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ABSTRACI' 

On 3 November 1992, Colorado voters 
ovetwhelmingly supported an amendment to ban 
three blade bear hunting practices: hunting in the 
spring, the use of bait, and use of dogs. The 2-1 
voter approval of a moratorium on these traditional 
bear hunting practices caught the attention of the 
hunting and wildlife management communities 
nationwide. In addition, pressure is increasing for 
state and federal wildlife agencies to routinely 
include significant public input into the wildlife 
policy-making process. 

We employed two theoretical frameworks to 
evaluate the three-step decision-making process used 
by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for policy 
making; the general policy process model of Brewer 
and deLeon (1983) and the wildlife management 
paradigm proposed by Decker et aI. (1992). Our 
analysis followed the basic case study approach 
outlined by Yin (1992). 

The black bear controversy passed through four 
periods and three cycles of the wildlife policy 
decision process. The first period extended roughly 
from 1975-1980, years during which hunters could 
hunt blade bears virtually &om den exit in the spring 
to den entry in the fall. The second period extended 
from about 1980-1985 and was characterized by 
increasing public awareness of (a) apparent 
downward trends in bear population statistics and (b) 
the ways in which hunters were allowed to hunt bears 
(e.g., hunting in the spring when death of nursing 
females resulted in death of her cubs; hunting over 
bait andlor with dogs). Public concerns over the 
spring hunt and hunting with bait and dogs caused 
the Colorado Wildlife Commission to revisit bear 
management policy (Cycle 1). 

The third period extended approximately from 
1985-1990 during which public attitudes began to 
move from awareness to concern over blade bear 
hunting issues. Public objections to hunting bears in 
spring and with bait and dogs became stronger and 
more focused. The Wildlife Commission examined 
bear management policy once again (Cycle 2). 

During the fourth period, 199()..1991. a survey of 
voters indicated that if blade bear hunting issues 
were placed before the voters in the form of a ballot 
initiative, voters would support an amendment to 
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eliminate the spring hunt and the use of bait and 
dogs. The Wildlife Commission tried to avoid this 
outcome and at the same time support the interests 
of bear hunters by proposing to dUrrinish but not 
prohibit spring hunting and the use of bait and dogs 
(Cycle 3). As predic:ted by the survey. in 1992 
Colorado voters overturned the Commission's 
decision by a majority vote prohibiting the spring 
bear hunt and the use of bait and dogs to hunt bear. 

The Colorado black bear hunting controversy 
emphasized the importance of understanding and the 
d.iffic::ulty of incorporating human dimensions 
information in the wildlife policy decision process. 
This controversy was unique in several respec:ts, 
especially because of the extent and quality of the 
human dimensions data that were available to predict 
the outcome. This information was integrated with 
biological data by analysts in the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife as they prepared black bear hunting 

. alternatives and selected one to recommend to the 
Commission. Public reaction when the Commission 
did not ac:c::ept that recommendation revealed several 
important harbingers for the future of wildlife 
management. 

In this case study the development of the 
Colorado blade bear controversy is reviewed in detail. 
Specific uses of human dimensions information are 
explained. The difficulties of applying such 
information in the traditional policy-making process 
for wildlife management are explored with 
consideration of inherent value conflicts due to the 
decision makers' own stake in the outcome and the 
agency's traditional and continuing unique 
relationship with hunters and livestock producers. 

The Colorado black bear hunting controversy 
reveals useful insight for incorporating human 
dimensions input into controversial wildlife 
management decisions. From our analysis, we 
conclude that the systematically collected human 
dimensions information available about public 
attitudes regarding black bear hunting by the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife staff was weighted 
heavily in their recommendation to end the spring 
hunt. However, the Colorado Wildlife Commission 
relied primarily on informed input from traditional 
stakeholders as input in their decision to maintain 



the spring season. Consequently. even with the 
availability of substantial human c:timeusions data, 
the staff and the Commission came to different 
conclusions about which regulatious best reflected 
the interests of the public. An implication of this is 
that perhaps states need to assess wildlife dec::isiou~ 
making systems where an agency mandated to 
represent all dtizens' interests in wildlife is overseen 
by a commission that by design disproportionately 
represents specific interests. Four questionsmrfaced 
for contemplation by wildlife agencies and 
oommissious attempting to respond to contemporary 
wildlife management issues: 

1. Does membership of commissions 
(or the characteristics of agency 
staff) reflect the interests and 
character of the fuJI range of 
stakeholders they aud the wildlife 
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agency they work with are ext::leCl~ed 
to represent? 

2. Are appointment criteria of 
commissions c::ousistent with wildlife 
agency missions or mandated 
responsibiIitie? 

3. Do processes wildlife agencies or 
commissions employ to make 
decisious and the decisions 
rendered demonstrate that interests 
of all stakeholders are fairly 
considered? 

4. Does the proc:ess of selecting 
wildlife commissioners involve all 
stakeholders in wildlife 
mauagement? 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT ..•........................................ '" ........... " .......... i 

UST OF TABLES .............................•.................................. iv 

UST OF FIGURES ............................••................................. iv 

UST OF BOXES ............................•.••................................. iv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ........................................................... v 

IN'I'RODUcnON ................................................................ 1 

APPROACH AND METHODS FOR TIlE CASE STUDY ................................. 2 

Phase One: Pre-vote Period ........•............................................. 2 
Phase Two: Post-vote Period ....•..•..........••...........................•..... 3 

EVOLUIlON OF THE BLACK BEAR HUNI1NG CONTROVERSY IN COLORADO ......... 4 

The Colorado Wildlife Commission and CDOW Staff •..•.•..........•................. , 4 
History of Black Bear Management Prior to 1984 ...•.................................. 4 
The Emerging Black Bear Hunting Controversy: 1984-1991 ............................... 5 

CDOW policy process ... . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 8 
The Height of the Black Bear Hunting Controversy: 1991-1992 ......................... " 13 

The three-step process: May 1991 to November 1991 .............................. 13 
The ballot initiative period: November 1991-November 1992 ......................... 25 
The post-election survey ........•.•.........•................................ 30 

Outcomes of Amendment #10 .................•................................. 33 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS .................................................... " 36 

Wildlife Management Paradigm . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . " 36 
Analysis of the controversy ................................................... 36 
Stakeholders' reaction to the use of human dimensions information in this controversy . . . . .. 43 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPUCATIONS .............................................. 45 

REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 47 

APPENDICES .................................................................. 50 

iii 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. Phases and characteristics of the poliey process .••..••••..•....•..•...... , •..... " 12 

Table 2. Advutages and disadvantages of four alternatives for blac:t bear mauagemeut ..•. ...... 20 

LIST OF FlGUBES 

Pale 

Figure 1. The Colorado Wildlife Commissiou/Divmcm wildlife management decision process •••••••• 9 

Figure 2. CDOW's three-step pubJic illvolvement process .................................. 11 

Figure 3. Alternatives for blac:t bear season structure and methods of take ...•••••...•.•...... 19 

Figure 4. A comprebensive paradigm of wildlife management ••...••.•..•.•.•.•.•.••....... 37 

Figure 5. Cydes of the Colorado blac:t bear bunting CODtroversy .•....••.••••••..•••••...... 38 

UST OF BOXES 

Box 1. "Pooh on Bear Huntillg-The UllSpOrLwanJike Kind" . . . . . • . . • . • . . • . . . . • • • • . • • • . . . • .. 14 

Box 2. Quote from the Direc::tor for the Fund for Animals ................................. 24 

Box 3. Quote from the Commission Chairman ..••••••••••.•••..•.•.•••.•..•..••••...... 26 

Box 4. 'Twenty-two NursiDg Bears Die ill Spring Bear Hunt" ............................... 28 

Box S. "Bear Amendment Won't ReaDy Help our Bear Population" .•...•..•.•.....•..•...... 30 

Box 6. "SpriDg Hunt Raas Ethical Questions" ........••....•..•...•.•..•........•...... 31 

Box 7. "Leave It To The Pros" .••....•...•....•...•...••.........••.•.••............ 32 

Box 8. Letter Written to CDOW Director Perry Olson . . • . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . .. 33 

Box 9. "Hunt Group Won't Panic Over New Movement" •..........•.........•...•....•... 35 

Box 10. "NonhuntiDg Public is Risky Group to Survey" •.•....•...... . .••.•..•....••...... 42 

IV 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This study was a cooperative effort of the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) and the 
Human Dimensions Research Unit (HDRU) at 
Cornell University. We would like to thank CDOW 
staff, members of the Colorado Wildlife Commission 
and the various stakeholders interviewed during the 
course of this study. Without their assistance we 
would not have fully understood the complexity and 
depth of the Colorado black bear hunting 
controversy. Special thanks are extended to Jerry 
Mallett for providing unpublished, historically 
relevant information. 

v 

We appreciated the assistance of Jody Enck 
(HDRU), who contributed to the early conceptual 
development of the study. We thank Linda 
Sikorowski (CDOW) who reviewed drafts and 
of88llized a review meeting of the authors. We 
would also like to thank Heidi Christoffel (HDRU) 
for her helpful review of the draft document. Special 
thanks to Margie Peech (HDRU) for her patience 
and help with compiling this document. 



INTRODUCTION 

In this case study we examine the human 
dimensions aspects of a wildlife management 
controversy. Inquiry about the human dimensions of 
wildlife management focuses on identifying what 
people think and do regarding wildlife and its 
management, understanding why, and incorporating 
that knowledge into policy decisions and 
management programs. We believe that progress in 
understanding and applying human dimensions 
insight in wildlife management E enhanced by 
objectively analyzing situations where diverse public 
attitudes, beliefs and values have played a major role 
in establishing wildlife policy. Although human 
dimensions information of some type has a role in 
nearly all management decisions, in the light of 
public controversy its role is magnified. Therefore, 
examination of an issue for which widespread and 
deep public concern exists may reveal much about 
applications of human dimensions in wildlife 
management. 

The black bear hunting controversy that occurred 
in Colorado over recent years presents an excenent 
opportunity for studying the challenges of applying 
human dimensions insight to contemporary wildlife 
management. ThE controversy began in the mid 
1970's and culm.inated on election day, 3 November 
1992. Besides the nature of the controversy itself, 
this case has several characteristics making it 
amenable for study: 

'" Several measures were taken by the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW) to obtain public input for 
decision making, including public 
attitude surveys. focus groups and 
public meetings. 

The black bear hunting controversy 
received national attention by the 
outdoor sports media, a variety of 
state and national interest groups 
and the wildlife profession. 

The public policy development 
process of CDOW and the 
Colorado Wildlife Commission 
includes sufficient documentation 
for detailed review purposes. 

'" 

'" 

'" 

'" 

The controversy is multifaceted in 
terms of the array of interests 
involved. 

CDOW biologists have determined 
that the spring black bear hunt had 
little biologic.al impact on the bear 
population because the kill was 
regulated to account for probable 
female harvest. On the other hand, 
the spring hunt was not necessary 
for population control 

Nationally. CDOW is highly 
regarded by the wildlife profession 
as a leading agency in wildlife 
management. 

CDOW has made a commitment to 
develop its capacity in human 
dimensions, and staff involved in 
black bear management have 
encouraged and collaborated in this 
case study. 
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The combination of these traits enhances the 
potential for development of a comprehensive and 
illuminating case study that we hope will contribute 
to understanding the role of human dimensions in 
wildlife management. 

The Colorado black bear hunting controversy is 
interesting from a broader perspective-it exemplifies 
a general paradigm shift for wildlife management in 
North America. Over the last 20 years, increasing 
emphasE has been placed on involving the public in 
wildlife management decision making (Shanks 1992). 
This change has come as a response to heightened 
public interest in wildlife and other natural resource 
management issues. A shift is occurring in the 
relative priority placed on professional managers' 
value judgments, which have largely reflected 
traditional interests such as hunting and agriculture, 
versus a broader range of public desires in 
management decisions (Henning and Mangun 1989, 
Decker et at 1991). An outgrowth of this 
phenomenon has been greater accountability and 
openness of public wildlife management agencies 
regarding decision criteria and data. Some agencies 
are responding to this situation by integrating 
systematically conected human dimensions 
information with biological information for wildlife 
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decision making. This is increasingly viewed as a 
necessity because of the diversity of public interests 
in wildlife, and the political romequences of 
misunderstanding those interests. 

Wildlife agencies attempting to be proactive 
recogaize the value of D'lODiaoriDg pubJic beliefs and 
attitudes vis-a-vis wildlife and antieipatiag the 
dw1ges in such characteristics that have implications 
for management. For example, a treDd of great 
interest to wildlife agencies is public amcem about 
people's interaction with aDimals, as evident in the 
auimal-rights viewpoint and perhaps in a more 
widespread amcem about the welfare of aDimal!! 
(Schmidt 1990). Because people hokfiDg animal­
welfare and animal-rights views are becoming more 
vocal, better orgauizec:l and poJitically active, many 
wildlife agencies waut to study and uuderstand such 
views when developing wildlife policy. While some 
information gaps are greater than others, the Deed 
exists to develop better uuderstaDdings of all 
categories of management stakeholders. ID addition, 
pressure is increasiug for state and federal wildlife 
ageDcies to routinely include signiftCllDt public input 
into the wildlife policy decision process. 

The purpose of this case study is to examine the 
role of human dimeDSioDs in a cxmtroversial policy 
decisioD regarding black bear huutmg in Colorado. 
This case study has two geDeral objectives for 
accomplishing this purpose: 

1. To eumine the uses of human 
dimeDsions informatioD/insight 
regarding public values, and in so 
doing reveal the interplay of such 
input with the decisioD makers' 
attitudes about black bear huuting 
in the policy setting. 

2. To auaIy:ze the reactious of key 
stakeholders and Colorado voters to 
a black bear hunting decision, and 
the public involvement and policy­
making process used to inform that 
decision. 

Examining of these objectives for the Colorado black 
bear hunting amtroversy CaD help managers leam 
more about the fUDdamental challenges faciag the 
wildlife profession as it strives to be responsive to a 

broader spectmm of interests and overall to the 
"public interest." 

In the foDowiDg sectioDs we diseuss 
methodological aspects of the study, present the 
history of black bear management leading up to the 
he.t of the hunting amtroversy, auaIy:ze and 
summarize key events, and then offer some 
a::mclnsions and implications stemming from our 
ana1ysis of the amtroversy. 

In this report we use two sets of ideas as our 
theoretical foundation for dese.ri:m1g, anaIyziDg., and 
uuderstaDding the compleDty of the policy-making 
process regarding black bear hunting in Colorado. 
The two amceptual frameworks we employ are: (1) 
the policy process portrayed by Brewer and deLec:m 
(1983) and (2) the wildlife managemeDt paradigm 
described by Decker et al. (1992). The Brewer and 
deLec:m model helps us cxmceptuaUze a broad public 
policy process while the Decker et al. model focuses 
more specifically on wildlife management. We relate 
the policy process foDowed by CDOW to these two 
general models. 

APP.ROACB AND MErBODS FOR 
THE CASE STUDY 

The basic case study approach described by Yin 
(1984) was used. Yin suggests that a case study is 
the "preferred strategy-wheD 'how' or 'why' questions 
are being posed, when the investigator has little 
cxmtrol over events, and wheD the focus is on a 
coDtemporary phenomenon within some real-life 
cxmtext." Data sources include primary (e.g., 
personal interviews) and secxmdaJY (e.g., newspaper 
articles) information. Both qualitative and quantita­
tive analyses amtribute to the study. 

Data were collected in two chronological phases. 
Phase One includes data coDected from 20 August 
1992 to 3 November 1992. Phase Two includes data 
collected from 4 November 1992 to 31 January 1993. 

Phase One: Pre-vote Period 

The subjects of our primal)' investigation 
represent a variety of stakeholders in the amtroversy. 
Stakeholders are those who have an interest in or are 
effected by a partic:u1ar issue (e.g., managers, 



organized interest groups, individual hunters, 
concerned citizens). The primary data in Phase One 
consists of open-ended interviews with a few key 
stakeholders who were especially familiar with the 
broader range of interests in the controversy and 
therefore were essentially informants about other 
stakeholders' views. These preliminary interviews 
intentionallywere not highly structured. Interviewees 
were asked to share their impressions of the black 
bear hunting controversy and to analyze and discuss 
the controversy as they observed it. The following 
people were interviewed in Phase One: 

(1) Len Carpenter, State Wildlife 
Manager. Terrestrial Section 
(CDOW) 

(2) Bruce Gill. Wildlife Research 
Leader (CDOW) 

(3) Denny Behrens, 
Coloradans for 
Conservation (CWC) 

Director of 
Wildlife 

(4) Michael Smith, Director of 
Coloradans United for Bears (CUB) 

One purpose of these initial interviews was to obtain 
information that would aid in developing a more 
structured protocol to be used in subsequent 
interviewswith other stakeholders in the controversy. 
The initial interviews also provided a general 
orientation to the controversy from perspeaives of 
key stakeholders who largely defined the salient 
issues in the controversy. 

Additional data sources for Phase One consisted 
letters to COOW, videotapes, news clippings, 

meeting minutes, legal documents, and interest group 
information. Videotapes of a Colorado Wildlife 
Commission meeting held in November 1991 and a 
focus group meeting on bear management held in 
June 1991 were obtained. Media information 
included articles, editorials, and letters to the editor. 
This information was collected from the two primary 
newspapers in the state, the Rocky MoU111am News 
and The Denver Post, and from smaller, local 
newspapers. Meeting minutes were obtained for the 
three Colorado Wildlife Commission (hereinafter 
referred to as "the Commission") meetings dedicated 

the three-step process for developing black bear 
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hunting regulations for 1992-1994. Those meetings 
were held in July, September and November 1991. 
Legal information pertained to the lawsuit filed by 
the Boulder County Audubon Society against CDOW 
in March 1992 to circumvent the Commission's 
decision to continue spring black bear hunting in 
Colorado. A sample of letters received by CDOW 
from the public between January 1991 and August 
1992 about the spring bear hunt, use of bait when 
hunting bear, or use of dogs to pursue bear were 
selected from CDOW files for content analysis. 
Finally, materials from the two political action groups 
in Colorado involved with this issue, Coloradans 
United for Bears and Coloradans for Wildlife 
Conservation (CWC), were obtained for review and 
analysis. 

Phase Two: Post-vote Period 

Primary data collection in Phase Two entailed 
open-ended interviews consisting of eight questions 
(Appendix A). For comparison purposes, identical 
interviews were given to CDOW staff, commissioners 
and various other stakeholders (Appendix B). The 
primary focus of these interviews was on stakeholder 
interpretations of the issues involved in the 
controversy and their perceptions about the use of 
human dimensions information in this case. Phase 
Two involved further secondary data collection, such 
as obtaining additional news clippings, KUSA Denver 
news footage covering the issue before the election, 
a CUB television commercial, and information from 
interest groups. Also, additional letters written to 
CDOW between August 1992-January 1993 were 
analyzed to determine public interpretations of the 
issues. 

Relevant background literature was reviewed 
Background information pertaining to black bear 
management in Colorado was found in Black Bear 
MaMgement Plan (Gill and Beck 1990) and in 
AMlysis of Set:lSOn Structure AitemlltWes (Gill and 
Beck 1991). (These two CDOW reports should be 
consulted for details of bear biology and 
management history in Colorado.) Further 
background information was obtained through 
personal interviews and statements. 

Content analysis (Carney 1979) was performed 
on letters to CDOW; letters to the editor. articles 
and editorials in various publications; and public 



4 

comments at Commission meetiDp reprdiDg the 
black bear huting eoauoversy. 'I"Jm aualysis 
revealed how various publi&s iDterpreted the 
eoatroversy. 

Editorials, letters to the editor~ letters toCOOW, 
aDd comments from the pubIie at Commission 
meetings were used as direct sources of public 
opinion. Ouly direct quotations aDd iDterviews were 
used from artides; geueral reporting was Dot 
iDduded iD the ~ Oar coateat aaaIysis was 
useful iD that it helped tIS orgaajze aDd categorize 
the various specific: issue iDterpretatious that COOW 
had to ccmsider iD this eoatroversy. 

Qualitative aDd comparative aaalyses were doae 
oa the opea-eaded iDterviews coDducted with 
stakeholders (Phase Two data coUectioa). 
Comparisoas were made to eoatribute to our 
DDderstaadiag of various stakeholders' iDterpretatioas 
of the eoaUOVersy aDd of opiDioDs about the 
usefulaess to decisioa makers of hamaa ctimeasions 
information iD aaderstaDding the eoatroversy. 

£VOumON OF THE BlA.CK BEAR 
BUNTING CONTllOVERSY IN COLORADO 

TIle Colorado W'dcJJife CollUllissioD aDd 
CDOWStalf 

To uderstaDd the process used to set policies 
aDd regulations for COOW, oae first Deeds to 
appreciate the relatioaship between the Colorado 
Wildlife Commission aDd the Director of COOW. 
The Commission is aD eight~member board, each 
member appoiDted for fired terms by the Governor. 
The commissioaers are upaid volDDtee~ five of 
whom represeDt five differeDt districts iD Colorado, 
roughly coiDcidiDg with the five administrative 
regions of CDOW. These commissioaers are 
appoiDted to represent the wildlife iDterests of 
livestock produce~ farme~ sportsmeD or outfitte~ 
wildlife orgaaizatious, aDd loc::a1 elected officiaJs. The 
remaiDiDg three commissioners represeDt the public 
at large. No more thaD four of the commissioDers 
c::aa be members of the same political party. The 
CommissioD sets regulatious aDd policies for hDDting, 
fishiDg, watchable wildlife, aDd Doagame, threateDed 
aDd eDdangered species programs for COOW. It is 
also respoasible for making dec.isioas oa laad 
purchases, compeasatioa payments for property 
damage caused by big game, aDd approviDg the 

CDOW is comprised of profesioaal wildlife 
biologists.. lDaDaJeIS aDd other staff headed by a 
Director _0 is the principal liaisoa with the 
Commissioa aud other UDits of state govemmeat. 
The Director, typic::aUy via his start provides data, 
aaaIyses, aud recommeadatious for Commission 
coasideratioa when addressiDg regulatious aDd policy 
dec:isioas. 

Because of the key roles that the Director aDd 
c:ommissioaers play iD the policy process, the 
philosophies of these aiDe individuals about 
particular issues c::aa greatly iafluence policy 
dec:isioas. A chaDge iD Director or a Dew 
commissioDer has the potential to modify CDOW's 
formal outlook oa aD issue. The compositioa of this 
key policy-setting group c::aa be u:pected to iDtluence 
sigaif1ClDtly the dyaamic:s of black bear maaagemeat 
decisicm making. This was evident iD our iDquiry. 
Duriag the period that black bear hDDting c1eveloped 
as a CODuoversy iD Colorado there were three 
different CDOW directors aDd frequent chaDges iD 
the c:ompositioa of the Commission (Appeadix q. 
As Dew directors aDd commissioaers entered as 
stakeholder representatives aDd decisioa make~ 
CDOW's philosophy aDd policies chaaged. 

History of Black Bear MaaageJlleJlt Prior to 1_ 
Black bear maaagemeDt has a complic::ated 

history iD Colorado, aDd particular seasoa structures 
have persisted for ouIy 4-5 years oa average (Gill aDd 
Beck 1991)1. Reasoas for frequent chaDge hDDling 
seasoDS for black bear iD Colorado iDdude: (1) desire 
to improve bear huatiDg; (2) desire to prevent bear 
damage by lettiDg hDDlers shoot bears that might Dot 
otherwise be taken; (3) eoacems about bear 
populatioas beiDg overharvested; (4) eoacems about 
too maDy females being shot; (5) c:oacems about too 
many females with dependent cubs beiDg shot (Gill 
aDd Beck 1991). These factors have eoatributed to 

lFor more detail regarding the history of black 
bear maaagemeDt iD Colorado refer to Bltzck Bear 
Mtlnagemenl Pbm (Gill aDd Beck 1990) aDdA.luUysis 
of Setuon Stnu:ture Abemalives (Gill aud Beck 1991). 



black-bear-management policy in varying degrees 
depending on public attitudes about bear hunting at 
the time. Protecting cubs or females with cubs has 
been an issue from the beginning of black: bear 
management in Colorado. 

Although attempts were made in 1899 and 1916 
to classify black: bears as game animals, the species 
received no legal protection from being hunted or 
being killed as vermin until 1935 (Gill and Beck. 
1990). The earliest statutory reference to bears 
appeared in 1933. It authorized landowners to kill 
grizzly bears and black bears found on grazing lands, 
provided the landowner reported the bear's death 
within 30 days. Black bears were declared game 
animals in Colorado in 1935, at which time the 
killing of cubs or females with cubs was made illegal. 
For the next 20 years the bear hunting season 
coincided with that for deer and elk, and anyone 
possessing a big game license could hunt black: bear 
(Gill and Beck: 1991). In 1955, a separate bear 
license was created and the first "bear-only" hunting 
season (i.e., a hunting season for bears that was not 
concurrent with the elk and deer season), scheduled 
from 15 August through 1 October, was established 
in Colorado. At that time hunting with bait and 
dogs was legal. 

The early 1960's brought a more liberal bear 
season during which bears could be hunted from den 
emergence to den entry in certain areas of the state. 
The separate bear season was lengthened to run 
from 1 April through 15 September. In 1965, this 
season was extended to 30 September. From 1960-
1969 the annual bear harvest averaged 563, and 
approximately 50% of the harvest was taken in the 
separate bear-only hunting season. In 1967 CDOW 
introduced the Sportsmen's license, which allowed 
hunters to hunt deer, elk, mountain lion, and black: 
bear on a single license at a price lower than the cost 
of purchasing the four licenses individually. Thus, 
hunters not specifically hunting bears could take 
bears opportunistically, increasing the potential bear 
kilL 

By shortening the separate bear-only season to 1 
April-30 June in 1970, a true spring black: bear 
hunting season was set. The mid-summer months of 
Jnly,August, and Septemberwere added to the bear­
only hunting season in many areas of the state 
beginning in 1972. The 1 April-3O September season 
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was statewide by 1975. In 1975, however, the 
separate bear-only season was changed again, to 1 
Jnly-3O September. This was the last year of. the 
Sportsmen's license, and bear hunter numbers and 
bear kills reached record highs. 

Concerns that liberal bear hunting seasons 
combined with an increase in the number of 
Colorado residents would result in more complex 
black bear management situations prompted the 
Black Mesa bear study in 1978. This eight-year study 
of black: bear biology was conducted in an area with 
a bear popnlation believed to be typical of other bear 
populations in Colorado. 

In 1979, CDOW's mandatory check: statistics 
were indicating that 40-45% of the total bear harvest 
was female. In the late 1970's and early 1980's, 
CDOW established another experimental season. 
CDOW established two separate bear-only seasons: 
the entire state was open to bear hunting 1 April-3O 
June, and part of the state was open an additional 3 
months to 30 September (the latter season schedule 
was shortened to 28 August in 1981). In 1978, the 
first baiting regulations were established By 1983, 
the second bear-only season was eliminated, and 
once again the bear-only season was limited to the 
spring; a fall season was still held, but it coincided 
with deer and elk season and was thus referred to as 
a concurrent season. 

The Emerging Black Bear Bunting Controversy: 
1982-1990 

By 1982, it was apparent that concerns about 
black bear management in Colorado were not 
confined to hunters. A broader public issue was 
developing, and the Commission directed CDOW 
staff to prepare a comprehensive analysis of black: 
bear management in 1983. By February 1984 the 
staff had not provided an analysis, so the 
Commission established a citizens' bear management 
advisory task force to offer collective input on bear 
management. The objective of the task force was to 
advise the Commission about whether and how to 
change Colorado's black: bear management program. 
The charge given this task force by the Commission 
was: "to consider and make recommendations on 
outstanding black: bear management issues in 
Colorado" (Bear Management Advisory Task Force 
Report 1984). The primary concern addressed by the 
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task force was how to revene the apparent dediDe in 
the black bear population in Colorado. The twelve­
member task force was comprised of representatives 
from the foDowiDg orgaDizadODS and ageades 
reflecting the interests of sportsmea, guides aad 
outfitters, agriealturatists. aoahuating wildlife aad 
uahlre ~thusiasts, aad a group coacemed w:ilh the 
welfare of beals (see Appeadix D for individual 
members): 

1. Americaa Wildemess AlJiaace 

2. Colorado Cattlemea's Association 

3. Colorado Auduboa Chapters 

4. Colorado Bowhuaters' Association 

S. Colorado Guides &. Outfitters 

6. Colorado WikIlife Federation 

7. Colorado Woolgrowers' Association 

8. Federation of Colorado Houadsmea aad 
Colorado Houacismea Association 

9. Great Bear Fouadation 

10. Uaited Sportsmea Couacil 

As a resalt, the c::ompositioa of the task force was 
tilted in favor of commodity interests. 

Over the course of sevea meetings betweea 3 
May 1984 and 8 November 1984 the task force 
ideatified maay of the coateatious issues interwovea 
in black bear maaagemeaL The geaeral thrusts of 
the recommeadations made by the task force 
involved the recogaition of black bears as valuable 
resourc::es and some possible measures to reverse the 
perceived dediDe of black beals in Colorado (e.g.. 
"lmpIemeat some aperimeatal mauagemeat 
programs to test population and huater respoase to 
certain restrictious or closures oa certain methods of 
take or time of year by data aaalysis uait •• • j. 
Perhaps more signifiamt was the task. force 
recommeadation that " . • • DOW should aot 
eDdeavor to legislate or regulate moral or ethical 
amsideratioas, but leave these to indiviciuals (sic) 
discretion, ualess sigaificaat biological impacts are 
appareat" (Bear Maaagemeat Advisory Task Force 
Report 1984, p. 12). (See Appeadix E for the 
complete Jist of recommeadadoas.) The task force 
report was submitted to the Wildlife Commissiou on 
15 November 1984. The report prompted the 

ComnrissioD to limit the aumber of JioeDses available 
for spring bear huadag in aa attempt to earb the 
apparent population decline. 

CoatfOversy about spring black bear handag 
surfaced again at the November 1988 Commission 
meedag. at wlUc::h the first three-year season 
stflK'ltUre for black bears was to be seL The 
ComnrissioD agreed to shorten the 1989 spring 
season by 15 days (from 1 April-IS Juae, to 1 ApriI-
31 May). The ComnrissioD also iDstrDded CDOW 
staff to prepare a c::ompreheasive black bear 
maaagemeDt plaa, including recommeadations for 
hant regu)atioas for 199()..1992 to be preseated at the 
November 1989 meedDg. 

Ia the interest of reaching a c:c:mseDSUS among 
stakeholders involved in the bear huadag issue, 
CDOW staff cooperased w:ilh Jerry Mallett, a board 
member of both WikIlife 2000 (a Doacoammptive 
wildlife interest group) aad Safari Cub latemadoaal, 
aad Bob Youag. president of Uaited Sportsmen's 
Council (USC). They orgaDized meetings among 
varionsindMdwdstakeholdersaadrepreseatativesof 
stakeholder orgaaizations to review drafts of the 
Black Bear Management Plan. 1bis c:oDaboration 
brought a diversity of interests into the public review 
process; however, to avoid irrecoDcilabIe coateDticm 
daring these meeliDgs. people represeating extreme 
vift"S on the issue were aot invited (i.e., extreme 
aaimal rights and sportsmea's groups) (8. Young 
1993). 

CDOW sought agreemeat amoag the various 
stakeholders regarding regu)aticms that woald satisfy 
aD relevant interests. The staff hoped to present the 
Commission w:ilh a recommeadaticm about black 
bear regulations that was aa::eptable to aD interested 
parties. Although many involved in the process 
believed they were progressing toward a CODSeDSDS, 

this proved aot to be the case. Wildlife 2000 was 
circulating a petition aad iDformadoaal brochures in 
support of its argument to stop spring bear huadag. 
the use of dogs to huat bear, aad baiting bears. 
Whea traditioaal stakeholders learned that Wildlife 
2000 received fuading from various aaimal rights 
groups for its information campaign, ~ese 
stakeholders DO longer wanted to aegot_te. 
suspecting that Wildlife 2000 was advoc:adag aa 
aatihuating ageada (Beck 1993). Ia the fiDa1 
meeting the represeatatives of the livestoc:kmea, 
outfitters, aDd hanting groups reverted to their 



original position of promoting a long spring season, 
and the negotiations crumbled (Gill 1993). 

As the prospects of a negotiated compromise 
solution waned, opponents to the three bear-hunting 
practices in question were becoming organized. With 
9000 Coloradans' signatures on their petition, 
Wildlife 2000 sought additional public input regard­
ing the three bear-hunting practices. Thus, in 
October 1989, Wildlife 2000 asked Jerry Mallett to 
conduct a nonscientific survey of 900 nonhunterswho 
had signed the petition (pers. comm. J. Mallett 
1992). The purpose of the survey was to better 
understand nonhuntingvoters' attitudes about spring 
bear hunting in Colorado. The main questions they 
wanted addressed were: (1) Would this issue be 
opening the door for an antihunting group to 
become involved in wildlife management in Colo­
rado? and (2) Is hunting a species when it is rearing 
its young considered unethical? The primary focus 
of the survey included three elements: 

1. What was the general attitude of the 
public regarding hunting? 

2. Would a referendum during a 
general election to stop spring bear 
hunting pass? 

3. What would be the financial p0si­
tion of a group that placed the 
spring black bear hunt on the 
ballot?2 

Although this was a nonscientific survey, the fact 
that it was initiated in the early stages of the 
controversy demonstrates the insight and sensitivity 
that some sportsmen and at least one wildlife interest 
group had regarding hunting ethics and the impor­
tance of the voting public acceptance of hunting 
practices. The results of this survey indicated the 
majority of Coloradans would both vote to end the 
spring black bear hunt and would financially support 
an organization promoting such an outcome. 

CDOW also was anticipating an emerging public 
controversy over black bear hunting in June 1989, so 

2J. Mallett 1991. Letter to Bob Radocy regarding 
nonscientific poll Mallet conducted for Wildlife 

2000 in 1989. 
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the Terrestrial Wildlife Section of CDOW contracted 
with Standage Acc:ureacb, Inc. to conduct a focus 
group meeting to identify areas of public concern 
regarding black bear hunting. The focus group 
consisted of bear hunters, other hunters and 
nonhunters. The focus group identified key issues 
and measured. the emotional potential of these issues 
(Gill 1993). The focus group suggested that ethical 
questions about black bear hunting practices would 
inspire a strong emotional reaction in people. 
CDOW decided to seek more information from the 
public on this topic. Thus, Standage Accureach, Inc. 
conducted a telephone survey of 612 randomly 
selected Colorado residents during November 1989 
to determine public attitudes about black bear 
hunting. CDOW staff were interested in the degree 
to which black bear hunting concerns were emotion­
laden. With such information they could anticipate 
how public opinion could be manipulated by interest 
groups if the issue was brought to the public via a 
citizen referred ballot initiative. The survey had the 
following objectives: 

1. measure Coloradans' knowledge of, 
and attitudes toward black bears in 
Colorado; 

2. gauge public concerns about the 
methods and seasons of black bear 
hunting in Colorado; and 

3. determine the level of interest the 
general public has in becoming 
involved in wildlife management 
decisions through referendums and 
ballot initiatives. 

(Standage Accureach, Inc. 1989) 

The survey findings clearly illustrated a strong 
aversion among Coloradans to hunting black bear in 
spring. This sentiment is due primarily to the 
possibility of killing a female with nursing cubs. The 
survey also showed considerable concern about the 
use of bait and dogs when hunting black bear. On 
the other hand, the survey emphasized that Colora­
dans, for the most part, were supportive of hunting 
in general and of CDOWs ability to manage wildlife. 
During the November 1989 Commission meeting, 
CDOW presented to the Commission the results of 
the survey along with the Black Bear Management 
Plan. In conjunction with this information, the staff 
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recommended that the Commission morten the 1990 
and 1991 spring bear season from 1 Apdl.:U May to 
1 ApriI-15 May. AnaJysis of den emergence dates of 
Blade: Mesa bears indicated a 15 May huting season 
closure ought to reduce sipificandy the harvest of 
females w:iI.h cubs. Although many females would 
have left their dens by this date, activities ad travel 
distaaceS would be much restricted. The C0mmis­
sion approved this recommendation, effectively 
reducing but not eliminating the Jikelibood of 
hunters killing sows with dependent cubs. 

In Janary 1990. CDOW took a important step 
taward making expJic.it one human d.imens:ioas aspect 
of blade: bear management in its Long Range Plan. 
The Long Range Plan is updated periodically and 
has the foRowing purpose: 

The Long Range Plan describes the Division's 
mission and fundamental operating philosophies. 
It establishes dear, explicit long range objectives 
for the DMsion as a whole ad for each of the 
Division's major programs. It describes the 
major policies ad c:onstraiuts that will be 
observed in pursuing these objectives and 
discusses the key strategies that will be em­
ployed. It also lays out IS·year spending targets 
for the Division as a whole ad for each of its 
programs. 

The Long Range Plan is concerned more w:iI.h 
where the Division mould be going than on haw 
specificaJly to get there. Its purpose is to ensure 
that everyone has a C'ODUDOD uderstanding of 
what the Division is ultimately t:rying to accom­
plish. Specific strategies, projects, ad activities 
are of concern at the long range phmning stage 
only as required to reasonably estimate the cost 
of achieving the long range objectives. Once the 
Long Range Plan is approved, subsequent plans 
will develop the necessary details concerning 
what must be done, by whom and when in order 
to accomplish the long range goals. 

(CDOW Long Range Plan 1991) 

While updating the Long Range Plan for 
CDOW, the staff, using considerable public input. 
crafted the foRowing objective (Objective #2) to 
include in the Blade: Bear Management section: "We 

will establish regulations and schedule timing of 
black bear huting seasons to protect females w:iI.h 
dependent nursing cubs." The goal was .to integrate 
some measure of public concern about individual 
aaimal welfare into its management objectives. A 
problem w:iI.h the objective is in the interpretation of 
what "protect" meaas-total protection or merely 
reducing the probability of a nursing female being 
mot to some aceeptable, but udefiDed leveL 

Although the Commission voted unanimonsly to 
indade Objective #2 in the Long Range Plan, they 
may nol have fuJJy u:nderslood how it ad the rest of 
the l..ong Range Plan would be construed by the 
pubJio-i.e., as a contract between CDOW ad the 
public (pers. comm. Carpenter 1992). Retrospec­
tively, the indasion of Objective #2 could be viewed 
as a proactive move to achieve concordance between 
broadly held public values regarding treatment of 
wildlife and the ethics of huting prac:tices. 
Hawever, the Commission eventnaBy would suggest 
that the objective was not intended to reflect this 
ethical petSpeCtive, but rather to reflect concern 
aboat the biological implications of cub mortality. 

This latter interpretation notwithstanding, 
unanimous acceptaace of the objective for blade: bear 
management in the Long Range Plan created 
expectations among staff and some members of the 
public that the Commission was williag to establish 
ethical standards in its bear management decisions. 
But, the ambiguity of the objective as written led to 
divergent expectations of haw the Commissioa's 
commitment might be met. These expectations 
ranged from encouraging bear huters to take 
voluntary precautions to avoid killing females w:iI.h 
cubs, to a total moratorium on spring bear huting 
so that no females w:iI.h cubs oould be harvested 
accidentally. This disparity in expectations set the 
stage for intensification of the controversy. 

CDOW PoJicy Process 

In addition to refiDing the Long Range Plan in 
1990, CDOW was developing a new process to 
increase public participation in wildlife policy making 
(Fig. 1). The process was designed 10 encourage 
public inpnt and ensure that such input is systemali­
caDy integrated into decision making. We are 
primarily concerned w:iI.h the first three steps describ-
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Fig. 1. The Colorado Wildlife CommissionlDivision wildlife management decision process. 



10 

ed belmv, which involve the actual public panicipao 
tion aspects (hereinafter referred to as the three-step 
process). Through the latter two steps of the 
process, the regulations aDd policies of the Comulir 
siou that emerge from dec:isiou made at step three 
are implemented and evaluated by CDOW staff. 

Here is hmv the lim tJuee..steps of the process 
work. 'Ihe Commission has six pub& meetings a 
year to COD.Sider dumps in CDOW regulations and 
policies.. Major d:umges are c:tiseussed over three 
a:msecutive Commission meetinp. Public eommel1ts 
are wek.ome at any pomt, but the earlier that public 
mput is received m this process, the more time the 
Commissiol1 and DivisioI:l have to review and 
c:cmsider it. (The Commissioo also has sixworkshops 
per year durmgwhic:b topics of COIlcell1 are c.tiseussed 
among themselves and CDOW staff, hut 110 bmdEg 
poliey decisious are made.) Step OIle of the three­
step pub& iIrvoIvement process mdudes the lim 
Commission meetmg (Fig. 2). Prior to and durmg 
this meetmg, the Commission takes commentS from 
the public. Issues are ideI1tified, and the Comulir 
sion agrees to a list of issues for future a:msideration. 
It should be noted that the identification of issues is 
a product of both public COIlcell1 generated durmg 
this first step and CDOW's ODgomg analysis of pub& 
COIlcem5 that they anticipate will become issues. 'Ihe 
seCOIld Commission meetmg. or Step Two of the 
process. entais obtaining additiol1al pub& com­
ments. DuriI1g step two CDOW staff recommend 
draft regulations or policies for each issue. Step 
Three is the fio.al deeisioo-makiDg step of the 
proc::ess. Durmg this third meetmg, further pub& 
comment is taken, CDOW staff preseI1t revised 
rec::ommendatiol1s, and the Commission makes fio.al 
deeisioDs. Written or vetbal c::ommeDts are also 
accepted by CDOW between Commissioo meetm .. 

'Ihe CDOW's "tbree-step process" COIltams the 
essential elemel1ts of the policy formulation process 
described by pub& poliey experts. For example, 
Brewer and deLeon (1983) present a model of the 
policy process that COIlSists of six phases, each with a 
set of steps. 'Ihe three-step poliey formulation 
process used m Colorado is not ideI1tical to the 
Brewer and deLeon model (fable 1), but reflects the 
important elements of it. The lim phases of the 
Brewer and deLeon model emphasize determmmg a 
public, and comcicle m CODC8pt with the stages and 

activities mvolved m Colorado's three-step poliey 
process. Upon reviewing the Colorado black bear 
hUDtmg case m light of these ~ we have 
determmed that only the lim three-iDitiation, 
estimatioo. and seleetion-are applicable to this study 
because the remaiamg three penaia to phases mto 
which this case has 110t yet moved. 'Ihe penment 
three phases that correspond with CDOW's three­
step process are described briefly ia the follmvil1g 
subseetiol1s. 

mptg:Apo~tia.lpr~or~ 
(~ an issue) is ideI1tified by decisioD makers or 
their staff, as ia Step o.e of CDOW's three-step 
proc::ess. At this early stage the issue is ambiguo'USly 
defined, and various ideas are generated to address 
the issue. Further analysis may reveal that these 
ideas are UDdear or mappropriate, so additiol1al 
effon is often needed to focus the issue. As part of 
the focusiag process. the significance of the issue is 
defined and decisioDs are made abODt whether or not 
to pursue it further. If deemed sufficiently impor­
tant, exploration of the issue COIltmues, darity of 
definition improves with additiol1al mormation, and 
the range of potential poliey altematives begil1s to 
emerge. 

Estimation: Like Step Two ia CDOW's three­
step process. this phase mvolves aaa1ysis of potential 
akematives and projeetion of cousequences of each. 
Estimation relies OIl quantitative and qualitative data 
to anticipate likely outcomes of aitemative actioDs. 
Imponaatly. this phase also c:cmsiders l10rmative 
aspects of akematives, such as pub& acceptability. 
Both the biological and humau dimensioDS of an 
issue should be coDSidered m this phase of the 
poliey-makiDg process. UllderstaDdigg both dimen­
sions helps decision makers m the Dext phase. 

Selection: Similar to CDOW's Step 1hree, m 
this phase policy makers use the outcomes of the 
previous phases to make a decisiOD (failure to make 
a formal pub& decision represel1ts a de facto 
deeision). 1his is the most poJitical phase of the 
poliey process. The observatious of Brewer and 
deLeon (1983:18-19) capture the political Dature of 
this phase: 

DecisioDS are seldom made cmly 011 the basis of 
prior tedm.ical caladations and estimates. Many 
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How the Commission sets regulations and policies 

Issues 
identified 

Draft 
regulations 
and policies 

Final 
decision 

Before first Commission meeting: 
- Rule-making notice of regulations scheduled for next Commission meeting sent 
to public (six weeks before meeting) 

- Public should submit written or verbal comments on suggested issues to the 
Division 30 days before first Commission meeting. 

- Division will hold public meetings depending on the magnitude of issues. 

First Commission meeting: 
- Public comments taken. 
- Commission agrees to a list of issues to be considered. 

Before second Commission meeting: 
- Public should submit written or verbal comments on identified issues to the 

Division 30 days before second Commission meeting. 
- Division formulates draft regulations; draft mailed to public and Commission (10 
days before meeting). 

- Division will hold public meetings depending on the magnitude of issues. 

Second Commission meeting: 
- Division recommends draft regulations or policies for each issue. 
- Public comments taken. 
- Commission makes pre6minary decision and identified unresolved issues. 

Before third Commission meeting: 
• Public should submit written or verbal comments on unresolved issues to 
the Division 30 days before third Commission mee~ng. 

- Division will hold publiC meetings depending on the magnitude of issues. 
- Division makes final recommendations on unresolved issues; recommen-

dations are mailed to public and Commission (10 days before meeting). 

Third Commission meeting: 
- Division presents final recommendations. 
- Public comments taken on unresolved issues. 
- Commission makes final decision. 

2. CDOW's three-step public involvement process. 
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Table 1. Phases and characteristics of the policy process,-

lni1illtion ........... ,.. .. 

EsIi:nuztion . ... . ••... 

Selection .... ........ _ ............ .. 

Creative thinking about a problem. 

Definition of objedives. 

lDDovative option design. 

Tentative and pretimiDary exploration of c:xmcepts, daims, 
and possibilities. 

Thorough investigatiou of c:om:epts and claims. 

Scientific euminatiou of impac:ts; e.g., of c:xmtinuiDg to do 
Dothing and for ead! CODSidered intelVentiou option. 

Normative examinatiou of likely ccmsequeDces. 

Development of program outlines. 

EstabIishmeDt of expected performance criteria and 
indicators. 

Debate of possible options. 

Compromise, bargains, and accommodations. 

Reductiou of IIDcertainty about options. 

lDtegration of ideological and other DODratioual elements 
of decision. 

Decisions amoug options. 

-Adapted from Brewer and de Leon (1983:20). 



other aspects need to be considered, not the 
least of these being the multiple, changing, and 
sometimes conflicting goals held by those 
interested in the problem and its resolution. To 
the extent that the analytic efforts exercised 
during estimation neglect non-rational or 
ideological information, decision makers may 
find themselves forced to rely heavily on their 
own experience and intuition to integrate these 
essential ingredients of workable decisions. ... 

Although the preceding quote is a generalization of 
the policy process, its relevance to the Colorado 
black bear hunting case study will become apparent 
as we present specifics of the case. 

We use the steps Brewer and deLeon identified 
for the first three phases of the policy process as "an 
organizational guide" for assessing the process 
followed by CDOW in establishing policy for black 
bear hunting. It is relatively easy to determine 
whether or not a step was included in the policy 
process; the cballenge is to assess qualitatively the 
adequacy of effort and the extent to which the 
outcomes of that effort affect the process. We 
attempt to do this retrospectively, informed by key 
participants in the controversy. 

The Height of the Black Bear Hunting Controversy: 
1991·1992 

The three-step process: May 1991-November 1991 

The May 1991 Commission meeting marked the 
beginning of the three-step process for the Commis­
sion to establish regulations for black bear hunting 
over the three-year period 1992-1994. We present 
chronologically the events surrounding the three-step 
process, leading to the Commission's decisions 
regarding season structure and black bear hunting 
methods. 

Step One 

Public input prior to and during the May 1991 
Commission meeting unveiled public concerns 
regarding three bear-hunting practices: (1) hunting 
black bears in spring, (2) hunting with bait and (3) 
hunting bears with the aid of dogs. Our content 
analysis of media: articles and written correspondence 
to CDOW indicates that CDOW was presented with 
six primary viewpoints even at this early stage in the 
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controversy: (1) antihunting Vi. hunting view, (2) 
biological dominance view, (3) ethical acceptability, 
(4) hunting allture/experience maintenance, (5) 
management responsibility and (6) economic impact. 
We refer to these categories as the publics' "issue 
interpretations." Our analysis of subsequent informa­
tion sonn:es revealed that these issue interpretations 
endure as themes throughout the evolution of the 
black bear controversy. They are described below 
before. 

Antihuntm, vs. hunting issue interpretation: 
Concern among traditional stakeholders (e.g. 
hunters and agriculturalists) that the effort to 
stop the spring black bear hunt was principally a 
tactic of the antihunting movement. People with 
this concern about antihunting presume that 
banning spring bear hunting could subsequently 
initiate a "domino effect," restricting or eliminat­
ing one hunting practice after another until 
hunting is eliminated altogether. Although in­
state advocates of the cessation of the spring 
black bear hunt and the use of bait and dogs 
proclaimed these practices to be the limit of 
their concern, the involvement of out-of-state 
animal-rights groups heightened antihunting 
concerns among sportsmen. 

Biological dominance issue: Biological informa­
tion about the black bear population is pur­
ported by some to be the only appropriate basis 
for wildlife decisions, but both those for and 
against spring bear hunting can find biological 
data to support their positions. The main 
biological concern relates to the long-term 
viability of the black bear population in Colo­
rado. Those against the spring black bear hunt 
stress that this hunting season increases the 
possibility of killing a female with dependent 
cubs. Thus, they argue that the spring hunt 
endangers the population because the killing of 
one female could mean the additional death of 
one or two cubs. 

Conversely, some proponents of the spring 
black bear hunt are convinced that because there 
is nothing biologically detrimental about a 
regulated spring black bear hunt (the number of 
females with cubs likely to be killed can be 
calculated and overall mortality regulated 
accordingly), there is no significant reason that it 
should be stopped. The spring hunt is consid-
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ered by some people as necessary to CODtrol 
the bear population. lD addition, the 
question has been ra.Rd as to whether 811 

exteuded fall season would have a more 
adverse effect OD the bear population thaD a 
spring season. Because females are preg­
DaDt in faD, a lengthened faD hunting season, 
wheu females are more likely (thaD in 
spring) to be harvested. may result in a 
greater impact OD the population thaD a 
spring season. 

Ethical acceptability: An ethical iIIterpreta­
lion has both compelled 8lld divided those 
involved with this CODtroversy. Those who 
support the hunting practices ill question 
stress that wildlife management decisions 
should be based OD traditiolla1 values and 
biologic:al parameters. They see no real 
ethic:al problem with hunting bears ill spring 
andlor using bait or hounds. On the other 
wei, people opposed to these practices 
proclaim that ethics 8lld pub1icvalues should 
be ccmsidered when makiDgwildlife manage­
meut decisions. The most prevalent ethical 
CODcem seems to be that ODe or all of these 
hunting behaviors is cruel or unsportsmaD-

like (Box 1). For example, spring bear 
hating may result in cubs, too young to 
survive OD their own, $talT'Y'iog to death 
because their mother has been killed by a 
hater. It has been noted that in Colorado 
IlO big game animal other than mountain 
lion is hated while nursing its young. Many 
betieYe that baBing beals or pursuing beals 
with dogs are unethic:a1 hunting practic:es 
whic:h do IlOt constitute ·fair chase." 

Hating culture 8lld eprieuce mainteu8llce 
~: The spring black bear hat andlor the 
use of bait or hounds is part of the tradi­
tiODal hunting culture of certain Coloradans. 
To stop this season or these methods is 
considered an infringemeut OD an individ­
ual's freedom. of choice. This point is 
articulated by ODe Coloradan in a letter to 
CDOW: ·Spring bear hunting is a small but 
import8llt component of my overall hunting 
culture that comes at 811 import8llt time of 
the year, spec:ific:ally before the tourist 
season sets in" (J. Mullen 1991). This 
CODcem may be particularly poignant to 
rural Coloradans who are sensitive to the 
many growing threats to their rural lifestyle. 



For some Coloradans, the three bear­
hunting practices have been learned as 
acceptable endeavors in their rural culture. 
Claims that these practices are unethical 
suggests a problem with the moral character 
of the participants. The traditions of spring 
bear hunting and hunting bear with hounds 
may have familjal and community social ties, 
thus participants are displeased by attempts 
to outlaw them. 

Management responsibility issue: The 
management responsibility interpretation is 
common among both traditional 
stakeholders and the nontraditional interest 
groups involved in this controversy. These 
factions are concerned with the quality and 
future of wildlife management in Colorado. 
Nontraditional stakeholders are interested in 
"responsible management" and fair and 
equal representation among constituents 
(Smith 1993). 

Traditional stakeholders may feel they 
are receiving less attention by CDOW, an 
agency that has been especially attentive to 
their interests since its inception in the late 
1800's. They question the appropriateness 
and validity of public opinion surveys or 
other attempts to gain broad public input as 
sources of information for decision making. 
The use of public attitude information is 
considered a bad precedent and a threat to 
traditional wildlife management. It has been 
suggested that those who "pay" (i.e., buy 
sporting licenses) should have the greatest 
influence in wildlife decisions. 

Economic impact: An economic interpreta­
tion is less common than the other and is 
held primarily by people who may inan 
financial loss due to the cessation of one or 
all of the three bear-hunting practices. For 
example, because black: bear is the only big 
game animal hunted in the spring, some 
guides, outfitters and houndsmen rely on 
this hunt as a source of income during that 
time. Also, there is some concern among 
agriculturalists that if the three practices are 
stopped there will be an increase in the 
black: bear popUlation leading to increased 
depredations on livestock:. 
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These interpretations of the issues were ex­
pressed to CDOW through various communication 
channels. CDOW recognized that a survey of 
Colorado voters would help determine the extent to 
which the voting public held these particular 
viewpoints. 

The 1991 public opinion survey: Anticipating the 
likelihood of significant public controversy surround­
ing any CDOW recommendations for black: bear 
hunting regulations and therefore the difficult nature 
of the ~'s eventual decision about such 
regulations, CDOW staff chose to have another 
public opinion survey conducted during Summer 
1991. According to one staff member, there were 
three reasons for a new survey: 

(1) widespread rejection of the 1989 
survey data by prohunting groups 
that claimed the survey was flawed 
with biased questions; 

(2) a desire to focus on registered 
voters rather than the general public 
(random households were surveyed 
in 1989); and 

(3) the survey would give the Commis­
sion a clear indication of voters' 
attitudes toward the three bear­
hunting practices, from which voter 
behavior could be predicted. 

(Gill 1993) 

Given the ambiguous nature of Objective #2 in 
the black bear management section of the CDOW 
Long Range Plan, the 1991 study had the potential 
to clarify what the voting public and black: bear 
hunters would view as adequate actions to " ... 
protect females with dependent nursing cubs." 
Clarification of what constituted "protecting" females 
would be helpful to guide decisions about black: bear 
hunting regulations to achieve that end. The 
biological consequences of alternative regulations 
could be estimated with the biological data already 
available to CDOW, but it was felt that the 
magnitude of the human dimensions consequences 
may not be apparent without additional survey data. 

The survey was implemented by Standage 
Accureach, Inc.. and Ciruli Associates, Inc.. in June 
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1991. Te1ephODe interviews were conducted with 600 
registered voters aDd 300 Jkemed black bear hwters. 
The objectives of the survey were to: 

~ Colorado residents' atti­
tudes CODcemiDg hUDliDs. wildlife 
aDd aviroamatal problems; 

aaalyze voters' aad hrmters' opiD­
iODs about spriugbJack: bear hwtiDg 
aDd their prefereDc:e wIla offered 
altematives CODcemmg hwting 
bJack: bear with dogs and bait; 

measure Colorado voters' prefer­
aees CODc:eming who should make 
decisiou.s about black bear hwliBg. 
the Division of Wildlife or the 
public through a ballot referadum; 

compare attitudes about the above 
factors between Colorado voters in 
gneral aDd specific:aDy Colorado 
resideDts Jic:eDsed to hUDt black 
bears; and 

aaalyze the data by demographic 
aDd poIitic:al characteristics as weD 
as wild1jfe aDd aviroDmatal 
attiludecharacteristicsandmember-
ships. 

(StuGage Acc:ureacb., IDe. and CiruJiAssociates, 
IDe. 1991:1) 

These objedives indicate that the survey was 
intended to target some of the issues we identified 
from our CODtat analysis of doc:umats.letters, etc. 
Examination of the actual questioDs used in the 1991 
survey verifies that aD six of the issue interpretations 
were addressed. 

A summtllY of the key findings provides dues to 
the potatial magnitude the controversy could attain 
if public opinion were mobilized into voter action in 
the event of an "unacceptable" interpretation of what 
CODStilutes adequate protection for female bears 
during the spring. The findings regarding public 
opinions about the practices of baiting and the use of 
dogs punctuate the scope of the existing public 
COIlcems regarding black bear hunting in Colorado. 

The foJlowiDg are some highlights of the 1991 survey 
results: 

1. Mostvoters supportedhUDtingfrom 
the pragmatic position that it is 
useful for management of wildlife 
populations. The majority support 
hatiDg if it is dODe legally aad is 
replated. 

2. Two separate minorities complised 
about one-&fth of the voting popu­
lation; ODe opposed aD hunting 
while the other beJieved hunting is 
a basic right aDd should have only 
minimal regulation. 

3. An examination of hunting partici­
pation aDd attitudes indicates that 
about ODe-tath of the voting 
population in 1991 would consider 
themselves hunters aDd about ODe­
half did not hunt, but did not object 
to others hunting. 

4. Majority support for hUDtiDg existed 
in aD the demographic groups 
within the voting sample surveyed. 
Women aDdresideDts of the Denver 
metropolitaD area were somewhat 
less supportive. 

S. The voters surveyed rated the loss 
of wild1jfe habitat aDd adaDgered 
species as velY serious problems in 
Colorado. They were dMded aDd 
less certain about the seriousness of 
problems related to black· bear 
hwting. 

6. Over 70 percent of Colorado voters 
c::aDedthemselvesavironmentalists. 
A small percentage, about ODe-sil;th, 
claimed to be members of aviron· 
mental or wildlife organizatiODs. 

7. A comparison between the overall 
voting population aDd liceDSedblack 
bear hunters showed stronger 
support by licensed hunters for 
hunliBg as a right. While hunters 
were also concerned about wilder-



ness areas, they did not believe 
extinction of endangered wildlife 
was a serious problem in Colorado. 

8. The voting public was not well­
informed about issues associated 
with hunting black: bears. Less than 
10 percent said they had heard any 
significant information. But voters 
were willing to express their views­
over three-fourths expressed a 
position of support or opposition to 
black bear hunting issues. 

9. A majority of the public (54%) was 
opposed to spring black: bear hunt­
ing. The voters were primarily 
concerned about the black: bear 
population being endangered, the 
killing of females, and the abandon­
ment of cubs. One-quarter of the 
voting public was in favor of the 
spring black bear hunt. They 
believed the hunt helps control 
overpopulation of black: bears. 
One-fifth of voters were undecided 
about the issue and the remaining 
five percent stated their position 
depends on the circumstances. 
Most licensed black: bear hunters 
favored the spring hunt and cited 
the overpopulation of black: bears as 
the reason for their support. 

10. Arguments for and against spring 
black: bear hunting that were pre­
sented to respondents did not have 
a significant impact on opinions, 
with only about one-tenth altering 
position. The shift was toward 
opposition to the spring hunt. 

11. There was little voter support for 
black: bear hunting with bait or 
dogs. The black: bear hunting 
community was supportive of both 
methods with a larger number 
approving use of bait than approv­
ing use of dogs. 

12. In summary, voters did not support 
the elimination of black: bear hunt-

ing. However, the spring hunt was 
coatroversial and there was strong 
opposition to hunting with bait or 
dogs. 

13. The overwhelming majority of 
voters surveyed, as well as licensed 
black bear hunters, believed black 
bear hunting issues should be 
decided by the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife. 
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(Standage Ac:cureac:h, Inc:. and Ciruli Associates, 
Inc:. 1991:3-4) 

Widespread antihunting sentiment was evident 
among Colorado voters in 1991, but spring black: 
bear hunting and hunting with bait or dogs specifi­
cally seemed to gamer more opposition. The three 
bear-hunting practices identified at the May 1991 
Commission meeting were disfavored by most 
Colorado voters. If comparisons to findings of the 
1989 study could be taken as an indication, it would 
appear that public attitudes about spring bear 
hunting had changed little with the majority consis­
tently disfavoring that practice. However, the voting 
public surveyed in 1991 seemed to be more strongly 
opposed to baiting and the use of dogs than the 
general public surveyed in 1989. 

The survey instrument provided some insight 
into the ethical bases for some voters' opposition to 
spring black: bear hunting. Approximately one-half 
of those opposing spring bear hunting reported what 
could clearly be considered an ethical reason. No 
such insight is provided regarding baiting and the use 
of dogs when hunting black: bear. 

Despite strong feelings among voters about 
hunting bear in the spring and hunting with bait and 
dogs, a large majority believed that CDOW, not 
voters, should make bear management decisions. 
Thus, voters were concerned about specific black: 
bear hunting issues rather than removing manage­
ment authority from COOW. 

In the summer of 1991, local and national 
sportsmen's groups attended a meeting held at 
CDOW's Hunter Education building to hear a 
representative of Wildlife Legislative Fund of 
America (WLFA) advise them on strategies for 
responding to the evolving black: bear hunting con-
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troversy. Some CDOW staff were preseIlt at the 
meeting. Aucmdees were tokl to resist aay dumge in 
black bear hUllting reguJatic:ms because oppoDcmts of 
this hut were merely "frost" groups for aWW'ed 
aatihuting organizatioDs sudl as the Fud for 
ADimaD (FFA) aad the Humane Soeiety of the 
umted States (HSUS). 1be 1991 survey results 
DOlWithstaDdiDg, the WLFA representative assured 
the group that with WLFA's assistaaoe7 they would 
be able to defeat a ballot iDitiative prohibitiDg the 
three CODteDtious bear bUllting practices. 1his 
meeting possibly marked the stimulated commitmcmt 
of the spodSmcm's groups to a Do-compromise 
position. 

Develgping a bear-butin, rec.:ommcmdatiqp: Prior 
to the September 1991 Commission meeting, wbic::h 
represeDtedStep Two iD CDOW's three-stepprocess. 
CDOW staff ecmsidered four altematives for season 
struc:ture aad method of take that they deemed 
biologic:aJly feasible (Fig. 3). As part of this process. 
the long-range objectives for black bear maaagemcmt 
were rec:oDstituted as criteria for evaluating the 
altematives. Abbreviated versic:ms of these objectives 
foBow: 

1. Protect black bear population from 
overharvest; 

2 Protect females with D1Jl'Sing cubs; 

3. Provide reasonable hUllting recre­
ation; 

4. Prevent reasoublehUllting rec1'UtioD. 

CDOW staff made a thorough aad specific analysis 
of public acceptability of the four altematives. The 
surveys aad the knowledge of public opiDioD about 
black bear bUllting accumulated over time by CDOW 
staff were applied iD the aaalysis. 

lD Colorado. public iDput came from maDy 
sources. lD this particular CODtroversy. CDOW 
received iDput from iDd.ividuaI citizens. people 
represeDting ad hoc iDterest groups that formed 
specific:aJly to address this COIltroversy (with both 
local aad statewide scope). represeDtatives of weB­
established interest groups (both traditional and 
DODtraditioDal wildlife iDterem), aad out-of-state 

organizations that were keenly CODoemed about the 
outcome (these iDduded aaimal rights, aaimal 
welfare, bUlltmg, aDd professioDa1 wildlife organiza­
tions). The atteDtion of out-of-state groups ou 
Colorado's impeDdiDg black bear hUDting deQsicm 
reinforced CDOW's CODoerDS that this ecmtroversy 
aad the state of Colorado had the potcmtial to 
become the focus of COIlfJoDtation for uatioDally 
aetiYe aatihUllting aad probUllting advocates. 
Furthermore, peelS iD the wildlife maaagemeDt 
profession were SCI1ltiDiziDg CDOW's handling of 
this volatile situation; the poteDtial existed for 
important Iesscms to be leamed, as weB as for 
UIldesirable prec:edeDts to surface regarding wildlife 
managemeDt authority. The stage was set for a 
multitude of actors to attempt to iDflucmce the 
outcome of this ecmtroversy. 

The biologieal aspects of the issue were relatively 
straightforward aad plaoed only broad CODstraiDts 011 

the acceptability of the alternatives. lD COIltrast, the 
criteria for evaluatiDg what CODstituted adequate 
protec:tioD for females with D1Jl'Sing cubs, reasonable 
hUlltiDg rec1'Ution, aad su.fficieDt protection from 
black bear depredations were hotly aputed. 
Ac::cordiDg to the evaluation of CDOW staff. Doue of 
the alternatives dealt effectively with the ae of 
bear damage, but only Altemative A met the 
remaiDiDg three objectives (fable 2). Alternative A 
caned for the elimiDation of the spriDg bear but aad 
a leDgtheDiDg of the fall season. Bait aad dogs 
would be allowed at various times duriag the fall 
season. Altemative A was viewed by CDOW staff as 
a reasonable aad defensible compromise on both 
biological aad ethical groUllds. CDOW staff 
ecmteDded that Alternative A would offer the 
greatest degree of protection for lactating females 
with cubs because the season would begiD at a time 
wheD nearly all cubs will have reached sit mouths of 
age (Om aad Beck 1991). Six mouths is considered 
the age whcm cubs are able to survive indepeDdeDt of 
their mothe!S. The staff was also ecmviDc:ed that 
Alternative A would provide reasonable buting 
recreation opportUDity because iD the fall black bears 
are more ecmoeDtrated arowd rich food areas aad 
thus easier to cmcouter. This altemative was 
developed fully as CDOW's preferred recommenda­
tion for the Commission. (fbe detailed aaalysis of 
alternatives is prescmted in Gill aad Beck 1991). 



ALTERNATIVE :#A 

LIMITED LICENSES 
8/15 - 8/31 BAIT AND DOGS 
9/1 - 10/9 ? BAIT 
10/10 - 11/8 NO BAIT-NO DOGS 

NO UNLIMITED CONCURRENT SEASON 

ALTERNATIVE IC 

LIMITED LICENSES 
4/1 - 5/31 BAIT AND DOGS 

OR 
9/1 - 9/30 BAIT 

SEPARATE APPLICATION FOR 
SPRING AND FALL 

LICENSE 

1992 
1993 
1994 

DISTRIBUTION 
S F 
50% 50% 
30% 70% 
10% 90% 

NO UNLIMITED CONCURRENT 
SEASON 

ALTERNATIVE :#B 

NO CHANGE 
LIMITED LICENSES 
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4/1 - 5/15 BAIT AND DOGS 
9/1 - 9/30 BAIT AND DOGS 

UNLIMITED CONCURRENT SEASON 

ALTERNATIVE :#D 

LIMITED LICENSES 
4/1 - 6/15 BAIT AND DOGS 

(6/30) 

- QUOTA SYSTEM 
- ELEVATION CLOSURES 

NO UNLIMITED CONCURRENT 
SEASON 

FIgUre 3. Alternatives for black bear season structUre and methods of take. 



Table 2- Advaatages ad disadvaatages of the four ahematives for blade bear managemcmt. 

BlACK BEA.'R MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Proted Proted Provide 
Population Females Reasooable 

ALTERNATIVES From WilhNmsmg HuutiDg Prevent 
Ovedwvest Cubs ReaeaIicm DepredatioDs 

#A YES YES YES NO 

#B YES 

#C YES 

#D YES 

Step Two 

The mile-post event for Step Two was a 
CommissimJ. meeting held in Grand Juncti<m in 
September 1991. Grand Juncti<m is the largest city 
in Coloradowest of the CoutiDental Divide, however, 
it maintains a culture typical of many rural areas of 
the West. Thus, the location of this meeting 
facllitated the attendance of rural Coloradans and 
prohuntiDg advocates but minimized the attendance 
of urban and nODhuntiDg Coloradans, many of whom 
resided in metropolitan areas east of the Coutinental 
Divide. 

At this meeting CDOW staff presented their 
ana.J.ysis for season structure alternatives. The 
ana.J.ysis was communicated to the Commissi<m and 
the public in both written (Allalysis of Seasou 
Structure Alternatives [first draft] [Gill and Beck 
September 1991]) and oral reports. Preceding the 
oral presentatiou by CDOW's policy analyst ou the 
bear issue, the results ad COJldusioDs of the summer 
survey of voter attitudes toward blade bear hunting 
issues were summarized by Floyd Cindi, a well­
knOWJl political polliDg COJlsultant who ccmducted the 
survey. Additioual public comments were accepted 
by the Commissi<m during the meeting. It was at 
this meeting that the spokespersoo for the Commit­
tee to Save the Bears (CSB) forewarned the 
Commissiou that if they maintained the spring hunt, 
baiting and the use of dogs, CSB would initiate 
action to overturn the Commissiou policy and 
regulations. This actiou would be pursued eilher 
through litigatiou or a COD.stitutioual amendment 

NO YES NO 

NO YES NO 

NO YES NO 

banning these practices. 3 The Commissi<m also 
heard testimouy frOm several indMduals urging them 
to maintain a substantial spring bear hunting 
opportunity, as well as opport1m.ities to hunt with 
bait and dogs. The issue intezpretatious that had 
already emerged during Step One were reiterated 
during this meeting; importantJ.y~nonew major issues 
surfaced. At the COJldusiou of the meeting, it was 
not evident that a compromise acceptable to all 
primary interests could be readied. CDOW staff 
were left in the position of esplaiDing their recom­
mendation both to those who wanted to abolish the 
three bear-hunting practices and to those who 
wanted the practices ccmtinued. 

CDOW staffs recommendation to end the spring 
blade bear hunt but lengthen the fall hunt, including 
ccmtiDuing the use of bait and dogs, was considered 
by CDOW staff to be a "prohwting move" (Carpen­
ter 1992). It was meat to be in the best loug-term 
interests of hunters while at the same time reflectiDg 
a broader public interest in the ethics of blade bear 
hunting. The staff believed that their recommenda­
tiou, if accepted as a regulation by the Commission, 
would enhance the image of black bear hunters 
amoug the Colorado public and diminish public 
concern about black bear hunting, thereby averting 

3 A constitutioual amendment is incorporated into 
the Coustitution of the state and can only be 
changed by a majority vote of the people, whereas a 
Legislative amendment is not incorporated into the 
Coustitutiou and am be modified by the state 
Legislature. 



further momentum of antihunting sentiment on this 
issue. Their hypothesis reflected the information 
available; that is, most Coloradans supported hunting 
generally but most also felt that spring black bear 
hunting is unethical Furthermore, the human 
dimensions information showed that a plurality of 
licensed hunters. opposed spring bear hunting (Ciruli 
Associates, Inc. and Standage Ac::cureach, Inc. 1991). 
CDOW staff recognized that concerns raised about 
spring bear hunting were unique to partic:uJar 
practices and not black bear hunting generally. 

Some people representing black bear hunting 
interests argued that CDOW's recommendation 
would initiate a "domino effect" ultimately leading to 
the eradication of all hunting in Colorado. Some 
CDOW staff considered this to be an extreme view 
held by a vocal minority that did not reflect the 
majority of hunters in Colorado. Furthermore, 
CDOW staff contended that by eliminating the 
spring bear hunt the reputation of hunters could be 
improved among the general pUblic, thereby reducing 
the potential for any domino effect. 

In addition to balancing concern for hunters and 
other wildlife interest groups, CDOW staff also were 
sensitive to the dilemma in which the Commission 
found itself. The credibility of the Commissiou, 
indeed of the entire CDOW, would hinge on the 
strength and logic of the rationale developed to 
support whichever alternative CDOW recommended 
or the Commission adopted. This decision, possibly 
more than any other policy decision of the C0mmis­
sion in recent years, would be in the public spotlight 
and closely scrutinized by Coloradans. aearly,loc:al 
and national interest groups had energized media 
coverage of this controversy. Unlike many routine 
decisions made by the Commission, the debate here 
was not just among traditional interests. Data 
showed that only a minority of Coloradans vigorously 
held traditional viewpoints regarding black bear 
hunting, but the controversy had the potential to 
spark the interest of many other Coloradans who 
might not usually become involved in wildlife issues. 
In all likelihood, the deliberations and actions of the 
Commission would not only be cballenged by voc:al 
stakeholders, but also watched by a broad spectrum 
of Colorado citizens for evidence that Commission 
policy and regulations reflected diverse wildlife 
interests. 
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Thus, the ability and willingness of the Commis­
sion to deal with a controversy of widespread public 
concern had the potential of itselfberoming an issue. 
CDOW fully recognized this potential and its 
conseqnences for wildlife management in Colorado. 
With so much at stake, CDOW staff wanted to offer 
the Commission an alternative that demonstrated 
responsiveness to all Coloradans without unnecessar­
ily alienating trad.itiona1 interest groups who had 
publidy opposed any restrictions of the three bear­
hunting practices in question. Given this predica­
ment, Alternative A was considered by CDOW staff 
to be the best among the feasible options. 

Responding to the vocal spring bear hunting 
advocates, the Commission took a non-binding 
"straw" vote at the September meeting. This vote 
rejected Alternative A to end the spring hunt, and 
the Commission directed CDOW's Director to re­
open discussion with his staff about their recommen­
dation. However, CDOW staff maintained that 
Alternative A was the best option. They prepared to 
discuss the rationales in more detail at the Commis­
sion workshop in October. 

During the October Commission workshop in 
Alamosa, the analysis of the four alternatives was 
presented again by CDOW staff for the C0mmis­
sion's review. Commission workshops are informa­
tional meetings, not decision-making forums. At the 
workshop, commissioners questioned, analyzed, and 
discussed at length the biologic:al and human 
dimensions data pertaining to the black bear hunting 
controversy. During their discussion, the commis­
sioners in attendance demonstrated a high degree of 
understanding of the rationale for Alternative A. 
Observations of the workshop made by three of the 
authors indicated a consensus was building for 
Alternative A. It was obvious that several of the 
commissioners believed that their traditional hunting 
constituency (i.e., hunters, guides, outfitters and 
agric:ulturalists) would uot accept this alternative 
because they knew that for some it would be viewed 
as the symbolic tipping of the first "domino" toward 
greater restrictions on hunting in Colorado. 
Nevertheless, as the commissioners considered all 
aspects of the controversy, it seemed that Alternative 
A was emerging as the alternative representing the 
best long-term interest of hunters and other 
Coloradans. 
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Step Two in CDOW's polky process was 
sisDifiamt from the staadpoint of mtegrating human 
dimeDsioDs iDput into wildlife mauagement decisioDs 
m Colorado. At this poiIlt. CDOW QemODStratecl to 
the Commission aud the public how scieatificaDy 
ooDecIecI, generalizable data about peopIe'sopillioas, 
beliefs, ad other c:baracceristics oouJcI be used m 
ac:klitioD to aeaiotaltestimoaials at publicmeelillgs 
ad the collective pereeptioDs of COOW staff, 
neither of whidl are likely to be representative of the 
public. 

Events immediately foDowiIlg the September 
1991 Commissicm meelillg reflec:ced the seriousness 
with which opposing stakeholders regardecI the 
upoomillg Commissicm. cIecisiou about black bear 
huntmg regulations. The efforts of the priucipal 
mteresls coalesced. CousicIerable effort was made to 
mobilize various COIlStituents to take aetiou m the 
form of letters to CDOW. letters to ed.ilors of 
newspapers, ad other correspondence making 
opinions known to CDOW aud the Commission. As 
part of this, the people leading the charge on either 
side worked to hone their message ad to recruit 
media support. Representatives of the mec:tia 
seemed to recogrUze that this was developing mto a 
stoty with broad public appeal. The interplay of 
themes sudt as represeDtative govemment. agency 
responsiveness to the public, traditional rural values 
\IS. conlemporaty urban values, ad the natural 
sentiments of people regarding wildlife created 
appealillg storylines. 

As the November 1991 Commissicm meetillg 
approadted, media attentioD grew, ad the contro­
versy became increasiDgly divisive. National 
attention intensified. Lobbying efforts were stepped­
up to influence CDOW aud the Commission 
members, ad CDOW mcreased its efforts to seek 
compromise between the principal parties. 

CDOW staff Degotiated with two representatives 
of importaat stakehoider interests-Michael Smith. 
President of Boulder Audubon, ad Sherri TIppie, 
President of Wildlife 2000. They were opposed to 
spring bear hunting ad the use of bait or clogs to 
hunt bear. Staff were assured by Tippie aud Smith 
that they would Dot pursue the bait ad dog issues if 
CDOW ended the spring bear hunt. Thus, CDOW 
staff focused their efforts on (a) CODVinc:ing trad.i-

tional hunter groups to accept the compromise ad 
(b) helping those groups unclerstaud the c0nse­

quences for hunters' public image if they opposed the 
elimmatiau of the spring bear hunt. CDOW staff 
believed that ifhDnters CODVincecI the Commissicm. to 
continue the spring bear hUBt. the risk of catalyzing 
a massive public opiniau backlash mcreased. In that 
event. Dot only spring bear huntillg hut also the 
practices of using bait and clogs to hunt bear would 
be swept aside. From CDOW's staadpoint, they 
were arguiIlg for the most prohuntillg solution that 
cou1cI be hoped for in the controversy. Nevertheless, 
between September and November 1991 CDOW 
mcurrecl a great deal of wrath and derision from 
prohunting activists. This mduded accusations that 
certam staff members were antibunters, that CDOW 
was "seDing out" to animal rights activists, that they 
"tumed their back" on traditional groups that had 
historicaDy supported CDOW, ad that CDOW was 
not lookiIlg out for the greater good of the bear 
resource. 

By the time the November 1991 meetmg arrived, 
CDOW's concerns were realized; that is, out-of-state 
animal rights groups had decided to tum .the 
Colorado bear-huntmg controversy into an arena for 
pursuing its antihunting ageuda. Cearly antihunlillg 
advocates were mterested m more than the specifics 
of the black bear hunting controversy-they saw the 
potential to make another inroad toward eventual 
abolition of hunlillg. The spectre of this eventuality 
reillforc:ecl hunters' suspicions that the real motiva­
tion for abolishing spring bear hunting was to 
appease auimal-rights iateresls that had previously 
threateDed legal action against CDOW. The 
agency's ability to communicate its actual rationale 
was severely eroded by the mcreasmg presence of 
national animal rights and prohunlillg activists. 
COOW's credilility suffered. 

Even Coloradans who were opposed to the three 
specific bear-hunlillg practices but not to hunlillg 
were frustrated because the focus of much of the 
discussion at the November Commi:ssion meetingwas 
OD the motivation of the animal-rights groups iIlstead 
of on the ethical concerns bemg raised regarding tbe 
three bear-hunlillg practices (pers. comm. M. Smith 
1992). 

Although some CDOW staff and hunters were 
suspicious of the real inteDtions of people who were 
opposing the three bear-huntmg practices, some were 



quite clear. For example, Michael Smith stated 
publicly that he was not antihunting, and his 
opposition to spring black bear hunting was not an 
antihunting ploy. In fact, he pointed out that the 
continuation of the spring bear hunt would be 
counterproductive to hunters' efforts to improve their 
reputation among the general public in Colorado. 
Smith stated his position on black bear hunting as 
follows: 

There should be an opportunity for sports­
men to hunt bear in Colorado. But that 
hunting has to be done in a respectable, 
responsible fashion. That means do it in the 
fall, so if you kill a female with cubs, the 
cubs have got a chance of survival. 

(Channel 9 KUSA 1992) 

Smith supported Alternative A, finding it a 
"reasonable compromise" (pers. romm. M. Smith 
1992). He had long been involved in the black bear 
management issue (since 1982) and provided input 
used to refine the language of Objective #2 for the 
black bear management portion of the Long Range 
Plan. Consequently, he was well aware of the 
significance of the Commission's action to adopt that 
objective, and the commitment it represented to the 
welfare of black bear cubs. The black bear welfare 
interest articulated by CUB was quite different from 
the animal rights interest that would be expressed 
later by the Director of the Fund For Animals. 

Despite pressures from some hunters and some 
animal rights advocates who desired changes in 
CDOW's recommendation, CDOW's continuing 
analysis indicated that Alternative A was still the best 
compromise. CDOW had no intentions of meeting 
the demands of animal rights advocates and did not 
feel that Alternative A was in any way an appease­
ment to those demands. Rather, CDOW was 
interested in addressing the ethical issues (e.g., 
animal welfare concerns) on their own merits. 

Just prior to the November 1991 meeting where 
the Commission would adopt regulations regarding 
the season and hunting methods for black bears, 
CDOW staff activity on the controversy reacbed its 
highest leveL Their concerns ranged from having 
well-prepared presentations to ensuring the adequacy 
of security for the Commission meeting, given threats 
received to sabotage it. Preparations had to be made 
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to acx:ommodate media representatives, including 
television news teams. 

On 21 November 1991 at the Denver headquar­
ters of CDOW, the Commission faced a standing­
room-only c:rowd, one of the largest congregations on 
record for a Commission meeting. With approxi­
mately 120 people indicating a desire to make public 
testimony about black bear regulations, the Commis­
sion chose to restrict the number and duration of 
comments accepted. The audience was told that 
ead:l c:itizen would have three minutes to make his or 
her point. The audience was also· told that the 
Commission was most interested in hearing the 
breadth of views instead of hearing similar views 
repeatedly. and therefore were asked to abstain from 
that practice in the interest of time. 

By and large, no new themes of importance to 
the controversy emerged; the issue interpretations 
identified during the summer survey still predomi­
nated. Three highlights of the meeting significant to 
this case study were: (1) testimony given by the 
National Director of the Fund For Animals (FFA); 
(2) the actual regulation adopted by the Commission; 
and (3) the Commission cbair's closing comments. 
The National Director of FF A was the first speaker 
selected among the people signed up to testify. He 
made it clear the people he represented were against 
all forms of hunting. However, "in the spirit of 
cooperation," he accepted Alternative A as a 
reasonable alternative (pacelle 1991). The FFA 
Director closed with a threat of a ballot initiative 
should the Commission not approve this alternative 
(Box 2). 

Modification of alternatives: After hearing extensive 
public testimony, the Commission chose Alternative 
C (with a 5 to 3 majority) instead of Alternative A 
recommended by CDOW staff. Alternative C was 
referred to by CDOW as the gradual phase-down 
approach. Although this alternative appears to be a 
compromise heading toward abolition of spring bear 
hunting, such hunting would not be eliminated within 
the three-year time frame of the regulation and the 
fate of spring bear hunting beyond that time was still 
in question. Alternative C also added two weeks 
onto the spring season closing date, endangering 
more females with cubs. Thus, those who wanted 
spring bear hunting to end were not satisfied 
(because the measure retained and lengthened the 
spring hunt), but neither were those who wanted it to 





continue as it bad been (because of the phase-down 
plan). Consequently, this attempt by the Commis­
sion to offer the interested public:s a compromise was 
viewed as inadequate to both sides of the controversy 
and lacked support from any major sector of the 
public. 

Commission Chairman's summary: Fonowing the 
Commission's vote to adopt Alternative C, the 
Chairman made a summary statement about the vote 
and the proceedings leading up to it. Although out 
of context the fonowing extract from his statement 
may seem extreme or reactionary, the appreciative 
reception he received for his comments by many 
members of the audience indicates he was reflecting 
a relevant, popular viewpoint (Box 3). While the 
content and even the emotion of the presentation 
resonated among many people in the audience, it did 
not represent the majority opinion of Coloradans as 
evidenced by the 1992 ballot results discussed later. 
The statement was significant from at least two 
standpoints. First, the statement of the Chairman 
could be taken to represent the viewpoint of the 
entire Commission. This implication was not 
lessened by the fact that no other commissioner 
chose to question it afieIWard or offer a substantive 
statement of hislher own. Thus, on the face of it, 
one could be left with the impression that the 
Commission was selective in the views it was willing 
to consider as legitimate and was not yet receptive to 
the integration of scientifically obtained human 
dimensions data. 

The second aspect of the Chairman's statement 
was its ultimatum-like tone which reinforced an 
adversarial perception wherein the Commission was 
prejudiced in favor of those representing traditional 
utilitarian values and therefore was not ready to 
objectively consider the opinions of anyone or any 
group with competing or opposing values. Further­
more, his statement, regardless of the actual action 
voted upon by the Commission, "dropped the 
gauntlet" for confrontation with the animal rights 
people as represented by FF A The Commission 
may have played into the hands of antihunting 
activists by legitimizing the notion that Colorado was 
willing to be a national battleground for the 
hunting/antihunting struggle and allowing the black: 
bear hunting issue to become a precedent-setting 
skirmish. More importantly, the Chairman's 
statement indicated that ethical concerns about black: 
bears held by a wide swath of Colorado's citizenry 
were "peripheral issues" that bad little importance to 
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wildlife management decisions; this perspective likely 
did not enhance confidence among many members of 
the public that the Commission considered their 
viewpoint in its decision-making process. 

For people like Michael Smith who were seeking 
protection for female bears with dependent cubs, 
consistent with Objective #2 of the CDOW's Long 
Range Plan, the Commission's adoption of Alterna­
tive C was untenable. The spring season was actually 
lengthened under this alternative, effectively placing 
females with nursing cubs in jeopardy for a longer 
period than previous regulations allowed. This 
action would be portrayed later as a caUous refusal 
of the Commission to step up to ethical issues in 
bear management, even in the face of compelling 
evidence that most Coloradans, including many 
hunters, were opposed to spring bear hunting. 

The Ballot Initiative Period: November 1991-
November 1992 

Dissatisfied by the decision to "pbase-down" 
instead of end the spring bear hunt, Boulder County 
Audubon filed an injunction against the Colorado 
Wildlife Commission in March 1992. Smith claimed 
that by allowing the spring hunt to continue, the 
Commission was in violation of Objective #2 in the 
Long Range Plan. A legal action was intended to 
stop the 1992 spring hunt and determine its legality. 
To block the spring hunt, however, Boulder County 
Audubon had to prove that this particular hunt 
caused irreparable injury to the bear population. 
The court testimony of CDOW staff who recom­
mended to end the spring hunt on ethical grounds 
did not support the cessation of the spring hunt on 
biological grounds (ie., CDOW maintained all along 
that a closely regulated spring bear hunt had no 
deleterious impact on the bear population). Thus, 
Boulder County Audubon had little scientific backing 
for a biological argument against spring hunting, and 
the ethical argument was deemed legally irrelevant. 
Consequently, Boulder County Audubon did not 
obtain the injunction against the spring season. The 
judge believed that although the "phase-down" 
decision was not in the best interest of certain 
individual animals, it was not biologically detrimental 
to the population and provided adequate protection 
for a majority of female bears with cubs (Boulder 
Colmly Audubon vs. the Colonulo Wzldlife Commis­
sion 1992). 
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Having exhausted all other avenues of recourse, 
Smith and others formed Coloradans United for 
Bears (CUB). a political organization with the intent 
of placing the spring bear hunting issue on the 
November 1992 ballot as a legislative amendment. 
The ballot initiative process provided Smith the 
opportunity to combat two other bear-hunting 
practices that he and certain wildlife organizations 
questioned, the use of baits to lure bears and the use 
of dogs to pursue bears. Thus, CUB combined 
spring bear hunting, the use of bait, and the use of 
dogs into a multifaceted public debate and began a 
petition drive to place all three on the ballot as one 
amendment. 

CDOW staff forecasted that one consequence of 
implementing the Commission's "phase-down" 
alternative, with its provision to lengthen the spring 
season by 15 days, would be a dramatic increase in 
the harvest of lactating females. Specifically they 
predicted the harvest of lactating females would 
increase from 6 in 1991 to 20 in 1992 (Gill and Beck 
1991). This figure was later amended to 26 during 
testimony presented at the injunction hearing to halt 
the 1992 spring hunt. CDOW bear biologists were 
extremely accurate in their prediction; 25 lactating 
female bears were killed during the spring 1992 
season. The issue of cub mortality in spring 1992 
received a great deal of media attention (Box 4) and 
intensified the controversy. This publicity likely 
helped CUB with its petition drive. 

Primarily using volunteer solicitors (many of 
whom were FF A members) and flyers, CUB 
collected 76,,360 signatures supporting their agenda 
and submitted them to the Secretary of State for 
validation in August. The 50,000 signatures neces­
sary to place an issue on the ballot as an amendment 
were validated, and thns CUB began a campaign to 
see its amendment, Amendment #10, win in 
November. The Amendment summarytbatappeared 
on the ballot read as follows: 

An amendment to the Colorado Revised 
Statutes to prohibit the taking of black bears 
by the use of bait or dogs at any time, and 
to prohibit the taking of black bears by any 
means between March 1 and September 1 of 
any calendar year, and subjecting violators to 
misdemeanor penalties and a loss of hunting 
privileges. 

(Legislative Council 1992) 
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The prohunting activists formed their own group, 
Coloradans for Wildlife Conservation (CWC) to 
counter the efforts of CUB. CWe's purpose was to 
combat any initiative that would attempt to hinder 
the Commission's "phase-down" decision. CWCwas 
endorsed publicly and supported financially by well­
known national sportsmen's groups (e.g., NRA), local 
sportsmen and agricultural groups (e.g., Colorado 
Guides and Outfitters Association and Colorado 
Woolgrowers Association). and wOOns animal use 
groups (e.g •• Professional Rodeo Cowboys Associa­
tion). The organizers of ewc regarded CUB's 
effort as an animal-rights strategy meant to compro­
mise the tradition and opportunities of hunters. 
Furthermore, CWC presumed that a ban on spring 
bear hunting, and the use of bait and dogs could 
subsequently initiate a "domino effect" leading to the 
elimination of all hunting. Although CUB pro­
claimed interest in the spring black bear hunt and 
the use of bait and dogs only. the involvement of 
out-of-state animal rights groups prompted antihunt­
ing concerns among sportsmen. 

ewc was also concerned that Amendment #10 
was a precedent-setting amendment that encouraged 
wildlife management decisions to be made by the lay 
public instead of "professional biologists" at CDOW 
(CWC 1992). They expressed this concern despite 
the fact that CDOW biologists recommended to end 
the spring hunt on the basis of animal welfare 
concerns. The following summarizes ewc's focus: 

Animal rights activists are striving to create 
win situations one step at a time in Colo­
rado. Their first step being to attempt to 
curtail bear hunting and to remove manage­
ment responsibility from the hands of the 
Colorado Wildlife Commission. 

(ewc 1992) 

In August 1992, the controversy heated up 
considerably when the amendment was officially 
approved to be on the November ballot. CWC and 
CUB were now in the position of vying for the 
support of Coloradans for their respective positions. 
Each group chose different campaign strategies 
meant to disseminate their message and sway voters. 
CUB voiced its message through flyers and various 
media channels (e.g., newspaper interviews and one 
television commercial). Two major financial 
contributors to CUB were Fund For Animals (FFA). 
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based in Maryland, and the Humane Society of the 
United States, based in Washington, D.C. Many 
monetary and volunteer time contributions came 
from local groups and individuals. 

Much of ewe's funding came from large 
sportsmen's groups such as the Wildlife Legislative 
Fund of America (WLFA), NRA and the Rocky 
Mountain Ek Foundation. They also received 
contributions &om local groups and individuals. 
ewe campaigned by ctistributing brochures, writing 
letters to editors of newspapers, and scheduling a 
press conference in Grand Junction. Although 
neither group used paid advertising extensively, ewe 
felt limited in the extent to which it could communi­
cate its views to the majority of Coloradans. Denny 
Behrens, then coordinator of ewc, explained the 
reason more money was not spent on advertising was 
because his group could not raise the $800,000 to $1 
million necessary to run a successful campaign 
(Daily Sentinel, 12113/92). Behrens attributed ewe's 
inability to raise funds of this magnitude, in part, to 
the fact that neither CDOW nor the Commission 
backed their efforts. CDOW by law (Colorado 
Revised Statutes 1-45-116) could not take a stand on 
Amendment #10, nor could it support the positions 
of either group. 

Stan Sours, also involved with ewc, attributed 
ewe's minimal funding to the fact that national 
sportsmen's groups did not contribute the amount of 
money expected. Instead he believed they concen­
trated most of their financial support to defeat 
Proposition 200 in Arizona, a wildlife management 
controversy running simultaneously with the bear­
hunting controversy in Colorado (Sours 1992). 
Although Proposition 200 primarily was directed at 
ending trapping on public lands in Arizona, the 
proposition was worded such that it could have 
precluded all lethal methods of wildlife management 
in Arizona. This proposition apparently was 
considered by national hunting organizations to be a 
greater direct threat to hunting and thus demanded 
a higher funding priority. 

Perhaps, more effective than advertising for 
either CUB or ewc was the media attention this 
issue received. Although it was only one of ten 
amendments on the ballot in 1992, the two major 
Denver newspapers, 'The Denver Post and the Rocky 
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Mountain News, plus many smaller newspapers, gave 
Amendment #10 considerable press coverage, 
especially in the form of editorials and letters to the 
editor (Boxes 5 and 6). Bob Saile, a sports columnist 
for The lJerrver Post, was especially attentive to this 
issue. To a lesser extent, television stations provided 
some coverage of this issue. 

Although the media drew attention to the 
controversy, such attention illuminated the extent to 
which misperc:eptions clouded the real issues. Prior 
to the election, local newspapers were replete with 
editorials and letters to the editor branding the black 
bear hunting controversy as an animal rights vs. 
hunting issue (Box 7). These letters and columns 
fueled the fire on both sides of the controversy and 
diverted attention from the issue of black bear 
hunting ethics addressed in Amendment #10. 

In the midst of these misperceptions a number of 
tracking polls were conducted before the election to 

. predict the outcome of the vote. Because all of the 
polls confirmed that Amendment #10 would pass 
with a healthy majority, it was not surprising when 
approximately 70% of Colorado voters voted in favor 
of Amendment #10 (ie., they voted to abolish the 
spring bear hunt, use of baits to hunt bear, and use 
of dogs to pursue bear). 

The outcome of the vote was also predicted by 
the 1989 and 1991 human dimensions studies that 
found that the majority of Coloradans were opposed 
to the three practices. The similarity between the 
human dimensions studies and the actual vote 
suggests that Coloradans likely had their opinions 
well-formed about how they would vote on this issue 
prior to any advertising or campaigning done by 
either side of the controversy. 

Colorado's 1992 ballot was unusual in that it had 
ten amendments in addition to candidates for 
President and the US. Senate on which to vote. The 
supporters of Amendment #10 were concerned that 
the length and complexity of the statewide ballot 
would divert attention from Amendment #10. Also, 
being last on the ballot, it might be overlooked. 
These concerns notwithstanding, Amendment #10 
received the third highest number of votes out of all 
of the amendments and the fourth highest number of 
votes of all the issues on the ballot. 
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Another point of interest is in the county-by­
county breakdown of votes on Amendment #10. 
The amendment had majority support in all urban 
and many rural counties of Colorado, indicating that 
tlm was not simply an urban vs. rural issue, as some 
believed.. Many misperceptions about voters' beliefs 
regarding this c:ontroversy could not be darified by 
simply looking at the outcome of Amendment #10. 
Thus, CDOW asked CorueD University's Human 
Dimensions Research Unit (HDRU) and Colorado 
State University's (CSU) Human Dimensions in 
Natural Resources Unit (HDNRU) to collaborate in 
the design and implementation of a post-elec:tion 
survey to learu more about voter perceptions and 
motivations concerning the black bear hunting 
.controversy. 

The Post-election Survey 

A post-eleciion survey was c:onducted of a 
. random sample of Colorado registered voters and of 

licensed black bear hunters who voted in the 3 

November elec:tion to obtain information about 
voters vis-a-vis Amendment #10. Interviewees 
consisted of those who voted "yes" on Amendment 
#10 (n=369). those who voted "no" on Amendment 
#10 (n=346) and 1icensed black bear hunters who 
voted on Amendment #10 (n=2S8) (Dedter et al. 
1993). The objectives of the survey were as foUows: 

1. Determine the extent to which 
aspects of the black bear hunting 
controversy presented in Amend­
ment #10 (i.e., three bear-hunting 
practices) influenced interviewees' 
voting behavior. 

2. Determine voters' interpretations 
(i.e., perceived issues involved) of 
the black bear hunting controversy 
and relative influence of various 
issues on voting behavior. 

3. Assess voters' self-appraisal of the 
extent and sources of information 
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available about tbe black bear 
bunting controversy. 

4. I de n t ify socioe con om ie, 
demographic or experiential (e.g., 
hunting involvement) characteristics 
of voters that correlate witb voting 
behavior on Amendment #10 or 
beliefs about tbe nature of the black 
bear bunting controversy in Colo­
rado. 

Possibly the most important observation to be 
made from the findings of the post-election survey is 
that the black bear hunting controversy was not 
viewed primarily as an antihunting issue by most 

.:..; 

Colorado voters who voted on Amendment #10, 
including those wbo supported the amendment. 
Most people who supported the amendment were 
primarily motivated by concerns for bears, either at 
the individual animal welfare level or population 
level. Secondarily, they were concerned with the 
"ethical" issues of fair chase or sportsmanship, and 
tbe morality of the featured hunting practices (quite 
likely related specifically to killing females with 
dependent cubs). 

People wbo opposed Amendment #10 (and bear 
hunters specifically) viewed the controversy as 
primarily being about protecting their perceived legal 
and moral "right" to hunt. They also wanted to avoid 
the precedent of having voters set bunting policy and 
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, 
regulations through ballot initiatives, favoring instead 
the CDOW policy decision process. The post­
elec:t.ion survey suggests that many people who 
opposed Amendment #10 mmnterpreted the 
motivations of most people who supported the 
amendment, although they may have acc:urately 
understood the motivations of the out-of-state 
animal-rights groups whose views gained such high 
media profile during the controversy. In reality, few 
supporters of Amendment #10 considered them­
selves antihunters (10%); most were nonhunters who 
did not oppose hunting as an activity (64%), and 
many were active hunters or had hunted in the past 
(26%). 

The analysis of hunters versus nonhunters 
revealed a potential pitfall regarding interpretation of 
who the "yes" versus "no" voters on Amendment #10 
were; opposition to the amendment cannot be 
generalized simply as the "hunters' position", as some 
people might believe (Box 8). Hunters were closely 
split in their vote on the amendment; 41 % supported 
and 59% opposed Amendment #10. Hunters 
considered the weD-being of the black bear popula-

tion to be the most important issue rather than 
animal rights vs. hunting, as commonly indicated by 
Amendment #10 opponents. Although this particu­
lar wildlife management decision was decided by the 
voters of Colorado, the post-elec:t.ion survey indicated 
a majority of both hunters and nonhunters preferred 
that CDOW rather than voters make wildlife 
management decisions. It should be noted, however, 
that acc:ording to the results of each formal study of 
the public on this issue (1989, 1991 and 1992), 
support for CDOW unilaterally to make wildlife 
management decisions diminished somewhat over a 
three-year period. 

In their analysis of Amendment #10 voters, 
Decker et a1. (1993) identified three important 
implications for black bear management in Colorado. 
These implications are summarized here: 

1. The black bear hunting controversy 
was multifaceted in terms of the 
issues that various segments of the 
public believe are relevant and 
importanL 



(LetlerwriUen to CD<?W;DirectOr ·Peny Olson) 

2 Knowledge of stakeholders' (includ­
ing wildlife professionals') beliefs 
and attitudes pertaining to a contro­
versy need to be used as a basis of 
an educational communications 
effort to ensure widespread under­
standing of the biological facts and 
ethical perspectives that exist. 

3. Coloradans are interested, though 
to varying degrees. in having input 
to or participating in black bear and 
wildlife management issues. 

Outcomes of Amendmeat #10 

After the election, the two political action 
groups, Coloradans United for Bears (CUB) and 
Coloradans for Wildlife Conservation (CWC), 
disbanded. Michael Smith stressed that "it should be 
possible to work with CDOW in the future, and a 
ballot initiative should be a last resort" (pers. comm. 
M. Smith 1993). Although he hoped that people 
would stay involved in wildlife issues, Smith empha­
sized that "there is no future for CUB" (Smith 1993). 
He suggested that future controversy may ame over 
mountain lion hunting, leg-hold trapping and 
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questions about the general level of "responsiveness" 
of the Colorado Wildlife Commission to Coloradans' 
concerns. 

Conversely, CWC was interested in continuing 
their mission of educating and informing the public 
about their perspectives regarding human use of 
animals. Thus, they formed a nonprofit organization, 
Western Traditions Coalition (WTC), to continue 
their efforts. wrc defines their purpose as follows: 

Western Traditions Coalition 
will provide information and educa­
tion to Western states' residents 
pertaining to all aspects of wise 
animal use for the benefit of hu­
mans. This information is to in­
clude, but not be limited to, animal 
husbandry, laws and regulations 
focusing on wildlife conservation, 
the use and protection of animals in 
sporting events, medical research 
involving animals, the need to 
strengthen animal welfare laws, and 
to promote strict enforcement of 
animal welfare laws and regulations. 
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wrc will also serve as an 
educational organization to iDIorm 
the public of the growing animal 
rights movement throughout the 
Deed States ad to iDform the 
public of the far-reachiDg detrimea­
.tal goals of such orgaaizations and 
their mremist ac:tivities. 

(WfC 1993) 

In addition to bec:omiog better orgu.i'zed. Stan Sours, 
the &ec:utive Director ofWTC. believes that "people 
who use animals will need to dean up their image 
and work for bener animal welfare Jaws" (Sours 
1992). 

Others active in the black bear controversy kept 
a focus on Colorado. For example. the Director of 
FFA seat a letter to the ConmUssiou in December 
1992 caDiDg for an end to bm.vhwtmg of bears in 
Colorado. lronicaJly, FFA used testimony from 
bm.vh1lDters during the November 1991 Commission 
meeting stating that baiting was necessary to get a 
dean shot when using a bow. This argument stressed 
that because baiting of bears was now megal, h1lDters 
could not get dose enough to the bear to get a 
"dean shot." 'Ihus, bowh1lDting would result in a 
greater number of injured bears than when baiting 
was legal FFA's anempt to end bowhwting of 
bears was consistent with the so called "domino 
effect" thee!)' expressed by many opponents of 
Amendment #10 and started another rowd of 
ac:cusations in the media (Box 9). Those opposed to 
Amendment #10 may have associated FFA's 
intentions with those of local groups that supported 
Amendment #10. 

At the JanDa!)' 1993 Commission meeting, FF A's 
Director once again asked the Commission to 
consider a ban on bm.vh1lDting of bears in Colorado. 
However. on this issue the Director disc::overed he 
had no local support. Groups in Colorado that had 
supported Amendment #10 such as CUB and 
Wildlife 2000 reconfirmed that they had no hidden 
antm1lDting agenda and merely were interested in 
banDing the three bear-hwting practices that they 
believed to be wethical In fact, Shem TIPPie, 
President of Wildlife 2000, stated: 

'Ihe passage of Amendment 10 did 
not intimate that we in Colorado 
are antm1lDting .•• Amendment 10 
was not an antmwting issue but an 
ethics issue that many hwters 
supported. I for one resent the 
FmKI (For Animals] falsely tumiDg 
it iato some sort of antihwtiDg 
victory. 

(The ~1' POSl, 01/17/93) 

Michael Smith (Director of CUB) agreed with Tippie 
and also did not support a ban on bowh1lDtiDg. 

Tippie's speech &Bowed sportsmen's groups, who 
may have felt they had lost a hwting-antm1lDting 
battle wderstand what Amendment #10 meant to 
those local groups that instigated the ballot initiative 
and, as the post-election survey revealed, what it 
meant to most Colorado voters who supported the 
amendment. 

After hearing TIPPie's comments at the 
Commission meeting, Bob Radocy. the Chairman of 
the Board for Colorado Bowhwter's Association, 
said: 

I learned from this issue that there is a 
difference betweeu animal welfare ad 
animal rights. Sherri Tippie's group is an 
animaJ welfare group. It was refreshing to 
hear what she had to say. It gave sportsmen 
a lot more respect for aaimal welfare 
groups. 

(Radocy 1993) 

Dnfortuuately, it was ouly after months of JDiscom.. 
m1lDication that at least some 1IDderstaDdiDg about 
the concerns of moderate groups on each side was 
reached. 

The final outcome of the JaDa!)' 1993 C0mmiss­
ion meeting was the new bear season structure 
approved by the Commission. in compliance with 
Amendment #10. 'Ihe season was set for September 
2-30, with 1,000 bear Jicenses to be sold. Also, 
unlimited Jicenses were made available concurrent 
with the regular deer and elk seasons. 'Ihe use of 
bait or dogs to h1lDt bear was prohibited. 
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SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS 

W'IkIDfe ~t ParadipJ 

The Brewer aad deL.eoD (1983) potiey model 
provides pDeral pidaDce for aaalyziDg the dedsicm 
process . related to aa issue, but 8.11Olher model is 
useful for ~ oomprehcmsive wildlife 
management. 

These e1emeuts are interactive, operate wilbin 
limits imposed by the mIlnagemMt ~ aDd 
reflect the need for hDmaD di.meDsioD.s iDsisbt in 
management (Ftg. 4) (Decker et. all992). 

1. BTOtUl poli&y refiects the broad values of 
society that give recognition to wildlife as a 
"resource" aDd relative priority to its 
managemenL 

2. GtKIIs are statements of intent for manage­
ment, typic:aJly articulated as petal amdi­
tions that should be attained for wildlife aDd 
people. 

3. Specific policies set institutional bowds on 
maaagemeut aDd broad operational guide­
lines for public wildlife maaagers. 

4. Objectives provide measurable definitions of 
the portion of the goal that is eJ.peded to be 
achieved within a specified period of time. 

5. Opportunity Dr problem idenlificaliDn reveals 
challenges to achieving objectives, leading 
both to adions aad research. 

6. Restmrch builds the information base with 
results from basic aad applied biologic::al aDd 
sociologic::al inquizy. 

7. Actions affect: (1) wildlife populations; (2) 
habitat; aDd (3) people through regulation, 
communication aad education, aDd manipu­
lation (e.g., eamomic incentives). 

8. Responses are outcomes of ac:tioDS evideaced 
in wildlife populations, habitat amditioas, 
aad people. 

9. E~ measures the respoase to the 
ac:tions taken, expressed in terms of accom­
p1isbmeDt of stated objectives. 

10. In/DmIIlIion btue has two characteristics-
8OUI'ce and kind. Sources include experience 
and intuition. research. theory. 
~tion, aad culture. Kinds of 
iDfoJmation indude biol~ ecologic::al. 
eamomkand social science data; Ifcommon" 
bowJedge; aDd prevailing philosopbies. 

'l'bis paradigm of wildlife managemeut provides 
a framework for orga:niziag the many steps taken by 
CDOW as it attempted to analyze aDd wderstaDd 
the ramifications of potential black bear management 
options. Our aD~ of the evolution of the black 
bear controversy indicates that between 1979 aDd 
1992, CDOWaDd the Commission have experieuced 
three cycles of the paradigm (Fig. 5). Figure 5 
illustrates the three cyd.es as a meaas of summariziag 
the evolution of the controversy. An analysis of the 
cycles in terms of the two objectives of this case 
study foDows. 

Analysis of the Controvem 

The Colorado black bear managemeut amtro­
versy had maay important human dimensions 
elements. Although biologic:al information played a 
fuDdameutal role in the evolution of the public 
controversy, etbical amceras ultimately had the most 
weiPt in the passage of AmeD.dmeut #10 in the 
November 1992 election. In the foDowing snbsec­
tionswe eDDJiDe uses ofhumaa dimensions informa­
tion, CODSider the interplay of dedsicm makers' 
ethical judgmeuts with. humaa di.meDsioD.s iDsisbts, 
and analyze stakehoklerreac:tions to those judgmeuts 
aad the use of humaa dimensions data. The 
objectives of the case study serve as an organiziDg 
framework for this ~ 

1. r 0 examine the uses made of 
human dimensions 
informationlinsigbt regarding public 
values, aDd reveal the interplay of 
such input with the ethical judg­
ments of decision makers about 
black bear hwtiDg in the policy 
setting. 
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4. A comprehensive paradigm of wildlife management (adapted from Decker et aI. 1992, p. 47). 
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2. To analyze the reactions and out­
comes arising from the black bear 
hunting decision produced by the 
policy-making process used in 
Colorado. 

Human dimensions information includes both 
qualitative (e.g., testimonials by stakeholders) and 
quantitative data (e.g., survey results). This type of 
information can provide insight into people's 
attitudes, values and beliefs regarding wildlife issues. 
Such insight can be used by managers as information 
for policy making. 

Cycle #1: Wildlife management decision making 
in Colorado has always had significant human 
dimensions input. Prior to the advent of CDOW's 
three-step public participation process in 1990, 
wildlife managers and Commission members received 
and synthesized input from management stakeholders 
through personal contacts, testimony at Commission 
meetings and other mechanisms. These inputs 
tended to be nonsystematic; that is, they did not 
necessarily represent majority viewpoints, or even 
minorities of known sizes, and were not evaluated 
analytically. By forming a Black Bear Management 
Advisory Task Force in 1984, the Commission 
attempted to bring together various stakeholders and 
to integrate the recommendations of these stake­
holders into their decision-making process. Although 
many interests were represented by the task force, 
certain stakeholder groups were not invited to 
participate, suggesting that the Commission was not 
willing to consider integration of some nontraditional 
interests into their decision-making regime. 
Regarding the purposes and composition of the task 
force, CDOW staff observed competing agendas in 
addition to the stated objectives for the task force. 
For example, guides, outfitters and other service 
providers for hunters had legitimate economic 
interests, as did livestock producers concemed about 
depredations on their sheep and calves. However, it 
was expected that such self-interests would be set 
aside by members of the task force as they consid­
ered the black bear management situation in 
Colorado. 

The task force report evidenced a common 
problem in wildlife management, what Decker et aI. 
(1992) called the "blurring of distinctions" between 
biologically based and ethically based recommenda­
tions. The task force espoused the traditional 
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perspective that black bear management decisions 
should be "based solely on biological fact," even 
though many of their own recommendations reflect 
ethical convictions, some independent of biological 
data and some in their interpretation of biological 
information. For example, one recommendation 
addressed the waste of bear meat, which is an ethical 
consideration having no relationship to the biology of 
bear populations. Although the task force stressed 
that CDOW "should not endeavor to legislate or 
regulate moral or ethical considerations but leave 
these decisions to individual discretion, unless 
significant biological impacts are apparent" (Bear 
Management Advisory Task Force Report 1984), its 
own stand on protecting females with dependent cubs 
(i.e., in spring) is an ethical statement: "The 
prohibition on taking of cubs or sows with cubs is 
imperative, ought to be strictly enforced and heavily 
emphasized in public information brochures" (Bear 
Management Advisory Task Force Report 1984). 
Killing a female with dependent cubs in the spring or 
summer versus killing a pregnant female in fall bas 
the same long-term effect on the population. The 
difference is the unacceptability of leaving orphaned 
cubs to die-an ethical, not biological concem. This 
ethical concem for cubs is not a recent phenomenon; 
the initial legislation conceming bear hunting in 1935 
gave specific protection to cubs and females with 
cubs. 

The significance of the task force to this case 
study is: (a) the recognition by the Wildlife C0mmis­
sion that a public issue surrounding black bear 
hunting may have been forming and (b) public input 
was sought regarding a wildlife management decision. 
Even so, the makeup of the task force was not 
representative of the diversity of interests in black 
bear management. In addition, the task force report 
did not represent a consensus view, and failed to 
present recommendations that assisted in resolving 
most of the issues that were emerging. However, the 
report did prompt the Commission to limit the 
number of licenses available for the spring hunt. 

Cycle #2: By 1m, CDOW had established the 
three-step public participation process. This process 
institutionalized the Commission's and the Division's 
desire to standardize and open the decision-making 
process to public input. Undoubtedly, this improved 
decision makers' knowledge of the nature of the 
primary issues surrounding a forthcoming manage­
ment decision but did not necessarily provide an 
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accurate picture of the extent to which the major 
viewpoints were held by the general public. During 
the November 1988 Commission meeting, concerns 
over bear management, especially the spring hunting 
season, were voiced by various stakeholders. The 
complexity of the human dimensions elements 
regardiugthis controversy became obvious to CDOW 
staff and the Commission. Thus, in addition to 
shortening the spring season by two weeks, the 
Commission charged the staff to prepare a compre­
hensive black bear management plan addressing the 
primary concerns and clarifying CDOW's black bear 
management strategy. 

The 1989 survey of Coloradans was the first 
attempt by CDOW staff to obtain scientifically 
collected human dimensions information regarding 
public perceptions about black bear management in 
the state. Although the surveywas considered biased 
(i.e., allegations that the wording of certain questions 
begged desired responses) by at least one c0mmis­
sioner and various stakeholders, CDOW staff 
believed it a valuable indicator of the intensity of 
attitudes and beliefs about black bear hunting among 
Coloradans. The use of survey data was a marked 
change from normal procedures in that the relative 
merits of one management alternative versus the 
other (£rom the human values standpoint) became 
less a matter of individual opinion among c0mmis­
sioners and COOW staff and more an analytical 
process. &seD.tially, this was a paradigm shift that 
could have allowed decision makers to save time and 
energy that could have been spent on speculation 
about public wants and desires. CDOW staff were 
able to layout in dear, understandable terms which 
components of the pending decision would be 
acc:eptable to various segments of the public. 
COOW could even provide estimates of the likely 
consequences of codifying one interpretation overthe 
others. This degree of certainty, though .imperfect, 
was probably greater than the norm on controversial 
wildlife issues. 

The ability to provide the analysis described 
above does not mean that the decision before the 
commissioners would be any easier. They still had 
the daunting responsibility of weighing the conse­
quences of adopting these alternatives for the future 
of wildlife management, and more specifically black 
bear management. The task: must have been 
complicated further by the fact that the commission­
ers themselves held personal opinions and beliefs 

about issues bound up in this controversy. Consider­
ing the criteria used in selecting five of the c0mmis­
sioners (i.e., to represent partic:u.lar stakeholder 
views, usually from traditional stakeholder groups). 
their sense of responsibility to particular groups 
predisposes them towards particular outlooks. 

We observed that another confounding factor in 
this controversy was the awkwardness introduced by 
the advent of scientifically collected human dimen­
sions data. Although such data have the potential to 
improve decision making, its mere availability in thi; 
situation did not clarify hO'lV it should be used. 
Uu.like the established procedures, no acc:epted rules 
or traditious existed to guide the Commission in 
applying human dimensions survey data to decision 
making. Difficulties arose in two areas, lack of 
experience incorporating human dimensions data into 
the decision-making process and the dilemma of 
possessing evidence of disparity between general 
public values and decision makers' values. Et:peri­
ences in Colorado and other states that could 
provide guidance in thi; area were few, and poorly 
documented. 

The weight given to various stakeholders in 
public decision making is not a question simply of 
relative numbers of people (Decker and Lipscomb in 
prep.). No formulas existed then or now that take 
judgment out of the equation. Even standard 
processes for identifying needs for human dimensions 
data are lacking. Thus, decision makers in Colorado 
had the ingredients (the data) in hand, but had to 
create their own recipe as they proceeded. This kind 
of situation lends itself to uncertainty, inconsistency, 
and frustration, even among those having the best 
intentions and working diligently to make the "right" 
decision. 

This dilemma was not limited to COOW and the 
Comm&ion. Interest groups also found themselves 
in a new and confusing situation. The integration of 
scientifically collected data on public opinions and 
attitudes modified the interest group role as the 
primary representatives of public opinion. It was 
apparent at the September 1991 Commission meeting 
that representatives of traditional hunting groups 
were not reacting favorably to the introduction of 
survey data into the milieu of information to be 
considered by the Commission. HOVlever, some of 
these interest groups found ways to utilize data in 
support of their arguments. 



In the big picture of information collection for 
decision making in the black bear controversy, the 
relative merits of one mechanism over the other 
deserve comment (ie., scientifically collected 
information vs. voluntary public input). Tension was 
apparent between the relative importance of (ie., 
weight attributed to) pnblic testimony at the 
Commission meeting versus data collected through a 
scientifically designed survey. Apparently a conven­
tional approach to winning a favorable response from 
the Commission on a proposal of interest was to 
marshal a number of organizations to send represen­
tatives to testify personally before the Commission. 
Essentially, when proponents of a particular view­
point could muster a large number of people to take 
up a large amount of time at a Commission meeting, 
they increased their potential to influence a decision. 
In addition, a great deal of lobbying of individual 
commissioners by interest groups occurs throughout 
the three-step policy process. Commissioners are 
obligated to listen and consider all inputs from all 
public sectors in all forms. This lobbying process has 
the potential for some individuals to gain inordinate 
influence on the policy process. In fact, many 
CDOW staff have recognized that certain groups 
having effective spokespersons have been able to 
"capture" the policy process (Decker 1992). Imagine 
the perturbation to this traditional process caused by 
the introduction of valid, scientifically obtained 
human dimensions data. 

In an attempt to influence the Commission via 
the three-step process at the November 1989 
Commission meeting, Wildlife 2000 presented their 
petition and survey results that indicated many 
respondents were opposed to spring bear hunting 
and the use of bait or dogs when hunting bear, and 
that the respondents would vote to end spring 
hunting should it come to ballot. In addition to 
Wildlife 2000's input, CDOW staff presented the 
results of their own 1989 study in an attempt to 
forewarn the Commission of the probable outcome 
should they maintain the three bear-hunting 
practices. In addition to this information, the 
Commission received a record number of letters 
from citizens opposed to spring hunting. 

The Commission's response to the human 
dimensions information that they received was to 
once again shorten the spring hunting season by two 
weeks. Because females emerge from their dens 
later in the season, CDOW staff predicted that 
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shortening the spring season would reduce female 
harvest by 50% (Gill 1993). By shortening the spring 
season rather than reducing licenses or shortening 
the fall season, the Commission attempted to address 
the concern about females with cubs revealed in the 
human dimensions data, while maintaining a credible 
spring season for hunters. 

Cycle #3: Although Michael Smith was pleased 
that the Commission shortened the spring season, he 
and other stakeholders wanted them to espouse a 
commitment to protect cubs in CDOW's Long Range 
Plan. Smith was aware that CDOW was working on 
developing black bear management objectives for its 
Long Range Plan. He was specifically interested in 
the development of Objective #2, which vows 
protection for females with cubs. Knowing that the 
Long Range Plan is CDOW's "contract with the 
public" (Carpenter 1992) and that the human 
dimensions data confirmed that the public is 
concerned about protecting females with cubs, Smith 
followed closely the evolution of Objective #2. By 
integrating stakeholder input into the revision 
process, CDOW was insuring that multiple perspec­
tives would be represented in the bear management 
objectives. 

The 1991 Standage/Ciruli human dimensions 
study was undertaken to dispel the validity concerns 
regarding the 1989 Standage survey and to collect 
more data for the information base that CDOW staff 
eventually would refer to when making its recom­
mendation regarding black bear season structure. 
This time the survey focused on registered voters 
who again overwhelmingly opposed spring black bear 
hunting and the use of bait or dogs when hunting 
bear. Nevertheless, some stakeholders and members 
of the Commission remained skeptical about the 
utility of public surveys for wildlife management (Box 
10). 

Weighing the survey data along with other key 
considerations, CDOW staff provided the Commis­
sion with their recommendation to end spring bear 
hunting, lengthen the fall season and maintain 
baiting and dogs. The commissioners were left in the 
position of weighting the inputs and integrating these 
inputs with their own beliefs and values as well as 
those of people they felt they were supposed to 
represent. Confounding the weighting of inputs by 
CDOW staff and commissioners was the fact that 
CDOW is funded by traditional stakeholders (ie., 
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hunters and fishermen through the purchase of 
licenses) but is mandated to manage wildlife for all 
Coloradans. Thus, CDOW staff and the Commission 
are to c:onsider all stakeholder inputs regardless of 
their financial contribution to wildlife management in 
the state. H09Iever, traditionally, those who paid for 
the use of wildlife or suffered economic loss due to 
wildlife held the most weight in wildlife management 
decisions. Without human dimensions input about 
public attitudes t09l8rds wildlife issues, the views of 
the majority of Coloradans are easily overlooked. 

Beaause the Commission did not c:omplywith the 
wishes of the majority of Coloradans, represented by 
the recommendation of CDOW biologists. it would 
be easy to assume that the CommiSsion made an 
imprudent or at least politically-incorrect decision. 
H09Iever, the appointed and self-perceived role of 
the commissioners to represent specific interests 
probably weighed heavily in their decision to phase­
d09lD but continue the spring hunt. The Com.mis­
sian's role of representing particular interests likely 
served to complicate their perceptions about applying 



the human dimensions information available 
documenting the views of the majority of Coloradans. 

Thus, after having been exposed to quantitative 
and qualitative inputs, the Commission chose the 
phase-down option. By phasing down the spring 
hunt over a three-year period, the Commission was 
attempting to deal with the ethic:al concerns about 
females with cubs. However, the extension of the 
1992 spring season by two weeks conveyed to the 
public an apathy for their concerns about cubs. 
Considering the degree of public interest and 
concem in this matter, perhaps the Commission 
could have articulated their position better (i.e., why 
they did what they did). 

Because the Commission did not end the spring 
hunt and, in fact, lengthened it by two weeks, 
Michael Smith felt that the Commission was not 
living up to its commitment to protect females with 
cubs as stated in Objective #2. Smith knew that the 
human dimensions data confirmed that this was an 
ethical issue and that the majority of Coloradans 
shared his viewpoint. Thus, Smith knew going into 
this politic:al fight he had the majority of Coloradans 
on his side. 

On the other hand, CWC chose not to focus on 
ethic:al arguments, but rather on a biological one that 
indicated that spring hunts, etc. could be conducted 
without detriment to the bear population. CWC 
disputed the available human dimensions data, and 
consequently their strategic argument was ineffective 
with the majority of Coloradans because it did not 
address the ethical issues that were viewed by the 
public to be the salient aspects of the controversy. 
By stressing the biological justification for status quo, 
CWC missed the point and by default allowed CUB 
to define the key issues on its terms, which resonated 
well with the majority of Coloradans.. 

Because Coloradans for Wildlife Conservation 
(cwq and other opponents of Amendment #10 did 
not address the ethic:al concerns held by the majority 
of Coloradans (primarily nonhunters), one has to 
wonder about the impact the controversy has had on 
the reputation of hunters. One could speculate that 
through their opposition to the amendment, hunters 
may have portrayed themselves as beingunconcemed 
with some ethical aspects of their practices that are 
apparently very important to the majority of 
Coloradans. 
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Stakeholders' Reactions to the Use of Human 
Dimensions Information in this Controversv 

The black bear hunting controversy illustrates 
how human dimensions research can provide 
information that accurately reflects the attitudinal 
orientation of stakeholders on a particular issue. 
However, if the stakeholders involved (including 
decision makers) are unwilling to accept human 
dimensions data as relevant management input or as 
having significant weight in decision making, then the 
integration of such information into decision making 
can be hindered. Previously, we identified possible 
impediments to the use of human dimensions data in 
CDOW's policy-making process (e.g., there is no 
method of weighting scientifically collected data 
against personal testimony at Commission meetings). 
Similarly, we discussed the resistance of some 
stakeholders to the various human dimensions input, 
especially the 1989 and 1991 survey results, through­
out the black bear hunting controversy. Following 
the passage of Amendment #10, we asked key 
stakeholders (CDOW staff, Commission members, 
traditional stakeholders and nontraditional stake­
holders) to discuss their retrospective attitudes about 
the use of human dimensions information in this case 
and in future wildlife management decisions. 

CDOW Staff 

Post-election interviews with CDOW staff 
revealed attitudes ranging from cautious acceptance 
to enthusiastic endorsement of human dimensions 
studies. Because they initiated the surveys that 
accurately predicted public attitudes, the staff likely 
were encouraged to use similar studies in the future. 
CDOW's Terrestrial Wildlife Manager believed 
public attitude surveys are "the champion of learning 
what people want and understanding their feelings. 
Human dimensions data is imperative for a public 
agency to know its many publics" (Carpenter 1992). 
He stressed that wildlife management decisions 
should reflect the concerns of the public but cannot 
aiways do exactly what the public wants. 

Although the public attitude surveys used in the 
black bear hunting controversy were enlightening in 
that they measured the extent to which Coloradans 
held particular attitudes about bear-hunting 
practices, the use of survey data raised questions 
about the role of CDOW staff in wildlife manage­
ment decisions. In actively seeking public input, 
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CDOW staff set a precedeDt for replaciDl much of 
theirpenoual "judgmeDt" with 11ard" data as mput to 
the Commission for wildlife declsioDs. The Director 
ofCDOW believes that CDOW am DO IOBler "make 
assumptions without surveyialwhat the publicwaDts" 
(pel'S. comm. P. OJsou 1992). Thus, espous:iq of 
humau dimeDSioDs ideology requires a dumle m 
traditional decisiou-makiDl eriteria. ODe staff 
member stressed that "we [CDOWj 11aw to set away 
from the attitude that we bow what is best for you 
[the pub1ic] (NaJmsbuJY 1993)," He believes that this 
type of attitude chaDse is happeuiul at CDOW. 

Cousiderilll the pub1ic reaction to the ComJnis.. 
siOJl's phase-down decisiOD, the Commission 
members we mterviewed seemed positive about the 
use of humau dimeusiou iDformatiou. Several 
Commission members CODSidered the pub1ic surveys 
dOBe for CDOW OD the black bear haml issue to 
be useful sources of mormation 8Jld believed they 
shouJd be used in the 'future. One c:ommissioD.er 
Doted that the Commission did Dot feel as strougly 
about the use of the survey data as did the staff, but 
DOW believed that the Commission should have used 
the survey data more effec:t:ively (Eve 1993). 

ADother COIlUlIissioner, who voted apiDst the 
majority of c:ommissioD.ers to end the spriDl hat, 
stressed that surveys are useful tools, but that the 
Commission should Dot DJ.8!UlIe wildlife based OD 
survey results aIODe (Frauk 1993). It seems that the 
use of scientificaJly c:oDec:t:ed humau ctimeusiou 
iDformation, like 8Jly other Dew management tool, is 
going through growiD.g paiDs within CDOW's po1icy­
making process. However, after the ezperience of 
the black bear hating c:outroversy, it is dear that at 
least some of the c:ommissioD.ers are wiUiDl to accept 
humau ctimeDSions data as a legitimate form of input. 
One c:ommissioD.er. who was appointed to the 
Commission after the November 1991 meemg, was 
markedly eDthusiastic about human ctimeusioDs 
studies. He was CODfideDt that ttahe use of humau 
dimeusioDs information is a ceDtraI part of po1icy 
developmeDt in the future" (Salazar 1993). 

Traditioual Stakeholders 

The results of the public attitude surveys 
c:mfirmed that the majority of Coloradus were 

opposed to spriDg black bear hatmg aDd the use of 
hait or dogswben hating bear. Because the surveys 
did DOt offer results preferred by some traditional 
stakeholders, the utility. integrity aDd motivation 
behiDd the surveys were questioned. The Chairman 
of the Board for Colorado Bowbaters' Association 
believed that the SDl'Veys were useful to gaule public 
perc:eptioDs OB certaiD issues (Radoey 1993). 
However,he argued that the surveys were misused m 
this case in that they were designed to see how the 
publiewouJd react to "emotional questiODs." Perhaps 
muc::b of the adversity to the surveys by some 
traditioDal stakebolderswas due to a c:oufusiOJl about 
their pm:pose. The surveys were designed to 
determine the uature aud prevaIeDc:e of public 
attitudes towards the three bear-hating practices 
that were likely to be questioned OD "emotioDaI" or 
ethical groads. Had CDOW designed a SDl'Vey to 
determine public attitudes regarding black bear 
biology, they may Dot have been able to foresee so 
ac:curately the magnitude of the public c:outroversy 
that was to come. 

One sport.sma.D leader felt that pub1ic attitude 
surveys should Dot have beeD used in determmmg 
black bear hatmg reguJations aDd he CODSidered 
them "impedimeDts" to black bear management 
(Sours 1992). He c:oDtended that the pub1ic must be 
"educated" before surveys are doue (e.g., the surveys 
shouJd explaiD the issue in question). ID his opiDiou, 
surveys am be used productively to determme the 
Dature 8Jld magnitude of aD educational Deed prior 
to developing a program to address it, as a situation 
auaIysis for plauDiBg. 

NODtradilioual stabbolders 

The swvey results c:ouviDc:ed some stakeholders 
who opposed sprillg bear huting aDd the use ofbait 
aDd dogs to hat bears that the majority of Colora­
dus would have supported them in 8Jl effort to end 
the three practices. Thus, it is likely that the public 
surveys reiDforc:ed the resolve of some of these 
stakeholders to pursue the baDot initiative. The head 
of CUB felt the Commission was Dot respoasive to 
his c:oDcems aDd viewed CDOW staff's mtroduction 
of survey data mto their decision-making process to 
be a positive step towards a more representative 
process: "[CDOW] bas to c:outinue setting to people 
who don't have time to participate in meetings" 
(Smith 1992). 



Some nonhunting stakeholders felt "excluded" 
from CDOW's policy-making process (fippie 1993). 
They believed that in the past, CDOW and the 
Commission conveyed to them the sentiment 
(perhaps informal policy) that bec::ause they did not 
pay for wildlife management (i.e .• hunting or fishing 
liceuses). they had no legitimate claim to provide 
input for wildlife management decWon5. For those 
nonhunters who were concerned about wildlife, this 
perceived discrimination of nonhunters was frustrat­
ing. Thus, for some of these people the use of public 
survey data by CDOW staff to make decisions about 
black bear management was encouraging. As 
expressed by one person. the use of this information 
"showed that CDOW is starting to care how people 
feel" (fippie 1993). 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPUCA1l0NS 

Wildlife management has become increasingly 
complex from the human dimensions perspective. 
More people with divergent, strongly held interests 
expect to have their views incorporated into the 
wildlife management decision-making process. The 
black bear hunting controversy in Colorado vividly 
demonstrated the human dimensions challenges 
involved in contemporary wildlife management. We 
can draw several conclusions and suggest some 
implications regarding human dimensions use in. 
decision making based on our analysis of the 
Colorado controversy. These conclusions and 
implications relate specifically to the objectives of 
this study (see page 2). 

Buman Dimensions Insight and Decision MaIdag 

Three kinds of human dimensions information 
affected management decisions in this controversy: 
(a) traditional sources of information such as input 
received from the public in meetings, correspon­
dence, and personal contact; (b) individual profes­
sionals' and decision makers' personal values, beliefs 
and experiences; and (c) systematically coDected data 
reflecting general public attitudes about black bear 
management. Our observations are that the former 
kinds of information (a and b) Were given greater 
weight by some policy makers (majority of the 
Commission) and the latter (c) was given greater 
weight by the professional staff. 

Based on these observations, we conclude that 
the Commission saw its role as primarily representing 
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traditional hunting and agricultural stakes; whereas 
CDOW staff attempted to incorporate broader 
interests among Coloradans, as reflected in survey 
results, with those of the traditional groups. This 
difference in the Commission's and the staff's use of 
human dimensions data may reflect an inconsistency 
between CDOW's mandate to manage wildlife for aD 
of the people of Colorado and the appointment 
criteria (and therefore expectation) for the Commis­
sion. Inherent in the process of selecting commis­
sioners is a representational bias favoring farmers, 
ranchers and hunters. These are the only stake­
holders specified in the selection criteria and are 
ensured to be represented in wildlife management 
decisions. Such representation is not assured for 
other minority interests. As more of Colorado's 
citizens become involved in wildlife issues, CDOW 
and the Commission will likely continue to be 
challenged about their wildlife management policies. 
If a breadth of views are represented by the 
Commission, the Commission will be in a better 
position to consider broad public input in its 
decisions. 

Systematically coDected human dimensions data 
can facilitate representation by clarifying the public's 
attitudes and values on wildlife issues. As we have 
observed in this case, the level of influence of such 
information in decision making is not inherent in the 
data themselves, but is determined subjectively by 
decision makers. Because their political appoint­
ments imply they represent particular interests, 
commissioners are likely to weigh input from 
traditional stakeholders more heavily than input from 
other members of thctpublic. Although quantitative 
human dimensions data were available in this case, 
decision makers' personal viewpoints (i.e., ethical 
judgments) and representationalroleswere important 
factors in the outcome of this wildlife management 
decision. 

From our analysis of the outcomes of the black 
bear hunting controversy, we observe the foDowing 
conclusions about indirect and direct public involve­
ment in the policy process: 

1. Retrospectively, commission mem­
bers and staff interviewed were 
positive about the use of systemati­
cally coDec:ted human dimensions 
data in this case and the future. 
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2. Nontraditional stakeholders will 
likely become more involved in 
wildlife decisions and have demon­
strated the lengths they will go to 
instigate change. 

3. Those who felt disenfranchised by 
the Commission in this case may 
pursue the issue of Commission 
representativeness. 

4. Extreme hunters and antibunters in 
Colorado will not change the atti­
tudes of many Coloradans. Groups 
willing to communicate and com-; 
promise have the best chance to 
reach the public and affect change 
in wildlife decision making. 

Implications for future use of human dimensions 
S!!! 

The black bear hunting controversy in Colorado 
bas the potential to impact the way future wildlife 
management decisions are made. Of particular 
interest to us is the role human dimensions bas 
played in this controversy. Two implications emerge 
as potential concerns in this regard. 

One implication relates to the d.ifficu1ty a 
politically-appointed wildlife commission or typical 
agency staff bas. in representing the diversity of 
wildlife interests in contemporary society. Although 
the object of a state wildlife agency is to manage 
wildlife for the people of the state, many wildlife 
commissions have been established such that they 
purposely are comprised of members primarily 
representing traditional stakeholders. As the nature 
of public interest in wildlife grows, becomes more 
diverse, and creates new expectations for manage­
ment, commissions and agencies may find it increas­
ingly diffic:u1t to reflect all stakeholders' interests and 
maintain credibility with them. The Colorado 
experience indicates that to maintain credibility and 
effectiveness requires attention to at least four 
characteristics of a commission or agency: 

1. The membership of commissions 
have to reflect the interests and 
character of the full range of publics 
they or the wildlife agency they 
work with are expected to represent. 

2. The appointment criteria of wildlife 
commissions should be consistent 
with wildlife agency missions or 
legal mandates. 

3. The processes wildlife agencies 
employ to make decisions and the 
decisions rendered need to demon­
strate that interests of all 
stakeholders are fairly considered. 

4. The process of selecting wildlife 
c:ommissiouers must involve the 
public more comprehensively. (The 
process for selecting school board 
members by public vote or the 
process for retaining members of 
the judiciary by periodic public 
approval for retention are possible 
role models.) 

Wildlife agency-commission systems with these 
c:b.aracteristics are not assured of always making 
broadly understood and accepted decisions, but 
absent any of these characteristics, ~d 
acceptance of policy decisions is unlikely. 

A second possible implication emerging from this 
controversy is the need for an IJ priori consensus 
among wildlife policy decision makers regarding an 
agency's foundational values (e.g.. guiding principles) 
that guide decision making in cx>ntroversies where 
competing values of varions stakeholders confound 
the policy-setting process. For example, had the 
term "protect", in CDOW's black bear management 
objective vowing to protect females with cubs, been 
dearly defined and agreed upon by all decision 
makers, the agency would have had a basis for any 
decision it made consistent with this objective. 

A third implication is that even the best human 
dimensions information will be of limited use to 
decision makers if it is collected when the manage­
ment environment bas already become extremely 
polarized over a given issue. Highly polarized 
management environments are intractable environ­
ments. Wildlife agencies must learn to anticipate 
issues through effective use of environmental 
scanning techniques so they can begin the issue 
education process while their publics are still 
receptive to information. 



Conclusion 

In conclusion, we believe the accumulating 
experience in wildlife controversies can be used by 
wildlife professionals to improve policy-making. The 
Colorado bear hunting controversy emphasizes the 
need for a systematic and robust approach for 
analyzing the huInan dimensions aspects of a policy 
decision. A comprehensive issue-a.nalyU; process 
must not only uncover what people believe, but also 
why they believe it. Development of details for a 
generic approach to such an analysis for policy 
decisions, much like the approach used by CDOW, 
should be an objective with high priority for human 
dimensions researchers and wildlife managers. 

The future of wildlife management will involve a 
constant weighing of inputs from stakeholders with a 
range of attitudes and values. The degree to which 
wildlife management agencies will be successful in 
the future will be determined largely by their ability 
to develop policy processes that adequately consider 
diverse inputs. Wildlife agencies, including both 
their professional staff and their appointed lay 
commissioners, will need to examine carefully and 
openly articulate their own values, achieve corporate 
consensus about values that will guide their efforts, 
and communicate them effectively to the public. We 
believe that in aggregate these actions will be 
required to maintain public credibility. Improving 
our human dimensions capacity will be essential, but 
we do not want to imply that possessing extensive 
human dimensions information in controversial 
situations will make decisions easy. However, we do 
believe decisions will be better when the human 
dimensions are fully considered. 
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APPENDIX A Generic Interview Questions 

1. What do you believe to be the major viewpoints regardiog the black bear hunting issue? Which viewpoint 
about this issue do you hold? 

2 What do you c::ousider to be the major implications of the ontcome of the black bear iDitiative? 

3. Has the black bear hWlting issue affected. the relationship between the CDOW staff and the Commission; 
between the CDOW and traditional wildlife mterests; or betweeD the CDOW and the general public:? 

4. Were the public: surveys done for the CDOW on the bJaek bear hunting issue useful sOurces of 
information? H yes, why or how? 

5. Considering Colorado's experience so far on the black bear hWlting issue, do you have any thoughts about 
the future use of public: attitude surveys by CDOW to obtain information for decisions on wildlife 
management? 

6. In light of Colorado's experience with the black bear huntmg issue, do you think that wildlife mterest 
groups and animal welfare groups will be considered. differently in future wildlife management decisions? 
H yes, what role will these groups play in the decision-making process? 

7. What are the major "lessons leamed." froin this experience regardiDg wildlife management in Colorado? 

8. What is the next step? 



APPENDIX B. Phase Two Interviewees 

(1) Tom Beck (CDOW) 
(2) Dennis Bergstad (Colorado Outfitter's Organization) 
(3) Steve Bissell (CDOW) 
(4) Len Carpenter (CDOW) 
(5) Bruce Gill (CDOW) 
(6) Walt Graul (CDOW) 
(7) Jim Lipscomb (CDOW) 
(8) Tom Lytle (CDOW) 
(9) Todd Malmsbury (CDOW) 
(10) Kris Moser (CDOW) 
(11) Perry Olson (CDOW) 
(12) Wayne Pacelle (Fund For Animals) 
(13) Bob Radocy (Colorado Bowhunter's Association) 
(14) John Smeltzer (CDOW) 
(15) Michael Smith (CUB) 
(16) Stan Sours (CWC) 
(17) Sherri Tippie (Wildlife 2000) 
(18) Bob Young (Safari Cub International) 

Commission members: 

(19) Thomas Eve 
(20) Rebecca Frank 
(21) William Hegberg 
(22) Arnold Salazar 
(23) Louis Swift 
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APPENDIX C. Chronologieal List of Direetors aDd Commissiouers 

Jack R Grieb, Director 
A.ssist:mt Direetors 

August, 1973-March, 1984 
Wayue SaDdfort 
Robert L Evaus 

Commissioners serving with Grieb: 

Dr. Jay K. Childress 
DeaD Hull 
Vemon C. Williams 
Je:m K. Tool 
Thomas T. Farley 
Samuel J. Caudill, Jr. 
Roger C. Clark 
Wilbur L Redden 
Michael K. Higbee 
Donald A. Fem:mdez 
Richard L Divelbiss 
James T. Smith 
James C. Kennedy 
Timothy W. Schultz 

James B. Rum, Director 
A.ssist:mt Direetor 

1972-1979 
1973-1m 
1973-1981 
1973-1985 
1975-1979 
1975-1983 
1975-1979 
Im-1985 
Im-1985 
1979-1987 
1979-1987 
1979·1987 
1981-1985 
1983-1987 

April, 1984-1988 
Edgar J. Prenz10w 

Commissioners serving with Ruch: 

Wilbur L Redden 
Michael K. Higbee 
Donald A. FemaDdez 
Richard L Divelbiss 
James T. Smith 
James C. Kennedy 
Timothy W. Schultz 
Rebecca L Frank 
Robert L Freidenberger 
John llay 
George VanDenBerg 
William R. Hegberg 
Dennis Luttrell 
Larry M. Wright 
Eldon W. Cooper 
Gene B. Peterson 

Perry D. Olson, Director 
Assistaut Directors 

Im-I985 
Im-l985 
1979-1987 
1979-1987 
1979-1987 
1981-1985 
1983-1987 
1985 
1985-1989 
1985-1986 
1985-1993 
1986 
1987-1990 
1987-1992 
1987 
1987-1990 

November, 1988-Present 
Edgar J. Prenzlow 
Bruce L McCloskey 



Commissioners serving with Olson: 

Rebecca L Frank 
Bob Freidenberger 
George VanDenBerg 
William R. Hegberg 
Dennis Luttrell 
Larry M. Wright 
Eldon W. Cooper 
Gene B. Peterson 
Felix Chavez 
Louis F. Swift 
Thomas M. Eve 
Arnold Salazar 
Mark leValley 
Rev. Jesse Langston Boyd, Jr. 

1985-
1985-1989 
1985-1993 
1986-
1987-1990 
1987-1992 
1987-
1987-1990 
1989-1993 
1990-
1991-
1992-
1993-
1993-
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APPENDIX D .. Task Force Members 

John Brumley, Federation of Colorado Houudsmen and Colorado Houudsmen Association, Brighton 

Jack Cassidy, Colorado Guides &, Outfitters, Fruita 

Kent CoaualIy, sportsman, Denver 

Jim FItZgerald, Colorado Audubon Chapters, Greeley 

Wally Gallaher, Colorado Wildlife Federation, Arvada 

Warren Jewen, Colorado WooJgrowers Association, Rifle 

Marvin Miller, United Sportsmen's Couuci1, Golden 

Sally Ranney, American Wilderness A.llia.Dce, Denver 

Wayne Shoemaker, Colorado Cattlemen's Association, Canon City 

Michael Smith, Great Bear Fouudation, Boulder 

lloyd Wood, Colorado Bowhunters Association, Lakewood 

Reed Kelley, Chairman 
Resource Associates, Inc. and State Issues Director, Colorado Wildlife Federation, Denver 
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APPENDIX E. Primary Task Force Recommendations 

A. Management Philosophy 

The Colorado Wildlife Commission should adopt a recommended goal statement for black bear which will 
serve to enhance public understanding of DOW policy and philosophy on bear. The proposed statement 
emphasizes the importance and value of bear; management by data analysis unit, with specific management 
objectives; prevention of habitat loss; and protection of agricultural interests from damage by bear. 

B. Re£Ulatory Changes 

1. Establish a statewide, all season, limited license system for bear beginning in 1986 with the proviso 
that the public have full opportunity to be involved in the setting of the management objectives and 
the number of limited licenses to be made available. Announcements of the successful applicants for 
the Spring draw must be made no later than January 15. 

2. Implement some experimental management programs (within the framework of the limited license 
system) to test population and hunter response to certain restrictions or closures on certain methods 
of take or time of year by data analysis unit. For example, totally separating hounds from bait by area 
or time. 

3. Add some restrictions to the current regulations on baiting, including limiting individual hunters to 
two baits and requiring the posting of a clean-up bond and written permission from the land managing 
agency for bait sites. 

4. Limit the size of any pack of hounds used to hunt bear to eight. 

5. Require that the mandatory inspection of each bear be carried out be the individual hunter with his 
or her own bear. 

C. Other Recommendations 

1. Increase CDOW and public land agency cooperation and commitment regarding the administration 
of baiting including reduced walk-in accessibility of agency information on bait site locations. 

2. Improve accessibility of DOW personnel for mandatory bear checks. 

3. Require outfitter reports on hunter success and related information. 

4. Design a multi-year expanded research program, to begin in 1986, necessary to obtain better 
information on bear including population dynamics in important habitat types and improved aging 
techniques. 

5. Devote a larger percentage of CDOW annual budget to bear research. 

6. Foster better working relations with landowners and stockmen through personal contacts, appropriate 
public presentations, and effective enforcement programs in order to counter the prevalent attitude 
that the legally required reporting of damage control kills causes more problems than it solves. Such 
efforts should stress the importance of this information to effective bear management. 

7. Actively enforce the prohibition on the waste of edible game meat for bear taken as big game. 



8. Increase efforts to prevent and prosecute illegal kill (poaching) ill eooperation with other states and 
federal agencies. partiadarly as it may relate to the sale of bear parts. 

9. Couateraa the loss and poteatialloss of bear habitat through effective ideBti6eation with local 
govemmeats of critical habitat, improved kaOllVledge of habitat aeeds, and pubJk iaformation 
c:ampajps. 
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