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ABSTRACT 

We conducted a questionnaire survey to 
describe the people who hunted in Idaho, their 
hunting ac ti vities and their preferences and 
opinions on management issues. We mailed 
ques tionnaires to 7,602 people with resident 
licenses and 2,638 with non-resident li censes to 
hunt in Idaho during 1971. Si xty-one percent of 
the residents and 71 % of the non-residents 
completed and returned their questionnaires. 

In 1971, 215,000 people purchased licenses 
to hunt in Idaho. Residents com prized 91 % of 
the licensed hunters and nearly half the 
non -residents came from Californ ia. Most 
(76-92%) of the resident males in the 20-50 age 
groups purchased hunting licenses in 1971. More 
than half the resident hunters had incomes of 
$7-15,000, but income was not an important 
factor in the decision of residents to purchase a 
hunting license. Non-residents who hunted in 
Idaho had larger incomes on average than 
residents. 

Res idents accounted for 92-97% of the days 
, hunted for the major game spedes in 1971. 
I Hunting for elk (and deer incidentally) 
' amounted to 24% of the da ys reported by 

residents and 39% of non-residen ts. Hunting for 
d eer, pheasants and ducks by residents 
amoun ted to 15 , 17 and 17% respect ively, of 
the da ys the y hunted. The distribution of 
hunting within Idaho was re lated to me spec ies 
sought and area of residence. 

More than half (54-63% depending on type 
hunting) the residents who responded had 
hunted in Idaho six or more years and 46% of 
the non-resid en ts were hunting in Idaho for the 
first time. Forty-three percent of the residents 
reported they hunted primarily fo r meat with 
onl y 2% after a troph y. Non-residents hunted 
mainl y for relaxation, chall enge of the hunt , 
troph y and opportu nity to get out-of-doors. 

Most res iden ts (73%) preferred big gam e 
hunting over upland bird (19%) or waterfowl 
(9 %) hunting. Nearly all (97%) of the 
non-residents with the combination or deer only 
licenses preferred big game hunting while 75% 
of those with the bird license preferred upland 
bird hunting. Fifty-seven percent of the 
residents preferred to hunt deer when big game 
hunting while 80% of the non-residents with the 
combination license preferred elk. Pheasants and 
du cks were the most prefer red spec ies of upland 

birds an d waterfowl. Man y residents had no 
preference in the type deer or elk the y bagged 
while more than half the non-residents preferred 
a large buck or bull, an attitude consistent with 
their reason for hunting (to bag a trophy). 

A majority of residents ranked their hunting 
In Idaho as satisfactory or excellent, but 
one-third of the hunters ranked their big game 
hunting as unsatisfactory. Satisfaction with 
hunting was related to success in bagging an 
animal or birds. Residents listed lack of game, 
too many hunters, and not bagging game as the 
primary reasons for their dissatisfac tion wi th 
hunting. 

Nearly half the residents and one-fourth the 
non-residents expressed a lack of confidence in 
the game count and game kill information 
provided by the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department. A majority of the residents, with 
an op inion, thought Department personnel 
satisfactorily managed Idaho wildlife, but 42% 
wan ted better management for deer, 38% for 
elk, and 20% for pheasants. 

Most residents (86%) preferred to restrict 
the number of out-of-state hunters in Idaho. A 
majority of residents who knew the I daho Fish 
and Game Commission poli cy on out-of-state 
hunters thought the Commission should have 
rest ricted the number of non-residents further. 
Fo rt y percent of the res idents thought 
competition with out-of-state hunters while 
hunting big game in 1971 was not noticeable or 
not objectionable while 33% believed there was 
too much competition. More than half the 
non-residents thought they should have equal 
opportunity with residents to hunt wildlife in 
states such as Idaho with large areas of fed era l 
land. Nearl y three-fourths of the residents 
indica ted the y would pay more for hunting 
li censes and tags to make up for lost revenue if 
ldaho significantly restricted the number of 
c ~t-of-state hunters. 

- -
In southern Idaho, most residents preferred 

the noon opening for pheasa nts rather than the ' 
early morn ing time, regardl ess of occupat ion . A 
majo rity of residents thought a limited number 
of hen pheasants should be harvested under 
special regulations. Opinion on providing 
hunting with game farm pheasants was even ly 
split, half of those with an opinion thought it 
was a good program and hal f thought it was a 



poor program and should be discontinued. 

A majority of the residen ts who thought 
they knew th e policy an d had an o pinion 
approved of th e curren t policy of the Fish and 
Game Department with regard to regul ating big 
game numbers (" . . . number which natural 
range will support .. . "') and emergency wi nter 
feeding (" ... o nl y as a las t resort." ). Half th e 
residents, howeve r, thought the Departmen t 
should attempt to increase big game herds 
through supplemental winter feeding. A majority 
of the residents th o ught the amo unt and 
condition of vegetation on the winter range was 
the proper basis for managing big game 
populations and th at it was necessary to 
distribute supplemental salt for big game 
animals. 

Te n percent of the residents wa nted big 
game ' herds managed for "quantity" hunting, 
21 % wanted "quality" hunting, and 41 % wanted 
both types of hunting avail able. Residents were 
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even ly split on shorter seasons or contro lled 
hunts to restrict the harvest of big game 
a nimals . To increase the deer harves t, half th e 
residents preferred to increase season length and 
h a I f wanted extra tags, but th ere were 
differences between zones of the state. 

Most residents (75%) a nd non-residents 
(73%) thought no more roads we re needed for 
big game hunting in Idaho. Fo rty-eight percent 
of th e residents thought th ere were already too 
many roads, no new ones should be constru cted 
and some of the existing roads should be closed. 

Law enforcement, habi tat improvemen t, and 
emergency winter feedi ng were the activiti es of 
the Department that th e largest proportion of 
residents thought were most important. Predator 
cont ro l, game farms, and access to hunting areas 
were the three acti vi ties a sign ifica nt number of 
people thought should receive less em phasis from 
the Department. 



INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the publ ic has become more 
in terested in the policies and programs of publ ic 
resource agencies. Administrators of these 
agenc ies found they needed better input from the 
public when choosing be twee n the available 
man agement alternatives. Resource managers can 
no longer choose uni latera lly and autocratica ll y, 
however well intentioned, between alternative 
uses of pub li cly owned resources. 

With this survey we sought in forma tion from 
members of the public who use Idaho wildlife 
resources for hunting. Fish and game managers 
needed a be tter description of the people who 
hunt in Idaho their hunting act iviti es and their , . . 
opi ni ons and prefe rences on Important Issues 
related to hunting and managemen t of wild li fe In 
Idaho. 

Traditionall y, fish an d game managers in 
Idaho obtained their public input from personal 
contacts with local sportsmen and periodic 

I attendance at the loc al, regional or statewide 
wi ldl ife association meetings. However, only a 
small proportio n of the people who hunted in 
Id aho during the early 1970's part icipated In 
organ ized clubs. The Idaho Fi sh and Game 
Commission held public hea rings in conjunc ti on 
with their periodic meetings to obtain public 
input but relatively few people took advan tage of 
the opportuni ty to attend what often developed 
into "gripe sessions." 

Traditional methods of obtaining public 
opinions an d preferences on wildlife matters 
restricted the input to a relatively sma ll group of 
"especially interested" people. In 197 1, Idaho 
Fish and Game Department adm inistrators 
decided to seek informat ion from a larger , more 
diversified group of th e hunting public regarding 
selec ted topics of special concern. They requested 
us (perso nnel of the Idaho Cooperative Fishery 
Unit) to conduct a questionnaire survey of Idah o 
hunte rs because of our experience with suc h 
surveys. 

We recogni ze tha t the answers to many of 
our ques ti ons might be termed "gu t reactions" 
because we d id nothing more th an ask the people 
to choose between al ternati ves. The people had 
to rely on th eir experiences and knowledge of the 
situation to answer the questions. In most cases 
we suspect the people were not as fully awa re of 
the trade-offs associated with each alternative and 
did not have the type of informati on available to 
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the wild life manager. Some people changed their 
minds on some issues when presented with the 
trade-offs and add itiona l information (See Bjornn, 
1975 A). 

SURVEY METHODS 

We selec ted a sample of people who 
purchased Idaho hunting li censes in 1971, 
mailed them a questionnaire (and follow-ups If 
necessary) and then sum marized th ei r answers 
with the aid of a computer. 

Questionna ire Preparation and Content 

I nitially, wildlife managers in Id aho 
submitted to us th eir ideas of the quest ions to 
ask t he public and the problems on whi ch th ey 
needed public input. We then formulated a 
n umber of questions and met wi th the 
headquarters staff of the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department to se lect t he topics to include In 
the survey and the precise wording of eac h 
question. 

The questionna ire (Figure 1) contain ed 
questions to obta in four types of information: 
1 ) demographic data on the people In. the 
sample, 2) data on their behav ior and activities 
while hunting, 3) their opinions and preferences 
on selected problems and possible managemen t 
a lternatives and 4 ) data on the economic 
expenditures of people related to hunting in 
Idaho. 

Sample Size 

Our initial sample consisted of 10,240 
people se lected from the s t ubs o f the five 
resident and non-resident license classes (Tab le 
I). Nearly four percent of the names and 
addresses ob tained from the st ubs were not 
adequate for delivery by the U. S. Post Office 
so our net sam ple size was 9,841 peop le or 4.6% 
of the licenses sold in 1971. 

The number of peop le we included in the 
sample from eac h license class was based on the 
expec ted rate of return for eac h class 
(information from previous surveys), number of 
license holders in eac h class an d number in each 
residence zone. 

We drew our sa mple from the resident 
license stubs systemat ically so the number of 
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Tab le I . - The number of Idaho hunting licenses sold In 1971, people in initial sample , people i 
sample with undeliverable addresses, net number of people in sample (adjusted for undeliverables 
percentage of people with licenses who were included in sam ple, number of questionnaires returned wit 
usab le information, percentage of people in sample who returned questionnaires and the returne 
questionnaires as a percentage of the licenses sold. 

Number in samp le Ques tionnaires returned 
Percentage Percentage 

licenses so ld 
Percentage 

of 
grand 

Number of Percentage of net of 
license 

class 
Init i al undeli ve r- Net o f number in licenses 

Number tota 1 number abies number li cens es Number s ample so ld 

Resident 
Combination (01) 
Hunting on ly (02) 

Total 

Non-resident 
Combination ( 10) 
Birds on 1 y (11) 
Oee r on I y ( 17) 

Tota 1 

Grand total 

123,953 
71,491 

195 , 444 

9,612 
6,130 
3,845 

19,587 

215,031 

57 .6 
33·2 
90.9 

4.5 
2.9 
1.8 

9.2 

100.0 

4801 
2801 

7602 

1260 
839 
539 

2638 

' 10,240 

people in our sample from each residence zone 
(F igure 2 and Table 2) in Idaho was in 
a pprox imate proport ion to the number of 
licenses purchased by residents in each zone. 
The small number (149) of people in our sample 
from the Salmon River drainage zone reflected 
the small population in that zone. We accepted 
the smaller sample size from that zone because 
of the problems of finding stubs for residents of 
that zone and then properly weighting their 
responses. 

We drew samples from the non-resident 
license stubs randomly without regard to 
residence zone for the bird hunting license and 
by residence zone for the combination and deer 
hunting licenses. We wanted 100 and 50 
respectively, completed questionnaires from 
non-residents in each residence zone who 
purchased the combination and deer hunting 
licenses. We sent questionnaires to 
approximately 150 persons selected at random 
from each non-reisdent zone who had purchased 
the combination license and to 75 persons with 
deer licenses. The larger number of non-residents 
in ou r sample from the California and 
Wyoming-Nevada zones (Table 2) resulted from 
the larger number of persons in those zones who 
purchased bird hunting licenses. 

The sample of 6,271 completed, usable 
questionnaires com prized 2.9% of all licensed 
hunters in 1971 (Table 1). We obtained 

175 
128 

303 

35 
43 
18 

96 

399 

6 

4626 
2673 

7299 

1225 
796 

..23l 
2542 

9841 

3·7 
3.7 
3.7 

11 . 7 
13.0 
13.6 

13.0 

4.6 

2961 
1469 

4430 

947 
533 
~ 
1841 

6271 

64.0 
55.0 

60.7 

77·3 
67.0 
69.3 
71.0 

63.7 

2. 4 
2. I 

2.3 

9.9 
8. 7 
9. 4 

9. 4 

2.9 

information from 2.3% of the resid ents and 
9.4% of the non-residents. Although we included 
on ly 2.3% of the residents in the survey, the 
4,430 questionnaires from residents were more 
than adequate from a statistical viewpoint. If we 
had chosen to select the sample in a random 
rather than systematic fashion we could have 
reduced the sample size for residents. The cost 
and difficulty of preparing the license stubs to 
permit random sampling were the main reasons 
we sampled in a systema tic fashi on and used the 
larger sample size . 

Tab le 2. The number of questionnaires 
m a i led, number returned and percentage 
returned for each residence zone of survey. 

Res i dente Ques t lonna i res Percentage 
zones mai led returned r e t urned 

In Idaho 
1. Panhandle 871 538 61.8 , . t learwater 853 5" 63.8 
3· Salmon "9 101 67.8 ,. Sou t hwes t 2106 1223 58.1 
5. Southcentral 1570 909 57.9 
6. Southeas t 2053 1115 5i!·3 

Outs i de Idaho 

7. Washington '94 229 77.9 
8. Oregon "7 188 76. I 
9. Cal i fornia 460 312 67.8 

10. Wyoming-Nevada 635 "6 65.6 
11. North Oakota-Ar ilona "0 193 SO., 
12. Wisconsin-Tellas ,6' 170 64.4 
13. Hi ch i gan -lou i 5 i ana "5 164 66.9 
14 . Maine-Florida 'S3 169 66.8 

Total s 10,240 6 , 271 
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Figure 2. Residence zones used in survey of people who hunted in Idaho in 1971. 

Mailing List Preparation and Mailing 

Rather th an send out all the questionnaires 
after the 1971 hunting season was completed, 
we mailed questionnaires after each of the four 
months of the season; September, October, 
November and December. Within 10 days af ter 
th e end of each month we prepared a mailing 
list and mailed questionnaires, usually wi thin 15 
days, to a sample of people who had purchased 
li censes prior to the end of the previous month. 
For example, during the first 10 days of 
October we prepared a mailing list from the 
license stubs returned to th e Fish and Game 
Department through October 5-8. We sampled 
on a monthly basis to improve the accuracy of 
the expenditure data and to assess changes in 
attitudes as the season progressed . 

The mailing lists for residents and 
non-residents III each month's sample were 
prepared in two ways. The residents were 
selected systematically from the file of li cense 
stubs available at the en d of each month. 

7 

License stubs were bound together in packets of 
10 and we selec ted one stub from each packet 
included in the sample. For eac h month we 
calculated th e number of packets required in the 
sample and randomly selected whic h li cense stub 
to pull from each packet. We selected a 
different license in each packet for each month 
to avoid sampling the same person more than 
once. 

Once the stubbs were selected, the name 
and address on the stubb was entered on key 
punch cards along with a serial number. The 
serial number consisted of three parts: the 
license class (01, 02, 10, 11 or 17), the zone of 
residence (1 to 14) and an identification 
number. The key punch cards were sorted by 
license class and zone of residence and three sets 
of mailing labels were printed from the data on 
the cards. 

The non-resident mailing list was selected 
randomly from the license stubs of the three 
non-resident lic ense classes. The name an d 
address on each non-resident hunting license 



stub was entered on key punch ca rds a long with 
a se rial number. A ra ndom num ber deck was 
prepared each month (w ithout replacement) and 
th en matched with the ke y punch cards to 
select the persons in th e sa mpl e. The se lection 
of persons was stratified by residence zone for 
the combination and deer hunting licenses. 

We sent ap prox imately one-sixth of the 
questionnaires out after the months of 
September a nd December and one-third after 
the months of October and Nove mber because 
most of the hunting activity occu rred during 
October and November (Table 3 ). We had 
adequate numbers of peopl e in th e sample from 
eac h month, license class and residence zo ne 
with the possible exception of the Salmon River 

Table 3. - The number of people we sent 
questionnaires to by month, license c lass and 
zone of residen ce. 

license ,lass and Ql.tes ti onna ires mailed by end o f JI\Onth 
res j dence zon e September Octobor Hoventle r Decerrber 

Res ident combination (01) 
Panhandle 9J 177 1)6 111 
Clearwater 116 177 185 10' 
Sa lmon 13 J2 30 18 
Southwest 21, )88 398 252 
Southcentral 179 30S 3" 18' 
Southeast '" '" I~~~ 252 

Subtotal T70 m.- 93'5 
Resident hunt (02) 

Panhandle )I 95 " " tleaNater '9 " " " Salmon 9 22 15 10 
Southwest 199 255 235 '" Southcentral 13' . 173 16' 108 
Southeast 157 210 218 151 

Subtota t '" '" 
.,. ...,,-r 

Hon-resldent cQll"blnat;on ( 10) 
WashIngton 27 " " 27 
Oregon 25 50 " 25 
Caiifornja 27 " " 27 
'Wyoming-Nevada 25 50 50 25 
North Dakota-Arizona 25 50 " 25 
'Wisconsin-Texas 27 5' " 27 
Hi ch i gan-Loui s i ana 27 " " 27 
i'laine-F;orida 27 54 5' 27 

Subtotal ITO m- m- I'i"if"" 
Non - resident bird (It) 

wash, ngton 3 JJ " II 
Oregon 3 I) 18 3 
California " " )6 .-
lIyomi ny- Ne vada 79 132 1)8 66 
Nor th- Dakota-Ad zona I 11 " 3 
Wisconsin-Texas , 10 8 8 
Hi ch i gan-Loui s i ana 3 I , 2 
Maine-Florida 3 7 , , 

Subtotal nr m- lIB r0-
Nan- resident deer (17) 

Washington 12 2J " 12 
Oregon 10 21 20 9 
California 12 " " 12 
Wy om ing-Nevada 10 20 20 10 
Harth Oakota-Ar i zona 10 20 20 10 
Wisconsin -Texas 12 " " 12 
Mi ch i gan -Lou i s j ana 12 " " 12 
Maine-Florida 12 " " 12 

Subtotal 90 TBO TBO -,,-
Crand total 1919 3214 3184 1913 
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drainage zo ne for th e mo nth s o f September and 
Dece mber. 

Once the mailing labels were prepared, the 
serial number was written on the bottom of an 
appropriate qu es tionn a ire (residen t or 
non-resident) and it was placed in an enve lope 
with a letter explaining th e survey, a map 
(F igure 3) of the six a reas in Idaho that related 
to questions in the questionna ire and a 
self-addressed envelope. One of the three labels 
was then placed on th e enve lope an d the 
qu est ionnai re was rea dy for mailing. 

We usually mailed the questi on nai res for 
each month betwee n the 10th and 20th of the 
following month. Most peo ple who return ed the 

TliE VALUE OF IOAHO HImTlHG 

Please enter the nurrber from 

the red outlined hunting area{s) wher 

you hunted last month in t he appro-

prfate question in the enclosed 

questionnaire. 

You r response to this question­

nai re is an iq)ortant part of our 

effort to measure the value of the va 

hunting resources of Idaho to the spa 

\~~~~~~~~?~? and busi ness corrrnunity. Your prompt 

Thank you. 

Figure 3. - Map of Id aho included with the 
questionnaires to identify th e six hunting areas 
used in th e survey . 



questionnaire did so within 20-30 days (Figure 
4). As the questionnaires came back, we noted 
the serial num ber and destroyed the remain ing 
two labels for that number. After three weeks, 
we prepared a second questionnaire with letter, 
map and return envelope for each labe l 
remaining in the second set of labels and mailed 
them to the non-respondents. We repeated this 
procedure a second time after an additional 
three weeks. We, therefore, sent questionnaires 
to peop le in the sample up to three t imes if 
they did not respond to the initial or second 
mailing. 

We contacted resident non·respondents in 
our October sample a fourth time by asking 
Fish and Game Department Conservation 
Officers to deliver a fourth copy of the 
questionnaire. The Conservation Officers were 
instructed to contact the non-respondents, give 

120 
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them the questionnaire, urge them to fill it out 
and then leave. The officers were not to wait 
for the questionna ire. 

Questionna ires Returned 

The 6,271 questionnaires returned by 
people from all license classes amounted to a 
63.7% return of the 9,841 actuall y mailed 
(excluding undeliverab les, Table 1). The rate of 
return varied directly with the cost of the 
license (Table 4) . Seventy-five percent of the 
people who purchased the $135.00 non-resident, 
combination license returned their 
questionnaires after two follow-up contacts 
compared to only 48% for the residents who 
purchased the $3.00 hunting license. 

50 

40 

JO 

20 Fourth Response 

OL-L-LJ.... 

Third .Respoose 

Second Rosponse 

OUL~~~~~~~~--~------~-------------------------
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~ 20 
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,. 
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10 20 30 10 20 2! 10 20 30 10 20 31 II 20 30 
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Figure 4 . - The number of questionnaires returned by date from the 
and conservation officer followup for the October sampling of residents. 
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Table 4 . The number of questionnaires 
mailed initiall y and with each followup and the 
number and percentages returned. The third 
followup consisted of a personal contact by a 
conservation officer of the Idaho residents who 
had not responded to the questionnaire sent out 
for the October sampling period. 

li cense cl asses 

Res i dent Non- residen t 

Comb i na tion Hun t on ly Comb i na ti on B'rds Deer 

COst of 1 i tense $6. 00 53 . 00 $ 135 .00 535.00 575.00 

In; t i ,,1 lI\iIi 1 i"!! 
Number rna ; led "" lBOI 1260 'BO '" Number returned 1~O2 6" 56, 295 190 

Percentage 29.2 21.9 ~5.2 3). 5 35.3 

firs t follow - u~ 

Humer ma iled 3 ~93 2278 786 '" 400 
Numbe r re t u r ned 1027 461 '" 177 III 

Pe r centage 29 .4 20.3 35.5 29 . 3 30.5 
Cumul ati ve return 2429 1075 '" 4]1 )Il 

Pe rcen tage 50 .6 38. II 67.3 53 .6 57.9 

Second fo ll ow-u!! 
Number mao l ed 2385 1748 497 '" l6, 
Nunt>e r retu r ned ]4 ) 16] " 61 " Pe r centage 14 .4 15 . 3 19.9 14.6 18. 2 
CUffiul" tive r e t urns 2772 1342 ,4] 5)) )61 

Percentage 57 . 7 47.9 75.2 60.6 67.0 

rhird follCIW - ul! 

Number con t acted 505 450 
Number r eturned 18' 117 

Perce n t age 37 . 2 28 . 2 
Cumulative return 2960 1469 

Pe r centage 61. 7 52.4 

With three contacts by mail in the October 
sample, 61% of the people who purchased 
combination licenses and 45% who had 
purchased hunting-only licenses had returned a 
questionnaire. Following the contact by officers 
73 and 60% of the two groups returned 
questionnaires (Table 5). 

Table 5 . The number of questionnaires 
mailed and the number and percentage returned 
by residents in the October sampling period. 

Re s ident 

Combi nation Hun t on 1y 

Initial mailin~ 
Number mailed 11j96 836 
Number ret u rned '50 169 

Percen tage 30 . I 20 . 2 

Fi rst follow-u~ 
Nurrher mai led l 11j8 7" 
Number returned 376 120 

Pe rcentage 32.8 17. 0 
Cumulative re turn 826 289 

Percent age 55.2 3U 

Second follow-u~ 
Nulllber mai led 758 572 
Number returned 8' 87 

Percentage 11. I 15 .2 
Cumu lative retu rn 9 10 376 

Percentage 60 .8 45. 0 

Thi rd follow-u~ 

Number contacte d 505 ' 50 
Nurrher returned 188 127 

Percentage 37·2 28 . 2 
Cumulative re turn 1098 503 

Pe rcen tage 73 · , 60 .2 
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Processing the Data 

After the questionnaires had been returned, 
we transferred the data to key punch forms and 
then to punch cards for processing by computer . . 
Programmers from the University Computer 
Center prepared programs to sort, weight and 
summar ize the data. 

Because our sampling and the response rates 
of people in each license class and / or residence 
zone were not uniform we had to weight the 
data whenever we combined data from different 
classes or zones. The weighting factors were the 
proportion of total licenses sold in each class or 
zone. Data from the non-resident combination 
and deer hunting license holders were weighted 
two or more times; once to combine data from 
zones and then from c lasses. 

The data summaries we received from the 
computer center contained the responses to 
most questions by license class, zone of 
residence and by answers to other questions. 
The responses to some questions did not differ 
by license class or zone of residence and we did 
not include in this report the full data output in 
those cases. 

Non-response Bias 

Since 37% of the people in our sample did 
not return a completed questionnaire, we had to 
determine if significant differences in attitudes 
and preferences existed between people who did 
or did not fill out and return a questionnaire. 
We evaluated the likelihood of differences in 
attitudes and preferences by comparing the 
responses of people who replied to the initial 
mailing and each fo ll ow-up. We also 
extrapolated a line through the plotted points of 
response - percentage of total sample to obtain 
an estimate of the response if 100% of the 
people in the sample had returned their 
questionnaires (Figure 5). We used the data 
from the October sampling period because we 
had three follow-ups in addition to the initial 
mailing and we obtained comp leted 
questionnaires from a large percentage of the 
people in the sample. 
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The pe rcentage of peopl e who prefer red big game hunting, etc., for the first , seco nd, th ird 
response and the percen tage fo r the cumulati ve respo nse ex pressed as a percentage of th e to tal 
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The respo nse of peop le to mos t questi o ns in 
the quest io nna ire did not vary sign if ican tl y 
rega rdl ess of whether they responded to the 
initi a l contact or one of the fo ll ow-up contacts 
(Figure 5). Th e percen tage of peo pl e who had 
hu nted fo r b ig game (Quest io n 5) varied 
between the f irst and latter fo ll ow-u p contacts. 
Six ty-nine pe rcent of th e people who responded 
to th e fi rs t maili ng of the questi onnaire had 
hun ted for big ga me in October, but on ly 52% 
of the peopl e who res ponded after the four th 
contact (by conservat io n officers) had hunted. If 
a ll peo ple in the sample had responded, our 
esti mated percen tage who hunted big game in 
October wou ld be approximate ly 55% (by 
extra po lating th e regression line in Figure 5) 
rather th an th e 69% re ported by respon dents to 
the f irs t ma ili ng. 

T here were some sma ll d iffe rences in 
responses to the a ttitude and preference 
q uest ions between res pondents to the firs t 
ma iling, to a ll con tac ts and th e projected 
res ponse from a ll peop le in the sample (Figu re 
5). In a ll cases th e d iffe rences in response were 
s m a ll and probably ins ign ificant from a 
manage ment viewpo int. We did not t ry to adjust 
t h e da t a for the sma ll di ffe rences in 
no n-res ponse bias that mi ght have been present. 

Response by Month 

We sa mpl ed the hunters after each month of 
t he h un ti ng season primarily to imp rove the 
acc uracy of th e econo mic data we requested . By 
ask ing peop le to repor t th eir ex penditures for 
only th e prev ious month we hoped to avoid the 
inacc uracies of fau lty memory. Some people in 
t he survey reported hu nting activ ity and/or 
expend it ures for months other tha n for the one 
reques t ed and we therefo re obtained 
overest ima tes for the number of days hun ted, 
miles traveled and non -durable expe ndi tures. 
Because of these overestimates, we did not 
obta in fu ll benefit from questions 3, 4, 5 and 
31 (Figure 1). 

We a lso wa nted to see if a t t itudes and 
prefe rences change d d uring the season. AI though 
there were some small differences in response, as 
illustrated in Figure 6, the differences we re not 
significan t from a managemen t viewpoint. We 
combined the data for all mon ths in the 
presentations of responses to the attitude and 
preference quest ions presented later in this 
report. 
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Ranking of Preferences 

I n some of the questions we asked the 
people to rank in order of importance their 
sources of information, reasons for hunting and 
beliefs regarding management activities. 
Although we asked for a ranking of 1 to 3, with 
the item ranked 1 as most important, we 
summarized the data on the basis of most 
important (1) ran kings . To see if an analysis 
based on composi te ran kings of the number of 
people who ranked each item as 1, 2, or 3 
might have yie lded different results, we analyzed 
question 20 (ma nagement activities) using 
composite rankings (Table 6). Law enforcement 
was the activity most frequently ranked number 
1 followed by habitat improvement, emergency 
winter feeding, acquisition of wildlife areas, 
management programs, an d predator control. 
Emergency winter feeding was the ac ti vi ty 
ranked either 1, 2 or 3 by the most people 
fol lowed by habit a t improvement, law 
enforcement, acquisition of wi ldlife areas, 
management programs and predator control. 
Based on the weighted score, law enforcement 
would lead as the most important activi ty 
followed by emergency winter feeding , habitat 
improvement , acquisition of wild li fe areas, 
management programs and predator control. The 
relative importance of the various activities did 
not change significantly regardless of the 
analysis we used. Law enforcement, emergency 
win ter feeding and habitat improvement ended 
up as close contenders for the most important 
ac t ivity ranking in all three methods of analysis. 

Table 6. - The number of people who ranked 
each management activity with a 1, 2 or 3 and a 
we ighted score for each activity obtained by 
multiplying the number of 1 rankings by 3, 2 
rankings by 2, and 3 rankings by 1 and then 
summing the products. 

lIeighted 
Act i vi t y Ri,"k 1 R.nk 2 R"nk 3 Total score 

Predator control 28) ')8 ,,, '09 126) 
Hab' tat improvement , 4) 42' )85 1351 2872 
law enfor cement ')6 )76 )21 1335 . 2985 
I'\anagement prog rll OlS 271 )" )11 ,)8 1916 
Ganoe hrms " " '08 221 )80 
'oIin t er feeding '2) 47' 39' 1)93 2914 
land acqui si tion 27J 42) )06 1002 1971 
I mp roved access 122 '70 19' 48, ,0) 
Infor..ation progr.ms " '32 259 475 775 
Resean.h and tv,tultion 92 '42 27J '07 ')) 
Others 4, " 

, , 
" 18, 

L-- _ _ 
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THE IDAHO HUNTER 

Residence, Age, Sex, Occupation and Income 

In 1971, 215,000 people bough L licenses to 
hunt in Idaho. Ninety-one percent of the people 
were residents and 9% non-residents. 
Seventy-five percent of the residents who 
hunted in Idaho resided in the southern part of 
th e state, while 66% of the non-resident hunters 
lived in surrounding states and California (Table 
7). Californians comprised the largest single 
group of non-resident hunters (47%). 

A high proportion of the ma les in the Idaho 
population purchased licenses to hunt or fish in 
1971 (Table 8). In the age 20-49 age groups 
three-fourths or more of the ma les in Idaho 
purchased licenses in 1971. A large group of 
resident ma les with opinions and preferences 
which differ from those reported in the survey 
does not exist in Idaho because most males in 
Idaho older than 20 purchase hunting licenses. 
Onl y a small proportion (less than three 
percent) of the women in Idaho purchased 
hunting li censes in 1971, so we know little 
about their opinion and preferences regarding 
Idaho wildlife . 

Table 7. - Residence of persons who purchased 
licenses to hunt in Idaho in 1971. 

Zoo. Percentage of Zoo. Percentage of 
o f res i dent o f non- res i den I 

residence hunters res i denee hunters 

I. Panhandle 11.6 , . 'oiashington '.2 
Z. t leaNa ter 11.4 •• Oregon Z.4 
). Sa lmon 2.0 ,. Cal i forni. 47.) 
4. SouthweH 28.1 10. l1ontana-Hev.!lda , .0 ,. Sovtnce"l ra I 20.9 11. 11; nonal a-Ar i zOtla 4. ) ,. Southeast 26 .0 12. 1Jiscoosin-Te l!as 11.3 

1]. Mi chi gan-Loui s i ana ,. , 
". Maine -Fl orida .. , 

i06":O 100.0 

Table 8 . - The number of males of various 
ages living in Idaho during the 1970 census, 
males who purchased hunting licenses in 1971 
and the estimated percentage of resident ma les 
in Idaho who purchased hunting licenses . 

l1a le s Res i den t Males Percentage of 

; " who pu rchased males who 
Age g roups Idaho licenses purchased l icense 

Les s than " 148,160 33 .606 22.7 
20-29 48,454 40,468 83.5 
30- 39 37.307 34,310 92.0 
40-49 38,126 29.559 77.5 
50-59 36,953 22,697 61.4 
60 and o lder 46.750 15 . 307 32.7 



The age dis t ribu t ion of residents who 
purc hased hun t ing licenses in 1971 differed 
from the age dis t ri buti on of males in the Idaho 
po pul ati on acco rding to th e 1970 census (Figure 
7) . A small er proportion of th e olde r members 
of the population purchased li censes compared 
to the age groups less than 30 years of age . 

Residents who hunted III I daho were 
younger on the average than non-residents 
(F igure 7) . Sixty-two percent of the resident 
hunters were less than 40 years old and 57% of 
the non-resident hunters were 40 years of age or 
o lder. 

JO 
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Ale Gr.lps 

Figure 7. - Age distribution of Idaho males 
(1970 census), residents and non-residents in 
1971 survey . 

Hunting in Idaho in 1971 was mostly by 
males. Ninety percent of the residents and 98% 
of the non-residents who purchased licenses in 
I daho were males. 

Most (70%) people who hunted in Idaho 
h a d occupations classified as professional, 
operati ves (small shop o perators, etc), or 
craftsmen (Figure 8). The compositio n of 
hunters by occupa tion gro up ing was similar fo r 
bo th res iden ts and no n-res iden ts. Peo ple th at we 
classifi ed as having profess iona l o r student 

14 

occupations made up a larger proportion of th e 
residen t license holders than III the male 
pop ulation classifi ed du ring th e 1970 census. 
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Figure 8. Percentage of Idaho male (1970 
census), residents and non-residents in various 
occupational gro upings in the survey . 

The distribution of resident hunters by 
income group was similar to the distribution 
nationwide and III Idaho with most people 
having incomes of $7-15 ,000 (Figure 9) . The 
income of Idaho residents was not an importan t 
factor III their decision to hunt. Non-residents 
who hunted in Idaho had larger incomes than 
resident hunters. The mode l groups of 
n on-residents had incomes of $10-20,000. 
Fifteen percent of the residents had incomes 
larger than $15,000 III 1971 com pared to 49.5% 
of the non-residents who hunted in Idaho. 

Distribution of Hunting Effort - 1971 

The estimated number of days hunted for 
the major game species by residents comprised 
more than 90% of the total days of hunting in 
1971 (Table 9, Question 4). Non-residents made 
up 12% of the elk hunters, put in 8% of the 
days ex pended for elk and bagged 17% of the 
elk killed . Nine percent of the dee r hunters 
were non-residents, th ey put in 7% of th e days 
hun ted fo r deer and bagge d 10% of th e deer 
harves ted . 
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Figure 9. - Percen tage of Idaho families (1970 
census) and resident and non·resident families in 
1971 survey with annual incomes as listed. 

Table 9. - The percentage of the estimated 
tot al days hunted for elk , deer, pheasan ts, ducks 
and forest grouse in Idaho during 1971 by 
residents versus non·residents. 

Game hunted 

Elk 
Deer 
Pheasants 
Ducks 
Fa res t grouse 

Percentage of days 
Residents Non-residents 

92. I 
93.3 
95. I 
97.4 
96.9 

7.9 
6.7 
4.9 
2.6 
3. I 

Tabl e 10. - The percentage of th e estimated 
total da ys hunted by residents and non·resi dents 
spent on the major game species. 

Game hunted 

Elk (and deer incidentall y) 
Deer on ly 
Antelope 
PheaSants 
Chukars 
Quai I 
Forest grouse 
Ducks 
Gee se 

Res i dents 

24.~ 
15.0 

•• 16.7 
5.9 
3.9 
9.2 

16.B 
_7._7_ 
100.0 

Non- res i den ts 

3B.7 
19.9 

.2 
16.0 
5.3 
2.6 
5.' 
B.3 

_3._7_ 
100. 1 

Of all the days spent hunting by residents in 
1971, one·fou rth were put in primari ly for elk 
(w ith deer incidental) 15% for deer, 17% for 
eac h pheasants and ducks and 9% for forest 
grouse (Table 10, Question 4). Thirty·n ine 
percent of the days spent hunting by 
non·residents were primaril y for elk, 20% for 
deer and 16% for pheasants . 

Residents distributed their hunting for elk 
throughout the state (Table 11, Question 4). 
The largest proportion of the days (26%) were 
hunted in the Clearwater zone followed by the 
Panhandle , Southwestern and Salmon. The 
Salmon and Clearwater zones, with only 2.0 and 
11.4%, respectivel y, of the hunter population 
within the state,accommodated 45% of th e days 
of elk hunting. Non·residents did most of their 
hunting for elk in the Salmon and Clearwater 
zones. 

15 

Hunting for deer by residents took place 
closer to home (Table 11). Most of the days 
non·residents spent hunting for deer only were 
spent in the Southeastern and Salmon zones. 

Most of the days spent pheasant hunting by 
resid ents were expended in Southern Idaho 
(Ta ble 11). Non · residents also hunted mainly in 
Southern Idaho but they concentrated in the 
Southcentral zone while residents put in the 
most days in the Southwestern zone. 

The Panhandle zone supported the largest 
percentage of the days hunted for forest grouse 
by residents followed by the Clearwater and 
Southeastern zones (Tab le 11 ). Most hunting for 
forest grouse by non·residents took place in the 
Clearwater and Salmon zones, the same areas 

Most hunting for ducks by residents took 
place in th e Southern zones with 48% in 
Southwestern Idaho (Tab le 11). Non·residents 
expended the largest percen tage of days for 
ducks in the Southeastern zone. 

Years Hunted in Idaho 

Most residents had hunted in Idaho six or 
more years and most non·residents f ive or fewer 
years (Figure 10). Nearly half (46%) of th e 
non·residents hunting big game were hunting in 
Idaho for the first time. 

In general, residents who purchased the 
hunting only license and non·residents who 
purchased the deer hunting only license had 
hunted big game fe wer years in Idaho tha n 

• 



Tabl e 11 . - The percentage of the da ys hunted by residents and non-residents for elk (primarily bl 
deer also), deer, pheasants, forest grouse and ducks in each zone of the state In 1971 and th 
distributi on of th e statewide hun ter population. 

Percentage in each zone of state 
Pan- Clear -

Speci es hunted hand le wate r 

Res ident hunters 11.6 11.4 

Days hunted for: 
Elk (deer i ncidentalll) 

Res i den ts 21 . I 26.0 
Non-res i dents 9.4 38 . 4 

Deer only 
Res i den ts 18.0 9.0 
Non - residents 3.5 8. I 

Pheasants 
Res i den ts 2.4 4.2 
Non-res i dents 0 2.2 

Fores t S!rouse 
Re s i den ts 40 . 2 19 . 7 
Non-res i dents 7.9 40.7 

Ducks 
~idents 6. I 1.7 

Non- res i dents 1.1 0 

those who purchased the combi nati on licenses 
(Ta bl e 12). Reside nts with the combinat ion 
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Figure 10. - The percentage of residents and 
non·residents in survey who had hu nted 1, 2-5, 
6-10, or 11 or more years for big game, upland 
birds or waterfowl in Idaho. 

South - South- South- To tal 
Sal mon weste rn central eas te rn pe rcent 

2.0 28. I 20 .9 26.0 100.0 

18.9 19 . I 2 . 5 12.4 100.0 
36.9 2.8 1.3 11. 2 100.0 

6.4 32. I 10.6 24.0 100. I 
30·3 14.6 9. I 34.5 100. I 

1· 3 43 . I 30.0 19.0 100.0 
0 27.9 55.0 14.9 100.0 

8.6 13.8 3.3 14.4 100.0 
33.3 2 . 7 5 . 3 10. I 100.0 

2.3 48 . I 20 . 8 21.0 100.0 
1.7 19 .9 30.3 47.0 100 .0 

li cense had also hunted upland birds and 
waterfow l more years than res idents wi th th e 
hunting o nl y license . Non·residents with the bird 
hu n ting li cense had hu nted upland birds and 
waterfow l more yea rs than non·residents wi th 
the combina t ion license . 
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Tab le 12. - The percentage of peop le who 
hunted big game, upl and birds or waterfowl in 
Idaho 1 ,2-5,6-10, or 11 or more years. 

Type ga""" 

'0' 
1 i ,erose 

Big game 
Residen t s 

Conbination 
Hunt on I y 

Non-residents 
COI'Ibinat i on 
Deer on l y 

Upland birds 
Resideots 

COIItoioiltioo 
Huot 0Il1y 

NOIl -res i deo t s 
Comb i oil ti oo 
Birds oo l y 

Waterfowl 
Re~i deot~ 

CO!"bioatioo 
Huot ooly 

Noo-re~ideots 

Corb ioat i 00 
Birds ooly 

Number 
; 0 

samp Ie 

380 1 
255 4 
12 47 

1245 
902 
343 

3164 
214 1 
1023 

69' 
219 
4)6 

2338 
1590 
74B 
3SO 
114 
236 

B.' 
6.7 

12.6 

46.0 
44.4 
50.0 

B.6 
,.6 

13.6 

32.9 
37 . 1 
26.3 

12. 1 
,. I 

17.3 

35.6 
41.9 
25.6 

Years huo t ed V of people) 

2e.o 
23.4 
36.0 

37.8 
37.2 
39.4 

29·2 
24 . 8 
36 .5 

38.2 
37.7 
38.5 

33.4 
30.5 
38.5 

38.7 
38.7 
38.8 

7. , 
17.5 
20.0 

B.' 
'.7 
6.B 

19.3 
19.0 
19.8 

13.9 
12. 0 
17.4 

17.7 
16.9 
19.0 

10.0 
B.2 

12.8 

45.2 
52.5 
32.4 

7.3 
B.7 
3.' 

42.9 
SO.I 
30.2 

15.0 
13·1 
17.8 

)6.8 
43· 5 
25·3 

15.7 
1t.3 
22 .8 
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Figure 11. - The percentage of resident and non-resident hunters who ranked magaZines, newspapers, 
etc., as their most important source of information about hun ting regulations an d wildlife management 

programs. 

Source of Information on Hunting and Wildlife 

Peopl e who hunted In Idaho in 1971 
rece ived most of their informa tion about 
hunting regulations and wildl ife management 
programs from Fish and Game Department 
regulations and hunting companions (Figure 11). 
Forty-seven percent of the residents thought 
Fish and Game Department regulations were 
their most important source of information with 
25% relying on their friends and hunting 
compan ions . For half the non -residents, th eir 
friends and hunting companions were th e most 
important source of information, 25% relied on 
Fish and Game Department regulations and 18% 
on hunting and f ishing magazines. Few hunters 
ra nked rad io, television or the Idaho Wildlife 
Review as their most important source of 
information. 

The age of hunters and number of years 
they had hunted had 50me effect on the sources 
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of information they considered most important 
(Table 13) . Although hunters in all age grou ps 
and with lit tl e or much experie nce thought 
Department regulat ions and hunting companions 
were their most important source of 
information, more of the o lder hunters thought 
newspapers were their most important source of 
information and they' also relied more on Idaho 
Wildlife Review. Hunters with litt le or no 
experience relied more on companions for 
hunting inform ation than those with 11 or more 
yea rs of experience . 

I n the regu lar survey questionnaire, 5% o r 
less of th e respondents ranked " Idaho Wildlife 
Review," a magazine publi shed bimonthly by 
the Fish and Game Department, as t heir most 
important source of information . I n a specia l 
survey (Bjornn, 1975) conducted at the same 
time, 20% of the resident respondents indicated 
they received the magazine, 32% had read it and 
48% had not seen it (Figu re 12). The 



Table 13. - The percentage of resident hunters who ran ked the fo llowing sources of information a hunting and fish and wildlife management In Idaho as their most important sources by age group an 
years of hunting. 

Number Source of Information i%) 
i" License Depart r:1e nt Wi I d I i Fe Club Huntin g 

Groll!:: sam!:: I e HaSdzines Newseaeers Television Rad io vendors resul at i ons ;"eview comeanions meet i nSs O t he:.~ 

A<;e <;.roup 
Less than 20 722 9·2 7. 5 6 .1, 

2·) 2~ 899 5. I 6.0 4.0 
30 -39 7)) 5. ) 7.7 4. 8 
40-4S 671 5.6 11. 1 4.2 
50-59 512 9.7 16.7 6.7 
60+ ) )) 17.1 18.4 6. ) 

Ye<lrs hunted 

.., 
~ 

E 
9 
s 

• " , 
L 

'0 
• m 
0 

" ~ 
~ 

1 375 6.6 9.2 6.9 
2 5 1096 7.3 R.5 6. I 
6-10 696 7.2 7.9 5 .0 
11+ 1735 7. I 11.2 4.2 

subscription list for "Idaho Wildlife Review" 
contained 22,000 names in 1975 wh ich would 
amou nt to 10% of the number of licensed 
resident hunters. Not all copies of the "Review" 
go to licensed hunters so that less than 10% of 
the resident licensed hunters receive a copy. 
Some people may have considered themselves as 
receivi ng the magazine if it came to the 
household they lived in. If, in fact, 20% of the 
residents "receive" the "Idaho Wildlife Review" 
and 30% read it occasionally, it still ranked low 
as a source of information on hunting and 
wildlife management programs. We may have 
contributed to the low rating of the" Review" 
as a source of information on management 
programs by the way we worded the question. 
We wou ld not expect the" Review" to be a top 
source of information on hunting regulations. 

60-

40 

20 -

1.6 7.2 )7·5 )·9 28.9 o 9 ).8 
1.2 
1.1 
0.6 
I .8 
I .7 

2.0 
I.) 
1.2 
I. ) 

7. I 50 .0 2.8 25.8 0·9 2·5 
6.9 51 .2 ).6 22.9 0.7 2.2 
6.2 48.7 3.9 20.9 I .4 ).) 
R. O 49.7 4.2 22 . 6 I I 1.5 

12.8 42.7 6.9 27 .2 0 .7 2 4 

8.0 )8.2 2·9 29.8 9 3 1 
7.3 42.5 ) .0 28.8 .6 ) 7 
6.3 50 · 7 4.0 2) I 7 2 4 
9.2 50 . 7 4.5 20 . 9 1.~ 2 2 

Reasons for Hunting 

I n response to the question "Why do you 
go hunting?" 42.7% of the residents indicated 
their most important reason was meat (Figure 
13). Relaxation, opportunity to get out-of-doors 
and challenge of the hunt were the primary 
reasons for most of the remaining resident 
hunters. Only 1.5% of the resident hunters listed 
trophy as the most important reason they 
hunted. 

Meat was the main reason for hunting for 
only 13% of the non-resident hunters (Figure 
13). Most non-residents listed relaxation, 
challenge of the hunt, trophy or opportunity to 
get out-of-doors as their primary reasons for 
hunting. 

Nearly one-fourth of the non-residents who 
purchased the big game licenses hunted mainly 
for a troph y while only 1 % of the non-residents 
who purchased the bird li cense hunted for a 
trophy (Tab le 14) . 

oJ-____ -L~--~~~--~----~-----
Re( leve Reod Not ~een 

Nearly 63% of the residents of the Salmon 
River zone in Idaho hunted primarily for meat 
compared to only 38% of the residents from 
southwest and southeast Idaho (Table 14). Few 
of the residents, regardless of zone of residence, 
hunted primarily for a trophy. The percentage 
of non-residents with the combination license 
from the Montana-Nevada zone who hunted 
primarily for meat was double (26.7%) the 
percentage of all non-residents with that license. 

Figure 12. - The percentage of hunters 111 

sa mple who received "Idaho Wildlife Revi ew ," 
had read it, and who had not seen the magazine. 
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Meat was the primary reason for hunting for 
half the residents, regardless of age, but 
relaxation, chance to gel out-of-doors and 
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Figure 13. - The percentage of residents and non-residents who listed meat, trophy, etc., as their 
primary reason for hunting. 

companionship were listed by more of the older 
people in the sample as their primary reasons 
for hunting (Tab le 15). Meat was the primary 
reason for hunting for 4")% of the residents who 
listed big game as the type hunting they 
preferred but only 23-25% of the residents who 
preferred upland bird or waterfowl hunting 
listed meat as the primary reason for hunting. 

The groups of hunters who listed their 
hunting as unsatisfactory in 1971 contained the 
largest percentage of hunters who hunted 
primaril y for meat. Forty-eight percent of the 
people who listed their big game hunting as 
unsatisfactory also listed meat as their primary 
reason for hunting (Table 15). Thirty-seven 
percent of the people who listed their big game 
hunting as exce llent listed meat as the most 
important reason for hunting. 
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Type Hunting Preferred 

Most residents (73%) listed big game as the 
type hunting they most preferred (Figure 14) . 
The Panhandle and Salmon River residence 
zones contained the largest percentage of people 
who pr efe rred big game hunting (88%) 
compared to 63-65% of the people in southwest 
and southcentral Idaho. One-fourth of the 
hunters in southwest and southcentral Idaho 
preferred upland bird hunting compared to only 
8 and 11 percent of those from Panhandle and 
Salmon zones. Southwest Idaho had the largest 
percentage of people who preferred to hunt 
waterfowl (12%) and the Salmon zone had the 
least (1%). 

Residents who purchased th e combination 
or hunting on ly licenses differed little if at all , , 



Table 14. - The percell tage of people In the samp le who li sted meal, trophy, etc., as their mo~ 
important reasons for hUllting in Id aho. 

License class Number Reason for huntin9 (% of 2eo~le) 
and zone of In Compani on- Observe Out -' of Cha I l en9~ 

residence sam~l e Heat T r0E!h:t shie I sola tion wildlife Relaxation -doors of hunt 

Residents 4167 42.7 1.5 3.6 2.0 5 .0 19.9 15.6 17.5 
Panhandle 508 51.2 0.6 2.5 2.0 3.9 17.4 13.7 18.0 
Clea rwater 506 50.9 1.3 3.2 1.7 4.2 15.2 14 . 3 16.1 
Sa l mon 95 62.7 1.9 2.3 2.9 4.3 16 . 7 6.4 14 .9 
Southwest Idaho 1165 37.7 1.2 4.2 2.6 6.2 20.0 16.8 18 .8 
Sout hcentral Idaho 846 43.6 1.7 3.0 1.7 4.9 24.1 13.6 16.6 
Southeast Idaho 1046 37.9 2.2 4.5 1.3 4.3 20.5 18 4 17.5 

Non-residents 
Combi nat i on li cense 915 12.1 22.5 5.6 2.2 2.5 23.9 12.6 29.2 

Wash ington 130 12.3 9 . 2 5.4 2.3 3.1 33.1 20 .0 29.2 
Oregon 11 2 8.0 15.2 9.8 5.4 2.7 29.5 11 .6 23.2 
Cal i f ornia 116 15.5 23.3 4.3 1.7 1.7 24. 1 12.1 27 6 
W'yom i ng- Nevada 101 26.7 15.8 5.9 1.0 4.0 21.8 10 .9 25.7 
Nort h Dakota -'Ar i zona 122 9.8 13.9 5.7 2.5 1. 6 23.8 14 .8 34.4 
Wi scans in - Texas 11 3 8.9 23.9 8.9 2.7 2.7 22. 1 14. 2 37 .2 
M i ch i gan"Lou i 5 i ana 106 6.6 24.5 6.6 2.8 3.8 25.5 12.3 27 .4 
Ma i ne- F lor i da 11 5 4.4 37.4 4.4 2.6 2.6 24.4 7.0 27 .8 

Bi rd l i cense 526 10.1 1.3 12.7 2. 3 2.7 25.0 20.9 26.6 

Deer 1 j cense 35 1 17.6 24.8 4.9 0. 7 1.4 2 1 . , 12.5 29. 1 

Table 15. - The perce ntage of li ce nsed resid ent hunters by age , t ype hunting preferred , and sati sfa ctio 
with hunting wh o li s ted mea t , tro ph y , e tc. , as th e ir most important reaso ns fo r hunti ng III Id aho i 
1971. 

Group 

Age gr oup 
Les s than 20 
20-29 
30- 39 
40-49 
50-59 
60+ 

Type hunt i ng prefe rred 
Big game 
Up l and bi rds 
'Waterfowl 

Number 
I n 

sample 

681 
)86 
660 
543 
410 
292 

2575 
633 
332 

Satisfaction with hunting 
Big game 

Unsatisfactory 1336 
Exce l lent 514 
Satisfactory 1741 
No opinion 570 

Upland birds 
Unsat i s factory 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 
No opinion 

' ..... aterfowI 
Unsatisfac to ry 
Exce I lent 
Satisfactory 
No opin ion 

611 
760 

1645 
1143 

341 
639 

1102 
2076 

Meat 

47 . 3 
50 . 1 
49.3 
51.4 
52.1 
54.9 

47.2 
23.5 
25.4 

48 . 4 
37. I 
44.0 
30 . 8 

43 . 3 
33.6 
37. I 
56.7 

40.9 
34.5 
34 .4 
50. I 

Host i mportant reason fo r hunting (% of peop le) 
Compani on- Obse r ve Out Chal l , 

Trophy ship Iso l at i on wil dli fe Rel axat i on of - doo rs of h 

2. 4 
loS 
2.0 
1.3 
1.9 
o. 

1.7 
0 . 8 
1.2 

1.8 
2.4 
1.1 
0.9 

1.4 
1.0 
1.7 
1.4 

1.6 
0 . 8 
2. 1 
1.3 

3.9 
2.S 
2.6 
5.4 
7.3 

10 . 3 

2.7 
. 5.6 

4. 0 

3.6 
3.0 
3.4 
4.9 

3.2 
2.9 
3.7 
4. I 

4.4 
3.0 
3.2 
4.0 

20 

2. I 
3. 1 
3.3 
2. I 
1.2 
2.2 

1.6 
2.9 
4.6 

2 .0 
2.5 
1. 8 
2 . I 

2.4 
2. I 
2.2 
1.5 

2.7 
2.3 
2.0 
1.8 

5. 7 
5. 1 
4.0 
4.9 
7.6 
6. 7 

3.5 
5. I 
6 . I 

4.8 
5. 7 
4.7 
5. 4 

5 . I 
5. 2 
4. I 
5.9 

5. 1 
5. 8 
5. I 
4.6 

9 . 4 
7.2 

15 . 8 
17.0 
12 . 7 
12.2 

17.2 
27 . 7 
23.0 

18 .3 
15. I 
20 .4 
25.4 

21.0 
21. 4 
21. 5 
16.2 

20.4 
20. I 
21 .2 
19. I 

14.5 
17.2 
19.3 
18.2 
21.1 
25.3 

13.2 
20 . I 
21.6 

13 . 8 
17. I 
16. I 
17.4 

13. I 
16.9 
17 . 8 
13. I 

10.7 
17.0 
18 .5 
14 .4 

26 . 
21. 
19 . 
17 . 
16 . 
18. 

17. 
19 . 
20. 

17. 
21. 
16. 
18 . 

16. 
21. 
18. 
14. 

19 . 
20 . 
18. 
15. 
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Figure 14. - The percentage of residents by 
residence zone a nd non-residents by type of 
license who ranked big game, upl and bird or 
waterfow l as the type hunting they most 
preferred. 

in the type hunting they preferred (Table 16) . 
Non-resid ents who purc hased th e combination 
and deer li cense were mostl y people who 
preferred t o hunt big game (96-97%). 
Seven ty-five percent of the non-residents who 
purchased the upland bird license preferred to 
hunt up land birds (15%) waterfow l and (12%) 
big game. 

S even ty-three percen t of th e resident 
hunters ranked big game as their preferred type 
of hunt ing. Small business operators (82%), 
craftsmen (80%), farmers (78%) and re tired 
people (76%) h ad large r th an average 
percen tages of people who preferred big game 
hunting while cle ri cal J nd S.1:,:, and professional 
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occupations had o nl y 62% who preferred big 
game hunti ng. Upland gam e birds were listed as 
the preferred type of hunting by 19% of al l 
occupations but ranged from 12% among the 
small business operators to 29% of those in the 
clerica l and sa les occupations. Waterfowl as the 
preferred type hunting ranged from 3% in the 
h o usehold occupa ti ons to 15 % in the 
professional groups (Table 17). 

Tab le 16. - The preferre d type hunting by 
residents and non-residents who purchased Idaho 
hunting lice nses during 1971. 

Res i dence Nurrber 
Iype hunting preferred 

(% of ~eoEle) 
and in Bi 9 Uplal)d 

1 i cense sal11)le game bi rd WaterfOW'l 

Res idents 363B ]2.6 19.3 B.B 
Combination 2.19 7 • . 5 IB.2 B .• 
Hunt on l y 1219 69.2 21.3 9 . 5 

Non-residents 1'3B 70. I 2'.0 5. I 
Comb inati on 750 97.2 3.' d . • 
S i rds .09 11.5 75. I 1'.0 
Deer 279 95 . B 2.0 2.3 

Table 17 . - The preferred type o f hunti ng of 
peop le who hunted in Idah o 111 1971 by 
occ upati on. 

NUlfiber T:l:e! hunt in!! I!referred (t of !!!~ I e) 

'0 819 Upi.nd 
Group sample .- bi rd Wlterf(Joll 

Occ"e,uion 
Household '" 8~.6 110.10 2. , 

S..., 11 busineH 8], 82.2 12. I •. J 
Cr.fnmen '" "., J ].2 , ., 
Cluiul Ind s.les '" 62.1 28., 10., 

t\anlgeri~d '" 71. 7 21.2 10.1 

Profession.l and stude,HS 11 '+3 62.1 2'+.9 1'+. ~ 
~arm 2)6 77 .9 18.6 '.2 
Ret j reo ,)8 75.7 21.5 '-' 

Preferred Species and Type Animal 

Fifty-seven percent of th e residents on a 
statewide basis listed deer as their preferred 
spec ies of big game (Figure 15 ). In the 
Pan handle and Clearwater zones in no rth Idaho 
65 and 60%, respectively , of the residents listed 
el k as their preferred big game animal. In south 
Idaho most people (61 -68%) preferred deer. 

Most non-residents (8 0%) who purchased 
the comb ina ti o n license preferred to hunt elk 
whil e 74% of th ose who had the deer license 
listed deer JS th e big game anima l th ey prefe rred 
(Figure 15). 
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Figure 15. - The preferred species of big game 
of res iden ts statewide and within each residence 
zone and of non-residents who purchased the 
combination and deer licenses in 1971. 

For the entire state, 67% of the residents 
listed pheasants as the upland bird spec ies they 
preferred (F igu re 16) . Forest grouse were 
preferred by the largest percen tage of people in 
the Panhandle and Salmon zones with pheasants 
the most preferred species by most people in 
the other zones. Chukars were most popular in 
the Salmon and southwest zones. Onl y a few 
people listed qua il as their most preferred 
species. 

Most res idents and non-residents listed 
ducks as their preferred type of waterfowl 
(Tab le 18) . A larger percentage of the people 
who purchased the combination licenses 
preferred geese compared to those with the 
hunting on ly or bird licenses. 
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PREfERRED UPLAND BIRD SPECIES 

"..J09 

Hi 
~ . ~ •. " 

flL 
Nan-residents wI 

bird license 

n-244 Ch hr 

Non-residents w, 
eOMr.iution licen se 

Figure 16. - The preferred species of upland 
birds of residents on a statewide basis and each 
zone of residence and of non-residents with the 
combination and bird licenses in 1971. 

Table 18. - The preferred species of waterfowl 
of resident and non-resident hunters. 

Res idence Numbe r Pe rcentage 
and in who eref e rred 

1 i cense samel e Ducks Geese 

Resident s 21 53 73. 8 26.2 
Comb i na t ion 1435 71.6 28.4 
Hunt only 718 77 .6 22 .4 

Non-residents 
Combination 141 64.8 35.2 
Hunt only 192 77 .0 23.0 

A large percentage of the resident hunters 
indicated they had no preference in the type of 
deer, elk or an telope they ki ll ed (Figure 17) . 
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Figure 17. - The percen tage of residents and no n-residen ts who preferred various types of animals when hunting deer, elk, and 
ant elope. 



The re lat ive ly small percentage of residents who 
prefe rred a large buc k o r bu ll a nd the large 
percen tage who had no preferren ce is a n 
addi t io nal ex pression that ma ny res iden ts were 
hunti ng primaril y fo r mea t. Most non·residen ts 
(66%) o n the o th er hand , listed a preference fo r 
a large buck o r bull a further exp ression th at 
o bta ining a troph y was a prim ary reaso n for 
hunting for man y ou t·of·sta ters. 

Am o ng non·resi dents , more peo pl e with 
the co mb inati on li ce nse prefer red a large bull 
th an peo ple with th e deer li ce nse (Tabl e 19). A 
large proportion of the no n·res idents with the 
dee r license ind icated no prefe rence in type of 
elk th ey preferred , but many wan ted a large 
bu ck. 

Man y residents hunting elk o r deer for the 
fi rst tim e indicated no preference in th e type 
a nima l they bagged whil e the percentage of 
hunters which prefe rred a cow o r small bull elk 
o r sma ll buc k dee r increased with more years of 
hunting (Table ' 20). These prefe rences again 
reflected the desire of residents to o btain good 
meat rather than a t roph y. 

T here was no clea r rela tionship between the 
degree of sat isfac ti o n with big ga me hun t ing an d 
the type animal res id ents preferred (Table 20 ). 
The gro up of peopl e who classed th ei r hu nt ing 
as exce ll ent co nta ined th e largest percen tage of 
peopl e wh o preferred a large buck o r bull, bu t 
the d iffe rences were small. 

Residents fro m th e six zones in Id aho 
di ffe red so me in th e ty pe deer or elk th ey 
prefe rred (Table 16). Mo re of th e residents f ro m 
th e Salmo n zo ne preferred a small buck dee r o r 
sma ll bull e lk compared to people f ro m th e 
o th e r zone s. Southeast and so uthcentral 
residents had mo re people th at preferred large 
bucks o r large bulls. 

Wh en we compared th e type anim al 
resi dents prefe rred with th e ir primary reaso n for 
hunting (Table 16) o nl y th e people who we re 
hunti ng primaril y fo r a troph y had a markedl y 
different preference for th e type a nim al th ey 
bagged . As ex pected , 77% of th e t roph y hunters 
prefe rred a large buck deer an d 64% prefe rred a 
large bull elk. 

Table 19. The type of big game animal the people preferred to ki 11 . 

Big game species Number TYEe of animal Ereferred (% of EeoEle) 
1 i cense and in No Fawn, kid Doe or Sma 11 buck Large buck 

res i dence class sample preference or ca If CCM or bull or bull 

Deer 
Residents 4435 37.0 1.6 12.7 26.4 22.3 
Non- res i den ts 1308 20 .0 0.5 3.0 10.2 66.4 

Combination 947 22.5 0.6 3.2 9.7 63.9 
Deer 361 13.8 0.3 2.3 11.2 72.6 

Elk 
Re s i dents 4434 44.0 2.4 13.6 19.0 21.0 

Non-reside nts 1308 22.9 0.6 4.7 11.5 60 . 3 
Combinati on 947 18.6 0. 1 4. 1 11.6 65.7 
Deer 361 33.8 2.0 6.3 11.4 46.7 

Antelope 
Re s i den ts 4431 74.6 0.6 3.0 7.9 13.8 

No n-res ide nt s 1308 58.9 0.1 1.0 4.4 35 .6 
Combinati on 947 60.6 0. 1 0.7 2.9 35 . 7 
Dee r 361 54.6 0. 3 1.6 8.3 35 . 4 



Table 20. - The type elk or deer preferred by residents grouped by years of hunting, satisfaction with hunting, zone of residence, 
and reason for hunting. 

Ty~e animal ~referred (% of ~eo~le) 
Number Deer Elk 

in No Small Large No Sma II Large 
Grou~ sam~le ~reference Fawn Doe buck buck preference Calf Cow bul I bu II 

Year s hunted 
1 326 36.5 0.8 14.0 24.9 23·9 48.7 2.2 11.4 15.0 22.7 
2- 5 1034 30.4 1.3 13.6 26.4 28.3 39.7 1.9 12.1 17. 8 28. 5 
6-10 696 26.0 1.715.3 30.2 26.8 36.7 2.5 17.4 19· 5 23·9 
11+ 1745 30.1 2.0 14.5 31.2 22.2 34.2 3 · 2 17.5 24.9 20.2 

Degree of sa ti s faction 
Unsat i sfact o ry 1357 32.2 1.9 15. 1 27.1 23.7 37.3 2.8 16.7 20.6 22.6 
Exce II ent 531 24.9 1.7 12.2 30.1 31 .1 32.9 2. 1 14.5 20.7 29.8 
Sa t isfactory 1788 27.9 1.6 14.0 31.8 24.8 36.8 2.6 14.5 23.3 22 . 8 

'''' 
No opinion 755 75.9 0.7 5.7 10.0 7.8 80.8 1.4 5.4 4.8 7.6 

v, 

Zone of re s idence 
Panhandle 537 1'3.6 0.2 14.2 25.5 15.3 40.1 2.2 19.0 22.0 16.6 
Clearwater 545 41.5 0.9 14.1 24.6 18.9 46.2 2.6 17.1 18.0 16. I 
Sa l mon 101 26.7 2.0 12.9 35.6 22.8 32.7 2.0 21.8 30.7 12. 9 
Southwest 1223 37.8 1.6 16.5 16 .6 18.7 45.5 2.1 14.1 18.3 19.9 
Southcentral 910 34.3 1.8 8.1 28.0 27.8 45.5 2.9 10 .8 16.6 24.3 
Southeast 1117 33.8 1.7 10.9 27.0 26.7 42.2 2.5 10.3 20·7 24.4 

Reason for hunting 
Meat 1583 32.1 1.7 16.9 29.1 20.3 41.1 2.5 18 .7 20.7 17.0 
Trophy 50 17.8 0 0 5.6 76.6 27.5 0 0 8.3 64.3 
Campa"n i onsh i p 115 35.5 2.4 16.7 29.7 15.7 37.6 8.714.1 19 .8 19· 9 
I so lati on 73 30.1 0 9.6 36.9 23.5 34.3 1.3 15.1 28.7 20.6 
Observe wi Id life 150 33.2 2.0 8.2 29.0 27.6 45.9 2.0 8.6 16.9 26.6 
Re 1 axat ion 759 36.5 2.1 13.0 27.1 21.3 41.7 2.8 13.2 20.6 21.7 
Out-of-doors 620 34.3 1.4 11.8 29.1 23.3 42.5 2.7 13.6 19.2 22.0 
Challenge of hunt 730 31.7 1.6 10.7 25.1 30.9 36.9 1.9 9·3 20.5 31.4 



Satisfaction with Hunting 

A majority of hunters (especially those with 
an opinion) ranked their hunting in Idaho as 
either satisfactory or excellent (Figure 18). 
Nearly one-third of the hunters ranked their big 
game hunting as unsatisfactory but less than 
14% listed upland bird or waterfowl hunting as 
unsatisfactory. Satisfaction with hunting did not 
vary significantly between residence zones in 
Idaho. 

A larger proportion of the non-residents 
who came to Idaho primarily for upland bird 
hunting ranked their bird hunting as excellent 
compared to the opinions of resident hunters 
(Table 21). The proportion of residents and 
non-residents who were satisfied or unsatisfied 
with their big game and waterfowl hunting was 
similar. Most non-residents who purchased the 
combination license had no opinion on 
satisfaction with upland bird or waterfowl 
hunting. 

Satisfaction with hunting for Idaho residents 
was influenced by participation and success 
(Table 22). Twenty-two percent of the residents 
who hunted big game and bagged an animal (no 
difference between deer or elk) ranked their 
hunting as excellent compared to 10% of those 
who hunted but did not bag an animal. 
Twenty-seven percent of the people who hunted 
and bagged an animal still considered their 
hunting as unsatisfactory. 

Tab le 21. Th e degree of satisfaction of 
people who purchased licenses to hunt big game, 
upl and birds and waterfowl in Idaho in 1971. 
Type hunting. 
~es; denc'" and 

li cense 

Non-residen t s 
COl'tlinuion 

"" 
Upland bi .ds 

Res i GO!nts 

Non-residenn 
COlTtlination 
8; rd 

IIlterfowl 
Residents 

Non-residents 
Comt>inilt;on 
Bi rd 

~432 

1)08 

'" ,61 

443 3 

1474 ," 
532 

1473 ," 
5)1 

Degree of utishction ( t; of people) 
Unu t i~· SIt'S- NO 
factory E>;ce t lent r.uo~y opi "ion 

)0.5 

30.0 
28.1 
34.5 

13.g ,. , 
2.5 
'.1 

7.8 

2.2 
1.1 ,., 

12.0 

17.3 
16.7 
18., 

17.8 

21.4 

7.' 
43. I 

14.9 

'.0 
J.' 

11.5 

"'. , 
47.8 
50.1 
41.8 

38. ) 

26.3 
15.9 
42.5 

25.6 

12.} 

'.0 
22.1 

17.1 

5.0 
5.0 
'.8 

30. I 

48. 5 
74.0 .. , 
51.5 

76.7 
".5 
56.5 

Tab le 22. - The satisfaction with hunting In 

Idaho by residents who did or did not hunt or 
bag the game they sought. 

Type hun t i"g 

'"' success 

Hunted big gane 

" , '0 
Bagged anilTWll 

N...mer 
;" 

sample 

1960 
2201 

Yes 853 
NO 1107 

Hunted uplilnd bi rd~ 
Yes 17~1 

No 2246 
hgged bi rds 

1 " 2·5 331 
6· 10 210 
II. 18~ 

Hunted w,terfowl 
Yes 898 
No )O}O 

hgged bi rds 
OUCKs 573 
!;eese 95 

Satishction with h.,lntin9 I t; of people) 
Unsati s - SallS- No 
hctory bcetlent heIO'! opinion 

35.6 
27.5 

26.9 
~2. 4 

16.3 
12.9 

21.2 
15. ~ 
8.0 
7.7 

11.2 
7. , 

'.2 
8., 

15.0 
10.0 

21.9 , ., 
28.9 
10.7 

21.2 
2~ . 2 
}6.~ 

50.5 

)6.8 
10.0 

~1.2 
}~.O 

~5. 2 
)8.0 

~7. 7 
~ 3. 2 

~9.6 
32. 3 

51.2 
55.3 
52.6 
)8.6 

".0 
21.5 

"., 
B.2 

,., 
2~. 5 

'.5 
'.5 

5.' 
~~. } 

,., 
5. I 
2.' ,., 
'.0 

61.1 

,., 
U 

Big Game Upland Birds Waterfowl 

1. 
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j 
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Figure 18. - The degree of satisfaction of residents and non-residents with their hunting in Idaho. 
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Sa ti sfact ion w ith upland bird hunting for 
residents was related to the number of birds 
they bagged (Table 22). T wenty-one percent of 
the hun ters who bagged one bird ranked thei r 
hun ting exce ll ent whi le 51 % of those who 
bagged 11 or more bi rds considered their 
hunting excellen t . Most people who hunted 
waterfowl considered the hunting as excellent or 
sa t isfactory and groups who bagged ducks or 
geese had sim i lar propor t ions in each satisfaction 
ranki ng. 

More of the hun ters who had hunted ·11 or 
more years for big game, upland birds or 
wa terfowl ranked their hunting as un,atisfactory 
and fewer had excellent hunting compared to 
those who had hunted fewer years (Tab le 23). 
The largest shi f t in sat isfaction with hunting and 
years hunted occurred among big game hunters. 

Reasons for Dissatisfaction 

Most resident hunters listed lack of game, 
too many hunters and not bagging game as the 
primary reasons for their dissatisfaction with 

/ 

hunting in Idaho in 1971 (Table 24) . A few 
res iden ts were dissa t isfied with their hun ting 
because of wea ther and access problems, 
part icular ly the upland b ird and waterfow l 
hunters. 

Table 23 . - The degree of satisfac t ion with 
hunting in Idaho of resident hunters based on 
years of hunt ing. 

Type nunt i n9 Number Oegree of satishc:tion (% of l!eoe:1e) 
and years ; " Unsatis· Sat i s · No 

hunted same:le hu::tor:t: E)tcellent factor:r: oe:inion 

~ 
I H' 26.6 12.3 42.7 1a.3 

2-5 1057 28.2 1" .3 47.5 9.9 
6-10 10' 20.8 17.5 45.0 6.1 
II. 1760 35·1 11.3 42.9 6.1 

Ue:1and bird 

I 257 13 . 1 28.8 44.0 14.1 
2-5 9M 16.0 24.2 48.3 11.4 
6-10 609 15.4 28.5 46.0 9.2 
II. 1395 19.9 20.0 50.5 9.1 

Waterfow l 

I 272 8.8 20.6 37.7 32.9 
2-5 772 10.5 29.1 40.0 20. " 
6-10 '09 11.4 31.1 40.2 17.2 
II. 880 n.7 22.5 45.1 18.6 

Tab l e 24 . The most important reasons people we r e dissat i sf i ed wi th hunti ng b i g 
game, upland birds or waterfowl in Idaho in 1~71. 

Type hunting, Number Reason fo r d i ssatisfaction (% of ~eo~le) 
res i dence in Did not Too many No Outfitte r 

and license sam~le bag game hunte r s game Wea t he r and gu i des Access 

Big game 
Res i dents 2683 20.3 28.2 40.4 9 _ 1 0. 1 1.9 

Non-residents 782 24 . 4 4.8 36 .4 22 . 3 9.3 2.9 
Comb i na t ion 570 26.0 4.7 31. 7 24.6 10.8 2.2 
Deer 212 20 .4 5.0 48 . 3 16 . 5 5.4 4. 5 

Up l and b irds 
Res i dents 1689 9 .7 37.3 34.3 9. 6 0. 1 9.2 

Non-res i dents 229 14.1 13.6 29 .8 31.0 0.5 11.4 
Comb i na t i on 60 .19.2 10. 4 31. 7 35 .0 0.4 3 .1 
Bi rds 169 6.0 18.6 26 .8 24.6 0.5 23 .5 

Waterfow l 
Res i dent s 990 14.5 28.2 24. 3 27 .5 0.0 15.5 

Non-residents 103 16.1 8. 1 23.4 25. 1 0.3 20 .0 
Combination 30 17.5 2.8 25.5 29 .7 0.5 12.7 
Birds 73 13.9 16.5 20.3 17 .7 0.0 31. 7 

,-- ; 



Forty perce nt of the big ga me hun ters who 
listed a reason for dissatisfaction ranked lack of 
game as the primary cause. Too many hunters 
was the main problem for 28% of th e 
unsat isfied big game hunters and failure to bag a 
big game animal was listed as the primary cause 
of dissatisfaction by a nother 20%. Access and 
outfitter and guides were not a problem to 
residents who hunted big game. 

Of th e upl and bird hunters who li sted 
reasons for dissatisfaction with hunting, 37% 
ranked an excessive number of hunters as their 
most important reason, 34% listed lack of birds 
and 10% were unhappy because they did not 
bag some birds. Wea ther and access problems 
were th e main cause of dissatisfaction for th e 
remaining 19% of th e res iden ts. 

An excessive number of hu n ters led to 
dissatisfaction for 28% of th e residents who 
hunted waterfowl, 24% listed lack of waterfowl 
a nd 15% failure to bag waterfowl as the primary 
caus es of their dissatisfaction. Eighteen percent 
of th e waterfowl hunters reported weather as 
th eir primary cause for dissatisfacti on and 16% 
listed access. 

Many non-residents also listed lack of game 
and failure to bag game as a primary cause for 
dissatisfaction whil e hunting in Idaho but fewer 
non-residents than residents lis ted an excessive 
number of hu nters as the main cause for 
dissatisfaction (Tab le 24). More non-residents 
than residents listed weather, access and 
outfitter and guides services as primary reasons 
for dissatisfaction with hunting in Idaho. 

Lack of game and failure to bag a big game 
an im al were th e primary reasons for 
dissatisfaction listed by non-residents who 
hunted big game. Th irty-two percent of those 
with th e combinat ion license lis ted lack of game 
as th e prim ary cause for dissatisfaction, 26% 
listed failure to bag an animal, 25% weather, 
11% outfitter and guide services, 5% excessive 
numbe rs of hunters and 2 % access. 
Non-residents wi th the deer license listed lack of 
game and fa ilure to bag game more often than 
those with the combination license and they 
listed weather and outfitter and guide services 
less often. 

Access was lis ted by 24% and 32% of the 
non-residents with bird licenses as the primary 
prob lem whic h caused their dissatisfaction with 
upland bird an d waterfowl hu n ting, respectively 
(Tab le 24) . Non-resident bird hunters also listed 

lack of birds, too many hunters and weather as 
causes for their dissatisfaction with bird hunting 
in Ida.ho in 1971 . 

Confidence in Game Counts and Harvest Estimates 

Nearl y half the resid ents a nd o ne-fou rth of 
the non-residents lacked confidence in the game 
count and game kill informatio n provided by 
th e Idaho Fish and Game Department (Figures 
19 and 20). About o ne-third of the residents 
and nearly 40% of th e non-residents had 
co nfid ence in the figures with about 15% of the 
residents and 35% of the non-residents wi thout 
an opinion on the subject. 
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Figure 19. - The percentage of people who 
did, did not have confidence, or were ske ptical 
of I daho Fish and Game Department game 
counts. Those with no opin ion excluded from 
figure but comprise rema inder of 100%. 



The percentage of residents who had 
confidence in the Department's game count and 
kill information varied throughout the state 
(Figures 19 and 20). The southeast and 
southcentral zones of the state had the largest 
percentage of people with confidence in the 
count and kill data (37-46%) and the Salmon 
(19-21 %)' Clearwa ter (27%) and Panhand le 
(25-33%) zones had the sma ll es t percentage of 
peop le. Peop le in the Salmon and Clearwater 
zones were part icularly skept ical of the game 
count data with 72% and 57% of the hunters 
from those zones, respective ly, expressing no 
confidence or skepticism in the count data. 

Confidence in Depar tment game counts and 
harves t figures was highest among the youngest 

CONFIDENCE IN CAME Kill DATA 

. " lui ... h 
1:44 U 

• l..L;::--ZZ;:'2""-;c:=~ ,.. I. Sh, tinl 

Figure 20. - The percentage of people who 
did, did not, or were skeptical of Idaho Fish 
and Game Department kill information. Those 
with no opinion exc luded from figure but 
comprise rema inder of 100%. 
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age group of hunters (Tab le 25). Nearly half the 
residents in the less than 20 age groups 
expressed confidence in the counts an d 43% in 
the kill data. The age groups over 20 all 
contained simi lar proportions of people with 
confidence in the Department data. 

People who preferred big game hunting had 
the least confidence in the coun t and kill da ta 
and up land bird hunters had the most 
confidence (nearly half the peop le) (T ab le 25). 
On ly one-third of the big game hunters had 
confidence in the game count and harvest data 
and 68% had no confidence or were skeptical. 
Waterfowl hunters who expressed no confidence 
or skepticism outnumbered those with 
confidence in the data. 

The group of hunters who rated their 
hunting as ex(.ell ent con ta ined the largest 
percentage of people with confidence in the 
game count and harvest data while those who 
rated their hunting as unsatisfac tory had the 
least people with confidence (Tab le 25) . 
Sixty-percent of the peop le who rated big game 
hunting as exce ll ent had confidence in game 
counts compared to 32% who ex pressed lack of 
confide nce or skept icism. Only 20-21 % of the 
big game hunters who rated their h untin g as 
unsatisfactory exp ressed confidence in the 
Department's figures . 

OPINIONS OF IDAHO HUNTERS 

Satisfaction with Management 

A majority of the residents and 
non-residents, who had an opinion, thought 
·Idaho Fish and Game Department personnel 
were doing a satisfactory job of managing the 
major wildlife species in Idaho (Table 26, 
Question 21) . For some species of wi ldlife many 
of the peop le (up to 51 % of the residents) had 
no opinion on the Department's performance in 
managing the wild life. 

Although a majority of the residents with 
an opinion thought Department personnel were 
doing a satisfactory job of managing Idaho 
wildlife, 34% (42% of those with an opinion) 
thought they were not doing a satisfactory job 
of managing deer, 38% (49% of those with an 
opinion) were not satisfied with the 
management of elk and 20% (29% of those with 
an opi nion) wanted better management for 
pheasants (Table 26). Most residents who had an 
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Table 25 . - The percentage of resident hunters who did or did not have confidence in the game coun ts and harves t figures rel eased 
by the I daho Fish and Game Department grouped by age, preferred type of hunting an d satisfaction with hunting . 

Confidence in same harvest (% of eeoele) Confidence in same harvest (% of eeoele) 
Number Number 

in No in No 
Groue sample Yes No Skeetical opinion sample Yes No Skeetical opinion 

Age group 
Less than 20 755 49.2 18.7 21.1 11.0 7~4 42.5 22.1 22.9 12.5 
20-29 937 36.1 23.5 31.2 9 . 2 936 32.6 23 .8 32.$ 11. 1 
30-39 807 36.3 25.5 28.9 9.3 806 32.0 24.0 30.8 13.2 
40-49 699 32.5 27.9 29.3 10.3 699 32.0 23.8 30.4 13. 8 
50-59 539 34.4 26.5 28.2 10.9 539 30.5 25·9 26.0 17 . 6 
60+ 366 35.9 23.2 24.3 16.6 365 30.9 18.4 21.2 29.4 

Preferred type of hunting 
Big game 2612 34.8 27.1 29.5 8.5 2609 30.7 26.4 31.3 11.6 
Upland bird 684 48 .2 16.2 24.6 10.9 683 46.4 14.5 25.2 13. 9 
Waterfowl 340 42 .3 20.4 27.1 10.2 340 39.2 19.6 28.2 13. 0 

Sa tis f ac t ion 
Bi g game 

Unsatisfac tory 1356 20.1 45.1 28.4 6.4 1355 21.0 38.4 29·1 11. 5 
Excellent 531 59.8 10.3 21.8 8.0 531 47.8 14.3 27.2 10 .8 
Satisfactory 1785 43 .0 16.6 30.6 9.8 1783 37.8 18.6 30.4 13.2 
No opinion 754 35.5 8.4 16.1 40 .0 753 30.4 7·9 15.7 46 .1 

Ueland bird 
Unsatisfactory 619 26.6 39.6 26.4 7.4 618 23.8 37.4 28.9 9.9 
Exce 11 ent 782 53.6 15 .9 23.0 7.6 782 46.1 16 . 7 26.1 11. 0 
Satisfactory 1695 37.1 22.6 30 .5 9 .9 1693 34.5 22.3 30.3 12· 9 
No op ini on 1328 31.2 20.4 23.0 25.3 1327 26.2 18.8 22.6 32.5 

Waterfowl 
Unsatisfactory 350 28.6 38.3 27.3 5.8 350 28.9 34.1 27.~ 9·1 
Exce 11 ent 660 48 .2 19.4 24.9 7.6 659 42.4 19.8 27.2 10·7 
Satisfactory 1132 38.9 23.0 28.1 10.0 1132 34.9 23.6 28.9 12.7 
No opinion 2281 33.6 22.0 25.8 18.6 2278 29.2 20.5 26.1 24.2 



Table 2'. The percentage of residents and non-residents who thought the Fish 
and Game Department was or was not doing a satisfactory job of managing wi Idlife 
in Idaho. People with no opinion not given in table but comprise difference 
between sum of yes and no replies and 100%. 

Resi dent hunters Non-resident hunters 
Number 

in 
samp le 

Percentage of people 
Number 

in 
sample 

Percentage of people 
Wildlife speci es Yes No Yes No 

Big game 

Deer 
Elk 
Trophy Animals 
Antelope 

4436 
4436 
4436 
4432 

47. I 
39.2 
37.3 
39.7 

Upland bird 

Pheasants 
Sage Grouse 
Fores t Grouse 
Chukar 

4435 
4434 
4434 
4434 

50 . I 
43.4 
43. I 
47.0 

Waterfowl 4430 49.0 

op in ion were satisfied wi th the Department's 
management of t roph y animals, an telope, sage 
grouse, forest grouse, chu ka r , partridge and 
waterfow l. 

The proportion of residents who thought 
personnel of the Fish and Game Departmen t 
were doing a good job of managing wildlife in 
Idaho varied between the zones of the state 
(Table 27, Question 21). A majority of the 
residents with an opinion in the Salmon and 
Southwestern zones thought Department 
personnel were not doing a good job of 
managi ng deer. The Depar tment's management 
of el k was no t satisfac tory for a majority of the 
res idents who had an opinion in the Clearwater, 
Salmon and Southwes tern zones. 

The number of years of hun ti ng experience 
was a factor in the proportion of residents who 
had an opinion on th e D epartment's 
management of wildlife in Idaho (Tab le 28, 
Question 21). Residents with I I or more years 
of exper ience hunting big game were evenly spl it 
on the Department's managemen t of deer (44% 
satisfied and 44% not ,a tisfied ). Nearly half 
were not satisfied with the m.ll1.lgel11ent of elk. 

~ I 

34.0 
38.2 
14 .6 
9.0 

20.4 
14.0 
13. I 
9.2 

9.9 

1308 
1308 
1308 
1308 

563 
563 
563 
563 

47.3 
43.7 
25.2 
20.3 

64.8 
31.3 
25.8 
38 . 5 

43.2 

22.5 
22.6 
9.5 

15. I 

7.8 
7.3 
3. 7 
5.7 

6.8 

Most residents with on ly a few yea rs of hunting 
ex per ience approved of the Department's 
management of all wildlife species. 

A large percentage of the residents who 
listed their big game, upl and bird or waterfowl 
hunting as unsatisfactory also thought 
Departmen t personnel were not doi ng a 
satisfactory job of managing deer, elk, pheasants 
and waterfow l (Tab le 29, Question 21). Most 
people who listed their hunting as exce llent or 
satisfactory thought the Department was doing a 
sat isfactory job of managing all the wildlife 
species. 

Non·resident Hunters in Idaho 

In recent years, many residents of Idaho 
have expressed concern about the number of 
non·resident hu nters allowed to hunt in Idaho. 
The number of non·residents who purchased 
licenses to hunt big game in Idaho reached a 
peak in 1969 when 14,325 people purchased th e 
combinat ion license and 4,569 purchased the 
deer only license (Table 30). In 1969, 
non·residents comprised 11.5% and 16.7% of the 
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Table 27. - Th e pe rcentage of residents in eac h 
zone who thought Fish and Game Departmen t 
personnel were doing a satisfactory job of 
managi ng wi ldli fe in Idaho. 

'IIi tdl i fe 
spec ies 

0", 
-Parlnandle 

C lea,...,"t"r 
Sa lmon 
Southwe stern 
Southtentr~11 

SoutheaStern 
Elk 
-Panhandle 

Clearwater 
Salmon 
Southwestern 
Southe!!ntr. ! 
Southeastern 

~~ 
Panllandle 
Clearwater 
S" l mon 
Southwestern 
Southe!!ntra! 
Southeas te rn 

~ 
Panhand Ie 
tlea,...olter 
Sa lmon 
Southwes t ern 
Sou the!!nt ral 
Southeu tern 

PheaSant 
~dle 

C l",,,rwater 
Sa lmon 
Sou tl'lI.estern 
Southe",ntf,1 
Southe"s tl! fll 

Sage grouse 
Panhandl e 
Cl earwa t e r 
Sa lmon 
Southwestern 
Southeen t ra 1 
Southeu te rn 

£or~:~h:~~I:e 
CleaNater 
Sa lmon 
Sou t hwes te m 
Southe!!ntr" 1 
Sou theastern 

Chul<ar 
--P';;:;handle 

CI'i!iI,rwater 
Sa l mon 
Southwestern 
Soothe!!ntr, 1 
SoutheaStern 

Wa te rfowl 
~dle 

Cle" .... ater 
Salmon 
Sou thwes tern 
Sou thcent r~ t 
Southe.llS ler n 

5)8 
5'5 
101 

1223 ,10 
111 7 

5)8 
5'5 
101 

1223 ,10 
11 17 

,)8 
"5 
101 

1223 ,10 
111 7 

5J7 

'" 101 
1222 
910 

1115 

538 ", 
101 

1223 
,10 

1116 

5)8 
5" 
100 

1223 
910 

1116 

,)8 

'" 100 
1223 
910 

1116 

,)8 ," 
100 

1223 

'10 
1116 

,]6 

", 
100 

1221 
,10 

1116 

Satisfactory I'I<Inagement ( :& of people) 
... Yes No No opinion 

53· 3 
i+5.3 
22.8 
38.7 
~8. ~ 

55.0 

~6. 5 
33.0 
26.7 
33.7 
39.6 
~5. ~ 

33. 5 
32.8 
30.7 
35· I 
)8.6 
1j3.1 

23. I 
21.1 
37.6 
35.9 
i+7 .5 
5~. 7 

28.8 
2i+.1j 
3~· 7 
55·3 
65.2 
55.9 

2~.0 
2~.0 

~2 .0 
~~. 2 
57.7 
~9. 5 

37.2 
35.6 
38.0 
~3. 2 
.... 0 
~7. I 

26.~ 
~2 .6 
51.0 
53·9 
52.3 
~7 .2 

3~. 3 
25.5 
~~.O 

51. i+ 
S9 . 7 
56.3 

27.9 
35. t 
68 . 3 
~1.6 

32.3 
26 .8 

35. I 
47.9 
6~.i+ 
4 1.~ 

35.2 
31.9 

12.8 
13.6 
32.7 
15.2 
1 ~.6 

13.6 

6.0 
5. I 

20.8 
10.7 
12.1 
6. , 

21.0 
35.1 
21.8 
19.8 
1~.6 
18. L 

10.2 
1).2 
17.0 
13·5 
12.6 
17. !.I 

17.8 
20.0 
27.0 
10.5 
8.8 

12.6 

5.1 
9.9 

12.0 
'.5 

10.1 ,. , 
8.8 

11.2 
8.0 

12.5 
8.7 
7.9 

18.8 
19.6 
8. , 

19.7 
19.3 
18.2 

18.i+ 
19.1 
8., 

24.9 
25.2 
22.7 

53.7 
53.6 
)6.6 
49.7 
46.8 
i+3 .3 

70.9 
7}.8 
41.6 
53.4 
40.4 
)8. ~ 

50.2 
40.5 
43.5 
2i+.9 
20.2 
25.7 

65.8 
62.8 
i+1.0 
i+2.3 
29.7 
32.7 

i+5.0 
i+i+.i+ 
35.0 .... ) 
i+5.2 
i+0.3 

68.i+ 
47.5 
37.0 
36.6 
37 .6 
~3. 4 

56.9 
6).3 
48. 0 
36.1 
31.6 
35.8 

deer and elk hunters in Idaho , and harves ted 
11.9% and 20.3% of the deer an d eik, 
respectively. in 1971, the Idah o Fish and Game 
Commission limited the sales of non-resident 
comb ination licenses (elk and deer) to 5% of the 
total resident hunting license sales for the 
previous year and sales of deer only licenses to 
2% of resident sales. 

Sal es of non-resident licenses for bird 
hunting had not bee n restri cted by the Idaho 
Fish and Game Commission. The number of 
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n on-residen ts who hun ted 
pheasants) in Idaho increased 
1969 to 1973 (Table 30) . 

birds 
on ly 

(prim ar il y 
300 from 

Restriction of the number of non-resident 
hu nters Most resident hunters (86%) 
answering the questionnaire indicated a 
preference to restrict the number of ou t-of-state 
hunters in Idaho (Table 31, Question 10). Onl y 
3% of the resident hunters expressed a 
wi ll ingness to al low unrestricted numbers of 
out -of-sta ters to hunt 111 Id aho and 11 % had no 
opinion on th e question. Resident h unt ers who 
purchased either the combination or hunting 
only li censes did no t differ in th ei r prefere nces 
regarding the restriction of ou t-of-state hunters. 
The preference to restrict ou t-of-state hunters in 
Idaho was consistent in a ll zo nes of the sta te. 

Half of th e out-of-s tate hunters thought 
Idaho should res tri ct the number of non-resident 
hunters (Table 31). One-fourth of th e 
non-residents indi cated Idaho shou ld should 
all ow unrestricted numbers of out-of-sta ters to 
hu nt in Idaho and th e other fourth had no 
opinion on the question. 

More of th e no n- residents who hunted big 
game (combi nation and deer only) thought 
Idaho shoul d restrict ou t-of-state hunters than 
those who hunted up la nd birds or waterfowl 
(Table 31) . The proportion of out-of-state rs who 
thought Idaho shou ld restrict out-of-state 
hunters also varied by residence zone. A large 
percentage (72% of th ose with the comb inati on 
license and 85% with the deer license) of th e 
non-residents who came from Zone 10 (Nevada, 
Utah, Wyo ming and Mon tana) wh o hunted big 
game in Idaho and had an opini on th o ught that 
Idaho should restrict ou t-of-staters. Onl y 44% of 
th e o ut-of-staters from Zone 10 who purchased 
th e bird license and had an opinion thought 
Idaho should restrict the number o f ou t-of-state 
hunters. 

The attitude th at Idaho should res tri ct the 
number of out-of-staters who hunt in Idaho was 
co nsistent throughout a ll categories of residents 
(T able 32). Approximatel y 90% of th e res idents 
wanted ou t-of-staters restricted regardl ess of 
type hunting preferred, reason for hunting, 
occupati on, income, satisfact ion with hunting, 
reason for dissatisfacti o n or hunting success of 
the reside nts. Residents who listed their 
competition with non-residents while big ga me 
hunti ng as "not noticeable" had a smaller 



Tabl e 28. Th e percentage of re s ident hunters who thought the Idaho Fish and 
Game Department was or was not doing a satisfactory job of manag ing various 
game spec i es g rouped by years of hunting . 

Satisfied wi th 
Speci es ma nageme n t Years of hunting 
hun t ed by depart me nt 2-5 6-10 11+ 

Bi~ game (number in samp 1 e) 334 1058 704 1761 

Deer Yes 57.2 55.1 52.7 44.4 
No 22 . 2 29.8 38.2 44.1 
No opinion 20 .6 15.1 9. 1 11.5 

Elk Yes 46.3 46.7 45.2 36.5 
No 24.5 34.7 41. 1 49.1 
No op ini on 29 .2 18.6 13.8 14.4 

Trophy animal Yes 34.4 39.5 39.8 40 . 6 
No 13.5 15. 8 16.9 15 . 8 
No opinion 52.0 44.6 43.3 43.6 

Ante lope Yes 38.8 41.1 43.0 43.5 
No 7.3 9.7 11.8 8.8 
No opinion 53 .9 49.2 45 .2 47.7 

Upland birds (numbe r in sample) 258 904 609 1395 

Ph easant s Yes 59.9 56 . 5 59.7 59. 1 
No 17 .8 24 .6 26.2 24.7 
No op ini on 22.3 19.0 14.1 16.2 

Sage grouse Yes 53.0 48.2 51.1 51.5 
No 6.6 17.3 16.5 17 . 4 
No op ini on 40.3 34.5 32.4 31.1 

Fores t grouse Yes 48. 5 48 .5 53 . 0 51.3 
No 7.2 15 . 5 13. 7 16 .2 
No opinion 44.3 36.0 33.2 32.5 

Chuka r Yes 50.6 50.3 57.1 59.2 
No 6.9 11. 1 11. 8 10.0 
No opin ion 42.5 38 . 6 31.1 30.8 

Waterfowl (number in samp 1 e) 273 771 410 881 

Yes 64.4 64.4 66.5 64.7 
No 8.1 12.7 15. 8 15.1 
No opinion 27.5 22.9 17.7 20. 1 
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Table 29. Th e percen t age of resident hunters who thought the Idah o Fish and 
Game Department was or was not doing a sa ti s factory job of managi ng var i ous 
game species grouped by their reported sati sfaction with hunting. 

Satisfaction with hunting (% of people) Spec i es 
hunted 

Satisfied with 
management 

by depa rtmen t Unsatisfactory Excellent Satisfactory No opin 

~ game (number in sample) 

Deer Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Elk Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Trophy animals Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Antelope Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Upland birds (number in sample) 

Pheasants Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Sage grouse Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Fores t g rouse Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Chukar partridge Yes 
No 
No opinion 

Waterfowl (number in sample) 

Yes 
No 
No opinion 

1356 
26.2 
63.4 
10.4 
20 .4 
67.0 
12 .6 

32.4 
22 .0 
45.7 

34.9 
14.4 
50 . 7 

618 

33.5 
47 . 1 
19.4 

31.9 
29 .8 
38.3 
36.7 
31.7 
31.6 

43.7 
19.9 
36.4 

350 
36.2 
36.0 
27.8 

proportion of people (82%) who favored 
restricting non·residents' than those who thought 
competition existed. Nearly al l of the residents 
(94%) who were dissatisfied with big g?me 
hunting because of "too many hunters" wanted 
the number of out·of·state hunters restri cted, 
Th e att itud e of residents regarding the 
restriction of non·resident hunters was similar 
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531 
76.5 
16.2 
7.3 

71.0 
18.6 
10.4 

51.3 
11.8 
36.9 
56.1 
8.9 

35.0 

783 
76.6 
13 .0 
10.4 

63.1 
11.4 
25.6 

58.6 
8.9 

32.6 
63.9 
8.9 

27.3 
660 

84.1 
7.4 
8.5 

1787 
61.9 
25.3 
12.8 

50 .2 
31.9 
17 .9 
43.4 
12.6 
44.0 
46.1 
6.7 

47.2 

1696 
61.2 
21.0 
17.8 

53.1 
14.3 
32.6 
52.6 
12 .0 
35.4 

57.3 
8.2 

34.5 
1129 

67.8 
12.4 
19 .8 

756 
29.3 
14.5 
56.3 
25.4 
14.5 
60.1 

22.5 
7.9 

69.6 

21.9 
4.9 

73.2 

1329 

28.3 
11.3 
60.4 

24.9 
8.0 

67.1 

25. 1 
8.0 

66.9 
25.6 
5.6 

68 .8 
2282 

31.7 
5.2 

63.1 

for upland bird and waterfowl hunting groups so 
we listed on ly the groupings for big game under 
co np et ition experience, reasons for 
dissatisfaction, hunti. lg participation and success 
and sat isfaction with hunting. 

We also asked people who wanted to restrict 
the number of non-resident hunters to indicate 
the manner in which they wanted them 



Table 30. - The number of residents and non-residents who purchased licenses to hunt in Idaho, 
percentage of deer and elk hunters who were non-residents and the percentage of deer and elk harvested 
by non-residents. 

Non-residents (% of toto 1) 
Res i den t licenses sold Non-resident licenses sold Hunte rs Harves t 

Yea r Comb i nat i on i-Iunt only Corrbination 

1966 103,149 63,841 8,312 
1967 104,198 65,865 8,745 
1968 109,700 68,789 11,735 
1969 116,385 71,296 14,325 
1970 121,616 69,421 11,930 
1971 123,953 71 ,491 9,612 
1972 128,607 71 ,695 9,591 
1973 140 , 960 74 , 022 9,772 

Table 31. - The percentage of people in our 
sample who preferred to (1) allow unrestricted 
numbers, (2) restrict the number, or (3) had no 
opinion on the restriction of numbers of 
out-of-state hunters in Id aho. 

Ruidence , license 
.od 

zone of res i .tene'" 

lIesldeoHS 
Conbi Oil t ion 
Hunt only 

Non-res; ~nts 
CorilirlatIon 

7. Washington 
8. Oregon 
9. Ca l ifornia 

10. WyOlll i ng -Nevada 
II. North O.kot.- Ar i zon. 
12. Wi~con,in-Te"as 
I). " ichigiltl-Louisiana 
I ~ . " a i ne-Florida 

8i rd5 only 
1. Washin9 t Ot'l 
8. Oregon 
9. Californi. 

10. \/yomi ng- Nevada 
II. Nor t l> Oako t a-Ari zon<! 
12. Wisconsin-Texas 
I). " ichi9an-Louhiana 
111. !'\aine-Fl orida 

Deer only 
7. Wasl>iflgton 
8. Oregon 
9. California 

10. \/yOl'liflg-Nevada 
II. Nonl> Dakota- Ari zOtIa 
12. whcon$in-Texas 
11 . Michigan-LouiSiana 
I~. Maine-Fl ori da 

Hutrtler Allow Restrict 
in unreHdcted the 

soo"'Ple numbers nUO"ttler 

~"25 2.9 86.0 
295~ 3.0 86 .2 
1471 2.8 85.0 

18~ 24.1 ~7.6 
94f, 22.S 50.' 
132 )3.3 46.2 
120 17.5 60.8 
121 18.2 53.7 
105 22.9 58.1 
126 1, .8 59.5 
114 24.6 S~.~ 
110 22.7 41.8 
118 28.0 40.7 

SH 27.4 38.4 
44 27.3 3~.1 
29 27.6 114.S 

140 27.1 47.1 
269 13.1 26.4 

21 14.3 47.6 
12 25.0 41.7 
7 0.0 71.4 

II 0.0 54.6 

;) 15.1 58.5 
39 12.8 61.5 
51 21.6 56.9 
42 11.9 66.1 
~5 15.6 62.2 
44 11.8 38.6 
47 36.2 36.2 
100 32.5 52.5 

" opinion 

II. I 
10., 
11. " 

28.3 
26.6 
20.S 
21.7 
28. I 
19. I 
20.6 
21.1 
35.5 
31.4 

3~. 3 
38.6 
21.6 
25.7 
"'.5 
38 . I 
B-1 
28.6 
IiS.5 

26. " 
25.6 
21.6 
21.~ 

22 .2 
2~.8 
27.7 
15.0 

restricted. Twenty-nine percent of the residents 
preferred to restrict out-of-state hunters to areas 
where residents did not adequately harvest the 
game and 71 % wanted to limit the number to a 
proportion of all hunters (Tab le 33, Question 
10). Nine percent of the people were willing to 
allow non-residents to make up 20% of all 
hunters, 19% would allow 10% of the hunters to 
be non-residents, 27% wanted only 5% 
non-residents and 17% wanted no non-resident 
hunters in I daho. I f we assume residents could 

Deer only Birds Deer Elk Deer Elk 
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2,118 4,425 8.0 12.5 7.9 20.9 
3,185 4,120 8.0 12.4 9.0 19.6 
3,579 5,029 9.7 15.1 10.6 21.3 
4,569 6,560 11.5 16.7 11.9 20.3 
4,917 5,320 10.4 14.7 10.9 19 .0 
3,845 6,130 8.5 12.0 10.0 17.0 
2,944 7,749 7.3 11.3 8.1 18.4 
3,386 6,854 

adequately harvest the game from all areas of 
the state then 45% of the resident hunters 
would prefer that no out-of-staters be allowed 
to hunt in Idaho and 72% thin k non-residents 
should make up no more than 5% of the 
hunters. 

Non-residents differed from residents in the 
proportion of hunters they thought 
no n-residen ts should comprise (Table 33). 
Forty-nine percent of the non-residents thought 
out-of-staters should make up at least 20% of all 
Idaho hunters. Only 1 % of the non-residents 
thought Idaho should exclude al l non-resident 
hunters. 

The percentage of residents who wanted to 
limit out-of-state hunters to less than 5% of all 
hunters did not vary significantly between 
hunters who preferred big game, upland bird or 
waterfowl hunting (Table 34). More of the 
residents who were unsatisfied with their 
hunting wanted out-of-staters restricted in 
number to a smaller proportion of all hunters 
than hunters who ranked their hunting 
satisfactory or exce llent. 

Commission policy on limitation of 
non·residents - Nearly 50% of the residents 
thought the Idaho fish and Game Commission 
shou ld allow fewer non-residents than their 
1971 policy (Table 35). Less than 2% of the 
residents wanted more out-of-state hunters than 
the policy al lowed and 19% thought the number 
allowed was about right. Seventeen percent of 
the people indicated they did not know the 
Commission's policy and 15% had no op ini on . 



Table 32. - The attitude of residents regarding 
the restriction of out-of-state hunters in Idaho, 
when grouped by type hunting preferred , reason 
for hunting, occupation, income, competition 
experience with non-res idents, reason for 
dissa tisfac tion, hunting success and sa tisfaction 
with hunting. 

At t itude toward re~tri,tion 
Nul'lber (/ of people) 

in Unres t ricted Re$tricted No 

Group $,"-'ple nu""ber~ nu,"ber~ opinion 

Type hunting preferred 
9ig 9""Ie 2608 
Upland bird 685 
\laterfawl 339 

Rell50n for hunting 
Me .. ! 1578 
Trophy SO 
Co"'p')nionShip 115 
Isolation 73 
Observl!wildl,fe 148 
Rela~ation 758 
Opportunity out "of-doors 620 
Challenge of hunt 729 

Occupation 
Household 244 
Snallbusinus 996 
Craftsmen 508 
CleriC:<1ol - ulu 281 
Managerial 162 
i'rofessional 1210 
I'arm )44 
Retired 201 

Incone 
Under 53 ,000 187 
53,000-4 .999 292 
55 ,000 - 5 .999 552 
57 ,000-9 ,999 1021 
510,000-1 4, 999 1025 
$15,000- 19 ,999 317 
520,000 - 24. 999 113 
525,000+ 107 

Co:)?etition e>cpe.ien,e 
B, 'il ga ... e 

/lor notice"ble 770 
Noticeable 994 
Too ",uth tI.l. t 
~o opinion 1217 

R.ea~on for diH.ui~faction 
SIC;! gaMe hunters 

Oi d not bag ~aI"e 278 
Too .... ny hunters 319 
NOt enough gare 502 
.... uther 108 
Outfitter-guide ~ervides 2 
Access 17 

Hunted big ga"'t 
No 2197 
Ye) 1958 

Oid nOt bag <;jane 1':)37 
Oid bag 9_ 921 

S<1tisfattion wi tn h",nting 
Sig g<1_ 

Unuti$f,ctory 1352 
Ellcellent 531 
Satisfactory 1782 
~o opinion 754 

3· 1 
2.5 
'.3 

1.0 
I. , 
3 , 
5.5 
'-' 
'-' 
'-' 
'-' 
3.0 
3.1 
2 . 2 
3. 1 
'-' 
2. , 

'-' 
U 

3. 1 
3. , 
2 . 5 
2.8 
1.5 
2 . 5 
'-' 
7.1 

7. , 
2.8 
0.' 
2.6 

2.2 I., 
U 
5. , 
0 . 0 
0.0 

3. 1 
2 . 7 
2.8 
2. , 

2.7 
' . 3 
2.8 
2 . 8 

91.1 5.8 
89.6 7.9 
86.6 9. I 

90.2 7.8 
90.5 8. I 
88,2 8.~ 
85.0 9.6 
89.8 ~.o 
87.9 8.0 
87.6 8.2 
90.8 6.8 

90.2 7.j 
88.7 8.3 
90.6 7.1 
91.4 5.5 
87.3 8.1 
90.1 7.5 
86.2 9.7 
84.4 11.5 

79. I 17.7 
87 . 0 9.6 
91.1 6,) 
90.5 6 . 7 
91.0 6,6 
90.2 7 . ) 
90.7 4.7 
88.1 4.7 

81.6 
92.5 
96.6 
71.4 

86.7 
94.2 
88.9 
87.8 

100.0 
90 .0 

84.6 
90.7 
90.3 
91.2 

91.3 
89 . 8 
90.7 
62 .0 

11.0 
U 
2.5 

26.0 

11.2 
'.0 
6.6 
6.8 
0.0 
'.1 

12.3 
6.6 
6.' 
5.' 

6 . 1 
5.' 
6.6 

3 ~. 2 

T a b I e 33. The type restriction of 
non-resident hunters preferred by residents and 
non-residents who thought Idaho should restrict 
th e number of out-of-state hunters. 

Type res (ri c( i on 
~estric( (0 cert~in areas 
Restrict [0 p roportion of (ill hunters 

20:'-: of a l l hunter~ 
101 of all hunters 

S· of all hunters 
0" of at I hunters 

Res i den t s 

3841 

28.6;': 
71.4 

'.2 
18.9 
26 . 7 
16.6 

Non-residents 

.,2 

22 .01 
78.0 
49.4 
20.9 
6.5 
1.2 

Onl y 7% of the non-residents thought th e 
Commission should have allowed fewer 
out-of-state hunters, 15% wanted more 
non-residents, 39% thought the Commission 
allowed the correct number and 18% didn't 
know the policy (Table 35). 

Residents who reported objectionable 
competition with non-residents while hunting in 
1971 were more inclined to think the 
Commission should have all owed fewer 
out-of-state hunters (Table 36). Eighty-one 
percent of the residents who reported "too 
much" competition with non-resident hunters 
thought the Commission should have reduced 
further the number of out-of-state hunters. Less 
th an 40% of the residents in the other 
competition categories wanted fewer 
non-resident hunters. 
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Competition with out-of-state hunters -
Fort y perc ent of the residents thought 
competition wi th out-of-state h unters whi le 
hunting big game in 1971 was either not 
noticeable or noticeable , but not ob jectionable. 
Thirty-three percent of the residents reported 
too much competition with non-residents and 
28% had no opinion on the subject (Figure 21, 
Question 11). With regard to upland bird and 
waterfowl hunting, a large percentage of the 
residents had no opinion about competition 
with non-residents and less th an one-third of 
th ose with an opinion thought there was too 
much competition. 

Th e Salmon and Pa nhandle zones had th e 
largest percentage of residents who reported too 
much competition with non-residents while 
hunting big game (Figure 22). In the Salmon 
River zone 47% of th e res id ents reported too 
much competition with out-of-state hunters and 
only 10% thought the competition was not 
notic ea ble. Because of the small population in 
the Salmon River zone, a large percentage of the 
hunt e rs in that zone are tradition ally 
non-residen ts. 

The type hunting residents prefe rred was 
related to th eir views of competition with 
out-of-state hunters. Thirty-seven percent of the 
residents who preferred big game hunting 
thought there was too much competition 
com pared to 24% of those who preferred upland 
bird hunting and 12% of those who preferred 
waterfowl (Table 37) . 

The number of years residents had hunted 



ble 34. _ The percentage of resident hunters grouped by th e ty pe hunt ing they preferred and their 
isfaction with huntin g, who th ought non-residen t hunters sho uld be limited to areas where residents 
not adeq uately harvest game or to a percentage of a ll hu nters. 

Numbe r Limit non-residents to Percentage of 
in Special Percentage of a II hunter s 

Group sample areas all hunters 20 10 5 0 

hunting preferred 
g game 2390 30.4 69.6 8.2 17.4 26.9 15.6 
I and b ird 614 27.7 72.3 10.6 20.5 24.9 14.3 
t e rf ow l 301 23.7 76.3 7.5 22.7 26.6 18.4 

sfaction with hun t i ng 

9 9ame 
Un sa t i sfactory 1246 26.7 73 .3 7.3 14.5 29.4 21.0 
Exce II ent 482 30 .3 2.1 9.1 17.9 25.2 15.3 
Satisfactory 1642 29 .5 1.5 9.6 21.3 24.9 13.3 
No opinion 483 29.2 2.5 10.6 18.9 21.1 17.8 

I and bird 
Un sa t i sfactory 580 28.7 1.5 6.8 14 .4 28.2 20.4 
Excellent 712 27.9 2.5 10 . 1 18.6 26.1 14 .8 
Satisfactory 1533 27.1 1.4 9.1 22.3 25.5 1~.7 
to opinion leas 31. 2 1.4 8.8 1~.1 25.2 18. 7 

terfowl 
nsatisfactory 328 25.9 1.6 5.5 15.2 29 .6 22.2 
xce ll ent 604 27. I 1.2 9.0 18 .8 28.8 

~at i sfac t ory 1034 27.2 1. 8 10.3 18.8 26.0 
No opinion 1866 30.4 1.6 8.7 18.6 24.3 
I 

I 

Table 35. Th e percentage of peop l e with various v i ews on the Idaho Fi s h and 
Game Commi ss ion policy on limitation of out-of-state big game hunters. 

Licen se classes 

Residents 
Combination 
Hunt only 

Non - res i den ts 
Comb i nat i on 
Dee r onl y 

Sample 
size 

4378 
2519 
1459 

1307 
947 
360 

Opinions on commiss ion policy (% of people) 
AIION All ow Correct Did not No 

mo re 

1.7 
1.9 
1.4 

14 . 5 
15 . 1 
13.0 

fewer 
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47.6 
48 . 1 
46.6 

6.7 
5.6 
9.5 

n umbe r know policy opinion 

18.5 
11. 1 
17 .3 

38.5 
37. I 
42.0 

16 .9 
14.7 
20 .6 

18 . 4 
16.7 
22.9 

15.4 
16. 1 
14. 1 

21.9 
25.5 
12.7 

15.2 
15.9 
16-.5 



Table 36. The views of re s idents grouped by the competition they experienced 
with out-of-state big game hunters in Idaho during 1971 regarding the Fish and 
Game Commi s sion policy on restriction of out-of-state .h.untars .. 

Opinions 
Sample Allow 

Group size more 

Compet it ion experi ence 

Not not i ceab I e 759 4.9 
Not obj ect i onab 1 e 983 2.4 
Too much 1439 0.2 
No opinion 1196 1.0 

'0_ 
Big Gam. 

n :<4<432 

'0 

J<>-

I I I I 

30 

oLLI _lJ II=-::::J.I-.r==ll_ ---.L 
No t Noticeable, Too m uch No opi nion 

nOli c u ble but no t eo mpel ion 
ob ject ionable 

Figu re 21. - Th e percen tage of resi den ts who 
th ought co m petit ion with non· residen ts while 
hun ti ng big ga me, upl and bi rds o r waterfow l in 
Ida ho in 1971 was not noti ceable, noticea bl e 
bu t not objectionable, too muc h, o r had no 
opinion. 

on commission ~olic~ (% of ~eop 1 e) 

38 

Allo.v 
fewer 

13.6 
38.6 
80.9 
29.6 

n 
~ I 

I 

Correct Did not No 
number kno.v po Ii cy opinion 

30.3 23.9 16.2 
34 . 3 17 . 8 6.9 
6.6 9.7 2.5 

12.2 20. 1 37.0 

COMPETITION WITH NON-RESIOENTS 

WHILE BIG GAME HUNTING 

'00 

All Residents 
n =4432 

•• t •• ticullli. T" .1 
.,tiuDI, .ull a,i,i,. 

\ 

~ ' 

Figure 22. - Th e pe rcentage of res idents by 
zone of res idence who th o ught compet iti on with 
ou t·of·state hunters whil e hu nting big ga me in 
1971 was not no ti cea ble, noticeabl e but not 
object ionab le, too muc h, or had no op inio n. 



big game and upland birds in Idaho was a factor 
in their views of competition with out-of-state 
hunters. Residents who thought there was too 
much competition with out-of-state hunters 
when hunting big game or upland birds were 
most numerous among those who had only 
hunted one yea r (Table 37). 

The group of people who ranked their 
hunting as unsatisfactory contained more people 
who reported too much competition with 
non-residents than the groups who ranked their 
hunting as satisfactory or excellent (Table 37). 
Fifty percent of the residents who reported they 
were not satisfied with their big game hu nting 
thought there was too much competition with 
out-of-state hunters. Onl y 26% of those who 
ranked their hunting excellent thought there was 
too much competition. 

Table 37 . - The percentage of people grouped 
by years they hunted, type hunting they 
preferred, and their satisfaction with hunting 
who thought competition with out-of-state 
hunters was not noti ceable, noticea ble but not 
objectionable, too much, o r had no opinion 
when hunting in Idaho during 1971. 

N ....,a~r Competi t ion with out - Of- stllie ~unters (t of people) 

;. '"' Hot Too '0 
Group san~,Je not i ,,,lib Ie objH li onable much opinion 

Hunting preference 
Big sa"", 2613 20. I 26.6 37.~ 15 .9 
Upland bi rd 685 27. B 26.7 24.2 21.3 
'Jated"",1 lJ9 44.7 17 . 4 12.1 25.S 

Yuors ~unled (big gane ) , 375 19.5 25 . 7 18.1 36 . 7 
2- 5 1096 21.6 2J .3 29.4 21.8 
6-10 '" 19.7 29.0 33· 5 17.9 

". 1735 18. J 21. 2 37-9 22 .5 

Salisfaction Wi l h hunt i ng 

~ 
Unsn i ,hctory 1}56 14.5 21.9 49.6 13.9 
Excellen t 5" 30.0 29 .6 25.S \4.9 
Sat i sfactory 1]85 20.6 28.2 31.3 20.0 
No opi niOl'l '56 6.8 .., 10.5 78.6 

Upland bird 
Unu!' .factory '" 24 . 9 17 .4 26.5 31.2 
Excellent ," 32.4 26.6 24.3 16.7 
Sati s fact ory 1695 28.4 20.9 21.1 2~ .6 
No opinion 1328 ;.3 2.8 5.2 87. 7 

\,; aterf"",1 
UnsatiHactorv 350 34. I 13. ~ 13.8 38.8 
Exud len ! '" 46.3 19 .7 9.' 24.5 
SJ!isfac!ory 1129 35.8 15 .2 10 . 4 )8.6 , o~in;on 2277 U '-3 '-, 92.2 

Hunting state-owned wildlife on ·federal land 
In the questionnaire sent to non-residents we 

substituted a question on hunting state-owned 
wildlife ve rsus federal land for the one on 
competition with non-residents (Question 11 ). 
The question was worded as follows: 

Idaho wildlife is owned by the sta te but 
much of the big game range is federal lan d. 
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Wh ich of th e following best expresses your 
views on ou t-of-staters and hunting of 
wildlife in Idaho ? (Check one) 

__ Resid ents should have preference in 
hunting for wildlife, with out-of-staters 
allowed to hunt only if res idents ca nnot 
harvest the necessary game. 

_ _ The number of out-of-staters shou ld be 
limited to a fixed percentage of the 
total of resident hunters. 

__ 0 u t-of-s t a t e rs sh 0 uld have. equal 
opportun ity with residents to hunt 
wildlife in states li ke Idaho with large 
areas of federal land. 

__ No op inion. 

A majority of the non-residents thought 
they should have equal opportunity with 
residents in hunting wi ldlife in a state like Idah o 
with large areas of federal la nd (Table 38). 
Twenty-eight percent of the non-residents 
thought Idaho should limit non-resident hunters 
in Idaho and six percent thought hunting should 
be limited only to residents. The slight 
di fference in attitudes of people who purchased 
the bird license versus those with the 
combination or deer license may reflect the 
realization that most pheasant hunting takes 
pl ace on private land. 

Proportion of out-of-state hunters - I n a 
special questionnaire (See Bjornn, 1975 A) to 
residents, we included information on the 
proportion of elk and deer hunters who were 
non-residents and asked the peop le to indicate if 
they thought the proportion was too high , 
about right, or too low. The questio n was 
worded as follows: 

L isted below is the calc ulated 
percentage of elk an d deer hu nters in 
Idaho who were from ou t-of-state and 
their portion of the total harvest. 
Note that the relative abundance of 
out-of-state deer and elk hu nters 
reached a peak in 1969 when 11.5 % 
of the deer hunters and 16.7% of the 
elk hunters in Idah o that year were 
ou t-of -sta ters. 

O ut-o f-staters have harves ted 8-12% of 
th e deer and 9-12% of th e elk in 
recent years. 



Tabl e 38. The percentage of non-resident hunters who believed that residents 
should have preference in hunting for wi ldl ife in Idaho, that the number of 
non-resident hunters should be limit ed, that non-residents should have equal 
opportunity with residents and those that had no opinion. 

'Number Non-resident huntin9 o~~ortunity in Idaho (% of ~eo~le) 
License in Limi t Limi t Equal No 

sample to res i dent s non-residents o~~ortunity o~inion 

Non - res i den ts 1743 6.3 

Comb i nat i on 946 4 . 9 

Bird 436 9.3 

Year 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

Deer 361 4.9 

Percentage of Percentage harvest 
out-of-state by aut·af·state 

hunters hunters 

Deer Elk Deer Elk 
8.0 12.5 7.9 20.9 
8.0 12.4 9.0 19.6 
9.7 15.1 10.6 21.3 

11.5 16.7 11.9 20.3 
10.4 14.7 10.9 19.0 

Many of th e out-of-state elk hunters 
use the services of outfitters and 
guides and are, therefore, somewhat 
more successful than resident elk 
hunters. 

We estimate out-of-staters will 
comprise 8-10% of the deer hunters 
and 12-14% of the elk hunters who 
hunted in Idaho during 1971. 

Which of the following best expresses 
your feel i ngs regardi ng th e proportion 
of elk and deer hunters in Id aho who 
are out-of-staters? 

Deer hunters Elk hunters 
Percentage out-af-staters 0 0 

too high 
Percentage out-af-staters 0 0 

about right 
Percentage out-af-staters 0 0 

too low 
No opinions 0 0 

Half the residents in the special survey 
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28.3 53.2 12.3 

30.4 55.5 9.2 

23.9 46.0 20.8 

29.9 58.8 6.5 

thought the proportions of ou t-of-state elk (12 0/< 
in 1971) and deer (8.5% in 1971) hunters ww 
too high, 30% thought the proportions wen 
abo ut right and less than 5% thought they wen 
too low (F igure 23). The replies of residents te 
thi s question in the special questionnaire and te 
question 12 on co mmission poli cy in the regula, 
questionnaire were reasonably consistent (Figun 
23 and Table 35). Approximately half thl 
residents in the regu lar survey thought thl 
Commission should have restricted non-resident 
hu nters to a smaller number and 19% th ought 
the number was about right. Seventeen percent 
of the residents didn't know the Commissior 
policy regarding out-of-state hunters in th, 
regular questionnaire (Tab le 35). In the specia 
questionnaire results, 30% of the people though ! 
the proportion of non-resident hunters wa! 
about right indicating that many of the peopl' 
in the regu lar survey who didn't know thl 
policy thought the number was about righ ! 
when they were given the information (Figurl 
23 and Bjornn, 1975 A). 

Restriction of non-residents - increased fee! 
- Nearly three-fourths of the residents indicatee 
they would pay more for hunting licenses ane 
tags to make up lost revenue if Idahc 
significantly restricted the number 01 
out-of-State hunters (Table 39). One-fourth 01 
the people were willing to pay an additional fiv, 
dollars for a I icense or tags. Residents whc 
purchased the less expensive hunt only licens, 
were as wil ling to pay additional fees as wen 
people who purchased the combination license 
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figure 23. The percentage of residents who 
~Ought the proportion of out-of-state deer and 
Ik hunters in Idaho was too high, about right, 
o low, or had no opinion. 

able 39. - The percentage of residents who 
urchased licenses in 1971 who were willing to 
ay more for licenses and tags to hunt in Idaho 

the number of non-residents were significantly 
stricted. 

Pen;el\tage 
Number willing Percentage of people willing to 

icen!.e in to pay specifi ed additional amount 
lass Silrnple pay "lO re $1 S3 $5 Kore 

5 i dent!. 
License 
Elk tll9 
Deer tag 

i nat i on 

I License 
Elk lag 
Deer tag 

nl on Iy 
license 
£ Ik ug 
Oeer lag 

3895 
3536 
3600 

2586 
2366 
2396 

1)09 
11)0 
1204 

69.3 
71.6 
70.9 

69.0 
72.2 
71.1 

70.0 
70.6 
)0.7 

21.7 
25.9 
32 .6 

20.1 
25.4 
32.6 

24.6 
26.9 
32.6 

20.3 
19. ~ 
19 . ~ 

20.2 
19. ~ 
18.7 

20.3 
19.2 
20.5 

17.6 
t 7. 6 
11.6 

18.3 
18.3 
12. I 

16.2 
16.4 
to. 7 

, .B 
B.7 
7. J 

10.3 
'.1 
7.6 

B. B 
B.o 
6. B 

Fewe r residents from the Salmon River 
residence zone were willing to pay increased fees 
[han people in any other zone of the state 
IFigure 24). Only 54-55% of the people from 
fhe Salmon River zone were willing to pay more 
'or licenses and tags compared to 69-73% from 
he other zones. 
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WILLINGNESS OF RESIDENTS TO PAY 
MORE FOR LICENSE AND TAGS 

~(~:'~ I 

o license Elk ta& Deer he 
R", 467 

Figure 24. - The percentage of residents by 
zone who were willing to pay more for licenses 
or tags if the number of out-of-state hunters 
were restricted. 

Most non-residents were not willing to pay 
increased fees to hunt in Idaho (Table 40). 
Seventeen percent of the non-residents who 
purchased the combination license ($135) and 
20% of those with the deer license ($75) were 
willing to pay more to hunt big game. 
Twenty-fi ve percent of the out-of-staters with 
the bird license ($35) were willing to pay more 
for upland bird hunting. 

The residents who reported "too much" 
competition with out-of-state hunters were more 
willing to pay increased fees for licenses or tags 
than those who reported that competition was 
not noticeable (Table 41). More than 
three-fourths of the group who reported too 
much competition would pay more compared to 
57-59 % of those who did not notice 



competition with out-of-state hunters. The type 
hunting preferred had little influence on the 
willingness of residents to pay more for licenses 
and tags. 

Table 40. - The percentage of non-residents 
who were willing to pay more for licenses to 
hunt big game, upland birds and wate rfowl in 
Idaho in 1971. 

Percentage 
Nunber wi II ing Percerltage of people wi II ing '0 

L i cen~e ; 0 '0 I" sE!ecified additional amunt 
class sample P', ~,. 10 SIS 550 S 100 110re 

Non - residents 
Bi g 9'~ 1211 17. to 4.0 6.3 4.4 1.9 0.8 
upland birds 714 13· 5 8. , 3 . ; ' . 2 0.4 0.2 
Waterfowl 519 11.7 8.5 1. 8 0.8 0.5 0.2 

Combinat i on 
B i9 game 88' 16 . 5 3. 4 6.5 3.5 2. I 1.0 
Upland birds 338 6.0 40 2. 0 O. I 0.0 0.0 
l.Iaterfa..1 ,,2 5.0 4.3 0.5 0 . 3 0.0 0.0 

Si rd I j cense 
Upland bi ,ds 376 25.to 16. I 4 . 8 3.0 1.0 0.5 
loIater f owl 217 22.2 15. I 3. 8 3.0 1.0 0.5 

Deer 1 icense 
Big game 330 19. B 5.7 5 . 5 6.8 , .6 o. I 

Table 41. - The percentage of resident hunters 
grouped by their experience of competition with 
out-of-state big game hunters in Idaho during 
1971 and their hunting preference who would 
or would not pay an increased annual fee for 
hunting licenses or elk or deer tags if the 
number of out-of-state hunters were restricted. 

Numbe r .... illi ng to pay incre .... ed fees ('I: of people) 
;0 I f :it's, how mUCh? 

Group s ample '0 '" $ I 13 $5 ",,,. 
Competition e ~ per;ence 

Hunt i n!l license 
Not noticeable 719 40.6 59.4 20.3 18.0 1}.6 7.5 
Not objectionilble 931 29.9 70.1 22. I 21.4 18.3 8.2 
Too much 13 ~9 22.7 77 . ~ 22.0 21.5 20.9 13.0 
No opinion 895 35.4 M.6 22.2 19.2 15.0 8.3 

~ 
Not no t i ceab Ie 659 41.6 58.4 23. I 17.6 10 . 9 6.8 
Not objectionable 898 26.3 73.7 29 . 6 20.4 17.0 6.7 
Too much 1300 19.9 SO. I 27.2 20. I 21.9 10.9 
No opinion 6]8 34.0 66.0 21.8 18.4 16.9 8.9 

Oeer tag 
Not not i ceab Ie {,79 42 . 1 57.0 30 . 8 14.7 ,. , 5.2 
Not objec ti onable 9" 27.2 12.8 36.7 18.7 12 . 3 5. I 
Too much 1315 20 . 6 79.4 33 . 7 22 . 4 13.6 9 7 
No opin ion 692 34.5 65.5 27 . 2 19.4 1\.2 7 8 

Hunt i ng preference 

~ 
2406 69.8 Hunting licen~e 30.2 22.4 19 . ~ 17.9 10.2 

Elk ta9 2297 27.7 72 .3 26.9 19.5 17.7 8.2 
Deer ta~ 2333 29 . 0 71.0 34.0 19.0 11. I 6.9 

Upland !>.i.!.!!. "6 2';' 3 70.7 19.2 24.5 16.7 10.4 

~I 318 23.6 76.4 25.3 23 .9 18.0 9. , 

Management of Pheasants 

Noon opening The pheasant season in 
southern Idaho opens at noon and 48% of al l 
residents in the survey favored the noon opening 
while 22% wanted the season to open at 
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daylight and 30% had no opinion (Figure 25). 
In northern Idaho, most residents did not have a 
strong preference for either a noon or early 
morning open ing. In southern Idaho, however , 
most residents preferred the noon opening. Fifty 
percent of the non-residents with the bird 
li cense preferred the noon opening, 33% the 
early morning opening and 17% had no opinion. 
More of the hunters with many years of 
exper ience hunting upland birds preferred the 
noon opening than hunters with few years of 
experience (Table 42). 

A majority of people in southern Idah o 
preferred the noon opening regardless of their 
occupation (Table 43). As expected, a large 
proportion of the farmers preferred the noon 
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Figure 25. The percentage of residents and 
non-resident bird hunters who preferred a noon 
or early morning opening for the pheasant 
season in southern Idaho. 



pening but th e pro por t ion was not any large r 
hen for many other occupati onal groups. 

able 42. The percentage of res idents 
ro uped by years th ey had hunted upl and birds 
ho preferred th e noo n o r early mo rning 
pening fo r pheasants in so uth er n Id aho . 

Years of Number O~enin9 ti me (% of ~eo~l e) 
upl and bird ; 0 Ea r 1 y No 

huntin g sample Nooo mo rning preference 

I 258 42.1 35.8 22.0 
2 -5 90 1 \\. 5 32. 0 23.5 
6-10 608 57.5 23.7 18.8 
11+ 1392 6.3.6 19.8 16.6 

ra ble 43. - Th e percentage of residents (with 
comb inat ion li ce nse) of various occu pati on 
classes and residence zones who prefe rred t he 
noon open ing in southern Idaho . 
I 

bccuPiit ion 
Prefe r red the noon o~nins: 

Clearwater Southwest Sauthcent Ta 1 Southeast 
.;lass '00' '00' zone '00' 

ousehold 16.0 61.7 67.7 ~6. 7 
ma ll business 23.0 62. 3 63.0 62. ~ 
r"ftsmen 19.2 66.3 68 . 8 64,7 
ler; cal and sa les 16.7 67.1 78.1 1>5.2 
nagerial 20.0 76.7 82.8 65.5 

rofessio""l ,HId student 26.0 56.0 63.6 50.0 
m 23. 3 6].2 74.2 70.5 
eti r ed 29.6 70.8 71.4 65.5 

Hunting of hen pheasants - A majo rity of 
the h unters in the survey t hought a limited 

umber of hen pheasants shou ld be taken under 
pecia l regu lations, seasons or bag limits (Figure 
6). In the Pan handle, Clearwater and Salmon 

Rive r zones, most residents favored a limited 
arvest of hen pheasants but a large proportion 
ad no opin ion on the subject. Only 16-22% of 
he residents from the various zones thought 
ens should not be hunted at any time and 

17-13% t hought hens should be hunted without 
restr iction. 

I Most residents with an opinion, regardless of 
~ears of experience, type hunting preferred, or 
reason for hunting, thought limited hunting for 
hen pheasants should be allowed (Table 44). 
Jhe group of people who ranked their upland 
bird hunting as unsatisfactory had a larger 
proportion of hunters who thought there should 
be no hunting for hens than those who had 
satisfaction or excellent hunting. The residents 
who hunted for a troph y also had a large 
proportion of epople who thought hens should 
Inot be hunted. 
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HUNTING Of HEN PHEASANTS 
n: 538 
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Figure 26. - T he percentage of resi den ts 
(statewide an d from various zones) and 
non-res idents who thought hen pheasa nts shou ld 
not be hunted, thought lim ited numbers of hens 
should .be harvested, thought hens should be 
hunted without rest rict ions, or had no opinion. 

Game Farm Pheasants - Nearly half of the 
residents had no op inion on the question of 
providing hunting with pheasants produced in a 
game farm (Figure 27). Of those who expressed 
an OpIniOn, about half thought providing 
hunting with game farm pheasants was a good 
program and should be continued and the other 
half thought it was a poor program and should 
be discontinued. In the Panhand le zone where 
th e pheasant hunting is almost entirely 
dependent on pheasants produced in game 
farms, the people were evenly split on the 
question as they were in southern Idaho where 
game farm birds contribute little to the total 
harvest. 



Nearl y half of the non-residents with th e 
bird li cense thought the Departm ent should 
continue to provide hunting by releasing 
pheasa nts rea red on game farms (Figure 27). 

PROVIDING HUNTING WITH 

GAME fARM PHEASANTS 

~ 
~ 
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n ~ 44l0 

:. OfL----':LL""'L--L 

'0100 .. 
liscllti... • • 

• ,i.i •• 

Figure 27. - The proportion of residents and 
non-resident bird hunters who thought provi ding 
hunting with game farm produced pheasants 
should be continued or discontinued . 

Approximatel y one-third of th e residents 
regardless of yea rs of experience, satisfaction 
with upland bird hunting or reason fo r hunting 
thought hunting provided by game farm 
pheasants was a good program and shou ld be 
continued (Table 45 ). A smal ler proportion of 
the residents who preferred to hunt big game or 
hunted mainly for a trophy thought hunting for 
game farm pheasants was a good progra m 
compared to those who preferred to hunt birds 
or hunted for other reasons. 
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Table 44. - I he percen tage of residen t hunters 
who th ough t hen pheasan ts should o r sho uld 
no t be hun ted in Id aho grou ped by years of 
hunting, type hunting prefer red , sa ti sfaction 
wit h up land bird hunting an d reason for 
huntin g. 

Number Huntin!! of hen ~heaSants ( ,. of E!!0E!le) ,. Should Lim; led Wi t hout " GrouE! sa!!E: 1e ." hunt i nil: restriction opiroion 

Years of h<lntinll uf: l and bi rds 

1 ,,8 22 . 8 55 . 2 '.0 13.0 
2-5 '" 18.9 59.0 12.0 10.0 
6-10 60, 19.6 63·3 8.' 8.1 
II> 1395 20.8 61.9 ,. , 7.' 

T:!:~ huntin!l ereferred 

Big game 2613 19.1 54.0 ,. J 17.6 
Upl a nd bird 685 19.7 65.0 10 . ~ 5.0 
Wat",rf",,) J" 19.3 66.0 8.2 6.5 

Satisfaction .. ith uf:l and bird huntin!! 

Uns"t i sfactory 619 25.8 51.8 10 . 8 1) . 5 
(Kcellent 785 17.7 66.7 10.2 5. , 
Satisfactory 1699 19.1 63·0 '.5 8. , 
No opinion 1330 13.5 36.0 7.0 ~3· 5 

Reason for huntin~1. 

""" 1583 17.3 52.8 10.4 1:1.6 
Trophy SO 38.0 47.2 5. J '.5 
Compan i on~h i p 115 23.5 53 . 8 6., 15.9 
Isolation )] 21.7 59 . 2 10.9 8. J 
ObH:rve wi Idl i fe ISO 21.5 56. I 6.2 16.2 
Relaxation '" 19.0 58.9 ,., 12.2 
Out-of-doors 620 16 . 9 60.6 10 .9 11.6 
Challenge of h"nt )]0 20.9 57.8 6.5 I ~.9 
Do not hunt 50 16.4 40.0 1.5 42.0 
Other ]) 17 . 4 51. I 17.4 14. I 

Tabl e 45. - The percentage of res ident hunters 
who th ought hunting provided by game farm 
pheasants was o r was not a good program th at 
sho uld or shou ld not be continu ed , grou ped by 
years of hunti ng upland birds , type hunting 
preferred, sa tisfa c ti on with up lan d bird hunti ng 
an d reason for hunting. 

No.mber tiunting provided by game farm pheasants ,. (% of ~eo~le) 
Group sample Con ti nue Di scon ti nue No o~in j on 

Years of hun t inli/ upl and birds 

1 ,,8 )8.0 26.5 35.5 
2-5 ,OJ 32.2 29.6 38 . 2 
6-10 60, 29.6 35. ) )5.2 
II> 1393 36.7 31. 7 31.5 

T~ pe hun tinli/ preferred 

Big g ame 2611 28. ~ 28.7 42.9 
Upland bird 685 37.2 31.4 31.~ 
'Jaterfowl J" 33.4 34 . 4 32.2 

Satisfaction with upland bird huntinli/ 

Unsatisfactory 619 36 . 8 31 . I 32. I 
Exce Ilent 785 31 . 4 35.7 33.0 
Satisfactory 1698 35 . 4 28.5 )6. I 
No opin i on 1327 17.6 16 .8 65.5 

Reason for hun ti n!! 

""" 1581 28.7 25.0 46 . 3 
Trophy SO 18.8 51.4 29.8 
Companionship 11 5 )2.0 29 .8 )8 . 2 
Isola t ion )] 23.2 49.2 27.6 
Observe wi Idl i fe ISO 31.3 28.1 40 . 5 
Relaxation 758 34 . 8 26 .6 38.6 
Out-of-doors 620 33.9 30 . 2 36.0' 
Challenge of hunt )JO 29 · 3 29.7 41.0 
Do nOt hunt SO 18.0 19.9 62 . I 
Other ]) 40.9 22.2 36.9 



Management of Big Game Herds 

Current policies of department A 
majority of the people in the survey who had an 
opinion approved the current poli cy of the 
Department with regard to regulating big game 
numbers (Figure 28, Question 22). In the 
Salmon River zone 50% of the residents 
disapproved of the Departmen t's policy and in 
the Clearwater zo ne the propo rtion of people 
who disapproved equa led the proportion who 
approved. 

Nearly one-third of th e residents throughout 
the state did not know th e Depart ment's policy 
on regu lating big game numbers (Figure 28). We 
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Figure 28. - The percentage of residents and 
non-residents who approved, disapproved, had 
no opinion, or did not know the Fish and Game 

I 

Department's polic y on regu lating big game 
numbers. 
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did not inform the people in this survey of the 
Department's policy but we did in a special 
survey as listed below (Bjornn, 1975). 

"The current policy of the Idaho Fi sh and 
Game Department is to attempt to regulate 
the abundance of big game anima ls in each 
area at the number which the natural winter 
range will support during normal winters. 
During emergency situations and severe 
winters, the animals will be herded, baited, 
or live trapped and moved to areas with 
natural feed if possible . Emergenc y winter 
feeding will be undertaken only as a last 
resort. " 

With regard to the Department's policy on 
emergency winter feeding of big game, a 
majority of the people who knew the policy or 
had an opinion approved the policy (Figure 29, 
Question 22) . Nearl y one-third of the residents 
did not know the policy on winter feeding as 
briefly stated in the preceding paragra ph . The 
Salmon and Clearwater River zones had the 
largest proportion of residents who disapproved 
of the policy on winter feeding. 

Supplemental feeding to increase herds -
About half the people in the survey thought the 
Department should attempt to increase big game 
herds through supplemental winter feeding 
(Table 46, first part of Question 22). Nearly 
one-third thought the Department should not 
attempt to increase big game herds in excess of 
the natural capacity of the winter range and 
17% had no opinion on the question. 

Th e opinions of people regarding 
supplemental winter feeding to increase big 
game herds varied, some based on the number 
of years they had hunted big game, their 

Table 46. - The percentage of licensed hunters 
who thought th e Department should or shou ld 
not attem pt to artifi ciall y increase the 
abundance of deer and elk through supplemental 
winter feed ing. 

Res jdenc:e 

'"' 1 i cells/! 

Residents 
Cootli rHH ion 
Hunt only 

Non-residents 
Comb j ",It j on 
Deer only 

Number 
in Suppl emental winte r feeding (% o f people) 

sample Sho"ld not Should No opin i on 

1j1!J) 

2963 
1470 

1308 
'47 
36' 

32 . 4 
34.5 
28.7 

29 . t 
29.7 
27.6 

50.5 17. I 
IiS.7 16.7 
53.5 17.8 

55.6 15.3 
54.6 15.8 
58.3 14.2 
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Figure 29. The percentage of residents and 
non-residents who approved, disapproved , had 
no opinion, or did not know the Fish and Gam e 
Department's policy on winter emergency 
feeding of big game. 

satisfact ion with hunti ng, their primary reason 
for hunting and occupation (Tab le 47, Question 
22) . The groups of residents who reported few 
years of hunting experience, unsatisfactory big 
game hunting and hunting primarily for meat or 
trophy had the largest proportions of people 
who thought the Department should increase big 
game herds through supplemental winter 
feeding. Groups with many years of hunting 
experience, excellent hunting, who hunted 
mainly for companionship or isola tion and were 
farmers, managers, retired or professionals had 
the smallest proportion of peo ple who thought 
the Department should increase big game herds 
through supp lemen tal winter feeding. 
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Table 47. - The percentage of resident hunters 
who thought the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department shou ld or should not attel11p t to 
increase big game herds by supp lementa l winter 
feeding. grouped by years the y hu nted big game, 
satisfaction with their big game hunting, their 
main reason for hunting , and their occupation. 

G~oup 

Yurs hunted big 9'II»e 

, 
2-5 
6-10 
II. 

Number 
in Supplemen t al ,.,int er feedi ng It o f people) 

sample S,,"ould not Shou ld No op i n i on 

321 
1033 0" 1745 

31,7 
29 .9 
37 .0 
37 . 4 

55.1 13.3 
57.6 12.5 
51.5 11.5 
52.5 10.2 

Satisfaction wi th b i g game hunting 

Unsat i sfactory 1357 25.5 66.4 8. , 
43.1 45.9 11.0 
38 . 3 49.5 12.2 

E~cel1rct 531 
Satisf ctor y 1787 
No opinion )56 23.4 27.7 48,8 

lIe3S0n for hunti n2 

"'" 1~82 29 .9 56.9 13·2 
Trophy SO 26.9 S~1. 3 1).7 
COMPanion s hip liS 42.8 39.3 18.0 
Isolation )) 43. ':I 39 . 8 16.2 
Obser~e wi Idl i fe ISO 34.6 52. I 13.3 
Re la"ation '" 37 .6 47 . 8 14.7 
Out · of · doo rs 020 39.7 47.2 1).1 
Challenge of hunt ))0 )0.7 55 .6 13 . 7 

Occupat ;on 

flousehold "0 29 .6 57 .8 12.6 
Small bus i ness 9" )0,1 57.0 13.0 
Craftsmen 510 34.7 54.1 11. 2 
Clerical·sal e s 28' 34.9 57.9 ).2 
Managerial '62 39·8 46.9 14.4 
Profe ssional 1270 36.9 49 . 8 13.4 
Farm J48 38 .9 47 . 3 13.8 
lIet ired 201 36.5 45.9 17.6 

Winter range - basis for management - A 
majority of the residents and non-res idents 
thought the amount and condition of vege tation 
on big game winter range was the proper basis 
for managing big game populations (Tab le 48 , 
Question 18). Seventeen percent of th e residents 
did not think win ter range vege tation was the 
proper basis for managemen t of big game herds 
and 26% did not have an opin ion on the 
question. 

Table 48. The percentage of residents and 
non-residents who believe the amount and 
con diti on of vege tation on big game win ter 
range was or was not the proper basis for 
managing big game populations. 

Number \,I i n le r range -bas i s f or managemen t 
Li cen se ;, (% o f eeoe 1 e) 
class saJTlfl l e y" No No 0eini on 

Residents 1t 1t28 57. 1 17.1 25.8 
Corrbination 2960 58 .9 16.2 25.0 
Hunt on ly 1468 54. I 18 .6 27. 3 

" on-res i o;len t s 1307 62.0 12 .1t 25 .6 
Combination 946 61.3 13·2 25.5 
Ocer on l y 36' 63.8 10.5 25.8 



A smaller proportion of the residents who 
had hunted few years for big game thought 
winter range vegetation was the proper basis for 
managing big game than the hunters who had 
many years of hunting experience (Table 49, 
Question 18). The proportion of residents who 
thought winter range vegetat ion was the proper 
basis for management of big game herds was the 
same regard less of occupation. 

Table 49. - The percentage of resident hunters 
who thought the amount and condition of 
vegetation on big game winter range was or was 
not the proper basis for managing big game 
populations grouped by years of hunting and 
occupation. 

Number Wi nte r range -b as i 5 for managemen t 
; , (t of ~eoe I e) 

Group samp le y" No No opin i on 

Years of huntin!! 

I 327 56. 1 16 .6 27 · 3 
2-5 1030 56.2 28.4 25. 4 
6-1 0 696 64. 0 18.7 17·3 
11+ 17 44 65.9 18 .4 15.7 

Oc cupat i on 

Househo ld 246 57.0 28.8 23.8 
Small bus i ness 996 60.9 19.3 19.8 
Craft smen 510 62 . 1 16 . 4 2 I .5 
Cler ical -sa l es 28 1 59 . J 20.1 20.7 
J1anagerial 162 64 .0 15.2 20.9 
Pro f ess i onal 1268 57 . 2 17·1 25 .7 
Farm 3' 8 63 .8 15.5 20.7 
Ret ired 200 61.0 \0.2 28.9 

Supplemental salt for big game animals - A 
large proportion of the residents (61 %) thought 
it was necessary to distribute supplemental salt 
for big game anima ls and that the program 
should be continued or expanded (Table 50, 
Question 14). Onl y 5% of the residen ts though t 
the distribution of supplemental salt for big 
game animals was unnecessary and 34% did not 
have an opinion on the questIon. A larger 
proportion (44%) of the non-residents had no 
opinion on the question, but 50% thought the 
distribution of sal t for big game was necessary. 

Two-thirds of the hunters who had hunted 
6 or more years for big game thought it was 
necessary to distribute supp lemental salt for big 
game, whil e only 56% of the hunters who had 
hunted only 1 year thought it was necessary 
(Tab le 51, Question 14). A smaller proportion 
of the residents who were retired or had 
managerial or professional occupations thought 
supplemental sa lt for big game was necessary 
compared to the people in the rest of the 
occupation groups. 

Table 50. - The percentage of licensed hunters 
who believed there should be supplemental 
salting of big game, those who believed 
supplemental salting unnecessary, and those 
having no opinion. 

Numbe r 
li ce ns e ;, 

Res i den t s 4435 60 .8 '.9 3'. 3 
Comb ina t ion 2961i 60 . 2 5. , 34.5 
Hunt on Iy 14 71 61.9 U 34.0 

Non-re s ident s 1)07 50. 1 5. 8 44.1 
Combi na t ion 9'6 47. 5 5. 7 46.8 
Deer only 361 56 .7 6. 2 37 .2 

Table 51. - The percentage of resident hunters 
who thought supplemental salt was or was not 
necessary for big game animals grouped by the 
number of years they had hunted and their 
occupation. 

Years hunted 
I 
2-5 
6 - 10 
11 + 

Occupa t ion 
Househo ld 
Sma 11 bus i ness 
Craf t smel"l 
Clerica l- sa les 
Manageria l 
Pro fessiona l 
Farm 
Ret i red 

Numbe r 
;, 

327 
1034 
696 

1744 

" 5 
997 
511 
281 
162 

1270 
3'7 
20 I 

55.7 5.2 39 . I 
60.3 U 35. 1 
67 .8 5.3 26 .9 
67.1 5.9 27. 0 

66. 5 U 28.6 
68.3 '.3 27.4 
66.4 5. , 28.2 
6 1. 9 2.7 35.4 
57 . 5 S-' 36.6 
58.5 5. , 36. I 
65 . 2 6 . 2 28.6 
5S . S 10.6 JJ.9 

Quantity versus qual ity hunting - Ten 
percent of the residents wanted the big game 
herds managed for quantity hunting whi ch we 
described In the questionnaire as maximum 
harvest - open season with no restrictio ns on 
the number of hunters and a lower success rate 
(Table 52, Question 15). Twenty-one percent of 
the residents preferred the department to 
manage each herd for quality hunting which we 
described as trophy an imals, less than 
maximum harvest of anima ls, low density of 
hunters through use of special permits and a 
higher rate of success. The largest proportion of 
hunters (41 %) wanted some herds managed for 
quality hunting and some for quantity hunting. 

The non-residents who hunted for big game 
were about evenl y divided on preferring the 
herds managed for quality hunting or managed 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 



for both qualit y an d quan tit y hunting (Tablo 
53, Question 15 ). Onl y 6% of the non-residents 
preferred management fo r quantit y hunting. 

Table 52. The percentage of residents and 
non -residents who preferred to manage big game 
herds for quantity, qual ity, or both types of 
hunting. 

Res i dence Numbe r Type he r d management preferred 

"d ;" (:t of eeople) 
1 i cense samp l e Quantity Qual i ty Both No opinion 

Re!'>idents 4437 9.8 20.5 41.3 28.4 
Conb inati on 2965 10. I 20·3 42 . 7 26.9 
Hunt only 1472 9.4 20.7 38.9 31.1 

Non · residents 1309 5.7 36.6 35· 5 20.4 
Combination 947 7.8 34.6 37.3 20.4 
Dee r on Iy 362 6.8 41.9 )0 .9 20.5 

Table 53. - The percentage of res ident hunters 
who preferred quantity , quality , or both types 
of big game hunting grouped by their age, years 
of h unting, preferred type of hunting, 
satisfact ion with big game hunting an d reason 
for hu nting. 

Group 

Age group 

Less than 20 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
SO-59 ". 

Years of hunting 

I 
2-5 
6·10 
II. 

Numbe r 

;" 
s ample 

Sis 
IOO/j 
858 
75 I 
617 
390 

327 
103/j 
697 

17/j5 

Type hunting preferred 

Big game 2613 
Up land bi rd 685 
Wate rfowl 3/j0 

Type herd management preferred 
(% of people) 

Quantity Quali ty Both No opinion 

9.4 
8.2 
8.2 

I I . a 
II./j 
10.7 

10. I 
9.0 
7.9 

12.2 

11 .1 
8.6 
7 . 8 

16.3 
22.3 
23.9 
20.8 
21.7 
16.6 

21.5 
20.0 
21.9 
23.4 

21.3 
22 . 5 
23.8 

38.3 36.1 
46.5 23.1 
47.1 20.9 
41.5 25.9 
35·1 31 . 8 
32.6 40.0 

41.6 26 .8 
4S.2 25. '3 
49.5 20.7 
43.2 21.2 

46.2 21.4 
42.2 26 . 7 
43.5 24.9 

Sat i sfaction with bili! li!ame huntinli! 

Unsat i s factory 1357 12 .0 26.8 39.2 21.9 
Excel tent 531 10./j 20.5 47.3 21. a 
Sat i s factory 1788 10 . 2 19./j /ja. I 22.2 
No opinion 755 4.4 11.6 25. I 58 .9 

Reason fo r huntinll 

'eo, t 713 11./j 17./j 40 .4 30.8 
Trophy 52 6.6 30.3 /j2 . 2 21.0 
e~an i onsh i p 123 5 . 7 25. I 38.8 30.5 
Iso lation 7'J 12.5 22 . 8 /j5.6 19.0 
Observe wi Idl i fe 177 6.7 28.7 33.0 31.6 
Relallat i on B23 8. 7 22 . 2 /j2.2 26.9 
Out - of- doors 667 8.3 21.3 /j6. I 2/j·3 
eha Ilenge 801 10. I 21.0 /jo .6 28./j 

Methods of restricting or increasing harvest 
A shorter general season was the preferred 

method of restricting the harvest of big game in 
most areas of the state exce pt fo r sou th central 
and southeaste rn Idah o ( Figure 30, Question 
16) . In south centra l Idaho most res idents 
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preferred to restri ct the big game harve; 
through controlled hunts in which the numbe 
of hunters would be regu lated by a drawing an, 
thus regul ating t he number of animals harveste, 
but a longer season would be a ll owed. II 
Southeastern Idaho the residents were even l· 
split between the two methods of restricting th 
harvest. Onl y 12% of the res idents had n, 
opinion o n th e question. 

The preferred method of restricting th 
harvest varied with the age, years of hunting bi 
game, sa ti sfaction wi th big game hunting, an, 
the primary reason for hunting (Table 54 
Question 16). Th e pro portion of residents wh, 
preferred to restrict the harvest by reduci ng th 

I 

Illli 

) 

PREfERRED METHODS OF RESTRICTING 

BIG GAME HARVEST 

100 Residents 
n~4433 

-" 
~ 

• 
::'0 

Non- resident ;; .. n ~ 1308 

Shrtlr C",tr,II.1111 \ S..... ,,,' 
~ 

Figure 30. - The percentage of residents ane 
non-residents who preferred to restrict th , 
harvest of big game by shorter general seaso n ~ 
or controlled hunts. 



able 54. - The percentage of resident hunters 
vho preferred to shorten the season or have 
ontrolled hunts to restrict the harvest of deer 
hen necessary with grouping by age, years of 
unting, satisfaction with big game hunting and 

eason for hunting. 

Number 

roup sample 

be group 

I less than 20 756 
20-29 938 
30-39 806 

1

40 -49 699 
50-59 540 
60+ 366 

~ears of hunting big game 

1 
2-5 
6-10 
11+ 

327 
1034 
696 

1745 

Preferred method of restricting 
harvest (% of peop le) 

Shorten Controlled No 
season 

40.6 
47.0 
47.0 
49.2 
56.8 
57·9 

38.0 
46. " 
49.0 
54.8 

hunt 

36.7 
41.9 
46.1 
41.4 
35.2 
24.0 

44.9 
40.2 
39.9 
39.0 

opin i on 

22.7 
11.2 
7.0 
9.5 
8.0 

18.1 

17. 1 
1]. " 
11.1 
6.2 

Satisfaction with big game hunting 

Unsat i sfactory 1357 
! Exce ll ent 531 

Satisfactory 1788 
No opinion 755 

eason for huntin 

Meat 1538 
Trophy 50 
COfTlpan i onsh i p 115 
I solation 73 
Observe wildlife 149 
Relaxation 759 
Out-of-doors 620 
Challenge of hunt 730 
Do not hunt 50 
Other 37 

57.0 
45.9 
46.8 
27. 1 

51.4 
39. I 
40.4 
53.4 
53·5 
45. " 
46.0 
49.0 
35.8 
38.3 

34.6 
45.0 
42.9 
26.8 

35· 5 
51.2 
41.9 
42.5 
33.2 
44.2 
41.7 
39.5 
28.2 
45.6 

8.5 
9 .1 

10·3 
46. I 

J 3. I 
9.7 

17.7 
4.2 

13.4 
10.5 
12.3 
11 .5 
36.0 
16.1 

ength of the hunting season increased from the 
oungest age groups up through the oldest age 
roups and from the people who had few yea rs 
f hunting experience up to those who had 

many years of hunting experience. A larger 
proportion of the resid ents who reported 
unsatisfactory big game hunting preferred to 
restrict the harvest by a reduced season than 
those who had excellent or satisfactory 
experience hunting for big game. The people 
Iwho had excellent or satisfactory hunting for 

I
big game were evenly split in preferring either a 
reduced season or a controlled hunt to restrict 
the harvest of big game. Fifty percent of the 

'people who hunted primaril y for a trophy 
preferred to restrict the harvest by mean s of a 
controlled hunt and o nl y 39% preferred the 
reduced season length. 

When an increased harvest of deer is 

/

necessary in a particu lar management unit 47% 
of the residents preferred to increase the length 
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of the season and allow 1 deer per hunter on 
the regular tag (Figure 31, Question 17). 
Forty-two of the residents preferred to provide 
ex tra deer tags so that hunters may take an 
additional deer when an increased harvest is 
necessary. Southeast Idaho was the only zone in 
the state where a majority of the people 
preferred to increase the harvest through the use 
of extra deer tags. Most non-residents (58%) also 
preferred to use extra deer tags to increase the 
harvest of deer. Thirty-three percent of the 
non-residents preferred to increase the season 
length. 

The proportion of hunters who preferred 
either method of increasing the harvest of deer 
did not differ based on the years of big game 

PREfERRED METHODS TO INCREASE 

DEER HARVEST 

.. 

100 I .. i •• h 
.:4434 

_ .. , .. i ••• h 

.=1301 r7''7':7A 

'-'-'-;-=::-'-:""""-9-ller .. " htn h,. 
It .... 

I •• ,u. 

Figure 31. - The percentage of residents and 
non-res id ents who preferred to increase the deer 
harvest by increasing the length of the season or 
providing extra tags. 



hun ti ng (Table 55, Question 17) . F if ty-six 
percen t of th e residen ts who ra n ked th eir big 
game h un t ing in 1971 as unsa t isfac tory 
prefer red to in crease th e har vest by in creasin g 
the len gth of th e season while on ly 38% 
prefe rred to issue ex t ra tags. A majori ty of th e 
hu n ters who ra nked the ir hunting as excel len t in 
1971 preferred to provide ex t ra tags to in crease 
th e harves t. Hu nters who had unsat isfac to ry 
huntin g wan ted ad diti ona l t ime to bag an anim al 
and th ose who repor ted exce ll en t h unti ng 
wa nted th e o ppo rtu ni ty to bag add it io nal deer. 
Exce pt fo r the res iden ts who h un ted pr ima ril y 
fo r mea t, a major ity of th e peopl e who hun ted 
fo r o th e r reasons prefe rred to increase the 
season length to inc rease th e harves t of deer. 
Fo rty-eight pe rcen t o f th e resi den ts who hu nted 
primar il y for mea t preferred to in crease the 
harvest of dee r by providi ng extra tags, a 
prefe rence whi ch was co nsisten t with th eir 
reason fo r hun ti ng. 

Table 55. - Th e percentage of resi dent hunters 
who prefe rred to increase th e length of th e 
season o r a ll ow ex t ra tags to inc rease the harves t 
of dee r when necessary wi th response by years 
of hunt ing, sati sfaction with big ga me hunting 
and reason for hunting. 

Group 

Yea r s of h un ting 

I 
2- 5 
6 -1 0 
11 + 

Number 
;0 

sample 

327 
1032 
696 

1745 

Preferred way t o Inc rease harves t 
({ of people) 

Increase Extra No 
season tags opinion 

47 · 3 
52 .0 
46.0 
48.7 

45. 1 
42.0 
48 . 1 
46.0 

7.6 
5.9 
5.9 
5.3 

Satisfaction wi t h bj~ game hunting 

Unsa tis factory 1357 55.9 37.5 6 . 7 
Excellent 530 43.7 53 ·0 3 2 

i!8.o 5· 3 
26. 1 41.6 

Satisfactory 1787 46.8 
No opinion 756 32 .4 

Reason for hunt in!! 

Meat 1582 44.8 47.5 7 . 7 
Trophy 50 53 · 7 36.6 9.7 

37.5 13.0 
33. 1 4. I 

Compan i onsh i p 115 49.5 
I solation 7J 62 . 8 
Observe wildlife ISO 52 . I 37. :2 10 . 7 
Relaxation 759 51.9 40. I; 7 . 7 
Qu t - or - doors 620 48.2 43.2 8.6 
Challenge of hunt 729 52 .0 40.6 7.4 
00 not hun t 50 42.4 25.7 31.9 
Oche r 37 56.5 34.8 8.7 

Roads-big game huntings - Most res idents 
(75%) and non-res ide nts (73 %) th ought no more 
roads were needed fo r big game hunting in 
Idaho . (Figu re 32, Q ues ti on 23). Fo rty-e igh t 
pe rce nt of th e residents though t overc rowding 

of b ig game hunti ng areas had alr eady occurre, 
because of too many roads and th at no nev 
roads should be const ruc ted and some of th ' 
ex isting roads shou ld be closed . On ly 10% 0 

th e residen ts th o ught more roads shou ld b, 
co nst ructed 111 big game areas to provid , 
imp roved access a n d e as ier h u nti ng 
T went y-seven percen t of th e res iden ts th ough 
presen t access to b ig ga me areas by roads wa 
adequ ate and no more roads were needed . Th , 
be li ef that no mo re roads we re needed in bi : 
game area s was uniform th rough out all th ' 
zones of th e sta te. A large proporti on of t h, 
res ide nts tho ught no more roads were needed 0 

th ere were a lready too many roads regard less 0 

II 
I 

!12 

j 

l 
I 

! 
! 
I 

ROADS - BIG GAME HUNTING 

100 Resid ents 

n ~ 4434 

Non - resident 
~ n=1307 

o lr::::::::::!~':2...,o--L 
More No Too 

more many 

Figu re 32. - Th e perce ntage of res iden ts an 
non -res idents who th ought mo re roads wer 
needed, no mo re were nee ded , o r th ere wer 
already too ma ny roads wi t h regard to big gam 
hunting in Idaho. 
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ei r age, occupation, years of hunting, 
eferred type of hunting, satisfaction with 
nting, or reason for hunting (Table 56, 

uestion 23). The proportion of residents who 
ought too many roads were present in big 

ame areas decreased with increasing age group . 
lore than 70% of th e residents, regard less of 
ge group, thought no more roads were needed 
r there were too many . Fifty-two percent of 
le residents who had hunted 11 or more years 
lought there were too many roads versus 
:lrty-one percent of the hunters who had 
unted only one year. Of the residents who 
unted primaril y for trophy or for the isolation, 
5 and 67% respectivel y th o ught there were too 
uny roads in big game hunti ng areas. Only 4% 

-ab le 56. - The percentage of res ident hunters 
t ho believed there should be more roads, no 
lore roads were needed, there were too many 
oads or had no opinion on the question of 
oads as rela ted to big game hunting by age 
:roup, occupa ti on, years of hun ti ng, hunting 
.reference, satisfaction with hunting, and reason 

r hunting. 
u ~r pin i on regar Ing roa S 0 peop e 
in Need Do not Have No 

sa"""'e .-ore need IIIO rl! tOO "'any opinion 

Less than 19 
20 - 29 
]0-39 
/j() -49 
50-59 
60_ 

IcCIl ,Il'on 

756 
,)8 
807 

'" "0 ,,6 

Household 246 
SRIolII business 997 
Craftsmen 511 
Clerical-Sales 281 
Kil nageri a l 162 
Pro feS5 i ona I-'>tudenn 1270 
r.rm )118 
Retired 201 

8. , 
6.0 

13.0 
13.2 ,., 
,.8 

14. I 

'.7 
11.0 
10.8 
10.6 
8. , 

10.7 
11. 5 

26,10 
)1.0 
27.10 
28.2 
28. I 
31. 7 

27.9 
28.3 
25.3 
28. ) 
27 .9 
29.4 
)0.8 
27.6 

53. ] 
510.6 
50 .2 
10],4 
48.4 
39.2 

43.6 
SO. , 
54. S 
51.0 
49, ) 
50.5 
46 .9 

". 

11.9 
8 .• , .. 

11.1 
I) ,6 

19.3 

14.6 
11.5 
8.' , ., 

12.2 
11.6 
11. 7 
17.8 

(ears h unted 
i 

I 327 
2-5 101" 
6-10 696 
II + 1745 

"untin? p reference 

Bi .. gilt'le 261] 
68, Upland bi nl 

w;He r f~1 

Satisfaction 
• Unuti ~ fied 

hee Ilen t 
, Sati~fied 

No opinion 

Reilson for hunting 

J" 
t 357 
SJ' 

1788 
7S6 

Heat 15M 
Trophy 50 
COI'IPanionship 115 
'<"0 1,,1 ion 73 
ObServe ,,; Idl i fc 150 
lie I axat i on 759 
Out-o(-doof> 620 
Ch~111enge 730 
Do not hunt 5(1 
Olhe r 37 

16.9 
'.0 
7.6 

10.9 

10.7 
,. J 
7 .• 

'.7 
10.2 
10.6 
6.7 

26.2 
29.6 
2?O 
27.8 

28.2 
29. ':I 
27. I 

26.5 
)3.B 
)0.0 
15.2 

10.2 28.8 
9· 3 12 3 

11.6 29.9 
10.2 2S.9 
8.5 21.0 

10.0 28.S 
10.2 )1.0 
9.8 25.1. 
5.6 29.2 
8., 28.9 

41.3 
SO. ) 
55. ':I 
52.4 

53· 3 
42.1 
50.2 

56. ) 
50.1 
48. ) 
28.4 

48. ~ 
65 0 
39.7 
67.2 
55. 4 
48.0 
45.8 
'}4 .' 
)0.8 
4] .0 

15.7 
11.1 ,. , 
8.' 

8 .• 
18.7 
15.6 

, , ,. , 
11.1 
49. / 

12.2 
1).4 
18.8 
1.7 

15. I 
13.6 
I J- I 
10.1 
i4 4 

) 
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of the residents who hunted primarily for the 
isolation thought there should be more roads in 
big game areas. 

Bear Hunting 

A majorit y of the resi d ents and 
non-residents had no opin ion on the time of 
year to hunt bears (Figure 33). In the Panhandle 
zone, where more people hunt bears, 40% 
preferred to hunt in the fall, 35% had no 
opin ion and 13% wanted to hunt al l year. In th e 
Clearwater an d Salmon River zones, 25-27% 
wanted to hunt in the fall, 18-21 % wanted to 
hunt all year and 37-43% had no opinion. 

n1538 
PREFERRED T\ ME TO HUNT 

BEAR 

108 Residents 

",4432 
w .. 
0 
W 
~ 

0 

Figure 33. - The percentage of peop le who 
preferred to hu nt bear in the fa ll , spring, fall 
and spring, al l year, or had no opini on. 



Thirty-three percent of the resid ents wh o 
had hunted 11 or more years for big game 
preferred to h unt in th e fall compared to onl y 
19% who had onl y hunted 1 year. A large 
percentage (54-58%) of the hunters with few 
years of hunting experience had no op inion on 
when to hunt bears (Table 57) . 

Table 57. - The percentage of resident hunters 
who preferred to hunt bea r In the fa ll and/ or 
spring or a ll year according to the number of 
years the y hunted big game. 

Years o f hun t ing 
bi g game 

1 
2-5 
6- 10 

", 

Nurrber I.Ihen hun t bear ( ~ of peop Ie) 
10 Fa 11 ,,' All No 

samp I e Fa 11 Spring spring year opinion 

326 18 .6 3. 1 6 . 1 13.8 58. 1+ 
10 32 2 1. 6 ' . 5 8 .2 1! . 4 S4 · 3 
696 27 .9 ' .2 9.9 12 . 3 45. 7 

1745 32. 6 2. 5 5. 1 14· 5 45.3 

HUNTING BEAR WITH HOUNDS 

~ .. 
100 Residents 

n.4424 

~ O-U __ ~~L-~_ 

"0 100 
~ Non - resident 

n·1304 

Yes No No 
opinion 

Figure 34. - T he perce ntage of peopl e who 
th ought bea rs sho uld o r shoul d not be hun ted 
with hounds in Id aho. 
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A majority of res idents thought bea 
shou ld not be hunted with hounds (Figure 34 
The Salmon River zone had the large: 
percentage of people who wanted to hunt be, 
with hounds and the south Id aho zones had t~ 
leas t. 

The same proportio n of residents thougf 
bears shou ld not be hunted with hounc 
regardless of the number of years of big ganr 
hunting experience (Table 58 ). Most hun tel 
who thought bears shou ld be hunted wit 
hounds wanted to hunt in the fall, especiall 
th ose with ma ny years of ex perience. 

Programs of Fish and Game Department 

Law enfo rcem e nt, habitat imp rovement an 
emergenc y winter feeding were the acti vities c 
the Fish and Game Departm ent ranked mo! 
important by 60% of the residents in the surve 
(Table 59). Twenty-three percent of th 
reside nts thought law enforcement was the mo! 
important acti vity, 19% ranked habitat an 
winter feeding as most important, 10% liste 
m an ag e ment programs and acquisition c 
wildlife areas as top pri o rity and 8% thoug~ 
predato r co ntro l was th e mos t importar 
acti vi ty. 

The percentage of res idents who ranked th 
variou s ac ti viti es as most impo rtant differe 
between zo nes of the sta te (Fig ure 35 ). In th 
Salmo n R iver zo ne, 23% o f th e residents ra nke 
preda to r con tro l as th e most impo rtant act ivit 
of the Departm ent co m pared to on ly 7% of th 
peopl e in th e sou th ern Id aho zones. La' 
en f o rcemen t , habitat improvemen t an 
emergenc y winter feed ing were li sted as th 
mos t importan t ac t iviti es by t he large! 
propo rti o n of th e people in al l zones of th 
state . 

Twenty-fou r pe rce nt of th e non -resident 
who purc hased th e bi g game hu ntin g li ce nse! 
listed emergency wint er fe eding as th e me! 
im po r tan t ac ti vity, 18% selec ted hab ita 
imp rovement, 13% law enforce ment , 11 ~ 
management programs and acq uisi ti on c 
wi ldli fe areas, 8% resea rch and eva luat ion an 
6% fo r eac h preda tor co nt rol and imp rove, 
access (Ta bl e 59). Non-residen t bi rd hunte r 
d iffered f rom res idents a nd non-reside nt bi 
ga me hu nters in their opinions of wh icl 
ac t ivit ies we re most important. The larges 
gro up of non -res iden t bird hunters (21 %) ranke, 



Ie 58. - The percentage of res ident hunters who thought bear should or shou ld not be hunted with 
nds, and if they shou ld, when they should be hun ted , gro uped by years of hu nt ing big game. 

Hunt w th hounds When hunt w th hounds 
Number NuOber 

rs of hunt I ng in No In Fall and All 
big game saraple Yes No opinion sample Fall Spring spring year 

I 325 13.0 55.5 
2-5 103 1 14 . 7 58 . 1 
6-10 696 16.4 57 .9 
11+ 1743 15.7 58. 6 

lbit a t improvement as most important 
lIowed by 20% who ranked acquisition of 
ildlife areas as the number one activity. Onl y 8 
,d 7% of the non·resident bird hunters ranked 
w enforce ment and predator control as the 
ost important acti vity. 

rb le 59. - The percentage of residents and 
pn-residents who I isted the activities below as 
Ie most important ac ti vities for the Fish and 

rme 
Depar tment. P"''''''' g f 

Bi g g.~ B j rd 
hun t ers hunte rs 

... , ; " sa~le 28n 601 ]0) 

!dator control '-' 5.6 6 . ) 
) i t at improvement 19.1 17.5 21.3 
.. enfo r cement 22.5 12.7 ) .9 
,agement p rogrlllllS 9.6 11.0 11.3 
re farms 1.6 1.0 6 .1 
n t e r feeding 18.6 24. I ) . 6 
:juisition of wildli fe areas 9.6 10.7 19.5 
proved atcess '.3 5.5 9. ) 
blic information prograr¥.. 3.0 2.2 '.0 
sea rch and evaluat i on ).2 ).5 6. ) 

Res idents who preferred big game hunting 
id not di ffe r in op inions regarding the most 
nportan ! ac tivities of the Department from 
i rd hunters except in the ac t ivities of 
:qui sition of wi ldlife areas and emergency 
·inter feeding (Table 60). A larger propor tion 
f the people who preferred big game hunting 
Inked winter feeding as the most importan t 
:tivity than those who preferred upland bird or 
·aterfowl hun ti ng. More of the people who 
referred waterfowl hunting than those who 
referred to hunt big game thought acquisition 
f wil dli fe areas was the most important 
: ti vity. 

31.5 50 45 . 2 12 . 3 17 . 8 24.6 
27.3 188 41.3 16.2 17.3 25.2 
25 . 7 132 52 .0 13 . 6 16 . 7 17.6 
25 . 7 322 52 .6 9 . 1 11.4 26 .9 
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MOST IMPORTANT ACTIVITIES 

'\ 

~ .. 
50 Residents 

n·2833 

:. oJr=~~L-.l~~ 

; so Non- residents 
n· lI31 

OJL:;::PC?~"""I "-:l'-;[~[~FW9' 

~ (G'i ~ 
Figure 35. - The percentage of res idents and 
non-res idents who thought predator contro l 
(PC), habit a t improvement ( HI ), law 
enforcement (LE), or emergenc y winter feeding 
(EWF) were the most important activities of the 
Idaho Fish and Game Department. 



Table 60. - The percentage of resident hun ters who ranked each of the act ivi ti es listed below as the most important activity for the 
Fish and Game Department by years of hunting, hunting preference, and age. 

Fi sh and Game Depa rt me nt Act iviti es (% of ~eople) 
Numbe r Habitat Law Manage Emergency Acq u i s iti on Resea rch 

in Predator improve enforce -ment Game wi n te r wi Idl i fe I mp r oved Pub Ii c and 
GraUE samele con tra I -ment -ment programs fa rms feeding areas access information eva luati on 

Years of huntin~ 

Big game 

I 228 5.6 12.5 25.7 8.4 1.4 21. 7 9.5 7. 6 4.6 3.5 
2-5 742 8.3 16 . 2 23·2 9. I 1.8 19.6 10. I 4.4 3.4 3· 5 
6-10 500 7.2 19 . 4 21.4 10.0 1.6 18.4 11 .0 5. 4 3.2 2.4 
11+ 1154 9.5 22.6 21.5 9.6 1.8 17.5 8. 5 2.7 2. 7 3.3 

Upland bi rd 

I 178 8.8 14.9 23·3 6.9 1.5 22 . 2 13.0 4.2 1.6 1. 5 
2-5 656 8.4 16.4 24. I 10.5 1. 5 17.4 9 . 8 4.8 3. I 3.5 
6-1 0 465 7.4 18.0 21. 1 9 . 8 1. 5 17.0 10 . 8 6 .2 3. 4 3.3 

V> 11+ 958 8. 3 24.8 20.9 9.4 2. 3 15. I 10.2 2.8 2.6 3.2 
"' Waterfa., 1 

I 200 9.6 16.6 27 ·0 6. I 0.6 18.0 11.7 5 . 7 2.5 2.2 
2-5 571 9.8 17.0 22. I 10.0 1.8 18.8 10.2 3·5 2.8 4. 0 
6- 10 305 6.9 21.2 21.6 8. 8 1· 3 16 . I I I .2 6 .0 3.3 3.6 
11+ 610 6.8 25.8 19 . 4 9 . 5 2. 3 15·9 12. I 2 . 7 2.6 2.4 

Type huntin~ ereferred 

Big game 1862 7.7 19.3 23. I 9 . 5 1.0 20.3 8. 8 4. I 2.6 3· 2 
Upland bi rd 490 9.2 20·3 22.6 8.6 3· 7 13·5 10.4 5.7 3.3 3. I 
Waterf",,1 241 8.3 19.2 18.6 7·0 1.7 16.9 16. 2 3.8 3. 3 3 3 

Age group 

Less than 20 587 II. I 54.7 20.6 8.8 1.6 20.7 7. I 5.8 2.8 2. 2 
20 -29 693 5.4 43.9 23.8 8. 7 1.6 22.2 11.9 3.9 3.6 3. 5 
30- 39 573 7.2 44 . 8 17.5 9.5 1. 7 17.2 12.0 5. I 2.9 5.3 
40-49 472 8.2 47.6 21.1 11.7 1. 7 15· I 9.8 3.2 2.2 2.3 
50-59 344 11.9 48.2 22 . 4 8.9 2·9 12 .6 5. I 3. 7 4.8 1. 8 
60+ 185 8.5 62.5 21. 5 9·3 0 . 4 8.4 2.7 1.9 2.4 3. 2 



The opinions of residents of various age 
groups regarding most important · activities 
differed little except on winter feeding and 
perhaps habitat improvement (Table 60). Fewer 
pe 0 pie in the older age groups ran ked 
emergency winter feed ing as the most important 
activity than in the younger age groups. 

A majority of the people thought the 
Department should place more emphas is on all 
the act ivit ies listed except predator control, 
game farms and improved access to hunting 
areas (Table 61). Those three activities were the 
onl y ones a sizeable number of people (26-37%) 
indicated the department shou ld deemphasize. 

Table 61. - The percentage of residents and 
non-residents who believed the Fish and Game 
Department shou ld place more, less, or no 
change in the emphasis on various act ivities. 

Ac t i vi ty 

res i dence 

Predator control 
Residents 
Non-residents 

Habi t at i mprovement 
Res i den t s 
Non -res i dents 

Law enforcement 
Res i dents 
Non-residents 

Management programs 
Residents 
Non -reside nts 

Game farms 
Res i dents 
Non-residents 

Emergency winter feeding 
Residents 
Noo-residents 

Acquisition of wildlife areas 
Residen t s 
Non-residents 

Improved access to hunting are .. 
Res i dents 
Non-residents 

Public i nfo rmat i on programs 
Res i den tS 
Non-residents 

Research and evaluation programs 
Res i den tS 
Non-residents 

NUf'lber Emphasis on activity 
(:f of people) 

sample More Less No change 

3195 
981 

27.6 
23.9 

3251 74.8 
1056 70 .4 

3357 61.8 
1016 45.4 

3214 57.0 
1024 51.S 

2925 22.2 
881 24.1 

3466 76.0 
1109 78.9 

3134 68.4 
1032 77.8 

31 46 23.5 
1002 31.0 

3100 46.6 
968 54.0 

3063 55.7 
979 67.0 

26.0 
23 · 1 

2. I 
O. , 

I, 
2.2 

4.2 
2.6 

34.8 
26.1 

J .0 
2.J 

J. , 
1.7 

36.9 
28. I 

10.2 
7 J 

8.2 
J .0 

46.5 
53 .0 

23 . 1 
28.8 

36·3 
52.5 

39. B 
45.9 

43·0 
49.8 

21.0 
18.9 

27.7 
20 . 5 

39 .6 
41 .0 

43.2 
38.7 

36. I 
30.0 

Residents of different age, years of hunting 
experience and occupations differed in their 
opinions regarding the emp hasis they thought 
the Department should place on predator 
control (Table 62). More of the older people 

l

a nd those with many years of hun ting 
experience favored more emphasis on predator 
control compared to the yo unger or less 
experienced people. The retired an d farm 
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occupation groups had the largest proportion of 
people who wanted more emphasis on predator 
control. The professional group had the smallest 
proportion of people who favored more 
predator control. 

Table 62. - The percentage of resident hunters 
who believed the Fish and Game Department 
shou ld place more, less, or no change in the 
emphasis on predator control grouped by age, 
years hunted, and occupation classes. 

Group 

Age groups 

less than 20 
20 -29 
30 - 39 
40-49 
50 -59 
60+ 

Yea rs of hunting 

8 i g game 

I 
2-5 
6- 10 
11+ 

Upland bird 

I 
2-5 
6-10 
11+ 

Waterfowl 

1 
2-5 
6- 10 
11+ 

Occu pa t i on 

Household 
Small business 
Craftsmen 
Clerical-sales 
Manageri a I 
Profess i ona I 
Farm 
Reti red 

Number 

sample 

625 
783 
644 
501 
BO 
204 

262 
864 
549 

1267 

221 
745 
492 

1042 

221 
633 
338 
656 

171 
7JJ 
360 
215 
113 

1052 
260 
117 

Emphasi s (% of people) 
More less No change 

25·9 
19.4 
25·9 
30.4 
42.6 
44.8 

23·2 
22.7 
23.7 
33.6 

20.6 
21.1 
25.6 
28.0 

20. 0 
21.6 
23.6 
26.5 

28.7 
32.7 
25.3 
24.9 
23·3 
20.5 
39.5 
48.9 

23. 1 
28 . 7 
30.0 
25·3 
25.2 
15.6 

26.7 
27.6 
29.3 
24.3 

25.6 
28.0 
30.7 
26.7 

27.9 
29.0 
35·2 
29.8 

30.9 
20.3 
29.4 
24.8 
31.9 
31.2 
21.0 
14.2 

51.0 
51.9 
44. I 
44.3 
32.3 
39. 5 

50. 1 
49.7 
47.0 
42. 1 

53.8 
50.8 
43.7 
45.3 

52. 1 
49 4 
41.2 
43.6 

40.9 
47.0 
45.3 
50·3 
44.8 
48.3 
39.6 
36.9 

DISCUSSION 

The responses of the resident and 
non-resident hunters in this survey to questions 
on wild life management issues were based on 
their know ledge and experiences. We did not 
provide informtion on the tradeoffs associated 
with each alternative choice of response to the 
questions. The responses of resident hunters 
differed on many questions from the responses 
of Department of Fish and Game employees, 
who also completed the same questionnaire 



(Bjornn, 1975B). Some of th e differences in 
opinions and preferen ces between resident 
hunters an d Departmen t employees was due to a 
difference in knowledge of Department policies 
or biological constraints, but th e remaind er of 
the difference resulted from differences in va lu e 
systems between th e two groups. 

In a spec ial survey (Bjornn, 1975A)' we 
prov ided supp lemental info rmati on with many 
of the issues in a questionnaire sen t to ano th er 
sam ple of resi de nt hunters. Th e response of 
residents to questions involving a knowledge of 
D epartment policies or of th e biological 
consequences of each cho ice te nded to be more 
li ke that of Department employees when we 
supp li ed the reside nt s with additional 
information. The supplemen ta l information we 
provided in th e special survey questionnaire had 
litt le effec t on th e response of residents to 
questions with choices based on social or 
economic judgments. 

Most Ida ho residents hunted mainly for 
meat wh il e man y non-residents hunted for a 
troph y. I n British Co lumbia, Bowden and Pearse 
(1968) found just the opposite; residents tend ed 
to hunt for a trop hy an d non-resi dents consisted 
most ly of meat hunters. I n a survey of hunters 
who used th e Sawtoo th area in central Idaho, 
Micha lson (19 73) reported that meat was th e 
most important reason for hunting for 24% of 
the respon dents. In our survey, 43% of the 
residents on a statewide basis and 12% of the 
non-residents h un ted primarily for meat. In a 
Nevada survey, Garre tt (1970) reported th a t ha l f 
th e residents thought th ere were too few deer, 
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but the number of hunters did not upset th e ir 
I n I daho , lack of game was the primary reaso 
for dissatisfac tion of 40% of the resident bi 
game hunters and 28% complained of too mJn 
hunters. 
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