntingatatimewhentherewerefewerhuntersinthefieldduetothelimited

entrysystem,deyratedhnerferenceannnghmnersasneremmortamflrandidflre'hefom"
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germ. hmeasedermosmetofleseissuesmrecemyeamnnybefllereasonfmflfishigrer

rateofcorrcerrnl'rovrever,membersofbearhunting organimtionswhoshouldalsobeexposed

tofleseissuesratednnerferencelouermhrmonmrceflratnormrembemdid

1' 1 11M” E H I

Respondents indicated they would wait only two to three years before becoming

dissatisfiedwithbearhunting,butreportedtheymuldnotbegintochopoutoftheapplication

mocessuntiltheylndwaitedaboutfom'years. Currentwaitforaharvesttagaveragesabout

three years; therefore, many hunters should already be dissatisfied with the wait If Wisconsin

andMnresotaareanyirxlieafionofflendsforfirtruebearapplicarfis,Michiganwillsoon

moveclosertoanintolelablewaitingtimewl'rerehmrterssaytheywillbegindroppingout. If

someaamflydodropommmmonmbemplacmgflrennreermeriencedhmtem?

Results show that the "before" cohort is willing to wait longer before dropping out of

theapplicationprocessthanthe"afier"cohort. Thosewhohavenotyethuntedbearandthe

doglnnnergormswerewiflingtowaitlongerfllanoflrerlnnn-meflrodgeups. Also,members

ofbearhmrfingmMmfiomwemwiumgmwaitlmgerdnnmrmembusbefomdreppmg

cutoftheapplicationprocess. 'l'hismaymeanflrattherewillbeahighrateoffirst-time

hrrnterswhoarewillingtowaitlongertotrybearhrrnting,buttheywillhaveahigherrateof

quittingtlnnthosehunterswholmvemoreyearsofexperience. Theresultcorrldbeincreased

apphcmnnmlbasmfimaeasmgnmnbasofhexpaiemedhmnemmflewoodsmbear

season. Edriswmeflecase,achievenemmernedaspectsofbearhmningnnybeconennm

importantrelativetoappeciativeaspectsinthefirtrne. Also,thosehunterswhoclnoseto

remaininthesystemwdfltendtobedissafisfiedwithflrelengflroffimetheyrmntwaitfora

lurvesttageausingmeissuemanagememfieblenefortheagency.
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MW

Tlemnnberofdaysflmtresporxlemsneededmaseasontobesafisfiedwiflrbear

hunting was fairly low. This is consistent with the low level of inmortance that respondents

placed onhunting seasons as a factor the MDNR should consider when setting regulations. In

theU.P.,wheremostrespondentshmrtedbear,hmnerscanbeinthefieldfor46days. Most

reportedthattheywouldbesatisfiedwithl6daysorless.

The dog hrrnter group needed considerably longer seasons than other hunt-method

germs. Respondents inthe "before" cohort required longer seasons than the "after" cohort,

probablydue to the largerpercent of dog hrrnters inthe "before" comparedto the "after"

cohort. MDNRnecfingswiflrbearhmneropuuonleadershavefocusedmlargepmtonflre

lengthofthebearseason,whileitappearstlnttheenmhasisonseasonlengthmaynotbe

sharedbybearhrrntersingeneral.

WWW

Ihnnersmcessratewasmmfleraspeaofbearhmningmgulafimuflntwascomideed

inthemailsurvey. Manyrespondernsmdicatedflratsuccessratewasnotinmortamtoflrem

Almostallofthose,whobrdieatedasuccessratenepmtedaratethatwascomparableorless

tlmthestateaverage. Thedogbaitgroup,whohadthel'righestneannumberofharvested

bearshflieatedflrfinnmnwcesswasmededmbesafisfiedflnndidfleoflerhmn-rmflmd

goups. However,thesuccessrateofthedog/baitgermwasstillcomparabletothecrnrent

stateaverageforharvestrates.

Respmrdansmfle"afier"mhonmededabetterchameatbeingnncessfiflmnmmed

totlwseinthe"before"cohort Thisisanotherindicationtlmtthelessexperiencedhunters

placennreemplnsismfleachievenemmenedaspectsofbearhmfingflnnflmnnm

ermeriencedhunters.



 

Respondentsinthedog, baitarrdstill-onlygrormstendedtobecritical ofmethods

usedtohuntbearothertlmntheirown. Manyoftheresponderrtsinthedogandstill—only

goups had negative beliefs about baiting, but fewer actually thought that baiting should not be

allowed in Michigan. Even higher proportions of the bait and still-only germs had negative

beliefs aboutdoghunting, butagain, fewerwerewillingtoreportthatit shouldbennde

illegal.

Results showed that most ofthe respondents who believed hunting bear with dogs or

bait should not be continued (i.e., anti-dog, anti-bait) led a problem with the ethics involved

withusingthesemethods. Inadditiontotheethical problems, rrearlyall oftheresponderrts in

theanti-doggermbelievedthatdogs interferewithotherrrrethodsofhuntingbear. The

majority of anti-baiters also believed that baiting interferes with other methods of hunting bear,

but a larger percent~ believed that baiters take nrore than their share of bear. A large majority

ofbothanti- dogandbaitrespondentsalsobelievedtlntmingthesemetlmds gives hrrntersa

geaterchanceofharvestingabear. Beeauseflrisdisageementofmethodsisdueinlargepart

to the ethics involved, there is less likelihood that the conflict will be resolved through

increased information. However, the scope of the problem could be reduced by cancelling out

flieerroneousbeliefsflratnnstoffleserespondemsholdabouttheuseofdogsandbait.

El'fi l l E E l .

Wet felt that the bear population was either increasing or stable. A srmller

proportionofthedoggoupswere"notsure"aboutthepopulationtlnnwereotherhunt—

methodgeups. Membersofbearhmrfingorgarfimfionswerennresrnethatflrepoprlafion

wasincreasingthanwerenonmembers. Also,the"before"cohortwasmoresrnethanthe

"afier"cohort
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WWW

Using a drawing to alloeate harvest tags was srmported by a larger proportion of

respondentstlnnwereotheroptions(i.e.,closingtheseasonafierasetqrntaofbearis

reached,setfingaveryslxntseasonorresnicfingmethods)exploredinfllissnldy.However,

onlylnlfofthe respondents approved ofusingthismethodto allocate harvest tags. The

highest disapproval, overall, was for restricting methods used to hunt bear. Among hunt-

methodgerms,thestiH-onlygormwastheonlysegnemflrathadsomesrmportforresuicting

methods,asworrldbeexpected Focusgermdatadidnotrevealanyaltemativestotlese

options, therefore a possible reason for low approval could be that hunters do not feel that

limitinghunternumbersisnecessaryatthispoint. Givenmostrespondentsfeltthatthebear

populationwasincreasingoraboutthesameinareasflrattheyhrmt,itislikelytheywould

believe limiting hunters is rrnrrecessary.

MW

Farniliaritywiththetwonnstviablemeflrodsofissuingharvesttagswasexploredin

the focus germs: point preference and random lottery. Most focus germs participants were

mtfamiliarwiththepointpreferencesystemeventhoughitwasbeingusedinWrsconsinand

Minnesota for issuing bear harvest tags. Those who were familiar had developed negative or

positive opinions about the system based on little actual inforrmtion about the systems.

Random lottery was more familiar; however, little thought had been given to implieations of

using either system Based on this, we provided a detailed description ofthe point preference

andrandomlotterysystemsandilrmlications ofrmingeachsystemfor issuingbearharvesttags

in the survey questiormaire.

Focus goupssuggestedthatpreference foronesystemovertheotherdependedonthe

perceived waiting time for a harvest tag. When given a hypothetical waiting time of three
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yearsoraoneinthreechanceofbeingdramr,tlrennjorityofrespondentspreferredpoint

preference. This shifted to preference for the random lottery when the waiting time increased

tofiveyearsoraoneinfivechanceofbeingdrawn.

Thedoggroupswereverypolmizedonflfisissuewhengivenflreshonerwait Forall

otherhmrt-methodgroups,atleast50%offlreresporxlerflschoosepouupreferencewhenflie

waitwasmnnmflmdueeyeam.1hosewhohadmtyethmfiedwmeflwbiggeflsmponem

ofthepointpreferemesystemforboththeshorterandlongerwait Whenthewaitingtime

hmsedflwdoggrormshadflelmgestpacefiwlnclnosemrflomloflewoffleoflmmm-

method groups. Mth this longer wait the bait-only, still-only, and generalist groups became

polarized

Itappearsflntallresporflemsfikefliegmrmueeofalnrvestpenmtudthflwpohu

preferencesystemonlyaslongasthewaitistlueeyearsorless,butchoosetotaketheir

chameswitharandomlotteryifthewaitgetslonger. Cm‘rently,applieantswillwait

approidrmtelytlueeyearsforaharvesttag;ifalotteryisusedchanceswillbeabomonein

three. Ifapphcantnmnberscontinuetoincreaseflrewaitwiflgrowlonger. Allindications

arethatapplicantswillcontinuetoincrease,emendingthewaittimeforaharvesttagbeyond

theacceptableflneeyearsforapointpreferemesystem.

 

Wnyrespordanswemdissatisfiedudmcmaubearrmrmgenembtnoverhalfmm

eithersatisfiedorneithersatisfiednordissatisfied. Oftl'rehmrt-methodgroups,thedog-only

andgeneralistgroupsweremostdissatisfied. Thedog/baitgroup,whotendedtorespond

smfilmlymflndog-mflygroupmoflerissmwasmeofmemesafisfiedmnu-neflmd

goups. The"afier"mhmtwasnnresafisfiedflmnflre"befme"cohofluiflrmmnbear

nenagement.
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Thefocusgoupssrmpfiedaddifionalinfonmfiononwhybearhmnersuere

dissatisfiedwithbearmanagement GroupparticipantswereconcemedabouttheMDbRs

ability to make competent decisions about the bear population Participants also did not trust

theMDNRtomakemanagementdecisionsthatwereforthegoodofthebearpopulationorthe

hmfia.1}esefmusgormfindingswemwmistanvummeyresmtshflicafingflntmny

respmrdausdidmtageeflntfleNDNRhadanugrmfmnnfionmcmrecflydecidehow

manybeartoharvest. However,aboutthesamepercentwerenotsmeorageedfliatMDl\lR

did have enough information. Again, the dog-only goup responded quite differently fiom the

dog/bait goup;thedog-only goupwasmostlikelytodisagee. ”Il'restill-onlyandnothunted

goupswerethermstlikelytoagee. Membersofbearhuntingorganimtionswerennre

fikelyflnnnormrernberstodisageeflratflreNflDNRhadenougrinfomnfion 'Ihe"before"

colutwasalsomorelikelytlmthe"afier"cohorttodisagree.

AnotherstatememlookedatflreperceiveduustvmrflfiressofflreMDbR Ime

respmdansageedflntfleyuustedflBWNmeiderflnbefluueresmofhmuemwlnn

settingregrrlatiom,lnwever,aswiththepreviousstatement,overhalfwaseithernotsmeor

disageed Thedog-mflyarflflregenaafistgoupswerennstfikelymmtmflremfhnning

mganimfimnembaswemlessmmfingflmmmembasmdflw'befom"wlnflwasless

mistingthanthe"afier"colnrt

Based on these results, perceived credibility of the MDNR is less than positive.

Respondemsseemtobermsmeabomthequafityanduseofthebiologicaldatatosetmrvest

restrictions. Asnenfiomdearfieraespondemsmymtbefieveflratflrecmremstatusofflre

bearpopulafionwarrantstletypeofresuictionsflratarebeingimposed 'lheymayseethese

resuicfionsasevidaneflntflnMDNRdoesmtlnveadeqmtedataonflrepoprflafim Also,

mostfocusgormpmficiparflsweremtfamifiarwiflrflrenetlmdsfliatbiologstsusedfor

measm'ingthepopulation. 'lhisnnyleadtoassmnptionsontheirpartthatnotenougrisbeing
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donetodeterminepopulationneeds. Focus goupparticipantsalsothoughttheL/IDNRwas

"selling them out" to arrti-hmrting interest goups. This could account for survey respondents'

lackofu'ustintheMDNRtoconsidertheirinterests.

 

Resporxlemsappeartobegetfingnnstoftheuinfomnfionabombearandbear

lumtingfromtheirbearlmntingfiiendsandrmgazines. Aboutlmlfusethebearlicenseguide,

newspapers, hunting organimtion publieations, and television either "frequently" or

"sometimes" for infomnation Ofthese four sources,thelicense guideisusedthemost

"”fimfily

Tledoggoupsrnedbearhmrfingfiiendsfminfmmafionmeflranfleoflrahmu-

methodgoupsdid. Thismakessenseconsidefingflredoggoupsratedspendingfimewith

bearhrmtingfiierxlsasaveryimportantreasonforgoingbearlnmting Aswouldbe

expefledflnsfiflodygoup,wlmratedspmdmgfinewiflrbearhmfingfiierflsaslowm

importame,usedbearlnmfingfiiendslessflnnoflrerlnm-metlndgorms Thedoggoups

alsomedmmingmganimfimpubfieafimmmeofimflmdiddrofiahmu-neflndgoups.

IhmfingmMmfionpubfieafionswereusednnmfieqwfilybynembersoflnming

organimtionsthannonmembers.

Plufile ofSegmlls

 

Resultsmdicatedflrathmumswlmuseonlydogsmtstmtedfiombaitmhmfibeu

(dog-only)were6%ofthebearlnmtingpop.rlation. Respondentsinthedog-onlygouphave

hrmtedanaverageofl3yearsandthemajmitylndlnrvestedoneornnrebeardmingtheir

bearhrmtinginvolvement. TheybearhmtedanaverageoflOdaysinl992. Almostall
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interxitoonlyusedogsmtstartedfrombaittohmtbearforatleastthenextfiveyears. Very

fewindicatedthattheydidnotplantohmrtbearinthenextfiveyears. Mostofthedog-only

respmrkrfisparfidpatedhsevemloflertypesofhnfinghumalessadegeeflnnofler

hunt-methodgoups. Theydorrotterrdtopayforassistanceirrhmrtingbutonlyabouthalf

own their own dogs, so many rely on others to supply the dogs for their hunting experience.

AlnnsthalfindicatedthattheyhavehrmtedonlyintheeastemU.P. since 1980. Almostall

useonlyagmtohmrtbear,butsomedousebothagrmandbow;nonehrmtedexclusively

withabow. Abomhalfaremembersofabearhmrtingorganimfiorrandoverathirdare

members of other hunting organimtions.

Thelargenmjofityofdog—orflyrespmxlemsreponedflratbearhmfingisflreunnst

impmtarnmmeofflreunnmmrponamreqeafionalacfivifiesflmflreypmficipatem Seeing

andheafingbeardogsmrkisannstimportmnreasonforgomgbearlnnuing Alsohighin

Wmmgmwms,mflmgmmmbwhmngfiMarflseemgabw

initsmtrnalhabitat. Iowinirnportamewasharvestingandgettingshotsatabear. Dog-only

respmrkmsuflieatedflmmeufieedomtochmsewlmareaofwchiganmbearmmmwas

highlyimportantfortheMDNRto considewvhensettingbearregulations.

Tredog-mflygoupwassafisfiedwiflraummflueeyearwaitforaharvestMgand

were willing to wait an average of five years for a lmvest tag before quitting the application

process. Themjorityneeded300rmoredaysinabearhrmtingseasontobesafisfied A

safisfactmysmcessmtewasabomummtmhmuemhnsmcessratemsnahnponmuto

overhalfoftherespondentsinthisgorm.

“Ihedog-onlygouptendedtobecritiealofhmrdngbearoverbaiuaslimmajority

thoughtitslnuldcontinueinh/fichigan. (krlyabouthalfthoughtbaitingwasethiealandmost

believedthatbaiterstookrmrethantheirshareofbear,andhadageaterchanoeofharvesting

abear. ()rflyabomzmfltofflredog-mflygwpflrougndreuownnetlndoflnmingmm
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dogs interfered with otherrnetlods of hunting bear.

Offomnrdndsbfirfitflrebearharvestdogoflyresporflmtsapprovednnsthigfly

ofusingadrawing,butrxmeofthemethodswereapprovedbyamajority. Theywere

polanzedonwhichmeflrodmusemanocateharvesttagsudthashonwaitfime,butwere

much in favor of the random lottery with a longer wait. The majority were dissatisfied with

amubearnnmgemmMIdfewerflianaflnrddmugnflratflIeWNRhademugr

informtiontodecidehowmanybeartolnrvestorconsideredtheinterestsofhunterswhen

settingregulatjons forbearhunting Alarge majority of dog-onlyrespondentsalsothought

politics playedabigger role in limiting harvests thanthe biology. About lulfthinkthe bear

population is stable and another third believe it is increasing

Dog-mflyresporxientsreceivefleuinfmnnfionabombearandbearhmuingmost

fiequently fiom their bear hunting friends, magazines, and hunting organization publications,

andrarelyfromMDNRemployees. 'Ihemaioritywouldbeveryormoderatelyinterestedin

atterxiingworkshopsormeetingsonbearandbearhrmting,

 

Mueswlmusedonlydogbmsonefinesstanflemfiombaifldog/baiOmpreseued

5%ofthebearhuntingpopulation Thedog/baitgrouphadbeenbearhrmtinganaverageof

lSyears,andthevastrmjorityhadlnrvestedatleastonebearintheirhmrtinginvolvement;a

thirdhadtaken3ormore. In1992,theyspentanaverageof10daysafielddm'ingthebear

season. Mostplantooontinuetouseonlydogssometimesstartedoverbaitasamethodof

hrmtingbear,andfewintendtodropoutofbearhmrtingforatleastthenenfiveyears. (lily

asnnflpememmdicatedflreypaidforsonekindofassistancembearhmning However,

onlyabouttwo-thirdsownbeardogs,sofikeflredog—onlygomnnnynnrstrelyonoflrersto

supplydogs. Afewdog/baitrespondentsuseagmandbowtohrmtbear,brnnearlyafluse
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onlyagrm. Halfreportedthattheyhave onlyhuntedinthewestemU.P. since 1980. Many

participateinothertypesofhunting,especiallysmallgame,whitetaildeer,andrmlandgame

birds, butto a lesser degee thanother hunt-method goups withthe exception of dog-only

respondents.

A slim rmjority of the dog/bait goup were members of bear hunting organizations,

Mrereasjustoverathirdaremembersofoflrerhrmfingorganizafions. Alrnostallfeltthatbear

hmrfingwasflreurmstunponmumomoffleunnmmrpommremeafionalacfivifies.

Dog/baitrespondentsgobearhrmtingtoseeandhearbeardogswork,butalsovaluebeingin

thewoods,sperxlingfimeudflrflreubearhmuingfiiendsmmlhavingdeopponmutymseea

bearinitsnaturalhabitat Iowinimportanceisharvestingabear,orgettingashotatabear.

’Ihedog/baitgoupreponedflratflrefieedomtochoosewhatareaofh/ficlngantobearhmnin

is very important criteria for the MDNR to consider when determining regulations.

Dog/baitrespondentsvreresatisfiedwithatwototlueeyearwaitforaharvesttagand

would on the average, wait over five years for a tag before quitting the application process.

nemaiofitymponedmatwmmedayswasmededmaseasonmbesafisfiedvfiflrbear

hrmting AsafisfaaorywccessmtewasabommmtmhmuemmeWAreponedthatit

wasnotimportarrt

Overtwedrudsofthedog/baitgoupthougnbaifingslnuldwnfinremL/fichigan

Mosttlnughtitwasethieal,andthatitdidnotinterferewiflrotheraspectsofhuntingbear.

However,nostmponedflntbaitsiuershaveageaterchameofharvesfingabearandlnlf

thoughttlnttl'reytakennrethantheirshareofbear. Veryfewindieatedthatdoghrmting

interfered with other methods ofhunting bear.

Offorn‘methodstolimittheharvestofbear,usingadrawingwasthemostprefened,

butonlyaslimmajorityapprovedofthismethod Asinthedog—onlygorm,thedog/bait

groupwaspolarizedonwhichmetl'rodtousetoalloeateharvesttagsgivenaslrortwaitbut
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mostpeferredrandomlotterywithalongerwait Aboutathirdweredissatisfiedwithcmrent

bearmanagement. AsimflarperoerrtirrdicatedflnttlreMDhRdidrrotlnveerrouglr

informationtocorrectlydecidehownmnybeartolnrvest. Aboutthesameperoenttrustedas

didnottrusttheh/IDl‘Rtoconsidertheinterestsofhrnrterswhensettingbearregulations. The

rmjority felt that political pressure was more responsible for bear regulation changes than bear

biology. Most thought that the bear population was either increasing or staying the same.

Bearhmrfingfiimdsareusednnstfieqremlyasasomceofmfonmfiononbearand

bear hunting. Magazines and hunting organimtion publieations are also used fiequently.

MDNR employees are usedthe least. The majority of respondents inthe dog/bait gorrp

uflieatedflmflreywemverymnnderatelyuuaestedmaumdingbearmeefingsor

workshops. ,

Thosewhositoverbaitastheirorflymemrsofhrmingbearwait-only)comprised44%

ofthe bear hunting population. Responderts in the bait-only group have hunted for an average

ofsevenyears,arxlhalfhavenotyetharvestedabear. Theyhmrtedanaverageofeightdays

inthe1992bearseason. Mostplanonsticldngwiththeirchosenmethodoverthenextfive

yearsandfewintendtodropoutoverthistime. About13%paidforsomeassistancewith

bearlnnfiingmetlmotherlmnt—methodgoups. Aborrtthesarneperoentuseagrnabow,

orbothtohuntbear. Alrmstallreportedlnmtinginonlyoneareaofthestateforbear,

rminlythewestemUP. Respondentsparticipatedinothertypesofhrmtingtoahighdegee.

Nearlyallhuntwhitetaildeerandsrmllgame. Feuer,butsti1120°/u,hrmtotherbiggame

animals.

Fewbait-mflyrespmrderuswemnembasofabearhmuingmganizafioubmaflrud

memembersofsomeotherhmrtingorganimtion Mostofthebait—onlygoupreportedtlnt
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bemmmfingwasmeofflenmeunpmmmmeafionalacuvifiesflmfleyparficipatembm

fewsaiditwasthermstimportant Forbait-onlyrespondents,veryimportantreasonsfor

goingbearhuntingaretobeinthevmods,tohavetheopportunitytoseeabearinitsmtrnal

habitatarrdtousetheirhmrtingsldlls. Gettingshotsatabearwasmoderatelyhigh Lowin

importamewasspendingtimewithfamilywhilehmrting. Numberofyearswaitforaharvest

mgmrdfieedommclnoseudmtareamhmuinwemcomidemdveryunpomcfitefiaflm

the MDNR should consider when setting regulations.

Thebait-onlyrespondentsreportedtheywouldwaitanaverageoftrmyearsandstill

besatisfiedvvithbearhunting. Tl'reywouldquitapplyingforaharvesttagifthewaitwent

beyondfouryears. Thermjoritymuldbesatisfiedwifliasixteendaybearseasonanda

mneessrateofabomwmmtenmmemharvesfingabeu,husmcessmtewasnminponmn

to 40% of the bait-only gorrp.

Orly about halfthought doghuntingshould continue inNfichigan. Asirnilarpercent

tlnughttlnttherewasmthingmethiealabornit Two-thirdsofthebait-onlygoupreported

datdogmmfinghuerferesvumoflernedndsmfllmlfflnugnduewasabeuachameof

lmvestingabearindoghunting. Athirdindieatedtlmdoghrmterstakernorethantheirshare

ofthebear.

A slim majority of the bait-only goup approved of limiting bear harvest through a

drawing Offorn'metlmdsgivmthiswaspreferredthemost. Whenalloeatingharvesttags

gverrashmtwaifingfinre,flrenrajmityclnoseflrepounprefer'errcesystern \Vrthalonger

waitnnrechosetherandomlottery. Similarpercentsmresatisfiedanddissatisfiedwith

currentbearrrmragement AboutathirdthoughtflmttheMDNRdidnotbaveemugh

informationtocorrectlydecidehowmanybeartoharvest. Asmallerperoentdidnotu'ustthe

MDINIRtoconsiderfliehrnuersinterestswhensetfingregflafions. Overlnlfthoughtthat

politicalpressrnemsrmreafactorinlimitingtheharvestofbearthanbiology. Aboutathird
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indieated that the bear population was stable and just under halfofthe bait-only respondents

reportedanincreaseinthebearpopulationintheareatheyhrmted

Bearhmrfingfiiendsarflmagazinesmrefieqrmulyusedsomoesofbearhmfing

information for the bait-only goup. MDNR employees were rarely used. The majority were

veryormoderatelyinterestedinattendingworkshopsorrneetingsaboutbearandbearhrmting.

Hrmterswhousedneitl'rerbaitnordogstohuntbear(still-only)wereS%ofth€:bear

hunting population The still-only respondents have hunted an average of 14 years, and two-

thirdshavenotyetharvestedabear. Theyhrmtedanaverageofsevendaysdrningthel992

bearseason. Halfreportedthattheyintendtoonlyhuntbearwithoutbaitordogsoverthe

nextfiveyears,but19%plamedtousebaitastheironlymethodand12%wouldusemore

thanonemethod. Over 15%plarmednottohuntbearoverthenextfiveyears. Overhalfof

thestill-onlygoupuseonlyagrmtohmrtbearandathirdusebothagmandbow. The

majority hunt only inthe western U.P.; very few hunt inmore than one area. Still-only

respondentsdidnottendtopayforassistanceinhunting 'Iheyparticipateinrmnytypesof

huntinginadditiontobear.

Orfly2%ofsfillodyresporxlemswereuembersofabearhmningorgarfizafion,buta

thirdweremembersof other hunting organimtions. Themajority of the still-only group

mpofledflmbearmgwasmnnmmmomflmnoflierrecreafionalacdvifiesflmtflry

participate in, and 20% said it was less important. Still-only respondents indicated that being

inthemods,usinglumtingsldlls,andseeingabearinitsnatmalhabitatwereveryimportant

reasonsforgoingbearhrmting. Sperxlingtimewithbearhmrtingfi'iendsandspendingtime

with their familywere lowin importance. Harvestingabearwas moderately important. Still-

onlyrespondemsrepmtedflntflefieedomtochoosewhatareamhmubearmisvay
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important for the MDNR to consider when setting regulations.

Respondents in the still-only goup would be satisfied waiting an average of two years

for a harvest tag, but reported that they would quit applying after an average wait of four

years. Themajorityvvouldbesatisfiedwithabearseasonofninedaysorless. A

safisfaaoryuncessmtemsmmtmhmuemmdovahalfmponedMchessmtems

notimportant

Halfofflesfifl-mflyresponderusdnuguhmrfingbearudthbaitsmrddcmfinrem

Michigan. Morethanhalffeltitwasethicaltobait. However, overathirdindicatedthat

baitemmkeunmflmnflreuslnmofbeumflthatbaifinguuerfereswithoflrerneflwdsof

huntingbear. Onlyathirdthoughthrmtingbearwithdogsshouldcontinue. Aslimrmjority

repodedflntmmgdogswasnmwucalarflnnstbefievedflmdogsuuafemudflrodm

methodsofhrmtingbear. Justrmderhalfirxiicatedthatdoghmtershaveageaterchancefor

harvesdngabearflranbaitersandtheytakennreflrantheirshareofbear.

Thesfifl-mflygoupprefenedfinfifingflebearharveflbyresuicfingneflndsrsedm

hrmbearoverflreodrerflneeniedndsgvmhnmflylnlfapproved. Mostchosethepoint

peferencesystemwhenwaitwasshort Weprefenedtherandomlotterywhenthewaitgot

longer,butathirdoontinuedtosupportthepointpreferenoe. Athirdofthestill-onlygorm

msdissafisfiedudflrcmembearmmgenermhnclosemflesanepercanmsafisfied

lhlfofflnsfiH-mflygormwaswnfidaufliatflreMDthadmghmfomnfimmwnecfly

decidehowrnanybeartoharvest. AsirnilarpereenttrustedtheMDNRtoconsiderhrmter

interestswhentheysetbearhuntingregulations. Nbredisageedthanagreedthattheh/Dm

limited the bear harvest more because of politics than biology. The rmjority of still-only

resmxlausflmugndmflebearpoprflafimwasumeasmgmstablemflwareadmfley

hunted.

Magazineswemdemostfieqremlyusedsomoeofmfmmfimabombearandbear
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hunting Bearhrmtingfiiendswerealsousedsornetines for information. TheMDNRand

hunting organimtion publications were used the least. The majority of still-only respondents

wereonlyslightlyinterestedornotatallirrterestedinatterxlingmeetingsorworkshopson

bear hrmting.

 

Thosewhousedacombinationofmetlndstohrmtbear(generalist)comprised25%of

thebearhrmtingpopulation. Thegeneralistgormhadbeenhmrtingforanaverageofll

years,andaboutha1fhadnotharvestedabear. Theyhrmtedforbearanaverageofeightdays

inl992. Abouthalfintendtooontinueusingacombinationofrnethodsoverthenextfive

yemsmrdofflemrmuungnnstuuerdmonlyusebaiuwlereaeafewwifldogmdsfifl

hunt. Onlyasmallpereentdonotplantohrmtbear. Manygeneralistsuseagmonlyorboth

agrmandbow,butonlyasrnallpercentuseonlyabowtohrmtbear. Alargepercenthunt

only in the western UP. A few paid for assistance in bear hunting. Nearly all hunt whitetail

deerandsmallgarne. Manyalsohunttrn'keyandotheruplandgamebirds. Biggamehunting,

othertlnnblackbear,isdoneby22%ofthegeneralistgoup.

Orfly12%offlregenaalistresporxlemswemnembersofabearhmrfingmgarfimfion

butathirdweremembersofotherhmrtingorganizations. Overhalfindicatedthatbear

hmuingwasmeofflmnmmmmIHrecreafionalacfivifiesflntflreypamcipatemhum

additionalfornthsaiditwasnomoreimportant. Themoreirnportantreasonsforgoingbear

lnmtingweretobeinthewoods,toseeabearinitsnatrnalhabitat,andtousehrmtingsldlls.

Iouestinimportanoewasspendingfimeudflrfmnflyandhavingbearneat. Harvestingabear

wasmoderatelyirnportarrt Freedomtochosevvlratareaochhigantohmrtinwasrateda

most important factor forthe MDNR to considerwhendetermining regulations.

GereralistrespondafishrdicatedflntflnymfldvraitanavemgeofMoyemsfora
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lnrvesttagandstillbesatisfiedwithbearhrmting,andwouldquitafiertlneetofouryearsof

waiting Themajorityuouldbesafisfiedwithasirdeendaybearhrmtingseason A

safisfmtmyswcessmtewastwommnhmuemhnWAsaidhaweflmtewasmtunponmm

The vast majority thought baiting should continue inMichigan. Fewhad negative

beliefsaboutbaiting Fewer,butstillthermjorityreportedthathmrtingbearwith dogs should

continue. Mostuflieatedflntituaseflucal,hnhalfbefievedflntdogshuerfereudflroder

methodsofbearhrmting Moreageedthandisageedthatdogslndageaterchanceof

lmvestingabearthanbaiters.

Moregeneralistsapprovedofusingadrawingforlimitingtheharvestofbearsthanthe

otherthreemethodsgivenbutnearlyasmanyapprovedofsettingaveryslxutseason The

gumfistrespmflmmdnsepouuprefeemeovaflemfiomlouay,gvmaslmtwaitfine

foraharvesttag;however,randomlotterywasrxeferredwithalongerwait. Overhalfwere

dissatisfiedwithcrnrentbearnnmgement OverathirdvxeremtconfidenttlnttheMDNR

hasemughinformationtodecidelnwnnnybeartoharvest. MoredidmttrusttheMDNR

flunuwtedflemwfairlycmeidafleunaestsofhmuaswlensetfingbemmgulafim. The

maioritybelievedtlnttheMDNRlimitedthebearlmrvestmebecauseofpolitiealpressrne

tlnnbiologiealreasons. Nbstthoughtflrebearpoprdafionwaseitherincreasingorstablein

dreareatheyhrmtnnstofien.

Thennstfieqrnmlyreedsomoesfmmfonmfiononbearandbeuhmrfingweebear

huntingfiierxlsandmagazines. MDNRemployeeswererarelyused. Thegeneralistgrouphad

sirfilmpaeemmwmevayuuaesmmlyunmestedsfigflyuneeaedarflmtm

alliruerestedinattendingmeefingorworkshopsonbearandbearhmuing.



 

ThosewhohadnotyetgonehrmtingforbearinMchiganorhadgoneonabearhmt

but without a harvest tag (not hunted) account for about 16% of the bear hunting population

Abouthalfplantouseonlybaittohrmtbearoverthenextfiveyearsandjustoverafornth

intendtousermrethanonemethod. Fewplantoonlyusedogsornottobearhrmtatall.

TlenahmnedgormpaMdpmwmodertypesofhmrfingespeciaflyMfitemfldeer,$mfl

game,andrmlandgarnebirds. Fewweremembersofbearlmntingorganimtionsandlesstlnn

athirdweremembersofotherhrmtingorganimtions. Ahigherpercent(l6%)ofthisgoup

were females compared to the other hunt-method groups.

Fewmthmuedresporxlemsrepmtedthatbearhunfingwasflrennstimportam

recreatiomlactivitythattheyparticipatein,but44%considereditoneofthemoreimportant

Thenothuntedgormratedbeinginthemods,havingtheopportunitytoseeabearinits

natural habitat, and using hunting skills as most important reasons for going bear hrnrting.

I-Iarvestingandgettingshotsatabearuerennderatelyimportant. Havingbearmeatand

spendingtimewithfamilymrelowinimportance.

Nothmuedrespondemsdnugndmflrenmrberofyemshmuerswaitfmalnrvesttag

wasarmstimportarrtfactortoconsiderwhensettingregulations. Thenothuntedgoup

reportedtheywouldwaitanaverageofthreeyearsforaharvesttagandstillbesatisfiedwith

bearhmrtingandanaverage of fiveyearsbefore quitting Aboutlnlfwouldbesatisfiedwith

abearhrmtingseasontlntwasninedaysorless. Asatisfactorysuccessratewastwointen

huntersand40°/oreportedthatitwasnotimportant

Tlelmgemajodtyofmfihmfledrespondafisrepmtedflratbaifingslnfldcmninmm

Michigan, andfewhadnegative beliefsaboutbaiting Alrmsttwo-thirds indicatedthat

huntingwithdogsshouldcontinue. Doghrmtingwasconsideredmethiealbyjustmdera

thirdofthenothrmtedrespondems. Overhalfthoughtthatdoghrmtinginterferedwithother



133

methodsofbearhrmting,arrdrnanybelievedthatdoghurrtershadageatercharrceof

harvestingabeartl'nnbaiters. Afornthbelievedthatdoghunterstakemorethantheirshare

ofthebear.

Adrawingwasflremostapprovedmeflrodoflimifingthebearhawestofflrefour

nrethodsgivenbutonlyhalfofthemthmrtedgoupapproved. Mostchosethepoirrt

preferemesystemwhenwaitwasshort,andless,butstilloverha]f,preferreditwhenwaitwas

long Therewereasmanysafisfiedasdissafisfiedudflrcmrembearnnmgement Morewere

cmfidemflmnweremtconfidemflntfleMDthademugrmfonmfionmwnecflydecide

the number of bear to harvest. Also, more trusted the MDNR to consider hunters when setting

regulationsthandidnot. Iessflranhalfbelievedtheh/HDNRlimitedthebearharvestmore

beearse of political reason than biological.

Themthmuedgoupgetsflreirinfomrafionabombearandbearhmrfingmore

fiequemlyfiombearhmrfingfiiendsarxinngaziresmrdmrelyfiomflreMDbR Themajority

mmvewhueresmdmnndemmlyuuerestedmauaflingmrksmpsmneefingsabombear

 

Respondemswhomrenembersofatleastoneofflrefombearhmrfingorgmumfions

given (bear-members)represented 12%ofthebearhrmtingpopulation Ofthosewhowere

bear-members, the largest membership (86%) was with the MI Bear Hunters Association A

muchsrmllerpercent(21%and17°/o, respectively)weremembersofflreUnitedBear}hmters

andU.P.BearHormdsmengoups. Only4%ofthebearhrmtingorganimtionmemberswere

membersintheNortheastem MchiganHornrdsmenAssociation.

Nbstbear-members(6l%)werealsomembersofatleastoneoftheotherhunting

organimtions given on the survey. Of those who were bear-members, many (43%) were
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members of MI United Conservation Clubs. Fewer were members of Michigan Hunting Dog

Federation, MichiganCoonHmters,andMichigan BowHunters(ll%, 9%,and 13%,

respectively).

Many (45%) of the bear-members were in either the dog-only or dog/bait goup, with

a smaller percent (28%) in the bait-only goup. Some (18%) were generalists, but very few

wereinthestill—onlyormthurrtedgoups. Overafourthofthebear-membersintendedtouse

dogsstartedfiombaitoverthenextfiveyears,andoverhalfreportedtheywouldusedogsmt

startedfiombait. Halfalsointendedto sit over baitbruonlyafewplarmedtouseneither

dogsnorbait

Bear-members, onthe average, hadbeenbearhurrting for 12 years, harvested 2.6 bear,

arrdsperrt8.8daysbearhuntinginl992. Bearhurrtingisthemostimportarrtrecreatioml

acfivityfornearlyaflrirdandallbut13%oftheremainingbear-membersindicatedflratitwas

oneoftheirrrmeirnportantrecreational activities. Afew(10%)hadpaid someonetoassist

theminsomeaspectofbearhrmtingatleastoncedrningthel990-1992bearseasons.

Bear-membersreponedflratmmflewoodsmdseemgbearswemnnstmrponmu

reasonsforgoingbearhrmting Beingwithbearhrmtingfiiendsarrdusinghrmtingskillswere

alsoratedfairlyhighinirnportance.Reasomthatwereratedlowinimportanceforbear-

rmrnbemwerehawesfingabear,getfingshotsatabear,andhavingbearmeat

Bear-members reported they would wait about five years before quitting the bear

mauerappficafionprocessandasafisfaaorybearhmningseasmwasfldayslmg The

majorityofbear-memberschosethepointpreferencesystemgivenashortwaitingtirrre,but

rmreprefenedflremndomlotterywhenflrewaitforahm'vesttagwemtofiveyears.

Overlalfofflebear—membersweredissafisfiedwiflrmmembearnnmgemern Many

werendcmrfidemflntflreMDNlesenugrmfmnafimonflrebeupopulafimmcomly

decidehowmanybeartol’nrvest. Nearlyl'ralfdidnottrusttheMDNRtoconsiderthe
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interests of hunters when setting regrlatiom. Also, the majority believed that the MDNR

limited the bear lurvest more because of politics than biology. Almost all bear-members

thought flat the bear population was either increasing or stable.

The rrrajority of bear-members fiequently used bear hrrrrting fi'iends, hunting

organization publications, and magazines for inforrmtion about bear and bear hunting. Of the

sauces given, MDNR employees were used the least. Nearly halfwere very interested and

mmflerflfirdnndemtelyuuereswdmaumflingmrkshopsarflmeefingsmbearmdbear

hunting.

 

Respondents who were not rrrembers of a bear hunting organimtion (bear-nomnembers)

undeup88°/oofthebearhunterpopulation Sorne(26%)weremembersofoneoftheother

lruntingorganizations. Thehighestrateofmembership(19°/o)wasintheMUnited

Conservation Clubs. Afew(9%)werernembersof Michigan BowHuntersandlessthan1%

were menrbers of Michigan Hunting Dog FederationorMichigan Coon Hrmters.

Many (47%) of the bear-nonmembers were in the bait-only goup and 25% were

gerreralists. Aconsiderablepercent(l7°/o)hadnotyethrmtedbearandfewwereinthedogor

still-only goups. Thelarge majorityofbear-normrernbersirrtendedtolnmtbearoverthenext

fiveyearsbysittingoverbait Asrrnllperoentplarrnedonusingdogsstartedfiombaitor

dogsnotstartedfrombait Afornthreportedtheywoulduseneitherdogsnorbait.

Bear-nonmembers had been bear hunting for seven years, spent 7.4 days afield during

boarseasonandharvested l.3bears,ontheaverage. Bearhrnrtingmsthemostimportant

recreational activitythatthey participated into only 9% of nomnembers, while a slim majority

considereditorreofthernoreimportarrtactivities. Only8%paidaguidetoassistthemin

sorneaspectofbearhuntinginthel990—l992bearseasons.
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Mgmflrewoodsmrdseemgbearwemnnstunponmnreasonsforbear-mnnembers

togobearlrurrting Modaatelyhighinmrponancewasusurghmuingsldllsmndgetfingaway

fiornworkorstress. I-Iarvestingandgettingshotsatbearswasrmderatelyimportant

Bear-nonmembers reported they would wait an average of four years before quitting

theapplicationprocess. Asatisfactorybearhuntingseasonwouldlastl6days,ontheaverage.

The majority of bear-nonmembers chose a point preference system over random lottery for

alloeatingharvesttagsifthewaitwasnotlongertmntlneeyears. Theybecamepolarizedon

thisissmwhenthewaitingtimewenttofiveyears.

A plurality of bear-nonmembers were dissatisfied with current bear rmnagement.

Bear-mmmbaswempolmizedmwlethermmtfleMDthasemugrmfomnfimonflm

bearpopulationtocorrectlydecidehowrmnybearstolnrvest. Lessthanhalftrustedthe

MDNR to fairly consider the interests of hunters when setting hrnrting regulations; however,

rrearlyathirdvvasnot sme. Aslim majority of bear-nonmembers believedthattheMDNR

findteddebearhmvestnmebeeameofpofifiedpessmeflmevidaneofdecfimngbear

mnnbers;athirtlwasnotsure.

Ofthesourcesofinfonmtionforbearandbearhuntinggivenonthesm'vey,thernost

fiequentlyusedsoureeswerebearhmrtingfi'iendsandmagazires. Newspapers, television,

lmrrting orgarrimtion publicatiom, and license guides were used frequently or sometirrres by

abouthalfofthebear-mrrmembers. TheleastusedsornoewasMDNRemployees. The

mm'mityofbem—nmmembesmmdflervmyuuaestedmmodemelyhuaestedmanafling

meetingsorworkshopsonbearandbearhrnrting.



 

Thosewlnaremembersofotherhmrtingorganimtions (other-members)were3l%of

thebearhmrtingpopulation Ofthosewhoweremembersofatleastoneoftheseother

hunting organizations, the largest percent (76%) were MI United Conservation Clubs members.

AthirdweremembersofMBowI-Irmtersandonly6%and5°/o,respecfively,werenrenrbers

ochhiganHuntingDogFederationanndhiganCoonIhnrters. Ofthosewhowere

membersofoflrerhmuingorgarfimfions,23%werealsomembersofabearhmuing

organization

Many (40%) other-members were in the bait-only goup. Over a fourth were

generalists, andonly14%were inone of the dog goups. The large majority of other-

nembasreponeddntflreyuuexbdmusebaitoverflrerenfiveyearsmhmubear. Asnnll

peroentstatedthattheyvmuldusedogsstartedfiombait. Moreplarrrredtousedogsnot

startedfiombait.

Qrtheaverage,other—membershadbeenbearhrmtingfornineyears,spent6.9days

afielddrningthe1992bearseason,andharvested 1.6bears. Eleverrpercenthadpaidfor

assidamewi$mneaspedofbearhmfing¢fingflnl9901992bearsmwmlhlfrepofled

flutbearhufiingwasoneofflenmeimpoMmcreafimnlacfivifiesfleypmficipatem A

forudrmdieatedflratitwasmmemrpmtamflmoderreueafimnlacfivifies.

Oder-mnbersreponedflntbemgmflrewoods,seemgabear,andusmglnuning

sldllswereveryimportarrtreasonsforgoingbearhrmting Beingwithbearhrmtingfriends,

getfingawayfiomsuess,mrdeingmgetaslntatabearwemnndaatelymrpmtarn

I-Iarvestingabear,lnvingbearrrreat,andsperrdingtirnewithfarnilywerernoderatelylowin

importance.

Other-members indicated they would quit applying for a lnrvest tag after waiting an

average of form years. A satisfactory bear hunting season would last 16 days. The majority of
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other-members chose point preference over random lottery for allocating harvest tags when the

waitingtimeforatagwasnomorethanthreeyears. Respondentsweresplitbetweenthese

twosystermwhenthewaitwasfiveyears.

Aslim majority of other-membersweredissatisfied withcrn‘rentbearmanagement.

RespmflernswmepolanzedonvdredrerflreMDNRhademugrmfonmfimonflrebear

population to conectly decide how rmny bear to harvest. Other-members were also split on

wleflerflmymmtedfleMDNmemiderfleuumestsofhmuemwhensetfingbearMumg

regulations. OverhalfageedflratflreNHDNRlinutedthebearharvestmoreforpofifical

reasons than evidence of a decreasing bear population Nearly three-fourths of the other-

membersrepofledflratflrebearpopulafionwaseiflrermcreasingorstable.

Oder-nembemobtainmfonmfionmbearmflbearhmrfingnnstfieqremlyfiombear

hunting friends and magazines. Hunting organimtion publieations were used less often, but

weresfiflusedfiequentlyorsometinesbythemajofityofrespondems. MDNRemployees

wereusedtheleast Wmeiflrerveryuuerestedorn'nderatelyuuerestedinattending

meetings on bear and bear hunting.

 

Nonmembers of other hunting organizations (other-nonmembers) were 70% of bear

hrnrters. Only a small percent (6%) ofother-norrmembers were members ofa bear hrmting

organimtion Almost half (47%) of the other-nonmembers were in the bait-only goup, while

9%wereinoneofthedoggoups. Aoonsiderablenrnnber(l7°/o)hadmtyet gorrebear

hrnrting. The large nnjority reported they would sit over bait to hunt bear over the nerd five

years. Some other-nonmembers (10%) indicated they would use dogs started fiom bait, but

more(16%) intendedtousedogsnotstartedfiombait Veryfewplannednottohuntbear

overtherrextfiveyears.
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Other-nonmembers, on the average, had been bear hunting for eight years. They spent

anaverage of7.7 days afieldduringthe l992bearseason Theaverage number ofbearsthat

other-nonmembershadharvestedintheir lifetimewas 1.4. Asrmllpercerrt(8%)hadpaidfor

bearhmtingassistanceatsomefimedmingdrel990—l992bearseasons. Only11%reported

datbearhmfingmsflemfihrmorMacfifityMfleyparficipatehrhfi54%hflicated

tl'ratitwasoneoftheirrmreimportarrtactivities.

BeinginflrewoodsandseeingbearswerennsthnpmMreasonsforgoingbear

hunting for other-nonmembers. Moderately highinirrrportancewasusing huntingskills,

gettingawayfiomworkorstress,andgettingshotsatbears. Harvestingabeararrdsperrding

timewithfiierrdswasonlynnderatelyimpm'tant,andspendingtimewiflrfamilywasevenless

important.

Odrer—mmnembersrepofleddreyworfldwaitfomyearsfmaharvesttagonflre

average, before quitting the applieation process. A satisfactory bear hunting season averaged

17 days. Themajority of other-nonmemberschoseapoint prefererrcesystemoverrarrdom

lotteryforallocatinglmrvesttagswhenthewaitingtimewasnotlongerthanthreeyears,but

werepoladzedovertlesetwomethodswhenthewaitwerfitofiveyears.

Iessflranhalfoftheoflrer-normrembersweredissafisfiedwithcrmembear

management. NearlythesamepercemageedasdisagreedtlntflreMDNRhadenough

mfomnfionabomflrebearpoprdafiontoconccflydecidemwmmrybeartohawest. More

(43%) meted than did not trust (32%) the MDNR to fairly consider the interests of hunters

whensettingbearregulations. I-IalfagreedthattheMDNRlimitedthebearharvestmore

becauseofpolificalpressmeflranbiologicalreasons,whfleaflfirdwasnot sure.

Oder-mmnembasusedfiiendsmdnngaziresasasomceofmfonmfionabombear

andbearhuntingmorefiequerrtlythanothersom'cesgiven MDNRemployeeswereusedthe

leastofthesevensources. Justoverhalfwereveryirrterestedormoderatelyinterestedin
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attendingworkshopsormeetingsaboutbearandbearhmting,while20%werenotatall

interested

 

Thosewhostartedbearhrnrting before 1990 ("before" cohort)were64% of thebear

huntingpopulation Athirdlndnotyetharvestedabear. The"before"cohortspentan

averageofninedaysbearhuntingin1992. OverathirdhuntedonlyinthewestemU.P.

Only5%paidforhrmtingassistance. Alrnostallhuntedwhitetaildcer,andsmallgarrre.

Manyweretrn'keyanduplandgamebirdhunters.

A fourth of the "before" cohort were members of bear hunting organizations and over

athirdweremembersofotherhmrtingorganizations. Thevastmajoritythoughtthatbear

hmuingwasflwnnstunpormrnoroneofdennmmrpmtmnmcreafionalacfivifiesflrey

participateirr. The"before"cohortratedbeinginthewoods,seeingbearinitsnatrnallnbitat,

andusinglnmfingskillsasannstimpoflamreasonforgoingbearhmning Spendingtirrre

withfamflyandharvesfingabearwereratedmoderatelylowinimponance.

The"before"cohortreportedthattheywouldwaitanaverageoftwoyearstogeta

harvest tagand still be satisfied, arrdwould quit applyingafteranaverage of fun years. Just

overhalfwouldbesatisfiedwithabearseasonthatwasl6daysorshorter. Asatisfactory

srrcwssratewasfimintenhmflembrnhalfreponedflratitwasnotimpom

Themajority of "before" cohortresponderrts weredissatisfied withcurrerrt bear

management. AsmanywereconfidentaswerenotconfidentthattheMDNRhasenough

informationtocorrectlydecidelnwmanybeartoharvest. AboutathirdtrustedtheMDNRto

consider hunters interests when setting bear regulations. Nearly two-thirds believed the

MDNR limited the bear harvest more for political reasons than biological. Almost half

reponedflntflrebearpopulafionwasumeasmgmflreareatheyhmumostofien
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Thosewhobeganbearhurrtinginorafier1990("atter"cohort)were37%ofthebear

hunting population Two-thirds of this group began hurrtingin 1992. Mostarebait-orrlyand

generalisthunterswith fewwhoaredogorstill-only hunters. About two-thirds ofthe "after"

cohorthavenotyetharvestedabear. Alnnstlnlfuseonlyagmtoharvestbear,butovera

thirdusebothagmarrdbow. ThelargestpercentlmntonlyinthewestemU.P.forbear. In

1992, theyspentanaverage of eight daysbearhunting. Eleven percerrtpaid for somekindof

assistance forbearhurrting since 1990. Alnnstallparticipateinothertypesofhurrting,

especiallywhitetaildeer,srmllgame,anduplandgamebirds. Overathirdwerewaterfowl

hunters.

Only9%ofthe"atter"cohortweremembersofabearhumingorganimtions,and28%

weremembersofotherhuntingorganimtions. Fewreportedthatbearhurrtingwastheirmost

Wrecreafimalacfivity,bmhalfsaiditwasoneofdrennreunponant The"after"

cohortratedbeinginthewoods,seeingabearinitsnatmalhabitatandusinghuntingsldllsas

veryirnportantreasonstogohmrting. I-Iarvestingabearandhavingopportmritiestogetshots

atbearsweremoderatelyimportarrt Spendingtimewithfamilyandhavingbearrreatwere

rrroderatelylowininrportarrce.

Respondentsinthe"afier"colnrtreportedthattheywouldwaitanaverageoftwo

yearsforaharvesttagandstillbesatisfiedwithbearhurrtingandwouldquitapplyingafieran

averageofthreetofouryears. Thevastnnjoritymuldbesatisfiedwithabearhrmting

seasonof16daysorless. Asatisfactorysuccessratewastwohrmtersinten Overathird

reportedthatsuccessratewasnotimportant

Athirdwasdissatisfiedwithcrnrentbearmamgement Justoverathirdwasconfiderrt

flratflreMDNRlndenoughmfmmafiontodecidehowmanybeartoharvest Alrnosthalf

mrstedflreMDNRmcmBiderflreuuaestsofhmfierswlmsetfingmgdafimBonbear
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hunting AsimilarpercentbelievedthattheMDNRlimitedthebearharvest more forpolitical

reasonstlnnbiologicalones. Aborrtathirdthouglrtthebearpopulationwasirrcreasingand

anotherthirdreportedthatitwasstable.

Tim inBearHulerOraracterisfics alrdAttitules

 

Difi‘emmesvrereflwugumerdstarmngflmserespmdentsusmgvanoushmuneflmds

based on results fiom Peyton's (1989b) profile of 1984 Michigan bear hunters. In that study,

hunter types were aralyzed for differences in hunting clnracteristics (i,e. hunting experience,

equipment, dayshmned),atfinxhestowardflrebearpop.flafionandatfimdestowardeach

other’s methods of hrmting bear. Results fiomthat studyslrovved many similarities withthis

study,Malsosuggestedflntclmngesnnyhaveoccmredmflebearhmfingconnnmutyover

tlreeigtrtyearsbetweenstrrdies.

Inl993,bearhunterstendedtobespecialists,asthey didinl984,butsome changes

haveoccurred Tlegenemlistgoupurcreasedfioml8°flrt025%resrfldnginadecreaseinflre

dogandstill—onlygroups,butnotthebar°t-onlygoup. Thistrerrdmaycontinueasirrterrtions

museomybaitbyflwserespondausvdmlndmtyethmfiedbearmhfichiganwemnunh

higherthancurrentuse,whileintentiomtohmrtonlywithdogsorneitherdogsnorbaitwere

lowerthancrn'rentpractices.

Resrfltsfromthel993sruveyshowedthatflrenmnberofyearsofbearhmrfing

erqreriencewerehighestinflredoggoupsarxilowestinflrebaitgorrp,asdiddre1984

results. Thestill-onlygormwaslesserqreriencedinl984thantheywereinl993suggesting

flmflmvetemnhmuemnnylnvemmainedwhfledelessemefiawedhmuasdroppedorn

The average number of days spent afield for each hunt-method grorrp was higher in 1984, with

theexceptionofthegeneralistgoup. I-Iowever,thedoggoupscontinuedtospendthemost
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daysbearhmrtingandthestill-onlygouptheleast

Tletypeofeqrfiprremwedbybearhmuerswasalsodifi‘eranbetweensruveys. In

1984, rrrost hunters (77%) used only guns, 11% used bow and arrow, and only 8% used both

Grmonlyusedecreasedto45%inthe1993studygwlereas,useofabowandbothgunand

bowincreasedto l8%and37%, respectively. Thisincreaseinbowhrmtingwasalsoapparerrt

inwlfitetaildeerhmrtinginh/fichiganwheretherewasaSWAincreaseinarcherydeerhunters

from 1986tol993 (Iangenauetal. 1994). Currently, hunter educationisnotrequiredfor

bowhmmnghnasbowhmrfingumdshmreasemisbewnesannmapparemweahessmfle

training of young hunters, especially with bowhunting being targeted by animal rights and

welfaregroupsfor high wourrdingrates.

Members of hunting organimtions, especially bear hrrrrting orgarrimtiom, were a small

percentofresporrdentsinl984astheywerein1993,buttheyappeartobeincreasing.

Membership intheMchiganBearHuntersAssociationandh/fichigan BowHurrters

Association increased slightly, both showing about a 3% increase in respondents. Overall,

membershiptoorganizationsrelatedtobearhrmtingwasatZl%in1985and38%in1993.

Asinl984,thedoggoupswerethemostorganized

Payingforassistancewithsomeaspectofbearhrmtingorgridinghasshownaslight

increasefioml984. Orfly5%ofresporxlentsreported"lufingagride"10yearsago,whereas

9°/o"paidforassistance"inl993. Thisapparerrtincreasernaybedueinparttochangesinthe

wordingofthequestion Respondentsrrnynothaveequatedpayingsomeonetoplacebaits

forthemto'hiringagui "inthe1984srn'vey.

 

h1984,aflfirdofflebearmnuersmveyrespmdausbefievedflntflnbearpoprdafion

wasindecline,55%thoughtitwasmtclnngingand12%reportedaninerease. Nineyears
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later, only 7% of respondents thought that it was decreasing 32% believed it to be stable, and

41%irrdieatedanincreasingbearpopulation Thisperoeptionthatthebearpopulationis

unprovhrgcouldbearesultofflrefinutedentrysystemwluchwasstartedhr1990. Fewer

hmuersinflrewoodshavecausedsuccessratestomcreaseforflroseflratdogetatagandrnay

begivinghrmtersafalseindicationofrmrebears. Also, giventhesechangesinperoeptions

aboutbearinMichigan,itwouldbeemectedthatbearhuntersmaybelesssupportiveof

finmepoposalsmresuiabearhmrfingmbeuhmvestmspimoffleunpormMplacedon

protecting the bear resource.

 

All specialist goups (dog-only, bait-only, and still-only) were critical of bear hunting

methods otherthantheir own. Thesenegative attitrxlesappeartohavennderatedfiom 1984

to 1993,brncontinuedtoerdstforasubstamialpercentofrespondents. In 1984,46%ofthe

dog-only goupdidnotwantbaitingtocontinueinh/fichigan Asrnaller, but substantial

percent (32%), felt this way in 1993. Also, a srmller proportion of still-only hunters did not

want baiting to continue in 1993 compared to the 1984 results. Negative beliefs held by dog-

only and still-only hunters about baiting (i.e., bait hunters take more than their share, baiting

interfereswithothermethods, baitingisrrrretlrical) havealsomoderatedfromthe 1984 study,

but are still held by a considerable percent ofrespondents.

Thebait-only goupwas also less critieal ofdoglrurrtingin 1993 thaninthe earlier

survey as was the still-only goup. Ageement to negative statements about dog hrmting (i.e.,

dogstakenmeflnnfleuslmrefioghmfinghuafereswiflroflrerneflmdsbaifingis

unethical)was less likelyinthebait-orrlygoupfromthemorerecentsurvey. The still-only

goup's negative beliefs about dog hunting also moderated fiom 1984 to 1993.

Itisapositive sigrthatbearhrmtersaretaldngaless criticalapproachtoother
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methods of hunting bear. Many factors could be responsible for this change. Bear hunting

organimtions, which are primarily dog hunters, have taken a less judgnental approach to

baiting activities since the mid 1980's. Magazine and newspaper articles over the past few

yearshavealsopointedouttheneedforbearhmrtersto sticktogethertocombatthosewho

wouldliketoseebearhuntingbarmedaltogether. In 1985bearhuntingingeneralwasnot

beingflneatenedbyflreanhmlfightsnnvememmflreerderuthatitwasin1993.Thisfearof

losing bear hunting may motivate bear hunters to be less judgnental and nrore supportive for

the good ofthe sport An informational strategy aimed at getting correct information about

useofbaitanddogstohrmters could goalongwayincorrectingthis image problem

(bnqmison of leaders and Nonleathrs

 

Tlennkermofflreleadergoupwdflrrespectmhmumeflmdwasqrutedifi‘emmfiom

bearhrmtersingerreral. Doghuntersmadermhalfoftheleadergoupcomparedtoonly 11%

of theactualpopulation Consideringthedifl‘erencesinbehaviorarrdattitudes of the dog

goups conrparedto the other hunt-method goups (i.e., bait, still, generalist) it would seem

thattheleadergormwouldalsodifi‘erinbehaviorandattitudesfiomthenonleadergoup.

Theleadergormwasshowntoditferfiomflrenonleadergoupmresponsesrelafingmbear

hmmngchmaaeisficsmrmormweassigedmbwrhmmngumonmmeoflmvesfingabem,

opinions toward the MDNR, perceived status of the bear population, and opinions about using

baitanddogs.

Ieadershadlnnuedfmnnmyearsmarvestednnmbearmndmtedbearhmuingas

beingrmreimportanttothemthannonlcadersdid Irrtentiontousedogsoverthenextfive

yearstohmrtbearwasconsiderablyhigher,whereasbaitsittingintentionswerelowerinthe

leadergoupcomparedtothenonleadergoup.
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Harvestingabearwasconsideredamoreimportantreasonforgoingbearhrmtingand

clemefmhawesfingabearmsmtedhig'ermunponameasaNHDNRconsidemfimfm

settingbear hrrrrting regulations by the nonleader goup compared to the leader goup. leaders

wemnnmhkelyflnnmmeadersmrepondntflreMDNRfinfitedflrebearlmvestnnmfm

political reasons thanbiological evidence and nonleaders indicated ahighertrust inthe MDNR

to consider the interests of hunters when setting bear regulations.

Nonleaders reported a higher level of tolerance for bait sitting with more nonleaders

thanleaders ageeingthatbaitingisethicalandshould continueinMichiganandfewer

irxlicafingflratbaitsittinguuerfereswdflroflrermeflmdsofhmuingbear. Incorrtrast,leaders

comparedtononleaders showednoretoleranceofdoghuntingaswouldbeemecteddueto

thelargerpercentofdoghurrtersintheleadergoup. Leadersweremorelikelythan

mmeadersmageeflntdoghmuingwaseflficalmdslmuldbeconfinredmhtfichigan

TIresedifi‘emmesbeMeenleademandmnleademslmuldbewnsidaedbyresomce

managerswhenseeldnginprnfiomhmnersonbearmanagememissues. Irrordertoensure

flmhnmfiombearhmuemtoagenypasomwladeqrmelympesemsbearhmmmgemral,

resource managers nrust strive to include a larger diversity of opinions.

 

Difiererweswemfomrdmerdtbemeenfleleaderandmnleadergormforvanous

characteristics, behaviors, and attitudes related to bear and bear hunting to suggest that current

leadersarenotadequatelyrepresentingbearhuntersingeneral. Butdoleadersofeachhunt

method(i.e., dog, bait, still) representtheir constituents? The responses of leaders who

reponedhmuingwdflrdogsonlyand/mdogsstanedfiombahwemwmparedmflnseof

nonleaderswhorseddogs. Fewsigrifieantdifl‘erenceswerefomrdbetweentheresponsesof

dog-leaders and dog-nonleaders; therefore, in the case of dog hunting specialists, leaders
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appear to be representative of their constituents. One divergence was in respondents' opinions

about the MDNR, with dog-leaders being nrore likely tlnn dog-nonleaders to believe that the

MDNR limited the harvest of bear more for political reasons than biological evidence of

decreasing bear populations. Also, dog-leaders were less tolerant of baiting than dog-

nonleaders; a smaller percent reported that hunting bear over bait should continue in Michigan

Anotheraspectofopinionleaderrepresentationis: doopinionleadesmoderatetheir

auiuflesmmrdissresdwmwminmdemosmetoflevaryingbeliefsmflatfiufles ofother

opinionleaders? Thereiscomemflrathxlividrnlswlroareclnsenmrepresemflreviewsofa

certainconstituencyareinfluencedoverfimeandeventuallycometoonlyrepresentflreviews

oftheopirrionleaders insteadoftheirconstituerrts. Thisdoesnotappeartobethecasewith

the dog hunter gorrp.

Unfortunately, sample size allowed analysis of only the dog-leader grouP; half of the

leader goupwere ineitherthedog-onlyordog/bait goupwiththeotherhalfbeingdistributcd

arnongthe generalist, bait, andstill-only goups. Wecanonlyspeculateontlre

representativenessoftheseotherhunt—method leadersurrtilfurtherresearchisdorre. Given

flelfigrerrateofnenrbashipofdoghmuemmbearmgmgaruzafimwmflfleuhiger

rate of involvement in bear hunting compared to other hunt-method goups, it is likely that the

level of representation of dog-nonleaders through dog-leaders is not reflected in the other hunt-

method goups.
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Indication for thgermm

Bearhuntersnotonlytendtospecialize irrtlris species, butrrrany specialize inone

particular hunting method Recreational specialization creates several challenges for resource

management Specialists place considerable importance on their recreational activity and seek

to becorrre more involved in the processes of setting rules and regulations and placing demands

for biological research Specialists also tend to be critical reviewers of resornce nnnagement,

as reflected by the findings that most bear hunters, especially the highly specialized dog hrrrrter

gorrps, were highly critical of the job that the MDNR was doing to manage bear.

Another marragenrerrt problem that exists when dealing with specialist goups is their

critical attitude toward other subworlds. Dog hunters showed limited tolerance of baiting

activities and baiters the same of dog hunting, whereas still hunters did not tolerate either to a

very high degee. When specialists interfere with each other and seasons and hunting

opportunity nrust be divided among different goups, allocation issues are intensified. A lack

ofsupportinthebearhrmtingcomnmnityalsocreatesopportmrities foranti-hrmtinginterest

gormswlmuseassmiatedwnuovesiesmpemuademnhmwsdmtbearhMgmgenmal

ean not be supported

The negative opinions held by bear hunters toward baiting and dog hunting methods

arestronglyvalue-based Alrmstallwhofeelthatthesebearhrmtingmethodsshouldbe

banned consider them unethical practices. Unfortunately, value-based attitudes tend to be the

most difficult types to change. Belief conflicts, however, are also involved in negative

evaluatiom of dog and bait methods. Such beliefconflicts are less diflicult to deal with and

sometimes can be changed through providing the correct information properly backed by facts

fiom a credible sornce. Tolerance for different hunting methods appears to be increasing
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based on the comparison of 1984 and 1993 surveys, however, the associated conflicts will

continue to require considerable rmmgement effort into the future.

Treflssuggefiflrfimwmcrrfimuuobearhmuingwiflwruimemspecializebrnnnm

appear to be specializing in baiting than dog hunting. This could cause considerable changes

inthebearhurrtingcomrmrrrityasolderhomrdsmenarenotreplacedbynewrecruits. The

nerespecializeddoghrmterswhoaremeorganizedthanbaiters, atleastforbearhurrting

issues, areresponsibleforrrotonlymrxzhoftl'rebearhunterissueactivity,butalsomostofthe

defense against anti-hunting activities. If anti-bear hunting activities are stirrrulated prirmrily

byuseofdogsarrdbait, decreasednurnbers ofdoghuntersmightreduceanti—hrmting

pressures. However, if anti-hunting activities shift to bear hunting in general, the absence of

organized dog hunting specialists would rmke bear hunting nrore vulnerable to anti-hunting

efi‘orts. “With the dog goup no longer lobbying the legislators for protection of bear hrmting

the essartially nonhrmting legislators rmy soon vote to strictly limit or eliminate bear hunting.

 

Theinvolvemerrtofdoggoupsinbearnnnagermnalsohasamflrerside. Bear

hmnesusmgneflmdsoflrerflnndogstmdmtmbelmgmflremgaruzafionsflratamnnst

involvedinconumuficafingbearhmrfingissuestoflrosewlnnekemlesandregflafions.

Tlemfom,fleNDbRNRC,statelegsmmrdoflermflrmuialparfiesmymtbe

receivingarepresemafivepictmeofwhatbearhmuersconsiderimportam. Thisstudyhas

slnwnflmdifieencesdoerdstmmngflevafiombearhmu-neflndsmflbavwenleademmfl

nonleaders including. hunting characteristics; opinions toward other methods of hunting bear,

opinions toward bear hunting regrlations and harvest tag allocation; and opinions toward the

MDNR. Theprevalerrce ofdog—opinionleadersinNflDNR/bearhmrterrelationsnmstbe
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considered in striving to nranage for bear hunters in general.

A nrore balanced representation of views was reflected by nrembers of the "other"

hunting organimtions considered in this study (i.e., MUCC, MI Hunting Dog Fed, MI Bow

I-Iunters,and1\'IICoonI-Iunters). Therewasnosigrificarrt ditferenceinthepercentofeach

hunt-method goupwhowerenembersoffleseoflrerorgmfizafions,andageaterpercemof

respondents belonged to these organimtiom than to the four bear hunting organizations. Also,

fewsigrificamdifieremesmrespomeswemfomflbetweennembemmflmmmmbemof

these other hunting organizations. Therefore, firture bear nnmgement may benefit by

aggessively recruiting representatives of these other organimtions in the decision-making

process.

Givencrn'rentuendsinspecialist goups, limitedrepresentationofallbearhrmting

goups, andtherangeofMDNRcredibilitythat seenrstoexist anrongthe specialized goups,

bear management would also benefit fiom increasing cormnunication processes to include a

nrore diverse anay of opinion leaders outside of the hunting organimtions. Almost all bear

Wasegmmsslmwedmleastannderateunaeflmanerdingmrkshopsmneefingsabom

bearandbearhunting Thisavenueshouldbeerquoredfurtherwiththeintentionsof

increasinghunters' knowledgeandawareness ofbothhunterandresource issues.

Also, most sources of infometion, with the exception of bear hunting fiiends, were not

used fiequently by nrost respondents. Improved communication through hunting organization

publications, newspapers, magazines, and television could decrease the erroneous beliefs about

bearhmrtingissuesthatwerequiteprevalentinsrn'veyresults.
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W

An effective bear management plan for Michigan would start with a complete review

ofthesocialsunormdingsoftl'rebearissue. Thiswouldirrcludegatheringinformationonall

bear stakeholders and on crrrrent and potential issues involving management of black bear in

Michigan Thisstrklygaflremdmfonmfionabombearhmtersandissuessrmomrdingbear

hunting, but other stakeholders including the rronhrmting public, legislators, animal activist

gorms,arfllandommcreatemanayofissresmvolvingbearmviewing

opportrmities, hunter ethics, habitat protection, landowner rights, and a host of other topics. A

conrpreherrsive plan would consider the views of all these stakeholders before naking bear

nemgementdecisiom.

vaeysmxlfocusgoupsmeusefifltoolsfornnnimfinguendsmbearhmuersmrd

stakeholdersingerreral. Focusgoupsareinvaluableforrmderstandingthedepthofanissue,

and when used in combiration with adequately developed questionnaires that amlyze issues,

mgemwiflbebeuerablemidemifyissuesatearlystagesofdevelopnem Early

identificationofissuesiscritical. Issuesthataremtdealtwithinatimelymamrercanquickly

develophfiommngeablesifinfimswhichdamMmmmdinateannmnoffirmarflefi‘on

onflrepmtofresomcenmngasarxllnvedepotauialofdamagngfiumewnnmnficafim

andcredibility.

Qwestakelnldmsmflissueslnvebeenideuifiedbearmmngemrmstsetgoalsarxl

objectivesthatareageedonbyallagencypersorrnelwhowillbeinvolvedinearryingoutthe

bearmanagernentplan Goalsshouldbebroadandencompassallaspectsoftheresomceand

resmuceusms,brumrstnotconflictwiflrfleeapabififiesofdeagemypasmmel. Thisis

especially important in a state agency where opportunities for comprehensive information and

communication strategies are limited by available expertise and money.
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Objectives should be prioritized with a reasonable time franre for completion A

useful technique for this process would be to develop a committee of agency personnel and a

dfizen'sadvisorywmnfideeMmrkmgeflermcreateaplanflmtemnmassesmeneedsof

both personnel and stakeholders. The committees would work independently to identify goals

arrdobjectivesandthencombinetheireffortstocreatethe finalplan Thekeyto successful

use of this process may be in developing comprehensive guidelines for committee members

andsettingrealisticshortandlong-termgoals. Thismetlrodhasbcenusedsuccessfullyirr

Idaho for developing a bear management plan

To carry out the set goals and objectives, strategies should include two-way

cormnunication processes between bear managers and stakeholders. A continuing effort of

datacollectiorr, analysis, andinfomrationdispersalisaninmortanttaskoftheagency,but

involvement ofthe stakeholders must also be part ofthe process. Unless the agency is

obtaining feedback fiom the resource users and conducting evaluations on a continuous basis

the effectiveness of the rrranagement plan is unknown Again, the citizens advisory committee

is a useful tool for this process; however, it is critieal that committee members are selected for

flenrepreseuafiveessmdmemplacedbyrewnembmsmamgflarbasismensmefiesh

ideas and to avoid creating a committee tint beconres self-serving and no longer reflects the

needsoftheirconstituerrts. Use offocus goupswouldalsobe important incombirrationvvith

fledfizen'sadvisorygormtoensmeflmflwfiewsofbearusemmgemalammpresaued

Thistypeofrxocesscouldanalyzeattitudesandbehaviorofthoseirrdividualswhoarermable

orrmwillingtoinitiatecorrtactwiththeagercy,butrreverthelesseareaboutmarragernerrtofthe

bear resource. These individuals undoubtedly make up the majority ofbear stakeholders so

areanintegalpartofthemanagementprocess.



 

A well designed communication plan to and anrong all stakeholders involved provides

managers the capability of dealing with comtantly changing demands and needs of diverse

bear mnagement issues. Current communication processes have utilized a two-way process;

however, the process has included only a limited goup of bear stakeholders who's primary

interesthasbcentoensurethecontinuafionofbearhuntingwithintheparametersofaminority

of hunting specialists.

Theefi‘ectiveness ofthisprocesshasalsobeenlinritedbythelackofconsistencyin

documenting and evaluating the information gathered Meetings and other forms of

communication among bear managers and stakeholders should be documented through voice

recordingmawmatemtemhnganduanscfibedhuomponsdntwnbemfemmedbybear

managers and stakeholders. This part ofthe process provides the agency with the capability of

effectively recalling statenrerrts and ageements that were nude by either the agency or the

stakeholders.

Mchigan'sbearnmgenentmbesuccessfid,nmstmfleaflrereedsofaflbear

resource users. Unfortunately, many times these needs conflict with one another. How can

bear nrarragers provide adequate hrnrting opportunities, viewing opportrmities, and nuisance

control while considering the pressures fiom anti-hunting groups, bear preservation goups and

legislators? Bear managers can not be "all things to all people" but they can become better

skilled at identifying these interests to create the best possible balance between the biological

needsofthebearpopulafionandflredenmrdinghrumndimensions ofbearnnnagement.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

OFFICE OF VICE PRESIDENT FOR RESEARCH EAST LANSING 0 MICHIGAN 0 «IN-1046

AND DEAN OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

April 5, 1993

T0: Ms. Lisa Grise

4A Natural Resources Building

RE: IRB 3: 93-150

TITLE: ASSESSING STAKEHOLDER PREFERENCES REGARDING

CURRENT AND FUTURE BLACK BEAR MANAGEMENT

OPTIONS

REVISION REQUESTED: NIA

CATEGORY: I-C

APPROVAL DATE: 04/05/1993

The University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects‘ (UCRIHS) review of this project is couplets.

Iamplcascdtoadviaathatthcrightsandwclfarcofthehumansubjcctsappcartobcadcquatclyprotcctcdand

methodstoobt'aininfonnadconscntaroappropriatc. Therefore. tthCRIHSapprovedthisprojoctincludingany

revision listed above.

UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. beginning with the approval date shown above. Investigators

planning tocontinueaprojcctbayondonoycar mustsaekupdatcdcartification. Request forrcnewcdapproval must

be accompanied by all four of the following mandatory assurances.

1. Thchurnansubjcctsprotocolisthasamaasinpreviousstudics.

2. ‘I‘herehavebecnnoillcffcctssuflcrcdbythcsubjcctsduatothcirparticipationinthostudy.

3. Therebavcbcennoconplaintsbythesubjcctsortheirrcprcscntativesrelatedtothcirparticipationintho

study.

4. Thuehsnabamachangchmcmrchmvhmmtmrmwhfomadmwbichmuindicucgm

dskwhummbjcasthmthuasumadwhmmcpromwlwumiddlymviewcdandappmvcd.

There is a maximum of four such expedited rcncwalspoasible. Investigators wishing to continue a project beyond

thattimenoed tosubrnititagain forcomplcte review.

UCRIHS must review any changes in procedures involving human subjects. prior to initiation of the change.

Investigators must notify UCRIHS pronmtly of any problems (unexpected side effects. complaints. etc.) involving

human subjects during thecouracofthcwork.

If we can be of any future help, please-do not hesitate to contact us at (517) 355-2180 or FAX (517) 336-1171.

David E. Wright. Ph.D.

UCRIHS Chair

   

DEW:pjm

1 cc: Dr. R. B. Peyton

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity lam‘runon
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AWFNDIX II

Gossaly of tours



Afier cohort-

Bait only-

Bait sitting-

Benr hunting

organimtion-

Beer hunting

organization member-

Before Cohort-

Dog/bait-

Dog only-
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GILBSARY OFTERNS

Thoserespondentswhobeganbearhmtinginorafierl990,

whenIVfichigan began issuingalimited number ofbear harvest

tags.

Food iterm such as bakery goods, vegetables, fruits, meets, and

Inneywhichareusedbyhmterstoattractanimals.

The hunt-method segment which describes those

who hunt bear by sitting over bait piles as their only means of

hunting beer.

Annthodofhmtinngerethehmterstationshim/herselfreer

apileofbaittoattractthehmttedanimalinclosetothe

hunter.

Knownorganizationsinh/fichiganthatatthetimeofthe

survey dealt primarily with beer hunting-related issues. This

includes: Michigan Beer Hunters Assoc, U.P. Beer

Houndsmen Assoc, United Beer Hunters Assoc, and NE.

Michigan Houndsmen Assoc

Thoseresporxientswho,atthetimeofthesmvey,were

membersofoneormoreofthebearhmuingorganimtions

givenonthesurvey.

Thoserespondentswhobeganbeerlnmtingbefore 1990,when

Michigan began issuingalimited number of beer harvest tags.

The hunt-method segment which describes those respondents

wholmntbeerbyfollowingapackofbeerdogswhichpm'sw

andattennxtotreethehmtedbenr. Dogsweretheironly

mnsofhmrtingbenratthetimeofthesm'vey,butall

respondentsinthissegmenthave,attimes,startedthebear

dogsfrombaitpiles.

The hunt-method segment which describes those respondents

who hunt bear by following a pack of beer dogs which pursue

andattempttoneethehmltedbeer. Thiswastheironlymenns

ofhmitingbeer,atthetimeofthesmvey.



Hunt-method segment-

MDNR-

Other hunting

organization-

Other himting

organimtion member-

Nonleader-

Still only-

Not yet hunted-
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The hunt-method segment which describes those respondents

who,atthetimeofthesmvey,hadlumtedbeerusingmore

than one method which may include: dogs, dogs started fiom

bait, bait sitting, or neither dogs nor bait.

Segmentation based on the respondent's method of hunting

beer. The four hunt-method segments in this survey include:

dog only, dog/bait, bait only, still only, generalist, and not yet

hunted

Thoserespondentsfiomthepilot sm'veywhowereknownto

be involved in meetings with the MDNR on beer hunting

issues and who had been oflicers in hunting organimtions.

Also, those respondents from the state-wide survey who

reportedhavingbeenanoflicerofoneormoreofthelnmting

organizations given on the survey.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources

Known hunting organizations in Michigan that at the time of

the survey did not deal primarily with beer hunting-related

issues, but had been highly involved with beer issues. This

includes: Michigan United Conservation Clubs, Michigan

Hunting Dog Federation, Michigan Coon Hunters, and

Michigan Bow I-hmters Association.

Thoserespondentswho,atthetimeofthesmvey,were

membersofoneormoreoftheotherhmtingorganimtions

givenonthesurvey.

Thoserespondentsfromthestate-wide surveywhodidnot

report having been officers of any of the hunting organimtions

given on the survey.

The hunt-method segment which describes those respondents

who, at the time of the sway, hunt beer using neither dogs

norbaitastheironlymieensofhmtingbeer.

The hunt-method segment which describes those respondents

who,atthetimeofthesm'vey,hadnotyctgoneonabenrhmt

irilvlichiganortheyhadaccompaniedsomeoneonahmmbut

they did not have a harvest tag.
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ATTENDIX III

Focus group screening survey
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TELEPHONE SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE

MICHIGAN BEAR HUNTER STUDY - FOCUS GROUP SELECTION

 

 

 

 

  

NAME SEX

ADDRESS (nNTACI‘TRIES

CALLBACK'IIME

PHONE

HHLO. Mynarneis . IamwithMichiganStateUniversity. Maylspeakto ?
 

HELLO. IunwidiMichiganStateLhfiversity,DcparmiemofFrshaies&Wildlifc Weselectedyournamefiom

aliaofpeopleMioappliedforbearhmtingpermitsin1992andwe'recallingtoseeifyouwmldbeinterestedin

takingpartinadiscuasiongroupaboutbearhtmting Areourreoordscorrectinidentifyingyoumabearhtnrta

applicant?

YES continue

- NO PmsaryfordiehiconvauamTernimmeedl.

Areyouintéestedinhearingmoreabwtdiediscussiongroup?

YESoomime

NOI'msorryfortheinconvenienocTemiuethecdl.

Agrurpof8-10peoplewhohaveaninterestinbearhmtingwillmeetforabthhomsinEscanaba—Mackinaw

City-Flintwithinthenexttuomontls. Thegrormwillbeukedtodiscussvariwsaspeasofbmrhmtingbut

prirmrilyhowtheDNRshouldallocatebearhtmtingpermits. Eachofthepartioipantsinthedisctmimgrwpwill

bepaid$40. Participatiminthediscussiongroupwillbemtirelyvolmtary. Nameswillbekeptconfidentialand

muldnotappearinanyreportofdiestudy.

demngpeopledglnmwmfindomwhowouldbehuuestedinpmficim TlmmewillselectS-IO

peoplefrornyourarea. Ifymmesdeaedwouldyoubewiumgmpmficipatehidfisdisamimgrmp?

NO(Iemon: )

It'NO-‘Ihaerouandhnn’mecdl

_YES

It'YI'B...

Wewillbevoicerecordingallofthegmmssothattheinfomnationprovideddmingthediscussioncanlaterbe

analysedforareport. Wouldyouobjecttoyanvoioebeingrecordedduringdiedisansiongrwp?

NO

_YES (reason: )

It‘YliS-‘IhnkYouandhrm’nteall

 

We will also be video-taping some ofthe groups for review by DNR wildlife biologists. Would you object to being

video-taped during the discussion group?

NO

YES (reason: )
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Thankyouveryrnuch. Wemuldlikediediscussiongroupstorepresemallofdiebearhmifinginterestsinthestate,

soweneedsomebasicinformafiontouseinselectingthoseuhowillbeinvitedtoparticipate. Couldyoutake3

or4mintrtesnowtoanswersoniequesfimsab0tnyombearhmninginterests?

IfYE...Oominuebquestionl

“mumabeuerfimiexvlmlcancallbacktogetdiisinfomnafim?
 

1. First,Imuldlikemaskyouabandietypeofhmfingmediodsyouusewlmyoubearhmt

ADoyouusedog? NO YE

It'NO... It'YE...

Doyouhuntoverbait? NO Doyouuscyourowndog? NO YE

YE Doyoueverstartthedogoverbait? N) YE

Doyoueverhtmtoverbaitwidioutdog? -_NO —vrs

B.Doyouuseagun orbow ?both

ZHaveyouevaprovidedsavioesmahmfinggrfldemodubearhmwesfunmey’? __NO YE

3.Wlutyeardidyoufirstparticipateinabearhmt?

4. Sirioediertabouthowmanyyearshaveyouacmallybeenbearhmuing?

5.Ibwmanybearshaveyouharvestedsinceyoustartedbearhmting?

6.1herehmbeenalotterysystemtoallocatebearkilltagsinoel990.ThatmuldbeByearsntx counting

thisyearsbearseason. Howmanytimeshaveyouappliedforakilltaginthis3yeuperiod?

l 2 3

7.Didyourooeiveakill tag? NO YE

8.Doyoubelongtoabearhmtingclubororganizatim?

NO YE Which one(s)doyoubelong to?
 

IFYE...

AIIaveyoubeenaclubotficerwithindielastSyears?

NO YE

9.Ifyouweinvitedtoparticipateindtediscussiongroup,whichtimesmuldyoungtbewillingtomeet?

Weekday morning Saturday mornings Sunday mornings OTHER

Weekday afternoons Saturday attemoons Sunday afternoons

Weekday evening Saturday averting Sunday evening
  

Thankyouverymuchforyouroooperation. Ifyouarechosentopanicipateindrediscussiongroup,mwillnotily

youatleast2wwksinadvanceandgiveyoualltheinfonnationyouwillneedtoattend. lsyourconectmailing

address (referbaddreasonfilt page)? 'Ihankyou...tema‘nmeedl
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APPENDIX IV

Focus grow (iscmsion guide
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forBeurHrnrtirg Focus Guru

1. Irlmthntion

A Moderator introduction

1. name

2. with MSU, Fisheries and Wildlife

3. moderator role

Instructionstoparticipmts

1. Weinvitedyoutotakcpartinthisdismrssiongrouptofindwthowyouasbearhmtersfeelabout

variombearhmtingissues Weareespccially interested inhowyouthinktheDNRshould allocate

bearlmrvesttags

Theinfonmtimtiunthisstudywillhclpthe DNRdeterminewhichmanagcmentoptiomare

preferredbybearhunters.

2. Therearconlyafewthinglmrldlikcyoutorememberaswepoceedwithdiisdiscmsion

a Wdrehnirgmmdiscrssimtmfightnnirflysoflratldon‘thavetotakenotes Iwantto

rarindywdmtymmnmreswillruminmnfirbrfidmdwillndappemhmyrepmtof

thisstudy.

b. chpeawewillhavesomedifl‘ermcesinopirfionherctonight,butpleasedon‘tlcttlmt

keepyoufiomsluingyorl'thorglls Becauseflusisasrnllgrmmeachofyarr

corrmentsarevcry important

c. WelnvemarrydfingtodiswssintwolnIIcsoInnyhavetoaskyoutobehiefin

someofyouranswerstokeepthediscrssionmnvingalong.

d Pleascuymspeakomdafimsoflratallymmcamentscmbeclem’lymdastood

Mmlgobackoverthetapc

3. %Wyoutaldngdefinemmhaetmfiglnmrdbepmtofmmdiscmimgrwp.

4. Iat‘abeginbyintroducingourselves,ifeachofyouwmldshareyormfirstnarmandwlmyom

fiom. Couldwestartwith...

11 InmrtmoeofBearlnIirg.

A.

ISNIN.

Fustlwouldliketofindoutabomyominvolvementinbearhmting Iet'sgoaroundthe

tableandifeachofyouwouldsharehowlongyouhavebeeninvolvedinbearlnmtingarxl,

briefly,howyougotstarted.

Hownmchtimcdoeachofyouspendonbearhmtingandalltherelatedactivities?

1.Probe: pepmingmdpacficmgwiflreqmmermfinfingmnbaita‘doguaimngscoming

warmacurallyhmtingabear.

Howhnpmtmfiisbearhmfingtoyoucmrpmedtooflrertypesofhmfingmxloda

recreational activities that you participate in?

1.:Probe Ifyouhadtogivetmallyomrecreational activitiesexceptorewouldyouchoose

tokeepbearhunting?
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m

Nodefiketodiscussflrevmioushmfingnrtlndsinvolvedinhmfingbems.

A.

C.

20MN.

Whmtingnethodsdoyouusetohmtbears?

1.Probe: dog, bait, dogs started over bait, still, bow, rifle, pistol

Doyoumeflesanemetmdornetmdsmwflratyoumedwhmyoufirststmtedbem'

hmting?

1.Probe: Have youexperimentedwith difi‘erent methods?

2.Probe: Would you considertryingadifl‘erentmethodinthefirtme?

3.Probe: Which methods would younotcorsider using?

Ifyoucouldnolmgeruseymmfavaitemethodtohmfibearworfldyouwnfinuetohmn?

Nowthatwe'vetalkedabwtymminvolvementinbearhmting,Iwouldliketofindoutabouttheldnds

of things tint make you bear hunting experience enjoyable

“3M .4349 17"."???

II/ II/ /
p

//////r ,

A.

C.

35NIN.

Let’stakeacoupleofminutesnow,arrdifyouworfldjotdownanythingfliatyoufeelisan

hrmtmfielemmmhavingmajoyablebemhmfingseasatflmwe'flpmflmupmflt

flipdmt.

Probe:

1. possessingaharvesttag

a. Howimportantispossessingaharvesttagcomparedtoparficipafingina

hunt?

gettingashotatabear

seeingbears

gettingatrophybear

socialaspects-beingwithfiimds

numberofdaysspentafield

beinginnature

$
9
9
9
9
9
3
.
“

Aficrlooldngatalloftl'reseitermwhichdoeachofyoufeelaremostimportant? Let'stry

toidentifythetopthree
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V. Pbma't Allocrlion

NowI'dliketodiscusshowyoufeelabouttheallocatimofbearharvesttag. Asyoumayknow,therehas

bemmanocafimsysteminplaceinb/fidngantoaflocateharvesttagsmce 1990.

BiologistsInveestablishedthatthebearharvestnmstbelimitedtoabom1000bearsamuallyandthereareat

least 12,000peopleintermtedinhmtingbears. erctlia'ornayouagroewiflidmlet'sassmreforrightmw

dutitisnecessarytocontinuealimitedharvestsomehow.

Comideringtmt,canyouthinkofanywaysthatlimitingymmharvestingopportmitiesinbearhuntingcould

bebeneficialtoyou? Ict’stakeammrtbflfinkabmfiflrflmdmakealistofanyflfingflratmmnfind.

Carryouthink of. rulems with having your harvesting opportunities limited?

  

1.Probezthemrmberofbearharvested

thenmnberofhmtersthatcanhmt

theareasthatyoucanhmtin

bearpopulationstability

himtercrowding

successrates

guiding

451VIN.

A. MmdoyoufliinkofwlmyouheardietamPoimPrefa'enceSystem?

1.Probe: Areyou familiar withthisterm?

B. WdoyoutifinkoerenyoulearflretermRandmnIottaySystem?

1.Probe: Areyoufamiliarwiththisterm? 50m

Iwouldlikegoutotakeafewminutesnowand 'veusywropiniononafewbearl‘runtingmanagerwrt

omm' I

Remember, orrigmmwweareassmmngthataneederdststoresuictlmvestofblackbearinMI. So,wewant

tolanwhowflfiseanbeacomplisl'edtobestmeetymmneedsmdprefm.

Wehaveselectedafewchoiceswhichaskyoutonnkesormtradeoffs. Yarresponseheredoesnotrepresem

avote-ithelpsusmxiastmdflemlafivehrpatmoeofflfinglikemwofimyoucangobem'hmfingwmmod

tobeingassured ofapermit.

Wewillalsobedevelopingsomethinglikethisforthemailsmveyandyomreactiontohowwehaveworded

thesequestiom will helpusdesignthatpart.

AlotnmchoioeserdstandtheresrfltsoffliesemoetingandthemailsurveywedoinAugrstwillhelp

detenninewtntisfinallyusedian.

C. Howdoyoufeelaboutthequestiomonthissheet?

1.Probe: Were the questions and choices clearly stated?

2.Probe: D'd youthinkthequestions weensy/difliwlttoanswer? Why?

3.Probe:“!hatdoyouflfinkabm1fl1ednicesflntweofl‘aodindfisexaoise?

4.Probe: Howwmfldymrfeeliftheyemsbetweenhmfingwaeinueasedordoaeased?
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D. Overall,whatmeyomopirfiorsmsystanlvssystem2mttequesfiomaire?

1.Probe: Whatdoyou feelarebenefitsandproblerm ofeach system?

lHRIOMN.

Nowl'dliketodiscrssbearhmrtingseasas. IntheU.P.,BearhmtasnmstnowchoosebetweenZdifl‘erent

hmtperiodsthateachlwt36dayszthefirstperiodbeginsSept.10andendsOct.l6;thesecondpetiodbegins

Sept. 15andendsOct.21. DogmrntallowedinflrefirstSdaysofflrefirstperiodsodoghmfiersflmtwm

afirllhuntperiodmmstapplyforthesecondperiod.

Thesuccessratefml'arvestingabearishighestinthisfirstfivedayswithchancesforharvestingabear

decliningatterthattime. Beemseswcessrateissolfighmfliisfirstfivedaycflmmefeweharvestparmts

availableforthefirsthmtperiod. Thisgiveshmuesthatapplyinflresecondpeiodmelmvestpanfitsand

abetterchanceofbeingselected

WWW

E Howdoyoufeelaboutthissystem?

1.Probe: Is it acceptable or umcceptable? Why?

2.Probe:Wcorfldbedu1etolravemeeq1fitableseasorrs?

Howwouldyoufeelaboutasystemtimlnsonlyonehmtperiodforeveryone?

1.Probe: Isitpossiblemhavedoglnmasstmfingatdiesmmfin'easbaitmdsfifllnnnas?

If respome is positive...

hasysbmlnvirgodyommitnfildyflflnnmhntrsmfldbeinflnm

dairgflnfirstfivedayswlnnmmisflglmtflfiwoddmdtinmbemsbehg

him Inmpomcleaslmvestpemihooddbedlocmdorfewerthysgivenindnsemon

hemmefllltlmsaremtoverlnrvested.

zmwaaumpwe? Whyorwhymt?

HowwouldyoufeelWasystemthatrestictedflreareasflratdoghmterscorfldhmtin,

bugavefliandeoppmunfitymbeginhmningatflesamefimeasflebaitlnmas?

1.Probe: Howwouldyoudecidewhichareastoresuictdoghmtersfiomusing?

2.Probe: Could you efl‘ectively keep dog hunters out of "bait only" areas

Whatdoyouthinkaboutseparateseasom?

1.Probe:lfyouhadtochoose,whichwouldyouratherhave: alongerseasonthatwas

carbimdorovulappingoraslutesemmflntsqraratedbaitmfldoglnmas?

2.Probe: Howshortaseasmwouldbeacceptable?

lI-IRZSMIN.

VI. mwmmm

A.

 

Are there any problems with the application process involved in allocating permits?

1.Probe: Is the form simple/confining?

2.Probe: Are applicatiors easy/difficult to obtain?

3.PIobe: Are deadlines for application clear/mnlear?

4.Probe: What could be done to improve the applieation process?
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Orrrently the DNR refimds application fees to unsmcessful applicants.

VII.

B. Would you support a nonrefundable application fee of $3.00?

1.Probe: Why or why not?

2.Probe: Ifthemmeywasearnnrkedforbearresearch, wouldyousrmportthis?

NowI‘dliketoleaeratyouthinkabombearhmtinglicemes. Qmurtly,bearhuntersthatusedog

nmstbuyaparticipationlicensetonmthedogdm'ingbearseason,butbaithmrtersdonotlnvetobuy

alicemetoputoutbait.

C. Is that acceptable?

1.Probe: Why or why not?

2.Probe: Do you see any reasom for loving this regulation?

Also,bemhmfiasflrfimedogmhmnnnstobtainadogpackliceschnoflrahmnasflmgedog

donot.

D. Is tint acceptable?

1.Probe: Why or why not?

ZProbe: Doyouscearryreasorrsforhavingthisregulation?

E. Howabomthecostoflmrrtinglicemes?Whatdoyouthinkabwtthecmrentfeeof$1435

for a MI bear license?

1.Probe: Should the liceme fee be increased?

2.Probe: How much?

3.Probe: Residerrt/mrrresident?

F. Doyouflrinkincreasingapplicationorlicenscfceswoulddeterhuntersthathavealow

irrterestinbearhmtingfiomapplying?

1.:Probe Isdeteringlowinteresthuntersimportant?

2.:Probe Hownruchofanina‘emewouldittake?

1HR401VIN.

AflihlkshmdflnmNR

We'vebelildnngamofflefaausinvolvedmmngingflreMbempopmafim Now, I‘dliketo

hearwhatyoudfirflrabunhowflieDNlemragedbmrmflbearlnmfinginM.

A WtypesofnnnaganmnacfivifiesdoesflreMDNRpefamfmbemsmflbearhmfing?

1.ProbezArefl'raeanymamgernentactivitiesthatyoufeelarebeneficialtobearsorbear

hunting?

2.Probe: Aretlrereanyrmmgermrtactivitiesttatyou feel havecausedproblems forbears

abmrhunting?

3.Probe: Howwelldoyoudfinkflrelawenfmcamdivisimdealswidrbearorbearhmner

issues?

4.Probe:AmyoufmrfifiarwiflrmyresemohdmttheDNRiscmducfingmflrebear

population?

B. Doyouflfinkflrebearpoprflafimisdeclhfinghueasingorstayingthcsame?

1.Probe: Whydoyouthinkthis is?

2.Probe: Doyou feel the DNRis respomible for any changes inthe bearpopulation?
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AreyoufarrfiliarwithanyMDNRsporsoredprograrmflratberefithmners?

1.Probe: Hunter ed, hunting workshops?

ZProbe: Do you participate in any?

lI-IRSOMN.

FilmeBeurMngenmNeeds

A. Whatdoyouseeasthefimrreofbearhmtinginlvfl?

1.ProbezDoyouworryaboutlosingbearhuntingforthefirtme?

2.ProbezDoanimralrightest'sattacksonbearhuntingconcemyou?

I-Iaveyoutakenanyactionstosrmportbearhmtingrights?

Areanyofyoufamfiliarwiflrorgarfizafimsflratmecaearedwithbearhmfing?

1.Probe: Have you looked into joining any of these organizations?

2.Probe: Mrataretlereasmsfordecidingtojoinornotjoinanorganimfim?

Doyouflfinkflmflesemganizafimsremesanyomviemmgardingbearlnnfing?

1.Probe: Would you say you have primarily positive or negafive opinions of hunting

organimtions?

How march say do you feel non-hunting stakeholders (landowners, noncomumptive users,

public) sleuldhaveindetermininghowbeersaremnnagedinMI?

MratdoyouthinkneedstobedoretoassmeflefimneofbearlnmfinginMI?

1.Probe: Howdoyoufeel abouttheactions ofotierbearhmters?

2.Probe: Is hunter corrrpliance a problem in bear hunting?

How you feel about regulations tlet limit or eliminate certain hunting methods?

1.Probe: Smhaswhenandwhcocertainnetiedscanbemedmmfifingbaiflngfime, limiting

dog use, electronic collars on dogs)

2.Probe: Arethey fair/unfair?

Howdoyoukeepinfomedmbearandbearlumtingissm?

1.Probe: Newspaper, rmgaa'ne, remidters, fi'iends

WhatmetiedsworfldyoubehnaestedinseeingrsedbytleDNRtokcepyoumore

informed?

1.Probe: surveys, meeting, focus groups

(bnclmion

A.

B.

Thankyouforyoucooperation

(Iftineallows)Arethereanybearimntingissuesthatyoufeelwereimportarmbutwerenot

discrsscdhaetonight.
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APPENDIX V

Focus group summries (six focus group)
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Flint Bait Grow

 

 

Participant]

T # yrs. In! new

lst yr: bear bear # bear hurt over of beer

# city sex laud laud taken w/rhg hit organ.

1 Webberv. m 1990 2 0 no yes no

2 Saginaw m 1955 21 3 no yes no

3 Burt m 1960 15 2 no yes no

4 Flint m 1959 4 0 no no no

5 Ovid m 1990 3 0 no yes no

6 Vassar m 1976 15 7 no yes no

7 Irnlay City m 1992 l 1 no yes no

8 Roches. H m 1947 25 0 no yes no

2: Walled L m 1992 1 0 no yes no          
INVOLVEMENTINBEARHUNITNG

Participarfisbearhmficdneinlyonfleweekemis,brfiorerefiredindividualspenttheentireseason

at his hunting site.

Mostmdividmlsbaitcdpriortoflehmrfingseasommeinlyonflreueekends.

Manyswmedfmbearflmughomfleyearwhflepmficipafingmfisifingarfloflertypesof

hunting

Thehnportmeeofbemhmrfingwmmedmoflermcreafiomiwfivifiesmngedfiombemgfle

most important activity to some participants to not any more important for others.

Manyfeltbearhmrtingwasmerechaflengingflranoflertypesofhtmfing,butthelimitedseason

andareatohuminwasadrawback

Participants hunted bear over bait and stalked them with bow, muzzleloader, and pistol.

Orehrdividmlhadhmfiedudflrhomrdsmmfloflerssiewedmhnerestmflfismefled Some

hadbadexpefimeesvummmflhmnes;iemver,mestagoednmdliemflhmncscamed

problems.

HUNTER SATISFACIION

The factors that make bear hunting mjoyable were: the freedom ofbeing hunting, scouting, using

equipment, seeing wildlife, being in nature, teaching relatives about hunting, practicing with

equipment year-rotmd, anticipation ofthe unknown, feeling ofaccomplishment, and seeing a bear.

Themesthnpomfactorswemseemgwfldlife,seemgbems,andbeingmnaumc
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AIIDCATION OF HARVEI‘ TAGS

Participants could not think ofany benefits fiom having a limited entry system for beer hunting

Allfeltthepopulationwasnotthreatenedbeforealimitedentrysystemwasused,andtherewas

notenoughevidereetoputthisldndofrestrictiononbearhmters.

Wstwereconcernedthathmrters wouldtake smellerbearsbecause theydidnot knowwhenthey

would have another opportunity to hunt.

Orlyone individualhadieardofthepointpreference systemasameansofallocatingharvest

tags.

Manywerefamiliarwithtlerandomlotteryas itrelatedtoallocationofothertypesofimnting

licenses.

Participants were generally confused about how the buddy system worked and if your odds of

beingdrawnirereasedordecreased. TheyfelttheMDNRdidnotprovideenoughdetailsonthe

specifics of the current allocation system

Mostwouldratherhavetl'repointpreferencesystemifthewaitforatagwas3yearsorless,but

afier that, many felt they would rather take their chance with random lottery.

Awaitofmorethan3 yearswasnotacceptabletoanyoftieparticiparrts.

None felt confidentthatthebiological infomrationtieMDNRusesto setharvest goals isaccurate.

SEASONS

Nbsttieughtbaitandstillhmrtingshouldbeseparatedfiomiemrdhmrtingeveniftie seasons

were shortered

Ifseuonswereseparatemarticipamswouldlikeatleast 15 daysperhmrtperiodwitharotation

eachyearofwho hunted first.

Participants listed some potential problems involved in using separate seasons including: not

beingabletohmrtbothasahomrdsmenandbaiter,andhavingmorebaitersthaniemrdsmen.

Afierdiscussingprosandconsofseparateperiodsfordogandbaithmrters,mostindicatedtiey

wouldaccepttheseasonsastheyarenow.

In discussing the current system of overlapping hunt periods, they preferred to have no dog

trainingforatleastSdaysbeforetiestartofthefirstperiod

Acombiredhmrtperiodforallbearhmrterswasnotacceptabletoanyonc

thflividmlvdehmfiedarflowmdpropetyonDrmmerflIslmdwasvewlmsdabomfle

combiredhmfipefiodsandexpressedasmongdislikeofflelslandhomdsmem

APPLICATIG‘Ims

Most thought the application form was fairly simple to fill out.
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The biggest problem appeared to be finding out when fomns would be available. Participants felt

thatdatesforapplyingforatagweretoolateintieyear,andtieyneeMmeretimetoplantheir

huntingtrip ifthey received atag

SomemreconfiisedabomwhytieMDNRsetseparateseasonsforbowhmmersintheRedOak

Area and would appreciate getting information on why these decisions are nede.

None would support a nom'efundable application fee unless the money was ear-marked for bear

research

AflpmficipamswemverydismistfifloffleMDNR'suseofhmfingficemedoflars.

Some thought houndsmen should not have to purchase a participation permit to follow dogs, but

many were unfamiliar with the participation permit and felt it was unfair for houndsmen to take

partinabearhuntiftheyhadnotdrawnaldlltag.

All agreed houndsmen should have to obtain a pack license for their beer dogs.

The license feewasconsideredfairbyparticipants, andtheywerenot interestedinseeingthefee

increased as a method of discouraging low involvement hunters from applying

ATTIIUDETDWARDTHEMDNR

AllmomewamofanyspecificnemgemerfiplmeforbearorbearhmfingbyfleMDNR

Participants thought the MDNR was not effectively managing wildlife and could do a better job

if it was split into different agencies that handled environmental and wildlife issues separately.

Most were satisfied with the job law enforcement was doing in relation to bear.

TheywerefamiliarwithbearresearohoanrmendIsland,butmanywerecritical oftieuseof

tint infomnation by the MDNR. They did not feel Drummond Island research was applicable to

the rest ofthe state.

Sonewereawaroofastudyinvolving"phosphonis"tomarkbearteeth,butfeltthestudywas

not successful.

Attitudes concemingthebearpopulationweremixed, withmestfeelingtiepopulationmaybe

going down somewhat, but many biological reasons for population fluctuation were brought up

including: the closing ofdumps made bears more visible in otler areas, clear-cutting limited bear

iebitatinsomeareas, bearsarenoctumal soit'shardtodeterminenumbers, bearsaremorevisible

wienit'sabadyearfornaturalfoods.
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INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

Mostkeepinfomedonbearandbearhmrfingissresflmoughmagazires, newsletters, andother

hunters.

All agreedmore infomationfiomtheMDNRisneedcd, suchas anewsletter summarizing season

Parficipants felt annual surveys ofhunters were a good idea and had no problems with answering

them

Onlyone individual was familiar with a bear hunting organimtion (MichiganBear Hunters Assoc.)

and he had been a prior member.

HJTUREOFBEARAND BEARHUNTING

Participants generally felt the future of bear and bear hunting in Mchigan was unstable.

Most were concened about animal-rightist's attacks on hunting and felt more education hadto be

done at the school level to prevent the problem

AerltflerewasamedfmanmganizafimMmpresanedhmfiemmgereralmwmneranfi-

huntingfi'omothergroups.

Non—compliance with hunting regulations was thought to be a problem by most participants. They

felt this was mainly due to a lack of law enforcement officers to police the areas.
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Flirt Hit-lbw Groin)

 

 

 

       

P. l' . I

# yrs. In! trend).

lst yr: bet hear # hear In! over of bear

# city sex hand uteri w/tbgs bm't organ.

1 Leonard m 1971 20 1 yes no no

2 Bridgeport m 1975 9 0 yes yes no

3 Capac m 1992 1 0 yes yes no

4 Perry m 1975 20 1 yes yes no

5 Flint m 1975 16 1 yes no no

6 Capac mi 1988 2 0 yes no no

7 Allenton m 1983 6 2 yes yes yes

8 Otisville m 1962 7 0 yes no no

9 Milford m 1967 15 2 yes yes no

10 Romeo m 1984 9 3 yes no yes  
 

INVOLVEMENTINBEARHUNTING

Pmficipantsmpmteddeyspendasmhfineaspossiblemaimngdogarflbearhmfing The

amomtoftimewaslimitedtoweekendsformostbecauseofwork (heindividualbegantraining

dog inJulyandcontiniedtotrainrearlyeveryweekendandsome weekdaysthroughhunting

season.

Most participants felt bear hunting was one of their most important recreational activities they

participated in; only two considered it the most important activity.

Somemedexclusivelydog,butmanyalsohuntedoverbaitwithoutdogsorbaitedtokcepbears

inthearea, buthuntedusingdogs.

Alliadteeddogsandbaitedatsomepointintheirbearhmrtingexperiencewithtieexception

ofoneindividualwhohadnot tried baiting.

Halfhadchangedhowtheyhmrtedbearfiomwientieyfirststarted. Thoseparticipantswho

wemcmemlyhmifingoverbaitiadsmitedasdoghmarxldangedmbaifingdiem

problems associated with hunting with dogs (low success rate in seeing bear, dislike of certain

homrdhmrters,trespassonprivateproperty).

Mostwofldbedisappointediftieycouldrelongerhmrtbearwiflidog. Somewouldnolonger

huntbeariftieycouldnotusedogs,butotheswouldclangetobaitingorstillhunting

HUNTESATTSFACIION

Mostrespondcrfisconsideroddogflemestimportarfipanofbearhmrting

Oflermpwmflmmbearhmmngajoyablehelidodzbemgmflemods,sedngbwr,swmg

otlertypesofwildlife,thechallengeofoutsnartingbear,beingwithfiicnds,takingotiersona

bem'hmtandteachingflemabombear,tiedangerofbeingclosetoabear,andexercise.

Mostfeltharvestingabearwasimportantuntilyouldllabear,andtienitbecomeslowin
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importancecomparodtotheotheraspectsofbearhmrting

Helping others harvest their first hear was considered a thrilling experience by some participants.

AIIDCATION OF HARVEI‘ TAE

Participants found more problems associated with having a system that limits the number of

harvest tag than benefits.

Problems brought up by participants included: not being able to mya gun to protect your dogs,

the lifetime license is not valid, fewer hunters hurts the economy, uncommitted hunters and anti-

hunters are attracted, bugs in the system allow people to cheat, commercial exploitation increases.

Mostthoughtthelimitedemtrysystemwasgoodforthebearpopulationandlesshuntersinthe

woodsmadeforabetterqualityhunt.

Participants felt the MDNR did not have enough data on the bear population to know how the

population was doing

Most were not familiar with the point preference system and how it worked Participants were

cognimntoftherandomlottery,butwerenotconfidenttiatitwasanefi‘ectivesystemfor

allocating harvest tag.

Preference for one system over the other depended on the perceived waiting time for a harvest tag:

point preference for a shorter wait, random lottery for a longer wait

Tienainwmmnwasfmflereasombehhegomgmalhmwdanrysystemmflerflanfletype

ofallocationsystemused.

Mostthoughtthebearharvestwaslimitedmoreforpoliticalreasonstianconcemfortiebear

population, andtherewasnoreedforalimited entry system for hunting black bear.

SEASONS

Most participants were in favor of a season that completely separated dog and bait hunters.

Baiterswouldimntfortiefiist10daysorsoandthendoghuntersmuldhavetheremainderof

theseason. Oreindividualpointedoutthathewouldnotlikebeingkeptfiomtraininghisdog

duringthis lOdaysbeforcthestartofthedoghmrtpeiiod

Oneseasonforallbearhunterswaslessdesirabletianasplitseasonforallparticipants.

AflhflicmedMasysmmaflovnngaflbearhmnemtodarefleseasomhnresuiaedflemea

thatdoghunterscouldmemuldnotwork They did not have enoughcontroloverwheretheir

dogwcntoncetheywererurmingabear.

Oreparficipamsuggestedtiatflenmnberofhmtersshouldnotbelimfited;instead,thebear

seasonsieuldbeshortenedtolimitthenimnberofbearharvested.

APHICATION PROCESS

Most had problems obtaining a bear hunting application; some had to drive long distances.
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Nonestatedthattheformwasconfirsingorhardtoread.

All participants were against having a nomefundable application fee. ”lhey felt the MDNR was

not entitled to additioml revenue. One participant commented that they do not know how to

spendthermneythattheyalreadyreceive.

Most did not think dog hunters should have to buy a participation permit to run their dogs. Some

thought that either baiters should have to pay to help carry bait or the participation permit should

be eliminated

Some participants indicatedthathunters should notberequiredto getpack licenses forbeardogs

beeauseotherhomdhmtingsportsdidmtrequirethem

License fees were considered too low to some participants. One individual suggested raising the

costofalicenseto $50 - $75 andtlmallowinganyonewhowantedtohmrtbuyalicense. Others

argued that setting a high license rate would unfairly keep some people from hunting.

Allthoughtthatnomesidents shouldeithernotbeallowedtoapply foraharvesttagorshould

have to pay a very high fee.

ATTITUDE 'lOWARD 'IHEMDNR

Littlewas knownabout resear'chbeingdone bytheMDNRonbear. Some knewtherewasa

study done on Drurnmond Island, but positive comments were not made about this study.

SomewereconcernedtheMDNRwasestimatingthenumberof bearimmoperly.

Mywemwncemedflemnhmuemmflami-hmuemhadmemflmewiflrfleWNRflnn

huntersdid.

Most were supportive of law enforcement's job of dealing with bear hunting issues, but they felt

their were not enough officers to do an adequatejob.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

Orflyoneparticipantwasacmrentmemberofabearhmrtingorganimfion Mostwerefarniliar

with at least one of these organimtions.

Allagreedtlneseorganizationsrepresentedbearhmrtersto somedegree,butsomewereconcemed

that they only represented dog hunters. Overall, participants had positive feelings toward these

organizations.

Michigan United Conservation Clubs was a common source of inforrmtion about bear and bear

hunting Otherbearhmrterswerealsoapopularsom'ceofinformation.

Workshops were considered a good method of getting inforrmtion to hunters.
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Mail surveys were thought to be efficient for getting information from hunters, but the lack of

feedback from the MDNR was not acceptable.

Some participants thought the mediawas one ofthe rnainproblems forbadhunter image.

Afewsaidflratflreyhadwfiflenflreircongressmenabombearhtmfingissues.

HJ'IUREOFBEARANDBEARHUNIING

Most thought that the bear population went in cycles, whichdepended on food sources. Others

thought that thepopulationwas increasing inthe areas they hunted

One individual who hunted inthe Lower Peninsula thought that decreasing habitat was responsible

foradeclineinthebearpopulationinthatpartofthe state.

Allwereconeemedabouttl'reimpactofanimalrightsgroupsonbearhmrtingandlosingbear

huntinginthefirture.

Most did not feel that nonhunters should have asay inbearhunting issues, nminlybecause

nonhmrterswerethoughttobeignorantofbearhmrtingfacts.
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MacldmthyBaitGmm

 

 

        

Parficirlus

# yrs. [Ill and:

lst yr: bau- hear # bear In! over of but

# city sex Inbd laud titan w/dogs bit organ.

1 St Ignace m 1972 13 9 no yes no

2 Petoskey m 1977 16 1 no yes no

3 Kincheloe m 1992 1 0 no yes no

4 Harbor Spr m 1990 2 1 no yes no

5 Boyne Cty m 1984 8 1 no yes no

6 Stalwart f 1990 3 0 no yes no

7 Indian R m 1976 12 0 no yes no

8 Cedarville m 1989 2 0 no yes no

A Rudyard m 1978 10 0 no yes no  
 

MGMWI‘INBEARHUNIING

Somebeganhmrtingbearbeeauseofmrisamep'oblemsintheareathattheylivedorvaeationed

Oflmsbecmmnneeswdflmughfiimflsmwerebearhmnemmjumfimaddifimmldnnmge

to othertypes ofhunting.

Participantssperfiavafiedarmmfloffimebearhmfiingwdflrflrebrflkoffinesperfionpreseason

baitingactivities.

Nbstcmsideredbwrhmfinglesshmbrfiflmmoflmmcrmfionflacfififiesflwypmfidpfle

mbtrtonlyorreornworateditlowininrportance. Nonereportedthatbearhmrtingwastheir

most important activity.

Methodsusedtohmtbearincludedbaitingandstillhmfing Someusedbowandarrowonly,

orgunonly,othersusedboth

Nbstwueushgdifl'mfiequipnerumtecmfiqtesflmwhatfleyfimtusedmhmnbeu

Onlyoneparticipanthadtriedhmrtingbearwithdogs;otherswerenotinterestedintryingdogs

inthefirtme.

HUNIHISA'IISFACI‘KN

Aspects of beer hmtingthatmadeforanenioyable hunt included: being with familyineamp;

seeingthefirstsigns ofbear aroundthebait; prehunt activities; anticipation ofthelmnt;watching

bearbelnvionthetl'nillofhmrtingadangerousanirml;beinginthewoodsjustbeforedark;

slmingbearhmrtingstoriesmrxlbeinginnatme.

MdemmlwammidefiflmflmeflmasprMWenmmrpmmnfma

satisfyingbearhunt.
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AILOCATION OF HARVEST TA(B

Problems associated with having a limited entry system for bear hunting were too long ofa wait

for a lurvest tag and faimess in allocating tags (those living in bear areas should get preference).

Therewerepemeptionsflratflreelkloflerysystemgavemfairadvamagetoflroseudiolivedinthe

somheastemIowerPemmtdaandflntflfiswasalsohappmfingMflrflebearpenms. All

participants strongly believed that applicants living in bear areas should have more permits

allocated to them.

Benefits mentioned for a system that limits the harvest ofbear were: preventing the overharvest

of bear, and getting bigger bear.

Somereportedstatistics showdngflratnomorebearshadbeentakenintheyearsbeforethelinfited

entrysystem.

Only one participant was familiar with the term point preference system, but more were familiar

with random lottery.

Most preferred random lottery over a point preference system for allocating harvest tags; however,

none were very satisfied with either system.

SEASONS

Participantsdisagreedontheneedtolimitdogtrainingforuptotwoweeksbeforethestartofthe

firstseasonintheUP. Nbstbelievedthatbearswouldnotretmntobait foratleastaweekor

unreoncetheyhavebeennrnbydogs; some disagreed

All considered one hunt period for all bear hunters unacceptable.

The current overlapping hunt periods were more acceptable tlun hunt periods that were shorter,

but completely separated dog fiom bait hunters.

APPUCATION PROCESS

Applieation forms were viewed as being fairly clear.

One problem that was mentioned involved a misunderstanding when checldng the box for

acceptance of leftover permits; it was reportedly not clear that applicants may receive a leftover

permit foranareaotherthantheorretheyappliedfor.

Participarrtswereknerestedinhwwdnghowflreiroddsofgetfingapermitchangedifdreyappfied

with another hunter“, none of the participants knew.

All reported that they would support a nonrefirndable application fee of three dollars.

Participation licenses for dog hunters were considered fair became of the potential damage that

dogs can do while bear hunting

hereasedficensefeesmmacceptablearflcmnideredagoodwayofweedingomfleless

involvedbearhunters,butsperxlingflrennneyonbearmanagementwasimportanttosome. This

groupappearedtobemmhlessdistrustfuloftheMDNRs 'goflicensedollarsthanthe
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otler focus groups.

AT'II'IUDES TOWARDTHEMDNR

SomebelievedtlnttleDNRwasmerecoreemedaboutfleophrionsamineedsofthosewholive

intleDetroitareatlnnthoseintlenorthempartofthe state.

ParticipantswereunsmeofanynnnagementactivitiestlnttheMDNRperformedforbearorbear

hunting

Fewwereinformedabout anybearresearchbeingdoneinh/fichiganandsomeexpressedconcern

tlnt the MDNR intentionally did not provide information to the public on any research that was

being done.

Some had negative comments about conservation oflicers not doing their jobs, but most believed

tlntthereweretoofewofficersandttntkepttlemfi'omdoinganadequatejobofenforcing

regulations.

There was an overall opinion, based on reported discussions with field biologists, that the

biologists were trying to do their job, but due to bureaucratic problems in "MDNR mnrngernent"

biologists were urnble to make the changes that were recommended by hunters.

INFORMATION AND EJUCATIONS

Participants were concerned that the MDNR did not obtain any information about hunting and

wildlife populations from the htmters, who were thought to be mrore informed than the wildlife

biologists.

Few had any comments on hunting workshops.

Nonewemmernbemofabearhmmingmgarfimfionbrnmestwemmembemofsomeofler

hmtingorganizations.

Thosewl'rowerefamiliarwithbearhmrtingorganimtionsinMichigandidnotjoinbecausethe

memberswerethoughttobeprirrnrilydoglnmters. Manyreportedtlnttheywouldjoinabear

hunting organization tint was for baiters.

Participants mentioned using mngazines (especially tle MUCC magazine) and otler bear hunters

for informntion on bear and bear hunting

All would like to receive inforrrntion from the MDNR on bear and bear hunting

Some were concemed that tle NDNRintentionally did not supply enough or accurate infomnation

tothe media

PUTUREOFBEARANDBEARHUNTING

All believed tint the bear population was either increasing or stable.

Mostwemmmemedabomfleimrpaaofanmmlfigtusmmni-hmfinggroupsmhmrfing

Someweresmetlntbearhmrtingwouldcontinteinthefirtmebecauseoftheproblemstlnttle
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public would face with nuisance bear if hunting were stopped

Participants believed tint mrost nonhunters had very little knowledge ofbear and do not contribute

moneyto management, and so, should not have as much say in howthey are mnnaged as hunters.

Although participants reported instances ofbear hunters not complying with regulations, overall,

they believed tlnt bear hunters were no worse than other types ofhunters.
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Mackinaw Qty Ibmdsmen Group

 

 

 

Phrticiprrls

# yrs. lllrt nerd}.

lst yr. bear bear # bear hurt over of bear

# city sex land lured mu w/dog hit organ.

1 Cheboygan m 1978 15 1 yes no no

2 Petoskey m 1983 7 1 yes no no

3 Rudyard m 1966 12 2 yes no yes

4 Harbor Spr m 1976 18 0 yes no no

5 Alanson m 1986 7 0 yes no no

6 Charlevoix m 1965 28 8 yes no yes

7 Brutus m 1976 17 8 yes no no

8 Clio m 1962 30 4 yes no yes

L Brutus m 1982 10 2 yes no no         
 

INVOLVEMENT IN BEAR HUNTING

Participants typically bear hunted with fi'iends and family.

Alluseddogstohmrtbearandstartedthemfiomtracks. Startingdogs fiombaitvvasnot

consideredagoodpractice.

Overall, theyexpressed little interest inusingmethods otlertlnndogs. Nore would continue to

bearhmrtiftleycouldnolongerusedogs.

Manylndhmrtedwithdogsasyomgsters forsrrnll game.

Nbstfleuglnflntbearhmrfingwasfleirmesthnportamrecreafionalacfivity.

HUNTER SATISFACIION

Factors that mnde bear hunting enjoyable included: good weather for following dogs and tracking;

seeingsigns ofbeartlntcanbetracked; successfullytreeingabear“, hmrtingwithpeoplewho

practice good sportsmnmhrp; getting exercise; bemg outdoors; watching dogs perform (especially

thoseyouhavetrarredyomselt); bemgwrthfrrends; rntroducrnglodsandadultsto bearhuntrng

Watchingdogsperfomnwastlemostimportantaspectofbearhmrting

Cmryingagtmwasnotnecessaryfmhavingasafisfyingbemhmningerqreieree. (leparticipant

reportedtlntlewasmerelaxedandcouldbetterery'oythehmrtifhewasnotearryingagun.

Anoflererqrressedconcemforprotectinghisdogsfrombeinginjuredbyabearifl'edidnothave

agurr.
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AHmATION OF HARVEST TAKE

Participants lnd mnny negative comments about using a system tlnt limits tle mnnber of bear

harvestedincluding irndequatedatausedbybiologiststodetenninetlenmnberofbears

harvested; faimess in selection ofapplicants; cheating in the system (nonhunting family members

and anti-hunters applying); and too long of a wait for a harvest tag.

The only beneficial attribute ofthis type of system was assmance tlnt the bear population would

not decline.

Most were familiar with the point preference system for allocating harvest tags. Some had

negafiveconmemtsaboutitsuseandoflerssrmportedtlfistypeofsystem

Allbrfioreparficipamwouldmflerhaveamrxlomloflerysystemflnnpohnprefemree.

()eparticipantsuggestedanaltemntivesystemtlntdidnotlimitthenumberofharvesttags,but

closedtleseasonafierasetquotaofbearswastakenasinsoneoflerstates. Problems

associatedwiththissystemwerebroughttmbyotlers,suchasthetaldngofmoresmallbearsor

sowswithcubsbecauseofthemrlmowntimefactorandfaimessinallocatingharvesttime.

Allagreedthattheywouldnotdropoutofbearhmrtingeveniftlewaitingtimeforaharvesttag

was considerably longer than the current wait, as long as they were able to participate in a hunt.

SEASONS

Somewerebotheredtlnttheycouldnotbeinthewoodswiththeirdogsduringthefirstfivedays

oftheseasonintleU.P., otlersthoughtitwasagoodwaytolimit conflict.

Participants disagreed about what type ofseason would work best Some prefemed a combined

season for all hunt types; others would rather have overlapping or separate hunt periods for bait

and dog hunters.

I-Iavingalongseasonwasveryimportant,andnonewerewillingtosettleforfewerdayssotlnt

seasons couldbeseparate.

APHICA'IION mocrss

Most had problems obtaining participation permits and would like to have a participation permit

sentiftleydidnotreceiveaharvesttag

Sonewereresemfiflthatfleyhadmobtainaparficipafionpermitwlenothertypesofhurrtersdid

not.

AllweredistrustingoftheMDNRsuseoflicensedollars. Mostwouldnotopposethe

participationperrnitfeeiftleythoughtthemroneywas goingintobearresearchinsteadoftl'e

"general fund".

Mosthadconsideredclnnging, orknewsomebodywhohadclnnged, their social securitynumber

on their application fomn to have a better clnnce of receiving a harvest permit. None admitted

to actually doing this.

Somewereinfavorofanormefimdableapplicationfeeorahigherlicensefeeonthebasistlnt
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it would limit tle number ofnonhmrters who applied Others did not want to have more money

going to the MDNR or were womied tlnt higher or nomefundable fees would nnke hunting a

"rich nnn's" sport

Participants did not have a problem with having to obtain a pack registration for their dogs.

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE MDNR

There was an overall distrust in the MDNR's use of money on appropriate projects.

Participants were concerned tlnt tlere were not enough conservation oflicers in the field to

enforce hunting regulations.

Some were vaguely familiar with bear research being done and most had positive comments.

Only one participant had a positive impression ofMDNR biologists; others would like MDNR

biologists to consider bear hunters a source of infomnation on bear hunting instead of just

checking them for licenses.

INFORMATION AND FDUCATIONS

Current hunter education for young hunters was thought to be irndequate for teaching gun use and

safety.

Most had not participated in any workshops on hunting.

Some were current or past members of bear hunting organimtions.

Participants had mixed responses about the representativeness of bear hunting organimtions, but

most were familiar with ttem and agreed tlnt the organimtions, overall, were beneficial to bear

hunting through providing leadership and informntion sources.

AllagreedtlntmeremeetingswithbearhmrterswouldimprovetheWNR'smderstandingof

whatisactuallygoingonintlewoods.

Newspapersandbearhurrting fiiendswereusedfor infomnation aboutbearandbearhunting.

AnhereaseduseofmwspapemarflmngadnesbyfleNflDNRfmmmfislfingmfommfimabom

bearissueswas suggestedfor improved communication tobearhunters.

FUTUREOFBEARANDBEARHUNTING

Participantsdidnotagreeonthestatusofthebearpopulation; somethoughttlntitwas

drastically decreased while others were sure it was increasing

Availability offood was considered more responsible for bear numbers than any changes in bear

hunting regulations.

Mostmreconcemedabomtteeffectsoffleanhnalnglrtsmeveneruonhmming

Somewerewoniedaboutcommereial guidinganditsimpactsonbearhtmting.

Most were aware ofcurrent legislation to limit bear hunting and some had written letters to
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rewspapers or public oflicials.

Participantsthoughttlnt hurrterethicsneededtobe improvedtoensurethe firttneofbearhmrting.

Use of collars for radio-tracking dogs was not considered an unethical use of equipment.

Participants thought tlnt the problems associated with this equipment were mninly due to a

misunderstanding in how tle collars were being used
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WBaitGroIp-Iowlevel ofBearHrninngperience

 

 

 

       

Participlls

# yrs. III! uni).

lst yr: bear bear # hear In! over of hear

# city sex III“ lutd den w/dogs hit organ.

1 Bark River m 1992 1 0 no yes no

2 Wallace m 1992 1 0 no yes no

3 Rapid Rivr m 1992 l 0 no yes no

4 Hermarrsvil m 1992 1 1 no yes no

5 Escarnba m 1990 2 0 no yes no

6 Daggett m 1992 l 0 no yes no

7 Wells m 1992 1 0 no yes no

ii Stephenson m 1990 l 1 no yes no  
 

INVOLVEMI‘NTINBEARHUNTING

Allhadjustrecentlybegtmbearhtmting Mostbeeaneinterestedinbearhmrtingfiomseeing

fiiendsorrelativesbearhmrtorlelpingsomeorebait. Otlerslnddecidedtotakeupbearhmrting

asachangeofpacefiomotlertypesofhrmting

Nbststartedbaitingassoonasitwaslegalintl'efall. Somewouldonlyspendvreekends

attendingtotlebaitwhileotherswentalmosteveryday.

Scouting activities before the baiting season were fairly limited for most participants.

Lbstspentmmoretlnnaueekorsostockpilingbaits;however,theydidsuggesttlntthey

muldbespendingmoretimeatthatinthefirtmebecausetheyfomrdtleydidmthaveadequate

suppliestolasttl'eseason.

Bearhmrfingwasmtflemesthnpomammcreafionalacfivitymanyoffleparfidpmns,butsome

preferredflesofimdeofflemodsdmingbearseasonoveroflerhmningseasms.

SonehadmgafivewmmnsabomhmrfingbearwiflrdogsflntvmrebasedmniMymrmem

fimnoderhmnembrnmestwerefamlyaccepfingofitasanaltemnfivemetled

Althoughalllndusedonlybaittohuntbear,somestatedthattleywouldbeinterestedinusing

dogstohuntbearintlefirture.

HUNTER SATISFACTION

Participants found tle following aspects ofbear hunting created a satisfying experience: spending

time inthewoods, observingvvildlife withouttlembeingdisturbed, thechallenge, observingthe

belnvior of bear and other wildlife, the peacefulness of tle woods, anticipation of hearing

movement, thethrill ofharvestingabear, swappingstories withotl'erhunters, beinginthewoods

in the fall.

Thetopthreemostsatisfyingelementsofbearhuntingwere: beinginflewoodswatchingbears

andtheir habits, arrdlnrvesting a bear.
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AIIDOATIONOFHARVFBTTAQ

Havingastablebearpopulationwastl'eonlybenefittohavingalimitedentrysystemtlntwas

mentioned

Cheating was considered a serious problem with a limited entry system Some were concened

about anti-hunters and nonhunting fiiends or relatives applying for the harvest tags.

Having to wait for long periods of time for a harvest tag was also a problem associated with

having limited entry.

Somewereconcemedtlntwithawaitingtimeforatagmoresmnllbearswerebeingtaken

beeausehunterswerelesswillingtowaitforabiggerbearandtaketlechanceofnotgettinga

bear.

MostdidnotmrstflemeflrodsusedbyfleMDNRtoobtainmfomnfionabomflebear

population for setting harvest quotas.

Afewwerevaguelyfamiliarwithapointpreferencesystemasitisusedinwestemstates;more

were familiar with a random lottery.

Afierdiscussingtheprosandconsofpoirrtpreferenceandrandomlottery,allthoughttlntthe

point preference system was a better choice; however, most would only be satisfied waiting 3-4

yearstogetalnrvesttag

SEASONS

ThefivedayswithoutdogsatthestartoftlefirsthuntperiodintheUP.wasconsideredtoo

short.

Mostfleuglfiflntdoghmfiemweregemrallymemnecessfiflflrmbaitemsodoghmfiem should

lnve ashorterseason.

Trainingdogsupmrtilttestartoftlefirsthmrtperiodwasmtapproved; mostthoughttlntbear

muldnotcomebacktoanareaforseveraldaysoncetheyhadbeenchasedbydogs.

Conflictbetweendogandbaithunterswastleughttobeaseriousproblemandcouldbebest

handled by keeping the groups as separate as possible.

Sepmateseasomwemfavoredevenwhenflenmnberofhmmmgdaysmeachseasonwas

shortened to 2-3 weeks as long as bait hunters were allowed to hunt first.

APPIICATION PROCESS

Some thought tlnt the application fomn were too comrplicated Suggestions for improving the

systemwemmsendpreprimedfommmfleseappficamswlehadpreviouslyappfied

Anonrefundable application fee forthe price of a license orhigher was considered a good idea,

nninlybecause it would limitthenurnber ofpeopletlnt applied forapermrit but did not intend

tohunt 'Iheydidnotregardthecostasabarriertoparticipationbecausetheythoughttlntotl'er

expenses associated with hunting were much higher.
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Participation permits for doghunters were considered unnecessary for those tlnt were not handling

the dogs and just going along on the hrmt.

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE MDNR

Participants were unfamiliar with research being done by the MDNR on black bear.

Some stated that tle MDNR should involve hunters more in helping to estimnte bear numbers.

Conservation officers were thought to be enforcing the laws fairly well. Some had regative

comments about situations involving conservation officers, while otters had positive comrrents.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

Somewerenembersofhuntingorganizations,butnonewerenembersofabearhmrting

organization or were very familiar with any.

Bearorganimtionswerethoughttorepresentbearhmrtingingereral,eventhoughbaithunters

werenotalargepartoftheseorganimtions.

Unclear bear hunting rules and regulations were a problem for mnny. A lack of conmrunication

on the part of the MDNR for clnnges in regulations was thought to be responsible.

Bearworkshops and regional meetings were considered good potential methods ofcommunicating

informntion to bear hunters.

The focus groups were thought to be an effective way of getting informntion from hmrters.

Somehadexperienced problems ingettingintouch with individuals atthelVDNRwhocould

answeranyqrestionstlnttleymnyhaveaboutbearorbearhmrting

Participants received most oftheir information about bear and bear hunting fiomtle hunting guide

with little informntion coming fiom newspapers, or mngazines. Some infomnation was obtained

fiom fiiends, but overall, participants considered bear hunters a secretive group who did not share

mmch informntion
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FUTURE OFBEARAND BEARHUNTING

Most felt that the bear population was stable or growing. Fluctuations in the number ofbears seen

byhmrterswerethoughttobearesultofchangesinbearhabits orhabitatandnotnecessarilydue

to more bear.

Bear nuisance and how it should be dealt with was a problem that participants did not agree on

Some believed tlnt nuisance bears should be live-trapped and moved, while others wanted

propertyownerstohavetlerighttoshootmrisancebearifreeded

Aninnl riglrtists were not considered a serious problem; however, one participant did recount an

argument vvithananimnl rightistontheethics ofhtmting.

Participants agreed that nonhunters who have an interest in black bear should have a say in how

bear are mnrnged, but some thought tlnt experienced hunters have more knowledge tlnn

nonhunters about bear.

Allagreedthathurrtersmustlearntoorganizetlemselvestoprotecthmtingfortlefinmeandpm

their differences aside. Fighting among hunters was recognized as a big problem for hunting
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WMtGrmp-Iighlevel ofBearHIIIing Experience

  

 

 

       

Participlm

# ya. III! nerd;

lst yr: hem" bear # beer but over of beer

# city sex laud M urea w/rbgs hit organ

1 Cedar Rivr m 1960 20 7 no no no

2 Wallace m 1977 15 3 no yes no

3 Vulean m 1965 17 0 no yes no

4 Bark River m 1980 16 3 no yes no

5 Bark River In 1978 15 2 no yes no

6 Rapid Rivr m 1945 6 2 no no no

7 Manistique m 1960 25 9 no yes no

8 Spalding m 1985 8 3 no yes no  
INVOLVEMENTINBEARHUNTING

Nbststmtedhmmngbearbeeateeofexposmetobearwhfleomhmmngofleranmnls.

Sonestanedwiflrfamflymembersmndottersbeganwiflrfiiendsoralore.

Manyspendallyearinvolvedinsomeaspectofbearhmrting,fiomcollectingbaitthroughouttle

winterto scoutingbearthroughoutthe springandsmnmer.

Collecting bait was a very time consuming activity for some participants and resulted in large

stockpiles of foods fiom various sources.

Orly two of the participants considered bear hmrting tleir most important recreatiornl activity,

but others considered it important

Manyusedabowtohuntbear;oreparticipantcommentedthatlereedabowtohmtdeer,but

didnot feel confident usingabowtohunt bear.

Noreuseddogstohmrtbearandiftleycouldnotbaitfleyworfldstalkbearasopposedtousing

dogs. Some conrrnents about hunting with dogs were regative; however, most supported the

rights ofhmrterstousetleirmethodofcleiceaslongastleyobeyedtlehuntingnrles.

HUNTFRSATISFACIION

Tleaspectsofbearhmrfingthatmndeforasafisfyingexperiemeheltxied: harvestinganimnls,

slnringtheexperiencewithldds, beingintlewoodsalore,e)qreriereingbearscomingcloseto

you,scortinganmeaforbearfialdngpictmesandobservingwfldlifefiepersmnlchallengeof

hmrtingalesserhmrtedaninnl,andstudyingbearbelnvior.

Tlenrostirnportantaspectswere: beingintlewoods,observingwildlife,andharvestingbears.
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AILOCATION OF HARVEI‘ TAE

When participants were asked about tle positive and negative aspects of limiting the number of

lnrvest tags, nest responded with negative comments.

Many participants said tlnt there is an equitability problem in allocating harvest tags; hunters

living in bear areas should have preference over those who do not

Somevvereconcerredabomflecheafingflntnfigtnoccmmalmfitedemysystem Clnnging

tlenumbersinyoursocialsecmitynmnberwasbroughtup,andoreindividtnladmittedttnthe

hadgottenaharvesttageveryyearbyusingthisnetled

Nonresident hunting licenses for bear were considered unfair to resident hunters, and some thought

tlnt they sleuld be eliminated

Ttemninconcmnfmusmganaflocafimsystemappearedmbeoverflemefledsusedfor

collecting infomrntion on bear. Most considered the data irndequate for conectly estimnting the

mrmberofbearthatcouldbelnrvested

On tle positive side, some recognized tlnt tle bear population could be improved by limiting the

mrmberofbearharvested, ifdorecomectly.

Halfhadleardoftlepointpreferencesystemasitisusedinotherstatesforallocatingharvest

tags. Ttese wle were familiar with the point preference system had positive comments about its

use inotierstates.

After discussing both tle point preference and random lottery system, mest tleught tle point

preference system was a better choice.

Participants focused much mere on tle equitablility aspects (i.e. norrresidents and preference to

tleselivinginbearareas) ofharvesttagalloeationtlnnwithtletypeofsystemttntsl'euldbe

used

NbstwerewillingtowaitZ-3yearsforaharvesttagandstillremainsatisfiedwithbearlmnting

Alongervvaitof5-6yearswasconsideredmsatisfaetory,butnestrepmtedtlnttl'eyprobably

wouldnotquitbearhunting

SEASONS

I-IalfappliedforttefirsthmrtperiodinttererPeninsula,sotleycouldhmrtchiringtlefirst

fivedayswitleuttlerebeingdogsintlemods. Theotherhalfwhoappliedfortlesecond

periodreportedttntbyapplyinginthesecondperiodtteyhadabetterchanceofgettingatag,

arrdtotlemtlntwasmoreimportanttlnnhuntingwitleutdogs.

Allagreedtlntitwasimportarrttohavetleoptionofapplyingforaperiodtlntlnssornedays

whendogscan'tbeused Sometleughttlntfivedayswasretereughtimeandtlnt lOdays

wouldbemerefair.

Noreoftheparticipantspreferredhavingaslerterseason, evenifitmeanttlntmeretnrvesttags

would be available.
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Somewouldliketheseasontobemevedtoaweekorsolaterintheseasonsotheywerenot

competingwithanabundanceofberriesandotlernaturalfoods.

Some likedtl'e idea ofsplittingtl'e seasonto have slerter, separate hunt periods for bait and dogs,

but they thought it would be a problem due to the majority of hunters being baiters.

APPUCATIONPKXES

Theapplication deadlirewasthoughttobetoo late inthe year, with littletimetoplanahunt for

tlesetlntweresuccessfirlatreceivingatag.

Some had problems obtaining application fomns due to a shortage in availability of tle form or

an ireonvenient location

Allweremncceptingofanomefimdableapplieationfeeontlebasisthattheydidrettrusttle

MDNRtouse mereyproperly. Theyreportedthat iftlreykrrewthe meneywas beirrgsperrt on

eitler tle cost of running the application system or bear research, then they would not have any

problem with paying a nonrefundable fee.

Some participants tleught raising the application fee would help discourage low interest hunters

fiomapplying, brnmestconsideredflrismrfamtolowermeomehmnerswlemnyretbeableto

afford a higher application fee.

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE MDNR

TIere was also an overall mistrust in the MDNR's ability to nnke good nnrngenent decisions

regarding tle bear population and bear hunting

Nbstsaidflntmemywasflemefivafingfaambelfirenmngenemdecisiommderflnnfle

goodoftleresomeeorresourceusers.

Conservation officers were tleught to be doing a good job, overall.

NbsthadheardofsomebearresearchbeingdoneinMichiganbutnestoftheirinformntionwas

basedonwlnttheyhadheardfiomotherhmrters. Details aboutactualresearchwassketchyat

bestarrdaflwereskepticalabouttlequalityoftl'eresearch Allagreedtlntmereresearchwas

needed, and meney sleuldbe earmarked fortlnt prmpose.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

All agreed tlnt tle MDNR sleuld spend merey on educational programs to improve tle public's

krewledge of wildlife issues.

Noreweremembersofabearhuntingorganimtion,andthosewhohadheardofanyofthese

organizations considered them interested prinnrily in dog hunting All agreed tlnt these

organimtions were good for bear hunting in general despite tteir concentration on dog hunting

issues.

Informntion about bear and bear hunting was obtained mninly fiom otler hunters. Magazines

wereusedsorrewhatandrewspapersverylittle.
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Participants recommended having mere informntion about bear and bear hunting available at the

district offices when they picked up application forms

AllthoughttlntthefocusgrorrpswereagoodwaygettinginfonnationtotleMDNRandthey

wouldalsobeinterestedinattendingmereneetings.

EUTUREOFBEARANDBEARHUNTING

Nbsttleughttlnttlebearpopulationwasincreasingarxlsometleughtlimitingtlenmnberof

bearharvestedwasresponsibleforthisincrease. Mostreportedseeingrrnnybearoverthepast

year. OrehrdividrnlgressedflntflemwemmemflnnS0,000bearmfleUpperPerfinsula

Some had experienced confrontations with animal rights groups, and all were concened about tle

dannge they were doing to hunting. Some brought up pro-active strategies to deal with the

problem such as educating school-age children and using positive messages about hunting

Nonhunter involvement in bear management was thought to be a problem; mest considered

renhunters to have little krewledge of bear and bear hunting issues.

TIemsportsmnn—likeactionsofhmrterswasaconcem,andallagreedtlnthrmtersmmstdoa

better job at policing themselves. They tleught that, overall, bear hunters were mere likely to

conme with hunting regulations tlnn other types of hunters.
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APPENDIX VI

Pilot survey
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*** 1993 OpitimSuveyofMdiganBearHuners ***

I. lemmhwmhm

IbwinveyouparficipatedhrbeariuninginMdrigan?(Geckme).

IHAVEWBEARWBNWIOWYHARVETABEAR IGOIDQUB‘IWZ]

IHAVEIUI‘RHEVEDAHARVETTAOBUTIHAVECWMMWAMHINLJMMWZII

IHAVENEVRBE-NG‘IABEARHUNTNMO'HGAN...MMWZSI

Ibwnnnybears,ifany,haveyoupasanllyharvestedhrhfidfiganordseflm?

BEARS

Wyeardidyoufirstgohrmtingspecificallyforbearsinhfidfigan?

W19

Ammmmmmfimmumrm. Sireedenaboutewmryyearsmyw

hmtedbearineachoftiefollowingues? (Plenarefertotlemapofwchign)

Map of Michigan

mmmmmm

mmmmmm

mmmemmm

YEARSONDRWISUM)

Sincel980, whatpereentofyourbearhmtinghasbeerrspentusingeach

oftiefoilowingmetieds?

Aawr %oenmmtmmmrmsmmovmm

Am %ornrsmlmmmrmmrsrmmovmmm

Aaour %ornrsmlsxrovarm

Am_%osnrsmtusmommneosmrmvmoooscam

 

 

 

Inthelast3bwsasae(l990-l992)lewmybeusifmy,lnw)mpusanllydummgdefoimhg

nededs(donotheludewumdedbearsdntwuerureuiewd)?(&elemmba)

WW

ooosnmrwurasrmmovmmm

DocsmArwareNorsrAmovmm

srrrmoovauwr

outermormvowmooocsoaam‘)C
O
C
O

r
—
i
—
I
—
d
—
I

N
N
N
N

“
W
W
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unawambgwmmwammrm fl

7. Murmadidwuqrplyforaharvesttaginthis4yearpaiod?(Cireleallthatappiy)

r990 r991 1992 1993 . ‘ _ .

8. Howrmnytimes,ifany,did)oureceiveainrvesttagindris4yearfimepaiod?(Cireleaemmea)

0 l 2 3 4 .

9. Thefolenghbkadsiewymmbwhmfingpacficsinwchmgdshmhuveamgsmlhnhedm1990.

IDidtieclnrgeinl990carseyoum: I (Circleodyone)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

amnemneokuserorrumm YE no

WMWG’DAYSYGJHANTOMBFARWINAW YE m

WIT-{EMOFDAYSYOUSPDDBEARHIMINGNAW YE m

BEWIMYTOWTHEHRSTIEGALBEARYwm-L YE m

aamkasancnvemmmemosmmvwsuoor. YE m

mmmmmmmmm YE no

WLESMEEIEINBEARHUNTING. YE no

DEWEMYIOVIGATEBEARWWAW YE M)

BEWIMYTOHIREABEARWW YE m

ammvwoommmmwrm YE m

amnewmrrwmmam YE m    
 

10. DidyouhmrtbeerinMdrigandwingl992?(Geckonc)

__m...[.mrmmarll]

_Yl§...FY3,pleasechelededaysMyouhmmdbeudefigandmingl992

SEPTEMBER 1992 OCTOBE 1992
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15.

16.

202

In the last 3 bear seasons (1990-1992), did you pay any individuals to assist you in any part of bear hunting?

(Greek one)

_NO [mmmmgummlt’]

YE

12. Ifyeginmidryearsdidyoupaysomaoreforassistaree?(Cireleore)

1990 1991 1992

13. Wkindofbearhmtingassistareedidtheyprovidetoyou? (Geckallthatapply)

SETGIFBAITSFCRME

WWWMMETOHUNI‘WTIEIRDOGS

WWW”

WANARFAKRWTOEMNTGIWIN

O‘I‘HER(H.FASE EXHAIN):

l4. Whichoftheseyearsdidyoukillabear’? (Circleorechoice)

[Drum

1990 1991 1992 mam

1990-92

hdem5ym,whidrofflefolbwhghmingneded(s)doyouhuaemmemhmubwsinMidrigm?

(Cieckallthatapplytoyou)

DOGSTHATARESTARTEDOVEBAIT

NGS'IHATARENOI'STAKIHJOVEBAIT

WOVEN

ammuormvmcoooscam

IDOWTHANCNHUNHNGBFARSNMIGHGANINTHENEXFSYFARS.

mm

MWisbwhnfingbymmedbodutypesofmeafimMympmfidpahhadrs

fidfingwmhggmdafinghfldngbggingcmedfiwmemeodumofhwfingnamkaflyme)

BEAR HUNTING [3...

“WWWmmwnvmmrl PARTIGPATE IN.

ONECFH‘IEWEWTANFWTWLACUVHTETHATIPARTIGPATEM

WWWMWANYOUHWUMWWTIPARHGPATEW.

LES mmrrwmsronnmmnwr. ACTIVITIE THATI PARTICIPATE IN.

__NOI'ATAILWTANTTOME.
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II. WHAT MAKE BEAR HUNTING SATISFYING?

l7. Howirnportantareeachofttefoilowingasreasonswhyyoumuldgobearhunting? Pleasecirclethenmnber

foreachreasondntbestsiewshowimpatamyoutiunkitis.(Circlenmnber)

 

t '5lfibvv.’ “ouldthisbeasareasonwhyyounouldgobear

tomovmrmoamrmr

mosuwmmouvmrgsaroouoasmessmnw

romovusrmwsuoormcsxms

memormmmomooos

roeeasrecessr-uuummAmoETABL-‘AR

mmmmmmmmm

root-:umonrvoumawr

tomovnrammemorammmmmc

rommrewnnmmmv

romovusnromnuurmosrmrstadmmrmc

marmosmmrmoxomousm

momorsmmmmmamooesmmam I

mmmwmrmmr—ms I
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is. Plasedmiewmflradrofdmefidashflmmmfisfidimfifibarhnfingbymfingeadrd

themfiornltos. Use'l'fortienestimpamfictormd'S'fordeleastimpamfactor.

mammomwmvmmmmmmmwnumm

HAVNGAIMBFARHIMMSEASON

NOTHAVMTOWAH‘MANYYEARSKJRABFARHARVETPERMIT

MVMAVEYMGMGWABEAR

WTOOWWAMDINWHATPARTGTIESTATEIHUNF

l9. OvaflLhowsafisfiedamymMflryumbeuhmfingOppaunfifiesdefiganNGedcuflyae)

vary3mm

marsmart-r)

Nt-rmar SATIS-IED NOR orssmsr-rm

Stu-mm Drssmsnr-r)

__ vr-mr Dias/mm
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III. YOUROPINIG‘JSABOUTBEARHUNTINGANDTHEMIGITGANDNR

 

Please review the following informadon before proceeding anyfurtherwiththe

survey.

0 Prior to 1990 hunters could purchase a bear license and hunt in'any part of the state

open to bear hunting.

0 Under the new system, hunters apply for a harvest tag by selecting a hunt period within

one of eight management units located in the Upper and northern Lower Peninsulas.

0 Harvest tags are issued through a drawing that has varied slightly each year since

1990.

0 The chance of being drawn for a bear harvest tag in 1993 was about 1 in 3. .This is

because there were bear hunter applicants and only harvest tags.

0 The number of harvest tags available is determined by DNR biologists based on the bear

population, bear habitat and human needs. For 1993 the harvest goal is 1000 bears.  
 v

20. Pmmmmyouaguudimgwmdefouowingmm(dmkaemdubea

represartsyormopinionforeachstatururt)

I SA'STWYAGIIE A-Am E-NOI‘m D‘DBAGGE m-smvm I

IAMWTTIEMIGEGANWRHASMWMADONWTHEBEAR

 

WWWWYWEDWMANYBEARSTOHARVEINMGHGAN SA A E D so

FAGiYFAR.

INSHTEG‘WTTIEYSAY,TIBMWRLMTEHIEEMRVETGBEARSMEBEAIE

(FWPRESURETHANWG’WEVMG’AW SA A E D S)

BEARKJHMTIM

 

ITRUSTHEDNRTOFARLYWTHEMEEISOFWWWSTM

WWW SA A E D S)

 

MDNRWGVEMIGHGANRWSTHATUVENGKNFARBFARWATA

WMWNAHARVETTAGWWM. SA A E D S)

 

MDNRemcrvsmoaarm—mxmmammAmvasrrAc WWING.

 

TIEDNRWRDGVEYOIMHLNIESULMYRSAGREATEGMNCENAWVET

TAGDRAWM. SA A E D S)

 

WGMWMMWABEARHARVETTAQUISVEYWTANF

ERLETOGET‘ATAGTHESAWYWASMYHUNIINGPARTNE. SA A E D S)   
 



205

21. Plaxchdednmdmbwmmopmimabunhmfingbwwimwgsamhh.

 

SA'SImYAm A-Am E'I‘DI‘SUIE D-‘DSAm m-WYAM

 

WMYRWMTH),MISWWCRWW

HUNI‘NGBEAROVERBAIT.

SA . A
m .

D

 

ermmmmmormm

 

WWWWMWGWM .
9 6 8

 

MWMWAMWWWWAMWWMT

LSEDOGS.

a 8

 

WMWHWWWWBEWNMIGHGAN  6 9

 

WWYWTED,MISWWCALGIWW

WBEARWI'IHDOGS.

9 > a o B

 

WWWDOGSTAKEMEWMWG’MM

 

Wmmmmmmmormm

 

WWMWAWWWWWAMWWW

  WMWDOGSWWWBEWNW  9
9
9
?

>
>
>
>

6
5
5
6

c
o
c
o

3
9
9
9

 

Mcheckdnmdflbestmmyowofiflon

22. memwmmdbashhfidfimbfinlfibwmgmloflmm

(Clockwork)

_1oouow?

_ABOUTRIGH1?

_momam

_mmrsme

23. Whatdoyouthinkislnppamgmdwblackbearpopuhfimhdwmymlumnnstofimflandtaflymc)

_ssmsmaemmsmc

mmar—zmmmmmm

samsmaamm

rMNOrrm
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IV. YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT BEAR REGULATIONS IN MICHIGAN

24. Pmmmyouammudisppmofmchofdufolwmnwndsfafimimgmcm

ofmmvmdeaduwhhfidfiganmhcbdwawmdmbwmwrophfimfam

mm) - . .

ISA‘SWYAME A'm E‘NOI‘SIIE D'm $13-8va I

Mmmmmmmmmmwmm ASA A E D S)

 

mmmmmmmmmmmmm SA A E D S)

YEARAFIElAfi-ITQLDTAWBEARKIUSHASBEBNIW.

 

mWTMTI-IEWG’BEARWBUTSETAWWTDLMT SA A E D S)

MWGDAYSAVAIIABIETOHLNI'.

 

 
mmmmmmammmmmmm SA A m D so

mmvssramnsmqussornoosmm '  
 

 

Wemmmmmdywwflhdemdbwwm bufordlerarlofdissodonplm

Wdudemq’buhmmkfinfldadrywhhfiddgm

25. MidlofdwfollmvingmwmtldymbesafisfiedMHGmkadym)

MWTOBESAWIWDHAVETOGETABEARHARVBTTAONMGHGAN:

_Evmvvm

_Armsrausvm\'2mns

Armmmnmns

Armmmv4mns

Armmmvsvmns

Armmmvémns

Armmavmv'lmns

I'MNOI‘SIRE

26. WkfinmywmflmmmawamgbdmywmflQmapplyEghm?

(Mariya!)

IWOUIDQUTTAPPLYMRXKAHARVETTAGNMIFIHADTOWAH‘.

_M)RETHAN2YB\RS

__masmm3mns

_mRE1HAN-lvmzs

_masnm$mns

_mRETHAN6YEARS

_M0R£mAN7vmns

_Iwom.ooommuammvsvmmmumwm

_I'MNOTSURE
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mmMnmmmm

 

 

berrigmovathethymtheproPortiono/‘hm wintrgabeaonthewazgeis:

I ortoflohminthelowaibdra'da

. ‘2ouof101mamuewpamda

3odof10huasonmklad.   
27. mmmmmwazmofmmwommmmummmmagmwwa,

whatisthelodeforhamsfingawayoumuldbesafisfied widnintheamthatyoulnm‘?

(Quackmlyonc)

FORMENBESAWIWDWANTUEWMIEKRMWWBEWIBSW:

IOUI‘G-‘IOHUNIHISHARVEI‘ABEAR

ZOUI‘WIOHUNIHISHARWABEAR

3OUI‘G-‘IOWHARVEI‘ABPAR

4OUI'G‘IOWHARVBI’ABEAR

SMG’IOWHARVEI'ABFAR

_mmrm

 

 

 

 

 

     

WWMIOMMRMGANBMW

WWII! MW” mum” mama

Whae (hypothermia WW WW WW

Minnie

When SeptIo-OdZI quIS-Ocr26 34117-qufiad Squid-Sq!“

0di-0d7

Wind-ads Mdogsinwoorb Anfmofboa' Alduyordyfiom 11”]me

endowed mushy WW 0:11-0:17 WW

 

28. Mkanatsydanwhaadoghdasadbdtsiflasdmnmhmmmisdnmm

puioddntyouwouldbesafisfiedwidlfadiemflntyouhmuflamkaflyme)

RRMETDBESAIISFEIWmu-IBHIMMTUBBATLEASR

O'IHER(PI£ASESPECIFYDAYS

7 DAYS (momma 1 W).

9 DAYS(mm2 WEI-Icarus).

16 DAYS(mm3 mos).

23 DAYS(mm4W).

_30 DAYS (mom 5 WW).

_37 DAYS (INCIJJDING 6 mm).

_44 DAYS (INQDDING 7 mm).

I'MNOTSURE

 



29.

30.

31.
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dehutpaiodfordoghrmswasomplddy memdchutpaiodforotlwbea-quas(eg, ba't

Mammy,whatisdnshatcsthmnpuioddiatyoumddbesafisfieduddfl(amkmflyaw)

WSB’ARATEIMNTWIWDBESAWFMWWWASATIEASD

7DAYS(mc1melwm<m)).

9DAYS(ma.wm02wr-1-:Knms).

16DAYS(ma.me3 WEECENDS).

7.3 DAYS(ma.UDmG4wa-xa~ms).

_30DAYS(mou)moswma-:ms).

_37 DAYS(M1DING6WE~E<ENI)S).

__44DAYS(mammG7wu'-J<Ems).

__OfllER(Pl£ASESPECII-YDAYS ' ).

_l‘MNOI‘SURE

V. WHATTRADE-OHS “OULD YOU (HOSE?

MW-mlwetowdtmwofflymfwehavataghm. ' . I

RamnbuingManmflymmdeanofmylommfidlyhamabthdfigm

wuddwudnmcmwahanadfifiaulymrmmdwammgifmdmmfahawsfingabwwas

hmsodtoanyofthcfollowing?(01¢d<onlyone)

IWDGKXJSETOWAHANADDIHONALYBARE’MYSUIBSRAIEWIO:

_4ouror=10

_Sour0F10

__6ouror10

_7ouror-‘10

_masmAN7ouror=lo

_ImwrammwacmmmmmmmrmwawmnmA

BEAR.

_mnorrszm£

Rumnberingtlntdlemmberofdaysinalumtperiodmgefiom7m4l,\muldwudioosemmitom

addifiaulyeartoreodveahancstlagifflremmbaofdayshymrhmpaiodwashusaredbyanyofd'ie

following: (Omkonlyonc)

IWDGIOOSEIOWMTANADDWONALYEAREMYHUNTWWASWBY:

_3 DAYS (INCLUDING l wean-n3)

_ 7 DAYS (momma ONE mm)

_10 DAYS (mmJDmG TWO WEEKDJDS)

_ 16 DAYS (mcwomc 11M}: wmqus)

_Immwmmmmmmmmmmmmormvsusmm

___I'MNOTSURE
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32. AsbearhmtingmgulationsaredaignedforMchigandmaregoingtohavembeu'ado-offs. Inyouropinion,

hmnmchimpomnoeshwlddicDNRasigntocachofdlcfollowingindtcuado-ofl‘proows?

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Very Somewhat Not NotSure

I-Iowimportantareeadlofdmcfictors? Important Important Important Impatam

A WWMW l 2 3 ’ 4 _ S

mmswooDs ’

B mammmnon 1 2 3 . 4 s

C 'mucmorsaAsoNS l 2 3 4 5

D mmormnsuummswmpoa l 2 3 4 S

ADEARHARVESTW

E mANCESDFGmmGABm l 2 3 4 5

(SUDCESSRATES)

F mmaaoosemnmorm 1 2 3 -4 5

TOHUNI‘IN

G mmmoosewrmmm 1 2 3 4 5       
33. Offinabovefactorgpleascidattifyflle3mostirnportanttoyoubypmfingdieletteroffllefaaormthe

appropriatelinebclow.

WIMPORTANT WWWANT mnmsrnmmr

WhymMmeeM/ordloodbgbarlavdminm

I MMWWW I RAMOMLOHEIYum. I

 

- Appflarnrwdvepoirssemhywduthzy 0 Aflrppfioanhavemeqrdduaofbdrg

Mforahavartugaddomlgdorc~ rhuvnforahavatugedyanevarfdzy

mswoanfrltheprwiorsyear

- Appfiaacwidrthenmtpoirnreodveluvat

rags/bmbruflqrpficanwiflgdaluvat - meerahuvnanflrymm

mwmyytheykeqzmbg duzismgrumofrhzywmevabemn

0 WWwdn’rgfineforehavertag - Mduaqudrgmnforaluvatrqadr

dqraetontlemntaofpanitrisswdad yoa'dqraukondemofluvattqs

(hemofhruastlquly avdkfleardthcmq'luuasdum

a Onoeqqfiaangdahavatagfiha'rpoirc

gobaflrtozero   
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35.

36.
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IfflleaverageamomuoffimeywhavetowaitforaharmtaghwdfiganisZto3yeas,mldyouprefer

finpointprefamsystanordtcmndomlpttaysystemfldwokaflyme)

IfdwavemgeamomfioftirmywlnvetomitforaharmmginMichiynisltoliyeas,wouldyouprefer

dnpointpmfamcesystanorlhemndanloaaysystanflaiedtaflyme)

__ImmmPomer=mSYSIm

_Ima=mm-:RAmonnawSYSIm

_B'l‘HE-RSYS’IDAISAGE’I‘ABLE

_mmrm

MkmoppuumhymwllaniduganDNRhmvyoumfldleswbwhnfingmgflmdh

Michigan. Pleasecmmaflmmyspechwhidwoufedmaifialfmdwflfllmousiduasdwysafinn

regulationsandplansforallocatingbearharmtags
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VI. SOURCESOFBEARHUN'IINGINFORMA’IION

yesornoforeachquestion)

The followingtableasksaboulmmmand involvarmt wimbwhmtingorganizations inMichigan.(Circle

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

     

An youma Have you ever been

numberof dis an officer in dis

orgarization? organimfion?

YES NO YES m

YES NO YE m

YES m YES M)

WMICHIGAN YES m YB YES NO YB m

HamASSOOATIONI

MIG-IIGAN (1)04 HUNIEISI YES M) m YES m YE m

MIG-IIGAN MW HUNIEIS YES m YES YES NO YE m

ASSOGATION

U.P. BEAR HOUNDSMBI YES m Y3 Y3 m Y3 m

ASSOCIATION

MIG-IIGAN UNITED YES NO YES YES NO YES m

WVA'IION CUJBS

(MUG?)  
 

38.

Infomuion Sou-De

MAGAHNES l

M i

 

NEWAPBIS

 

TELEVISION

1

l
 

HUNIING (RGANIZA’IIWmm _

 

FRIBIDS

 

MWYIES

 

mmnmoume

 

  CHEER (EXPLAIN):  N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

 w
w
u
w
u
w
w

 #
#
h
#
v
§
h
h
#

 
 

Hownmdldoyoumednfollowingmfainfannfimmbwardbearhmfinfi Circlethemnba'dlatbrst

describeshowmnchyoumeeadmm

aw Sousa-s
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Winfonnationmddyouliketohaveabombearandbearhmfingdmisnotaumflyavaihblemyou?

 

 

 

 

 

mummwmummmmmmwammorwmmmm

andbcarhmtinguaieckonlyone)

_veryintensted

_modcratelyinterested

___slightlyintaested

___notatallinwrecled

VII. DISCRII’IIVE INFORMATION

Simemwon'tkmwyommmdiefolbudngmpasaulquestimsdmfillhelpusdeccribelhepeoplewhoare

involvedinbearhunting

41.

42.

43.

45.

46.

Whatisyourage? years

Wisyom'gendcfl(01eckone)

male female

Whatmdiehighestgndelevelymcunpletedhsdioolflamkaflyme)

______gradeschool

__somehighschool

__completedhighschool

_ . l ..

_somecollege

_completedcollege

_gmduateorpmfeasiomlschool

What county do you live in? county

Since 1990, have you gone hunting for any ofthe following: (Check all that apply)

whitetail deer

elk

rabbits

game birds (e.g, grouse, pheasant)

water fowl

Doyou cunmtlyowndogsthatyouuse inbearhunting?

no yes
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APPENDIXVII

Summary ofchmges based on [flat survey merits
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Summary of Changes Based on Pilot Survey Results

Identified by question number on survey and responder! umber from [£10thqu

5.

6.

8.

10.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

using gun and how -9

sitting over bait with gun, sitting over bait with bow -9

Did not answer this question -6

Delete "plan to h ", change to "spent" -11

Room for comments under box -9

Skipped some of the questions -1

Room for cormnents under box -13

"More likely to violate baiting regulations" -20

Didnotansweranyquestions inthebox-hedid not receiveatag-Zl

Wrote in "one week for LP. and the week ofbow only" - "asked why this question. " -4

Answeredthiseventhoughhedidnotuseaguide-32

Answeredthiseventhoughhedidnotuseaguide-lo

sitting over bait with gun, sitting over bait with how -9

Change "no more important" to "equally as important" -11

"Does not include reasons applicable to do-it-yourself bait sitters"

"Combine shooting skills and hunting skills"

"Add- 'Iheopportmitytoseeabearinhisnatm'alhabitat"

"Add - The challenge of outsrnarting a bear"

"Add a does not apply choice"-13

Heptrta7nexttothefi‘eedomofc1miceitem-36

OnlyansweredZofthequestionsinthebox-M

May be confusing, does each get ranked 1-5 or collectively? 11

Ranked iterm irrconectly -31

Only ranked 2 choices ~24

"I found this question confusing! Not sure how to answer" -8

Ranked items incorrectly -17

"Should not confuse bear hunting opportunity with MDNRbungling ofpermit system" -

l3

"somewhat dissatisfied— can't get a tag -36

"Ask this as a 2-part question - before 1990 and afler1990 -17

Add plural to partner -13

"Trust is confusing - change to think or feel" -8

Why no questions about bow hunting? Break it down into gun, bow and dogs-9



23.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
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Room for comments under this question -35

Checked increasing but wrote comments of decline prior to 1990 -20

Sweessrateisnotimportam-opportmitytoshootoneiswhatcomts-M

Add option of "not important" —8

Put a "3" on the line next to 23'dayS -1

Checked 2 choices -24

Did not answer -1

Did not answer -1

Suggest adding additional option of "Hunting with bear hunting pals more important than

success rate"

"This question is misleading (see survey) -31

Add option of "success rate not important" -8

Asked "how does this relate?"

Did not answer -1

"The season should be shorter not longer" ~20

Put a ? next to this question -4

"Circle the appropriate number for each item" -11

"This question is ambiguous -and these goals are not mutually exclusive as is implied" -

20

Wrote in "in my area" for an item he checked as not important -36

Didnot anweranyquestions inthebox-6

Delete the word "longest" under point prefer. syst. -ll

Didnotfillin3rdmostimportant-l

"Ifthe wait is the same, why do they favor one over the other. You are not informing

them that one will be different from the other. Leave out years wait -11

"Make it clear that the prefer. syst. may include a 3-18 yr wait within a few yrs, and the

system would be locked in forever." -9

Did not answer -1

Wrote in "neither is acceptable" - "I do not favor either of these systems. I favor a data

base approach" (see survey) -36

Did not answer --11, 1

Do you want to include costs oflicenses and hunts here? -11

"One area tlnt is being avoided is how my bears are being wounded and by whom?

I feel this has serious impact on the resource" (See survey for sample question) -9

Didnotansweranyofthesequestions-6



38.
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No room to write what "0 " is.

Personal scouting should be a source. - 11

"Other bear hunters" as a choice -36

"Find out on my own" -24

Didnotansweranyofthesequestions-6

Put a ? next to the "other" option but circled "3" —8

Add "Bear Researchers/Biologists" option -10

Add "My own Experience" option -17
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APPENDIX VIII

Mailing contents for statewide bear Inner survey: Measure, cover letters, and postcard

reninder
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1993 OPINION SURVEY OF MICHIGAN BEARHUNTERS

I YOURHVVOLVEIEVI'HVBMRHIMMWMGHGAN

FbwhaveyouparticipatedinbearhmfinginMidfiganNGreckadyone.) ' . ‘

IC] IHAVEWBEARWBHNGUWTOIMRVETAMIWMWZI

2C1 [HAVENEVEIHADAHARVETTAGBUTIHAVECKNEAUNGWABEARHINR[MIDWII]

JD lHAVENEVEIBm‘ICNABFARHLNTmMIGflGAN.[WMQl/B1mlll

lbwnunybearmemeeyoupusaullylurvestedinNfidfiganordseMrae?

BEAR

Wywdidyoufirstgoluntingspecificallyforbwinhfidfigan?

ABOUTI9

Abearhmtinglicensehasbeenrequiredtohmtbcarsincelm. Sincethenabouthowmanyyearshaveyoulanedflrile

beinglicensedtoharvestabearineachofthefollowingareas? (Pleaserefertothemapbelmv)

masmnmwesrmmm

Since 1980,MmmofthWtMahamngmmmhgeadrofdefoumm

 

 

 

Am %OFNEMIISHDWGSWTWRESIAMEOVHIBAIT.

Am %(FIHETIMEIUSPDDCXISTHATWBKENOTSTARTEDOVEIBAIT.

ABOUT %G-‘IT‘IE‘IIMEISATOVEIBAIT.

ABQII‘ %ormsmltmonmmuoosmrmvmvmamasoam.
 

Mhrsbearadmvirgtoiswbea-Iuvarthsmlm I

 

Didyoureceiveainrvesttagandgobearhmuingstleastmceduinglwo-1992?(Omkonlyone.)

ID Holsrru'mgur-xrrorvlll

ID YES/GONQUES'UONU
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Cheledreyearsdratyoupasanllydraabeumingeadrofdufolbwingmamds. Donotincludewotmdedbearthat

werrotretrieved. Circleyem(s)or"nobear"foreachmethod

W

1990 1991 1992 nom

1990 1991 1992 no amt

1990 1991 1992 so am:

1990 1991 1992 no as.

W

IXXBTIMTWBIESTAKIEDOVBIBAH'.

NOSTHATWERENOTSI‘ARTHDOVBKBAI'I‘.

SITTMOVEIBAIT.

mmmmvmonoasoruwr.

mrummmmmmmmmwmormwmmmmm

throughadrawingin 1990. Circlesnemponseforeachstatement.

 

Diddrechmgemarhawingforhrlvesttagscmseyoum:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

...becorm unrehtresbdinbearhunting? Y3 in warm

Mnleeslfluuhdinbearlnmtingfl Y3 to warm

...benmelildybshootthefirstlegalbearymsee? Y3 m norm

...bemreselectiveaboutthesiuofthebeuwrshoot? Y3 N) norm

...bemorelikelytohireabearhrningguide? Y3 so warm

...drangethemethodyouusetolurtbel? Y3 m mrsura

...lncrenetheWofdaysyouspardbeI-lutingiraseasm? Y3 m norm

..decreasetlrenarberofdaysywqaendbetlutinghsseason? Y3 in warm

...changewhoyougobeuhmtingwith? Y3 to warm

...dungetheareathatyouhurlforbear’? Y3 to warm

les:

 

 

DidymbeulusuwidralmvestughrhfidfimchningIMNQreckadyme.)

rU mlaomnurmlol

aD m..rrmmmnldmmmmhmmmmmmrm

smart 1992 ocrosm 1992
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ll.

12.

13.
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lnthelst3betsmsons(l990-1992).did)oupayanyonetoasistyou'uranypartofbearl'nmting/Kareckonlyone.)

.0 ND [comer/mm!”

20 Y3a1fyes,whidryemsdidyoupaysomemeforassismme?(circkyear(s).)g 1990 . 1991 .1992

lnthenaxtSyeas,whichofthefolIowinghmrtingmethod(s)doyouintendtotsetolumtbearirrMichigarr?.(Gieck

dimmiymyou) ' '

ID DoesnrATAsasrAmmovutaArr.

20 DoesnrATAasNorsrAKImovr-nsm.

:0 srrrmoovmrwr.

40 mmmrmvmmoarwr.

so rmmrmmmmmmmmmmracfimns

(maximum):

mmsummmwmmmdmmmmmmmm

mmmmmmmmmdwmuauym)

rCl WWWANTWIMWIHATIPWATEN

1C] MGMWWMWWWWTIPWATEN.

3C1 mmmmmmmammwnvmmrlmmammm.

4C] EWMWWMWNWWTIPWAEN

3C1 WATAILWI‘ANT‘IOME

H WWMWW

Howimportantieeachofthefollowingasareasonwhyyouwouldgobearhunting? Foreachreason

listed below, circle the number to show how important it is to you.

 

How rmportan’

would go bear hunting?

tisthisaaareaarmwhyyou [ z

  

To spend time with my bear hunting friends.

 

Togetawayfromwork,echool,orstruaandtorelax.

 

To use my hunting skills.

 

To have bear meat.

 

Tohavetheopporumitytogetaahotatabaar.

 

To be in the woods.

 

'I‘o harvest a bear.

 

To spend time with my family.

 

To have the challenge of hunting a dangerous animal.

 

To enjoy the prehunt baiting activities.

 

To have the opportunity to see a bear in its natural

habitat.

h
h
fi
h
h
h
h
h
r
fi
b
r
fi

  To see and hear bear dogs work. F
‘
H
H
I
-
I
H
H
H
H
H
H
F
I
H
I
E
E

  NN
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
M
N
"

 ww
w
m
w
w
w
w
m
w
m
m

 I
A  G
O
G
G
O
G
M
O
‘
G
G
O
‘
O
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m YOUR OPINIOASABOUTBEARHUIWMAM) TIEMGHGANDM

 

 

Herserzviewdrefdlowirghfamfioan'mwmrgwiflrflresmq.

- mrmmmmawmmmmmmdummmmm'

- mrmmmmmmwgmmmwmmymm.

- lbdadnnewsyflunhflasanflyfixahuwsthgbysdedhgahrflpabdwidmaeofdm

managernernmitslomdindreUppermdncrdunlumhrsulm.

- Thedmrceofbcingdrawnforabeuluvestlaginlmmaboutlinl Thisisbecausetherewereldfifl

cligiblebearhmtuawlicartsuflimharvcsttagsimred.

- mmawmmsmwmmmmmmmmm

arrdhurrmneeds. Forl993thehrvestpalisappmdrrmely1£00bean  
 

l4. Pleasehrdicatewhedraymageeadksgeewidrdefirlbwingmts. Circleoneansmthatbestrepresentsyou

opinion foreachstatemem.

 

SA-SmNAm A-Am m-norm D'DBAGE SD‘S'IMYDSAGE

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

luncmfidundremmsmrghinformatimmdrebearpoptdafim SA A NS 0 m

toconectlydecidehowmanybeartoharvestinhfidriganeachyear.

hspiteomedwysaanWRIhnimddelumofbeunmbewmofpolifical SA A NS D so

mumbecumofbiologicalevidmceofdeaeashrgbeupopuhfims

lumttlnDNRtofahlycusidadrehwuedsoflumswhmdreysabearlumfing SA A NS D

regulanms.

TleDNRdmldginidiigmresidausdutfiwhraneubeulubimagrmdm SA A NS D so

ofreceivingaharvesttagevenifitrethcesmymdrances.

ThDNRdwuldgiwsariacifiamagemdmofreceivhrgahmvenugevmifh SA A m D a)

reducesmyowncimces.

TleDNRslnuldgiwyumghunuSULIGynhgreatudmofmceivhrgahuveamg SA A NS 0 SD

evenifitreducesmyownchances.

Regudleesofdnsystanfaobminhrgabeumngitisvuyhnpatamfanemga SA A NS D m

atagthesameycuasmylurtingpamfis).   
 

15. OvaathmwsafisfiedueyouwidiunmbeunmgmmhrMidfiganNOmkmlyae)

l U VERY SANS-1131).

2 0 WTSATISFIH).

3 Cl NEWER SATIS’IED hm DISSATISHH).

r C] mMEWHAT DISSATISFIED.

5 Cl VERY DlSSA'nSFIED.
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16. Whatdoyouthinkishapparhrgmdnbladtbeupquhfimhrdnmyouhuunnstoftmflanckaflyme)

ID mmwm

ID mmBEABOtIrnESAM-zmm

JD mmBEmm

sU I'MNOTSURE.

SD II‘IAVEI‘UTYETWBEARINMG‘IIGAN.

 

 

 

 

l7. mmmmmmdmmmsurmmmmdwrmo

bear-.(Cl'reckorrlyorra)

ID 100100,?

213 ABOUTRIGHT?

JD TOOHIGH?

40 l'MNOTSURE.

18. Faeadrofdnfolhwhgmmplemechdeflnmdmbearepresmsmophum

 

SA'SIWYAGE A-Am E'Ml'm D-DBAm m‘mYDSAm

Whmpropaiyreguhteddraeisnodrhrgmdhicaluhmualabmlhmfingbeuova

bait.

 

9 A U

 

Baithunterstakemorethantheirshareofthebet.

Baitingactivitiesinterferewithodrermethodsofhmtingbear.

Baitsiuashaveagream'dnnceofharvesungabeardmhumdutmedop.

l-lmtingbearwidrbaitshouldcontimretobeallowedhrMidrigarL

Mmpopaiymguhtddrueisnodringmucalorimmalabom

hurrtingbcarwithdogs.

HmtersMrousedogstakemorethantheirshareofthebear.

Huntingwithdogsinterfereswithodrermedrodsofhrsrtingbear.

Doghuntershaveagrearerchanceofharvestingabearthanbaitsitters.

Hunting bearwith dogs should continuetobeallowed in Michigan.

 

 

 

>
>
>
>

c
o
c
o

 

O

 

 

 

 

8
9
9
8
8
8
8
9
?

>

5
5
8
6
5
5
5
5
5
5

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

>
>
>
>

c
o
c
o
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IV. YOUR opmonzsABOUTBEtRREGUIAIIONS‘WMIGIIGAN

l9. Phaeifliammwuammadimpgmofmmofdnmlbwhgnwndsfalmufingdemofbw

havestedeachyesrinlvfichigan. Circledremeanswudratbestrepresausyomophrimforeachstatam

 

 

  

 

 

 

E'WNLYM A'm E‘MSUEB D'm SD'WYDWVB

Limit the number of bear hunters by using some form of drawing. 8A A NS D SD

Donot limit the numberofbearhunters, butclose the season eachyear . SA A NS D SD

after a set quota of bear have been harvested.

Do not limit the number of bear hunters, but set a very short season to 8A A NS D SD

limit the number of bear harvested.

Donot limit the number ofbearhunters, but restrict themethodsused 8A A N8 D so

to harvest bear (use of dogs and/or bait).   
 

' Wampumymmymmmmdmmmmwmmmdmmm

asamedntdremmbaofbesrlnmmrsmrstbelhrutedeadryeuhrhfiddgn

20. Wishelmgestwaitforabearhmvesttagdratwumldbesafisfiedwidr?

IWILDBESATISFIHDIFIWABEARHARVETTAGNMGHGANEEIHANKG'HXONLYWE)

ID WYYEAR.

ID MMYZYFARS.

3C] MWY3YEARS.

4U MEYEY4YBRS.

SD MWYSYEARS.

OD MWYGYWS.

101WSIULBESAWWAFIRA6Y‘EARWAH.

3C1 I'MNOTSUIE.

21. WkdelmgenywmuflmhmmcdwabwmugbdaeyoumflQmapplfingmhfidugan?

IWQUITAPPINMlNMGflGANfl’ImDmTGETAHARmTAOATLEASE(GiHXMYONE)

ID MWYZYFARS.

2C] ONCBEVERY3YEARS.

3C] ONCEEVRY4YFARS.

4C] ONGEVIRYSYEARS.

5C1 ONGEVBIYGYBRS.

6C] [\KOUIDCDNIINUETOAPPIXWAFIEIA6YEARWAIT.

1C] I'MNOTSURE.
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22. OnatlyfiortZianuuasluvadebeat Wisdrelowestchanceforhsrvestingabearthatywmldbe

satisfiedwithintheareathatyoulmnt‘?

IWBESAWFMWRATENKHARWAMWASNOINW(GMQIXGE)

ID IWTWIOWHARVNAM

20 ZOIH'GIOHUN'IHSHARWAM

JD 3MG10HUNIH‘SHARVBI'ABEAR.

4U 4MCPIOHWII‘RSHARVEI‘ABFAR.

SD SMWIOWI‘MRVBI'AM

60 l'MNO’l‘m

1D mumlsmrmrmmm

23. Wmewmwmdwmstwmmmwfim741

drys. Wisdremseasmduywmldbeslisfiedwhhfadremduwuhn?

IWBESAWFIHEWIIWNMSIEJELESSW3(G~HXMYGE)

.0 7DAYS(n~lCLUDll~lGIWI-E(B~D).

10 9DAYS(NOJJDINGZWEB<B~IDS).

JDI6DAYS(INC1m3W).

.0 230AYS(MJ.DNG4WEE(B~DS).

so 300AYS(1NC11DM5MEB<DDS).

so 37DAYs(mrmro6wn-xmas).

1C] 44DAYs(marDma7M1-Jcmzs)

:0 onrnr(n£Asssrear-YDAYS J.

90 I'MWTSURE.

24. yummm/ammMWw/mwmfawwmwm

inimillluuas) bodrmworldluvelohem Wisdrestrormstsesscntlntyoumldbeslisfiedwith?

WSB’AMWWIWBESAWFMWWEEWW(GHXMXQE)

no 70AYS(MMINOIWEB(DD).

2C1 9DAYS(m.mma2wer-xmas).

3C] I6DAYS(n~u.UDm3wn-J<ErDS).

40 230AYS(W4WEBCB~DS).

st] 30DAYS(mrmacSwu-J<rms).

sD 37DAYS(ma.wm6waar<n~Ds).

1D I‘MVMSE’ARATBWISWTWANTTUME.

rU l'MNOTSIRF.
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V WME-OPFSmum YOUCHOOE?

I ' Barkrdasnowhwetowdtarwargequ-Jymforaluvatqinm I

25. 0mrdyabmfi2ornofevery10hmtasmccessfirllyhsrvestabeuirhfidrigsn Iffeurer'lumsmissuedharvest

tags,ahunter‘schancesofharvestingsbesrwouldincreme. ledyoudroosemwaitoneadditionslyeartoreceive

aharvesttagifitimprmredyorachancesforlnrvestingabcar’?

lWDGWWWAflANWYWFMWMTEWTOKMGLYM)

ID 3MGIOWHARVESTABEAR.

ID 4GJTG IOHUNIHISHARVEI'ABEAR.

ID SMGIOHUN'IHZSHARVESI'ABBAR.

4C] GOUTWIOHUNIBSHARVBI'ABFAR.

3C] MEWGMGIOHWIESHARVEI'AM

6C] IWDRAWIMVEAWWMTMAHARVBTTAGIHANANWMM

HARMABEAR.

1C1 rMNDrrswa

26. '1henmnberofdaysinabearlurtingseasonrangefrom7to4l. Wouldyouchoosetomitoneadditionalyearto

mceiveaharvesttagifdenmnbaofdayshrmlumfingseasmwiruwat

lWMI’OWANANWMFMWIHNTNWASWBYATIEASRKIEXOLYOE)

no 3DAYS(mu.UDmlwar-Jm).

:D 7DAYS(1NO.lDM1WEEl<B®).

rCllODAYS(n~l(1UDmGZWE-XB~IDS).

4C1 l6DAYS(lN(HJl)fl\G3W1-E®DS).

SD IWDRAWHAVEAWWAHMAHARVNTAGWAMW.

6C] I'MNO‘I'SURE

27. Asberhufingreguhfianmdevebpedfahfidfigandmuiflbehadooflhnnde Inyotropirriaghownnch

hnpammedmldanNRassignmmdrofdedengfaaastdeddMguadeoffi? Circletheappropriate

numberforeachfactor.

 

Ibwinportmtareeachofthesefacmrs? W

Interferenceamongbcarhuntersinthemods. l

Protectionofthebearpopulation. l

Lengthofbearhmtingseasons. 1

Nmnberofyearshmterswaitforabearharvestpermit 1

Granoesofharvestingabear. l

FreedomtochoosewhatareaofMdrigantohmtin l

Freedomtochoosewhentohunt. l
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VI YOUR OPNOASABOUTWBEARIMRVEBTZ463

Annjadebaeumrgnmybetmsmmlnwdeymulflredehmvenmgsisnndemhyem Folloun'ogissome

WMWMMWmmmmmmmm-ammmmmm

Heuemdbeiflornfionuflmhmwflchfcflow. Youthorgllfdlqrdisiuport-ll -

==

-Applicants receive points each year they -Applications ans drawn randomly by

applyforaharvestteganddonotgetone. computereachyeartodecidewhogets

 

 

How It Works: a harvest tag.

-Applicants with the most points receive

harvest tags first. -All applicants have an equal chance

of being drawn in a given year.

Once applicants receive a harvest tag.

theirpointtotalgoesbscktoaam.

 

-Youareassuredofevenmallygettinga -Youhavethesamecbanceofbeing

 

harvesttag. dnwmevenifyouhuntadtheyear

Possible before.

Advantages: -Once the system is operating, you could

predict closely the year you would have -It is possible that you might be

enougbpointstoreceiveatag. drawnforaharveettagmoreoftan

thanyouwouldexpechpsrhapsevery

year.

~Youcanpredictwhenyouwillhave -Itispossiblethatyoumightneva'ba

Possible enoughpointsaccmnulatedtobedrawn drawnforaharveettagorlessoften

Disadvantages: foraharvesttag.butthereislittlechance thanyouwouldexpect.

that you could get one sooner.   
-If more people apply for harvest tags, it would decrease your chances of being

drawn in the random lottery system or increase how long you would have to wait to

get a harvest tag under the point preference system.    
Consideringthecunentntnnbsr-(in 1993)ofbearharvesttagapplicantsandavailahleharvesttags,the

probability of being drawn under a random system would be 1 in 3. Under a point preference system you would

get a tag every 3 years (if you applied every year).

28. Given these current numbers, which system would you prefer? (Check only one.)

I D A RANDOM mm.

s C] A POINT PREFERENCE SYSTEM.

3 D EITHER ONE.

4 Cl I‘M NOT SURE.



31.

32.
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theuhmfingmycomhemhgeueflmepmpkapplyfiorlmveammismde

duneofbehlgdmwnmdademuysystaneadiyeumlddeaeasqa,udaapdmpefaebe

systerndienmnbu'ofyesrsymmildlmetomitwmldinaease

mmmofmplicfiaeediwhummmmammymMmofgdfing

almvesttagwaslhiamdadepohaprefuenesysunwmwldlnvemmSyeusmgetalummg Under

fireseconditions,wlfichmldymprefefl(aledronlyore)

ID ARANDWLOTIHIY.

10 ammsmm

:0 3015108.

40 NWTSURE.

Hammmmmdhmfudmbwmmmlfldykitthatyou

wmldapplyforahawesttsgcveryye-QKheckmlyom)

IU lDH-TNI'IEXWD.

20 lPRGBABLYW.

1C] IWYWDWT.

4C] lDB-‘INI'IEYWJDWI‘.

sCll'MNOTSURE.

HaRANDOMWfiElYSYSFEMmmthanu-MbammmlfldykRMym

wouldapplyforaharvesttagcveryye-Naieckonlyone.)

ID lDB-‘N'IEXWD.

1C] lPRWBLYWD.

1C] imvmnmr.

4C] Immuvmnmr.

SD I'MPDTSIRE.

mmemwebdwmmwdmyddifiaflcmmmwumidihawmmingammm

oraRANDOMlD'ITERYSYSTWforismingbetharvesttags (Please'mcludeadditiomlpagesifnecmy)
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m SOIRCES‘0FBE4RHUNIMMURM4HON

33. “efdlwdngnblcadsabanmmmdhwlvmfidthmfingagarfinfiminMdfigan.(Cirele)es

ornoforeachquestion.) ' '

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Areyeufamiliar Wereyouma Areyoucsmnlxa Hweyouevu'been

Q-ganimfim withthis member-ofthis memberofthis anofl'icerinthis

oorpnmhon? «gallium? organmnon? organization?

==7 j

”H. ”.1

Cmservatimdubs Y3 no YES NO YES NO YES NO

(MUCC)

magma us no YES no vs no was no

mmtgnm YES no YE no ‘13 no yes no

W was no yes no YES no YES no

MichimCoonHunters YE no YES no YES no ya no

Mic” Mm yes no YES no YB no YES no

”PW vs no YES no YES no YES no

M W was no vs; no YES no “as no      
 

34. lbwmdldoyoumefliefolbwhgmeesfahfannfimmbearmdbethfing? dreletheranbertlntbest

describeshownuchyoumeeachsouee.

Infonnstion Sauce Bun-fly Sod-u I he!

mm 3

Names

Television

Hunting organizafial publications

* Bear hunting fi-iends

DNRmm

License application guide

Other (explain):

 

 

i
f
 

 

 

 

 

   u
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u
—
a
—
e
-
a

N
N
N
N
N
N
N

  u
u
u
u
u
u

c
u
r
t
-
#
#
1
#
#

 

  
 

3S. Whatinfonnatimwouldywliketohaveabanbearmdbearhmtingdiatisnotummtlyavaihbletoyou?

 

 

36. MWmumummmgmmMaommofwmmmmmmm

hunting?(Checkonlyone.)

ID veryinterested 2C] moderately interested at] slightly interested ID notatall interested
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VIE DMH’HVEMDRIIMIION

Weneeddefoflowinginfmnafimmlelpcmmebearhmswhhodrahmdnggrmps. 'lhisinfonmtionwillremain

confidentialandwillnotbemociatcdwidryomnmreoraddress. , .

37.

38.

39.

41.

42.

43.

Whatiswurage? YEARS

Wisyourgender’? rCIMALE 20W

Mratwmdrehighestgradelevelyoucmpletedirsdnolflaedtmlyme.)

rUG‘RANSOlOOL 50mm

10 WHICHSCHOOL somm

:DWHIGl-lm 1UWIEGKWQMLSGDOL

4C] VCXTKIIONALTRANNG

 

Wcourrtydoyoulivein? (DUNN

Since I990,haveyeugonelumtingformyofdrefollowing:(0reckallthstapply.)

IUWl-II'IEI‘AEDEER 40W

:UOII‘IEIBIGGAME(HJ<,O\RMJ,EIC) sUMGAWBIRIBKiROUSEPHFASANRETC.)

JUSMALLGAME 6C] wan-11mm.

Doyoucrnrentlyowndogsthlyouuseinbeu'hrsfing? rDNo ' 20m

Mrenyouhuntbeardoyeuuse: rDAGlN :DABOW rDBOTH

PleasetakethisoppommitytotelltheMidriganDNRhowwrmldliketoseebearhrmtingregulmdinMichiglr.

UsedrespaeebelowtocurmentonurysmectswhidryoufeelsecrificalfortheDNRtoconsidasstheysetfinse

regulatiorsandplans forallocatingbearluvesttsgs.(Anachextrashectsifneeded.)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!

Please place the questionnaire in the stamped envelope provided and mail to: Department of Natural Resources

erdlife Population Studies

PO Box 30030

Lansing, MI 489099965
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Letter #1

August 1, 1993

Dear Beer Tag Applicant:

Younaybeaware ofthemixedfeelings amongbeerhrmtersoncertainissuesofbeer

hrmting and beer nnnagement in Michigan Michigan State University is working cooperatively

with the Department of Natural Resources‘ Wildlife Division to obtain information from bear

hunters, like you, to help better understand your needs. To achieve a balanced bear management

plan, the Wildlife Division must consider the needs of people and the well-being of the bear

population.

Enclosed is a copy of the "1993 Opinion Survey of Michigan Beer Halters". We are

sendingthis questionnairetoasmall nmnberofhmterswhowererandomlyselected fiomalist

of 1992 bear harvest tag applicants. We needyou help-whether or not you consider yourself

an active bear hunter. The information obtained in this survey will be used by the Wildlife

Division to help define bear htmter priorities in setting bear hunting regulations and issuing

harvest tags.

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and yom' name will be kept

confidential. Your response is very important, so please fill out the questionnaire and retro it

to us in the envelope provided as soon (spassr'ble.

If you have any questions 00an the srn'vey, please feel flee to call Lisa Grise at

(517) 353-0308 or Ben Peyton at (517) 353-3236.

Your prompt return ofthe completed questionnaire is necessary for the success ofthis

study. Thank you for your involvement!

Sincerely,

R. Ben Peyton Lisa Grise

Professor, Fisheries & Wildlife Graduate Assistant, Fisheries & Wildlife

Michigan State University Michigan State University
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Poswald Renillbr

August 7, 1993

Dear Bear Tag Applicant;

Youshouldhavereceivcdorwillbereceivingsomanailsmveyregardingymsophfimsmbearhmfinginlvfidfigm Ifyouhave

alreadycormletedthissmvey,thankyouforyourassistance. lfnot,whenyoudoreceivethissurvcy, fleasconplecrndretrsnit

msoonrs possifle.

lfasurveyhasnotarrivedwithinawcclgplewecallus

Thesuccessofomstudydepardsmymnpronnreunnofdeconplctcdsmvey.

"flanks for your help!

Sincerely,

R Ben Peyton Lise Grise

fessor Graduate Assrstant

Pro .

Michigan State University Michi State University

(517) 53-3236 (517) 53-0308
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Letter#2

August 14, 1993

Dear Bear Tag Applicant:

Recently we sent you a survey regarding your opinions on bear hunting in Michigan. If

you have already completed and returned the "1993 Opinion Sm'vey ofMichigan Beer Hrmters",

thank you for yom' assistance. If you did not, please take the time to complete the srn'vey. We

have enclosedanothercopyincaseyoumayhave misplacedthefirstcopywe sentyou.

Wewouldliketoremindyouofhowimportantyomimmtistothesuccessofourstudy.

TheDepartmentofNatrnal Resornoeswantstoknowhowyoufeelaboutbearhmrtingandbear

management in Michigan.

Please complete your survey and return it as soon as possible in the envelope provided

Your name will be kept confidential. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call

either of us.

Thank you for your assistance!

Sincerely,

R. Ben Peyton Lisa Grise

Professor, Fisheries & Wildlife Graduate Assistant

Michigan State University Michigan State University

(517) 353-3236 (517) 353-0308
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Ietter#3

August 21, 1993

Dear Bear Tag Applicant:

Receme youhave received surveys regarding your opinions on beer hunting in Michigan.

Ifyou lnve already completed and returned this survey, thank you for your assistance. Ifnot, we

would liketoaskyoutoplersetdtetlretimemwtoconpleteit.

We appreciate howbusyyoumustbeatthistimeofyear, butyom'irnmtintohowom'

natmalresom'cesaremanagedinh/Iichiganisveryimportant TheDepartmentofNatmal

Resources has the responsibility to manage our environment in our best interests. Yet, even these

professionals cannot manage effectively without infomrntion about the public they serve. Our role

as researchers is to give them the necessary information-but we cannot provide it without your

help.

Youmaynotunderstandwhysuchinfomrationisnecdedandbereluctanttospendthe

time and effort to complete this survey. All we can say is, we are professionals who respect your

privacyandthevalue ofyourtime. Wewouldnotask forthis help ifwedid notthinkthatitwas

worthwhile. .

Please complete your survey and return it as soon as possible in the envelope provided

Ifyou have misplaced your copy ofthe survey or ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate

toeall eitherofus. Theretmnofyomcompletedsm'veyisnecessaryforthe successofour study.

Thank you for your assistance!

Sincerely,

R. Ben Peyton Lisa Grise

Professor, Fisheries & \Vrldlife Graduate Assistant

Michigan State University Michigan State University

(517) 353-3236 (517) 353-0308
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