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I have been invited to
address several groups on the fu-
ture of hunting. As a result, |
have spent significant time con-
templating the subject.

Somehow, it seems more ap-
propriate toask “does hunting have
a future in the United States!”
While the answer is a most definite
“ves” - ar least for the foreseeable
future, let us consult a somewhat
foggy crystal ball and ponder the
circumstances within which hunt-
ing will oceur.

In my mind, the most critical
aspect of the fucure of hunting is the
availability and quality of habitat to
support wildlife - and hunting. Di-
minished habitat equals less wildlife
and declining hunting opportunities.
Then, the existence of habitat must
be coupled with the capability of
hunters to access that habitat.

About one-third of our
nation’s lands are in public owner-
ship — mostly in the West. The
other two-thirds, and most of the
prime lands for wildlife, are in pri-
vate ownership. Where public and
private lands are juxtaposed there
are apt,to be interactions as wild-
life crosses boundaries on a seasonal
basis. An example is the migratory
big game herds in mountainous ar-
eas where the animals summer in
the high lands in public ownership
and winter on the lower elevation
private lands.

Much of this private land is
being lost as wildlife and hunting is
being converted into smaller and
smaller parcels of habitat, at an in-
creasing rate, as the human
population builds and affluence in-
creases. And, many of these new
habitar owners are either indiffer-
ent or opposed to hunting. This is
a trend that will continue. This
trend is accelerated when private
landowners see no incentive to cul-
tivate, or even tolerate, neither the
presence of game nor hunting.

On a national basis, the im-
age of hunting and hunters is under
assault in the press, motion pictures,

and television. Unfortunately,
there are those (I would not call
them hunters) that serve as prime
examples of all who can be unsa-
vory about hunting. As a mentor
of mine told me years ago, “Remem-
ber it only takes one disgusting act
by a slob to cancel out the gentle-
manly behavior of a thousand
ethical hunters.” Unfortunately,
the manifest sins of the few can
paint the image of the hunter in the
public’s mind. That will become
more true as the hody politic be-
comes increasingly composed of
people who have never hunted -
and never will. In the end, we who
hunt are responsible for our own

image. We are well advised to be |

zealous in that responsibility. Yet,
otherwise responsible hunters often
turn a blind eye to the sins of irre-
sponsible hunters - and, thereby,
share in that irresponsibility. If we,
who care the most about all that
hunting has been and can be, shirk
responsibility to maintain an appro-
priate, sacially acceptable image of
hunters and hunting we deserve the
consequences. Appropriate image
creation and maintenance will not
be easy.

[t rakes nerve to report ille-
gal hunter behavior and stand
ready to testify against transgres-
sors. It is much easier to look the
other way. But, in doing so, not
only are personal hunting ethics
diminished. Overall ethical stan-
dards of the hunting fraternity are
likewise eroded.

But, there is most excellent
news. The great phenomena of the
past two decades related to hunt-
ing has been the dramatic rise of
national groups focused around in-
terests in the welfare and hunting
of individual game species. These
groups include the Rocky Mountain
Elk Foundation, the National Wild
Turkey Federation, Ducks Unlim-
ited, Quail Unlimited, the
Foundation for North American
Wild Sheep, the Ruffed Grouse

Society and athers. They have

shown their mettle in volunteer
work and in raising hundreds of
millions of dollars for good works
in the wildlife management arena.
Coupled with the old line conser-
vation groups such as the Boone
and Crockett Club, the Issac
Walton League, the Wildlife Man-
agement Institute, and others, they
are, in my mind, the heroes of
American conservation in the last
quarter of the 20th century. They
are the leaders that are in place as
the 21st century begins.

Hunting involves the use of
weapons - predominately firearms.
Clearly, there is an increasing de-
bate in the body politic over the
appropriate ownership and use of
firearms. Hunting, and the image
of hunting, are bound up in that
exacerbating debate. Hunters em-
phasize the solemn responsibilities
and obligations involved in the
possession and use of sporting
weapons and zealously protect the
“rights” of possession and use. Ev-
ery hunter should rtake
responsibility for insuring marks-
manship, gun and hunter safety,
and firearm security for them-
selves, their families, and their
fellows.

Part of thar image is what we
in the Boone & Crockett Club have
long referred to as the application
of fair chase in hunting. Stripped
of the fancy words and phrases, “Fair
Chase"” insists that there is some
level of “fairness” owed to the pur-
sued by the pursuer. A significant
portion of the public, which is more
and more composed of those who
are not hunters, are sensitive to this
issue of fairness.

When asignificant part of the
public perceive (rightly or wrongly)
what they consider gross unfairness
in a hunting practice they are in-
creasingly prone to react. As an
example, they are, when unable to
attain redress of their grievances
from State Fish and Wildlife Com-
missions, apt to speak out via
referenda in States where such is



allowed. Note the several success-
ful referenda opposing shooting
bears over bait or running moun-
tain lions with dogs.

[ do not argue whether these
hunting practices are right or wrong
— ethically or technically. Yet,
these practices were perceived by
the general public as unfair - and
they overrode the wishes, and long
established traditions of hunters
and the fish and game departments
to right a perceived wrong. There
is a lesson to be learned from these
rumblings. In a democracy, hunt-
ing will be carried out at the
sufferance of the people. And, de-
bates are won by the majority of the
minority that cares about a particu-
lar issue.

I marvel at the changes in the
“technology” of hunting that has
taken place over the 55 years that |
have been a hunter. And, every
single “advancement” has been
aimed at making hunters more ef-
fective and efficient, i.e., to tilt the
odds ever more in the hunter's fa-
vor. Even the skills and techniques
that were once passed from older
experienced hunters to neophytes,
or learned from personal experi-
ence, are available on video tapes
or in formal seminars.

At what point does the hunt
become so much a technical exer-
cise that the magic age-old contest
between the hunter and the hunted
becomes a parody?

Perhaps we, as hunters, are
approaching a defining moment
when we must say, collectively,
“hold enough.” 1 feel certain that,
if hunters do not take some concept
of fairness to heart and hold it high
as a standard of behavior, such stan-
dards will be imposed by
non-hunters. When such occurs,
it is a sad day.

These matters of “fair chase”
are neither technical nor scientific
questions. Therefore, they are not
questions that hunters can push off
on professional wildlife manage-
ment experts for solution. These

are questions of the heart and soul
and tradition and should be so de-
bated. This is a crucial debate for
hunters in the evolving circum-
stances of the 21st century. And,
in my opinion, in the outcome of
that debate, lies both the worthi-
ness and the likelihood of the
survival of hunting.

Those of us who hunt should
recognize that the maintenance of
wildlife habitat and the requisite
game and hunting management
will increase in costs as competition
for other land uses increases. It will
be impossible to ignore that, if
hunting is to be maintained for a
very distinct minority of the popu-
lation, there must be incentives for
landowners to provide habitat and
accommodate hunters.

This particular debare, al-
ready a hot issue, will intensify.
The code word that describes the
issue seems to be “commercializa-
tion.” The debate is, unfortunately,
being formulated around a pejora-
tive term.  Some would prefer
“incentives for landowners to
maintain habitat for both wildlife
and hunters.” The problem has
roots in the legal circumstance
where the State (i.e., the people)
owns the wildlife and the land-
owner controls access, and the
circumstances of that access, for
hunters to that wildlife. Further,
the landowner controls, to a sig-
nificant degree, habitat conditions.

Thus, there is an “iron tri-
angle” involved and all three legs
must be strong if wildlife and hunt-
ing are to be maintained. The
hunter wants to see wildlife thrive
and to be able to hunt. The land-
owner wants to see wildlife thrive
and accommodate hunters to the
extent that such is socially accept-
able and economically feasible.
The wildlife agencies’ role is to as-
sure viable wildlife populations,
maintain wildlife and hunting habi-
tat, and provide equitable hunting
opportunities — which must be pri-
marily accomplished through

landowners. The debates are over
just how that will be accomplished.

Each of the three parties have
assets that forge the triangle. Hunt-
ers provide the money that supports
the agencies and directly or
indirectly provides whatever com-
pensation landowners receive.
And, they have political power.
Landowners control habitat for
wildlife and hunt-
ing and access to
that habitat for
hunters. And, they
have  political
power. Agencies
encourage creation
and maintenance
of habitat and fa-
cilitate hunting by
regulating  the
hunting process
and regulating har-
vests. And, they
have  political
power. These three
legs of the triangle
must be forged to-
gether — or the
triangle loses its in-
herent strength.

The degree
to which hunting
exists will depend
on the sturdiness of
this triangle. There will be other
issues involved, but the key one is
how landowners are stimulated to
maintain their arm of the triangle.
And, this is where the crucial de-
bate of the next several decades will
focus. In some areas of the west,
these problems are taking on as-
pects of “class warfare” pitting the
welfare and “rights” of the land-
holding class against the wishes and
“rights” of landless hunters.

This conflict has reverberated
in western cultures since the middle
ages and will not cease to be a
source of contention. But, adequate
compensation of landowners and
simultaneous consideration of the
“rights” of hunters must be worked
out. Likely, a “one size fits all ap-

| feel certain that, if
hunters do not take
some concept of
fairess to heart and
hold it high as a
standard of behavior,
such standards will be
imposed by non-hunters.
When such occurs, it is
a sad day.
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Records of North American
Caribou and Moose is the first
Boone and Crockett Club book
dedicated solely to trophy-class
caribou and moose. This new
records book contains hundreds
of field and portrait photographs
and selected statistics for more
than 3,500 caribou and moose
trophies accepted into the
Boone and Crockett Club’s
records-keeping  program
through December 1996. Y

Craig Boddington and Thomas A. McIntyre, noted
outdoor journalists, contribute popular stories of moose
and caribou hunting. Dr. James M. Peek and Dr. Valerius
Geist wrote information-packed biological chapters on
moose and caribou, respectively, to provide biologists and
hunters with the information they need to plan their next
big-game hunt.

More than 1,800 caribou listings and more than 1,500
moose listings, organized by the state or Canadian province
where they were taken, are included along with 200 full-
page photographs of hunters with their trophies in the field
and the top two trophies from each state and province.
Several measuring statistics are included in the trophy
listings portion of this book for each caribou and moose that
are not included in any other B&C records book.

Full reproductions of caribou and moose official score
sheets show the reader how current World’s Record trophies
are measured. The top five ranked caribou and moose in all
big game categories are listed at the front of each section
for handy reference.

Only $19.95 for Associates!

Regular price $24.95

Call toll-free (888) 840-HUNT
today to order your copy of

Records of North American Caribou and Moose

MoNDAY THROUGH Fripay, 8:00 A.M. TO 5:00 p.M. MST
OR USE THE ORDER FORM LOCATED IN THE CENTER OF THIS ISSUE.
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proach” will not be adequate. But,
it is critical that these issues be re-
solved in some spirit of
compromise as much of the future
of hunters and their prey depends
on solutions.

The one-third of the
Nation’s land that is public own-
ership provides a resource for
hunters like none other in the
world. But, even that resource
should not be taken for granted.
These were once the lands that
nobody wanted. Now, they seem
to be the lands that everybody
wants. The past two-year period
has been marked by attempts,
beaten back on several fronts, to
use these lands as trading stock in
political deals or to transfer con-
trol outright to other ownership or
management.  The folks that
want those lands will not give up.
They will be back — again and
again and again. Hunters should
be in the forefront of those who
resist the raids on these public
hunting grounds.

But, at the same time, it ap-
pears inevitable (and probably
desirable) that hunters will be
asked to pay a greater share for the
management and maintenance of
these lands. For example, shifts
in management of the National
Forests, have lead to greater em-
phasis on recreation - of which
hunting is a major component.
This has occurred simultaneously
with a decline in emphasis on tim-
ber harvesting, livestock grazing,
and mineral extraction. That,
coupled with a changing national
attitude toward “user pay con-
cepts” of public land use, will
produce a situation where
recreationists — and, most spe-
cifically, hunters and fishers —
will be expected to pay for the
costs associated with their activi-
ties. lcis likely that these fees will
be nominal and dedicated to use
in the area where collected.
There are advantages to paying
such fees considering the effect of

the “golden rule” - “he who has
the gold rules.” In other words,
the influence of any interest group
in competing for resource alloca-
tion is strengthened by a positive
eConomic assessment.

As we enter the 2 st century,
it is well to contemplate how far
we have come in restoring wildlife
and hunting opportunities over the
course of the 20th century. The
outlook for hunting in the United
States from the vantage point of
the year 1898 was grim indeed.
Certainly, there was not even the
most optimistic of American hunt-
ers who would have predicted the
situation that exists today for wild-
life and hunting that exists across
most of the United States one hun-
dred years later. What exists today
in terms of wildlife and hunting is
so because hunters wished it so and
made the efforts and sacrifices to
make it so.

While it is inevitable over
the next century that we will see
erosion in wildlife habitat and
hunting in many areas, it is pos-
sible that we can see much
improvement in other areas. Cer-
tainly, there are threats to wildlife,
and to hunting. And, just as cer-
tainly, there are obligations and
significant opportunities for us to
do as well by our sons and daugh-
ters who love wildlife and the
hunt as our forefathers did by us.
This is not a time for fear nor
trepidation. It is a time to be ap-
preciated for what it is and to be
grasped accordingly.

As hunters, as the keepers of
the trust, it is we who can control
- to some great extent - the future
of wildlife and hunting. Such is a
solemn obligation. But, even
more, it is a plorious opportunity
to be embraced with fervor and
hope and spirit. Our hunter fore-
fathers, facing much greater odds,
did not fail us. We will not fail
ourselves or those who will come
after us. We will not fail — but
success will not come easy. a4



