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Abstract: Analyses of large, long-lived animals suggest that adult survival generally has the

potential to contribute more than reproduction to population growth rate (l), but because

survival varies little, high variability in reproduction can have a greater influence. This pattern

has been documented for several species of large mammals, but few studies have evaluated such

contributions of vital rates to l for American black bears (Ursus americanus). We used variance-
based perturbation analyses (life table response experiments, LTRE) and analytical sensitivity

and elasticity analyses to examine the actual and potential contributions of variation of vital

rates to variation in growth rate (l) of a population of black bears inhabiting the Pisgah Bear

Sanctuary in the southern Appalachian Mountains of North Carolina, using a 22-year dataset.

We found that recruitment varied more than other vital rates; LTRE analyses conducted over

several time intervals thus indicated that recruitment generally contributed at least as much as

juvenile and adult survival to observed variation in l, even though the latter 2 vital rates had the

greater potential to affect l. Our findings are consistent with predictions from studies on polar
bears (U. maritimus) and grizzly bears (U. arctos), but contrast with the few existing studies on

black bears in ways that suggest levels of protection from human-caused mortality might

explain whether adult survival or recruitment contribute most to variation in l for this species.

We hypothesize that l is most strongly influenced by recruitment in protected populations

where adult survival is relatively high and constant, whereas adult survival will most influence l
for unprotected populations.
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Analytical sensitivity and elasticity analyses quan-

tify the potential for infinitesimal changes in vital

rates to affect annual population growth rate (l),
given equal absolute (sensitivity) or proportional

(elasticity; de Kroon et al. 2000) changes for each

vital rate (Horvitz et al. 1997). In contrast, variance-

based sensitivity analyses (such as life table response

experiments, LTRE, or life-stage simulation analy-

ses, LSA) incorporate variation in vital rates, as well

as the infinitesimal effects of those rates, to estimate

the overall contribution of vital rates to actual

changes in l (Horvitz et al. 1997, Wisdom et al. 2000,

Mills and Lindberg 2002, Mills 2007). Analytical

sensitivity and elasticity analyses deal only with

equal, infinitesimal changes in l; because variance-

based analyses incorporate the extent to which vital
rates change in nature or under management, the 2

approaches can yield different results (Mills et al.

1999, Hoekman 2002, Mills 2007).

‘Slow’ mammals on the ‘slow–fast’ continuum

(Romanovsky 2002) mature late, have few offspring,

have high adult survival, and generally have high

survival elasticities (Heppell et al. 2000). For such

animals, however, survival may vary little because
natural selection minimizes the variation of the

demographic parameter to which l is most sensitive

(Pfister 1998, Gaillard et al. 2000). Lack of variation

in the vital rate to which l is most sensitive, causing5mike.mitchell@umontana.edu
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greater actual contributions of vital rates to which l
is less sensitive, has been shown in populations of
birds (Cooch et al. 2001), small mammals (Oli et al.

2001), and ungulates (Gaillard et al. 1998, Raithel et

al. 2007).

High survival with highly variable reproduction has

been shown for grizzly bears (Ursus arctos; McLough-

lin et al. 2003, Garshelis et al. 2005, Harris et al. 2006).

Population models for grizzly bears (Wielgus et al.

2001, Garshelis et al. 2005, Harris et al. 2006, Kovach
et al. 2006) and polar bears (U. maritimus; Taylor et

al. 1987, Eberhardt 1990) showed lwasmost sensitive

to adult survival. Garshelis et al. (2005) and Harris et

al. (2006) showed, however, that variation in repro-

duction made greater contributions to variation in l
for grizzlies even though adult survival had the

highest elasticity. Ecological similarities among bears

(generation time, age at maturity, adult survival;
Heppell et al. 2000) suggest American black bears (U.

americanus) should show a similar pattern. Survival

rates published for black bears are typically high

(Hellgren and Vaughn 1989, Clark and Smith 1994,

Kasbohm et al. 1996; but see Powell et al. 1996) but

much less variable than published reproductive rates

(Clark and Smith 1994, Kasbohm et al. 1996). Few

analyses of vital rate contributions to variation in l,
however, have been performed on black bears. Powell

et al. (1996) used analytical sensitivity and elasticity

analyses to show that both sensitivity and elasticity

were highest for survival of cubs, 1-year olds, and 2-

year olds for a population in western North Carolina,

USA. Hebblewhite et al. (2002) also used analytical

sensitivity analysis to show that l was most sensitive

to infinitesimal changes in survival of adult females
for a population of black bears near Banff National

Park, Canada. In a broad analysis of black bear

populations inhabiting the Southeastern Coastal

Plain of the US, Freedman et al. (2003) used LSA

to show adult survival and litter size of 3- to 4-year-

old females made the greatest contributions to
variation in l. The paucity of studies, combined with

variation in their inferences, suggests more research is

needed to understand how vital rates contribute to

variation in l for black bears.

Our objective was to evaluate how vital rates

influence variation in l for a population of black

bears inhabiting the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary (where

bear hunting is illegal), in the Southern Appala-
chians of North Carolina, USA. This population

was studied intensively for 22-years (1981–2002);

data through 1990 were used by Powell et al. (1996)

to construct their population models. Analyses of the

complete data set showed that variability in vital

rates of black bears in Pisgah is best estimated in 5-

and 7-year intervals (Brongo et al. 2005).

Both apparent survival (the probability that an
individual in the population at time t will be in the

population at time t + 1) and recruitment (the

number of female young produced per female of

reproductive age that survive to capture season per

year) varied considerably during the 22 years

(Table 1). Both the 5- and 7-year models showed

that the population decreased through the mid-

1980s, increased in the late 1980s to mid 1990s, then
decreased again from the late 1990s through 2002

(Table 2). These changes in l offered an opportunity

to evaluate the extent to which different vital rates

contributed to population growth over a long time.

Thus, we used LTRE analysis and analytical

sensitivity and elasticity analyses (Caswell 2001) to

examine how variation in different vital rates

contributed to changes in the population growth of
black bears in Pisgah. We assessed the vital rates of 2

portions of the population, juveniles and adults,

which function separately to influence l. We used

results of our analyses to test 2 hypotheses:

Table 1. Estimates of apparent survival (w), adult recruitment (fa), and asymptotic population growth rate (l)
from the 7- and 5-year grouping models for the population of black bears in the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary, North
Carolina, USA from 1981–2002 (Brongo et al. 2005).

Intervals w SE fa SE l

7-year intervals

1981–87 0.592 0.067 0.425 0.186 0.779

1988–94 0.827 0.054 0.692 0.128 1.112

1995–2002 0.695 0.069 0.419 0.109 0.893

5-year intervals

1981–85 0.546 0.091 0.709 0.334 0.785

1986–90 0.766 0.074 0.264 0.133 0.919

1991–95 0.843 0.073 1.180 0.264 1.226

1996–2002 0.664 0.081 0.303 0.134 0.823
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1. Due to high selection pressure on survival,

especially adult survival, sensitivity and elas-

ticity of adult survival would be greater than

sensitivity and elasticity of juvenile survival or

adult recruitment.

2. Greater variation in recruitment than in

juvenile or adult survival would result in

greater actual contributions of recruitment to

observed changes in l than those of juvenile or

adult survival.

Study area
The Pisgah Bear Sanctuary is located in the

Southern Blue Ridge Mountains within the Southern

Appalachians (35u179N, 82u479W). The 235-km2

sanctuary is in the Pisgah National Forest, and The

Blue Ridge Parkway runs through the northern end of

the sanctuary. Elevation in the sanctuary ranges from

650 m to almost 1800 m. Oak (Quercus spp.), pine

(Pinus spp.), and pine–hardwood are the major forest

types in the sanctuary. The forest understory was

often dense with rhododendrons (Rhododendron

spp.), ericaceous shrubs, and berry bushes (Vaccinium

spp., Gaylussacia spp., and Rubus spp.). Annual

rainfall was 250 cm. Human use of the area included

hiking, biking, camping, hunting (not of bears), and

other recreation (Powell et al. 1997).

Methods
Vital rate estimation

For our analyses, we used data on 101 females

captured 194 times from 1981 to 2002 in the Pisgah

Bear Sanctuary (see Brongo et al. 2005 for details and

methods used). We used the temporal symmetry

described by Pradel (1996) to calculate survival and

recruitment using inverted capture histories (Brongo et

al. 2005). Reproductive rates calculated with the

temporal symmetry approach use only capture–recap-

ture data and are not composite estimates of lower-level

rates such as natality and cub survival. Instead, this
approach estimates seniority, the probability of previ-

ously being in the population, and its compliment,

recruitment (annual female young recruited per adult

female). For black bears, the recruitment rate estimated

by Pradel’s model must be adjusted because females

reproduce every other year. Thus, we used estimates of

female young produced per adult female each year (for

example, 2 female young in a litter represent 1 female
young per adult female per year).

Brongo et al. (2005) used Program MARK (White

and Burnham 1999) to analyze capture histories and

the temporal symmetry survival and recruitment

model (Pradel 1996) to estimate apparent survival

(probability that the animal is alive and remains on

the study area, and hence is available for recapture,

w), recruitment (females produced per female that

survive to be old enough to be captured, fa), and
recapture probability (p). Assuming geographic

closure allowed Brongo et al. (2005) to ignore

contributions of emigration to population growth;

w was an estimate of survival (probability the animal

is alive) only. They compared models that estimated

the mean w and fa over 7 different intervals (time

intervals of 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, and 21 years, within

which numbers of captured bears were approximate-
ly equally distributed) over the duration of the study,

and found that models that averaged survival rates

over 5- and 7- year intervals were the best

approximating models. Thus, we based our analysis

on 7 parameterizations (3 using 7-year period

estimates of vital rates, 4 using 5-year period

estimates; Table 1) of a 4-stage birth-pulse, pre-

breeding Lefkovitch matrix (Caswell 2001). For
example, the matrix for the 7-year interval from

1981 to 1987 (Table 1) was:

0 0 0 0:4250

0:5920 0 0 0

0 0:5920 0 0

0 0 0:5920 0:5920

2
6664

3
7775

To estimate variance of l, we calculated mean

asymptotic population growth rate (la) from each

Table 2. Mean population growth rates (l) with 95%
confidence limits from Monte Carlo resampling
analysis of vital rates estimated in 7- and 5-year
intervals for the population of American black bears
in the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary, North Carolina, USA,
1981–2002 (Brongo et al. 2005).

Intervals l
Lower 95%

CL
Upper 95%

CL

7-year intervals

1981–87 0.801 0.736 0.873

1988–94 1.110 1.022 1.196

1995–2002 0.829 0.665 0.996

5-year intervals

1981–85 0.768 0.707 0.832

1986–90 0.902 0.882 0.924

1991–95 1.143 1.053 1.235

1996–2002 0.716 0.593 0.834
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of the best intervals for estimation and constructed

95% confidence limits for mean la using a Monte

Carlo resampling procedure (Caswell 2001).

We calculated the contribution of changes in each

vital rate to changes in l (dominant eigenvalue) over

the study for the 5- and 7-year models following

Caswell (2001) by first calculating the covariance

among the matrix elements across periods and

taking the product of the covariances and the matrix

of sensitivities and its transpose. The matrix of

covariances (C) is:

C~E vec(A)vec(A)T
� �

{vec(AA)vec(AA)T

where A is the matrix model and AA is the mean

matrix; and the matrix of contributions (V) is:

V~C vec(S)vec(S)T
� �

where S is the matrix of the sensitivities of each

element of the matrix A (aij); and the elements of S

(sij) are computed as:

sij ~
Ll
Laij

We calculated the relative contributions of each

element by summing the columns of V and scaling

them to sum to 1. The relative contribution represents

the proportion of the total change in l for which the

respective vital rate was responsible (Caswell 2001).

We also calculated the elasticity (eij) of l to each

parameter of the Leslie matrix as:

eij ~
Ll
Laij

	 

aij

l

� �

(Caswell 2001). Because the first 3 stages of the

matrix represent juveniles and the fourth stage

represents all adults, contribution, sensitivity, and

elasticity to juvenile survival is the sum of these

properties across the first 3 stages of the model.

Although survival is assumed to be equal for all ages,

sensitivity and elasticity could differ for juvenile and

adult survival because they take into account age

structure and reproductive value, which is not equal

for all ages.

Results
Sensitivity and elasticity of l to both juvenile

and adult survival were higher than to recruit-

ment in both the 5- and 7-year groupings. In 2 of

three 7-year groupings and 2 of four 5-year

groupings, sensitivity and elasticity to adult sur-

vival were higher than to juvenile survival (Ta-

ble 3). Contributions estimated from the 7-year

model were wj 5 0.382, wa 5 0.401, and fa 5 0.218,

whereas contributions estimated from the 5-year

model were wj 5 0.336, wa 5 0.318, and fa 5 0.346

(Table 3). Recruitment varied most among vital

rates (Table 3), thus its contribution to the
variation in l was similar to that of survival of

adults and juveniles despite their greater degrees of

sensitivity.

Discussion

Contrary to our first hypothesis, we cannot
conclude that l is more sensitive or elastic to

changes in adult survival than to changes in juvenile

survival. Consistent with our hypothesis, however,

we can conclude that l was more sensitive and elastic

to changes in survival than to changes in recruit-

ment. The relative potential of total survival to

influence changes in l was always several times that

of recruitment in both the 5-year and 7-year
groupings. Survival often varied little compared to

recruitment (e.g., between the second and third, and

third and fourth periods of the 5-year model;

Table 1); therefore, the potential for survival to

cause variation in l suggested by its elasticity was

often not realized.

In accordance with our second hypothesis, LTRE

analysis of vital rates estimated over 5-year periods
showed the actual contribution of recruitment to

variation in l was slightly higher than contributions

of variations in adult or juvenile survival. By

contrast, LTRE analysis of vital rates estimated

over 7-year periods suggested stronger contributions

of variation in juvenile and adult survival. We

hypothesize 2 possible explanations for this contrast.

First, grouping data over 7-year intervals instead of
5-years resulted in lower estimates of variability for

recruitment (Table 1), suggesting the 7-year model

could gloss over important annual variation in

recruitment. If this were true, the importance of

variation in recruitment to cause changes in l would

be underestimated by the 7-year model. Alternative-

ly, the 7-year model may accurately partition

important variability in adult survival because
poaching of bears within the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary

was sharply decreased by law enforcement in 1988

(Sorensen and Powell 1998), coinciding with the

break between first and second 7-year groupings.
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Thus, adult survival could have varied enough

between 1981–87 and 1988–94 that its potential

contribution to variation in l suggested by its

elasticity could have been realized.

Our analytical sensitivity and elasticity analyses

and LTRE analysis together indicate that vital rates

varied in their contribution to population fluctua-

tions of Pisgah bears over the 22 years we observed

them. Whereas variation in survival had the greatest

potential to influence l, it generally varied little and

thus did not consistently contribute strongly to

changes in l. Recruitment, regardless of its low

potential, had a greater range of variability than

survival and therefore contributed more to variation

in l than would be predicted based on its potential.

Our understanding of the potential and actual

contributions of vital rates depended somewhat on

the length of time intervals used for grouping field

data to estimate vital rates. The 5- and 7-year time

intervals we used were determined by those found by

Brongo et al. (2005) to produce the most reliable

estimates of vital rates given the trapping effort and

capture success of the Pisgah study. Grouping data

over intervals .7 years has the potential to obscure

important annual variation in vital rates. Had we

used shorter time intervals, on the other hand,

estimates of vital rates and their influence on l
would have been imprecise and thus uninformative

(Brongo et al. 2005).

The accuracy of our analyses relies on 3

assumptions: (1) our estimates of the vital rates

were accurate, (2) the Pisgah population exhibited

asymptotic growth and was at a stable age

distribution within each of the periods, and (3)

that survival and recruitment of all females .3

years old was constant. Our estimates of vital rates

were likely robust, calculated from a 22-year

dataset divided into intervals shown to yield the

most reliable estimates (Brongo et al. 2005). We

have no reason to believe the assumption of

asymptotic growth was violated within intervals

for the Pisgah population. The asymptotic stable

age distribution estimated from matrix models

for our 5- and 7-year intervals suggested adults

represented between 45 and 60% of the population,

respectively; this closely approximates the 50 to

65% of adults in our capture data (Brongo 2003),

suggesting the Pisgah bear population was close to

a stable age distribution over the course of our

study. Because previous research has not shown

important differences in reproduction or survival

among individual adult female black bears (Hellg-

ren and Vaughn 1989, Clark and Smith 1994,

Sorensen and Powell 1998), we deem it unlikely our

assumption of constant survival and recruitment

rates among adult female bears was violated.

Our results contrast in interesting ways with

previous work. Contrary to our findings, and using

some of the same data we used, Powell et al. (1996)

reported highest sensitivity and elasticity to survival

of the youngest 3 age classes. Freedman et al. (2003)

suggested estimates of Powell et al. (1996) may be

biased because they included both males and females

in vital rate estimates, whereas female-only models

would have been more appropriate (Yodzis and

Kolenosky 1986). Alternatively, differences between

Table 3. Estimates of analytical sensitivity and elasticity of l to juvenile survival (wj), adult survival (wa), adult
recruitment (fa), and variance-based estimates of overall contributions of wj, wa, and fa to l (Horvitz et al. 1997;
Mills and Lindberg 2002) frommodels grouping data into 7- and 5-year intervals for a population of black bears
in the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary, North Carolina, USA, from 1981–2002.

Intervals

Sensitivity Elasticity

wj wa fa wj wa fa

7-year intervals

1981–87 0.550 0.582 0.256 0.418 0.442 0.139

1988–94 0.584 0.565 0.233 0.435 0.421 0.145

1995–2002 0.513 0.601 0.284 0.399 0.468 0.133

Overall contribution 0.382 0.401 0.218

5-year intervals

1981–85 0.686 0.523 0.176 0.477 0.364 0.159

1986–90 0.399 0.667 0.386 0.333 0.556 0.111

1991–95 0.704 0.516 0.168 0.484 0.355 0.161

1996–2002 0.455 0.633 0.332 0.367 0.511 0.122

Overall contribution 0.336 0.318 0.346
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our findings and those of Powell et al. (1996) could

be their use of a collapsed Leslie (1948) matrix with 4

age classes for adults with sensitivities and elasticities

calculated for each. Compared to the stage-based

models that we, Hebblewhite et al. (2002), and

Freedman et al. (2003) used, the age-based model

used by Powell et al. (1996) partitioned contributions

of vital rates of adult bears among age classes,

resulting in relatively greater potential contributions

of cubs and juveniles to changes in l. Summing

calculated elasticities across adult age classes used by

Powell et al. (1996) results in elasticity for adult

survival greater than those for the first 3 age classes

(RAP, unpublished data).

In agreement with our findings, Hebblewhite et al.

(2002) found that l for a population of black bears

inhabiting Banff National Park was most sensitive

to changes in survival of adult females, but did not

perform a variance-based analysis to which we can

compare our results. The LSA approach used by

Freedman et al. (2003) often yields estimates of vital

rate contributions qualitatively comparable to

LTRE analyses because they both take into account

variation within vital rates (Wisdom et al. 2000,

Mills and Lindberg 2002). It is noteworthy, there-

fore, that Freedman et al. (2003) found variation in

survival of adults was the primary cause of variation

in l for bears living on the Southeastern Coastal

Plain of the United States, not recruitment as we

found. We hypothesize that the patterns in vital

rates contributions to variation in l across these

studies and ours may be best explained by environ-

mental variation across the modeled populations,

which can cause vital rates contributions to vary

considerably (Heppell et al. 2000). Specifically, we

hypothesize variation in protection from human-

caused mortality was the source of variation in vital

rate contributions, where bears in the relatively

protected Pisgah Bear Sanctuary and Banff Nation-

al Park likely had relatively invariant levels of

human-caused mortality than those occupying

relatively unprotected lands on the Southeastern

Coastal Plain (SCP). Differences in protection from

human-caused mortality across these 3 study areas

would be relative, requiring only that bears on the

SCP had greater variation in human-caused mortal-

ity than bears in the other 2 locations. If our

hypothesis is correct, survival would generally be

higher and less variable in Pisgah and Banff than on

the SCP, allowing greater contributions of recruit-

ment to l.

Management implications
Management strategies that target a vital rate with

a low elasticity but high variance could have a

greater impact on a population than targeting a vital

rate with high elasticity but low variability (Mills et

al. 1999, Wisdom et al. 2000). Our results suggest a

moderate change in survival or a large change in

recruitment could have similar effects on population

growth in the Pisgah Bear Sanctuary, where bears

are not legally hunted. Moderate changes to this

level of protection (e.g., reducing road kills, allowing
limited hunting) would have the greatest influence on

population growth. Where level of protection is

uniform and adult survival relatively constant,

managing population growth is likely limited to

broad-scale, long-term management of food produc-

tivity on the landscape, such as managing forest

stands for production of hard and soft mast (Elowe

and Dodge 1989, Reynolds-Hogland and Mitchell

2006, Reynolds-Hogland et al. 2007). For harvested

populations, managers may need to understand both

potential and actual contributions of vital rates to l
and how their importance can change over time,

because sustainable harvests are difficult to achieve

in places such as the Southeastern Coastal Plain

where high-elasticity vital rates make strong contri-

butions to variation in l (Zuidema et al. 2007).

Acknowledgments
We thank L.S. Mills, D.N. Koons, and an

anonymous reviewer for their helpful reviews of this
manuscript. Graduate students G. Warburton, J.

Zimmerman, P. Horner, M. Fritz, E. Seaman, J.

Noel, A. Kovach, V. Sorensen, T. Langer, J.

Favreau, J. Sevin, and M. Reynolds helped us

collect data, along with over 3 dozen undergraduate

interns, technicians, and approximately 250 Earth-

watch volunteers. Our research received financial

and logistical support from B. Bacon and K.

Hailpern, J. Busse, Citibank Corp., the Columbus

Zoo Conservation Fund, the Geraldine R. Dodge

Foundation, Earthwatch/The Center for Field Re-
search, Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Project

W-57 administered through the North Carolina

Wildlife Resources Commission, Grand Valley

State University McNairs Scholars Program, Inter-

national Association for Bear Research and Man-

agement, G. King and D. King, McIntire Stennis

funds, the National Geographic Society, the Na-

tional Park Service, the National Rifle Associa-

82 VITAL RATE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR BLACK BEARS NMitchell et al.

Ursus 20(2):77–84 (2009)



tion, the North Carolina Agricultural Research

Service, North Carolina State University, Port

Clyde and Stinson Canning Companies, 3 M Com-

pany, the US Forest Service, Wildlands Research

Institute, Wil-Burt Corporation, Wildlink Incorpo-

rated, and Wyoming Chapter of the Wildlife Society

Memorial Bear Fund. All bears were captured

and handled in compliance with requirements of

the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committees

for North Carolina State University (IACUC# 96-

011) and Auburn University (IACUC # 0208-R-

2410).

Literature cited
BRONGO, L.L. 2003. Demography of black bears in the

Pisgah Bear Sanctuary. Thesis, North Carolina State

University, Raleigh, North Carolina, USA.

———, M.S. MITCHELL, AND J.B. GRAND. 2005. Long-term

analysis of survival, fertility, and population growth

rate of black bears in North Carolina. Journal of

Mammalogy 86:1029–1035.

CASWELL, H. 2001. Matrix population models: Construc-

tion, analysis, and interpretation. Sinauer, Sunderland,

Massachusetts, USA.

CLARK, J.D., AND K.G. SMITH. 1994. A demographic

comparison of two black bear populations in the

interior highlands of Arkansas. Wildlife Society Bulle-

tin 22:593–603.

COOCH, E., R.F. ROCKWELL, AND S. BRAULT. 2001.

Retrospective analysis of demographic responses to

environmental change: A lesser snow goose example.

Ecological Monographs 71(3):377–400.

dE KROON, H., J. VAN GROENENDAEL, AND J. EHRLEN. 2000.

Elasticities: A review of methods and model limitations.

Ecology 81:607–618.

EBERHARDT, L.L. 1990. Survival rates required to sustain

bear populations. Journal of Wildlife Management

54:587–590.

ELOWE, K.D., AND W.E. DODGE. 1989. Factors affecting

black bear reproductive success and cub survival.

Journal of Wildlife Management 53:962–968.

FREEDMAN, A.H., K.M. PORTIER, AND M.E. SUNQUIST.

2003. Life history analysis for black bears (Ursus

americanus) in a changing demographic landscape.

Ecological Modeling 167:47–64.

GAILLARD, J.M., M. FESTA-BIANCHET, AND N.G. YOCCOZ.

1998. Population dynamics of large herbivores: Vari-

able recruitment with constant adult survival. TREE

13:58–63.

———, ———, ———, A. LOISON, AND C. TOIGO. 2000.

Temporal variation in fitness components and popula-

tion dynamics of large herbivores. Annual Review of

Ecology and Systematics 31:367–393.

GARSHELIS, D.L., M.L. GIBEAU, AND S. HERRERO. 2005.

Grizzly bear demographics in and around Banff

National Park and Kananaskis country, Alberta.

Journal of Wildlife Management 69:277–297.

HARRIS, R.B., C.C. SCHWARTZ, M.A. HAROLDSON, AND

G.C. WHITE. 2006. Trajectory of the Yellowstone

grizzly bear population under alternative survival rates.

Pages 44–55 in C.C. Schwartz, M.A. Haroldson, G.C.

White, R.B. Harris, S. Cherry, K.A. Keating, D.

Moody, and C. Servheen, editors. Temporal, spatial,

and environmental influences on the demographics of

grizzly bears in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.

Wildlife Monographs 161.

HEBBLEWHITE, M., M. PERCY, AND R. SERROUYA. 2002.

Black bear (Ursus americanus) survival and demogra-

phy in the Bow Valley of Banff National Park, Alberta.

Biological Conservation 112:415–425.

HELLGREN, E.C., AND M.R. VAUGHAN. 1989. Demograph-

ic analysis of a black bear population in the Great

Dismal Swamp. Journal of Wildlife Management

53:969–977.

HEPPELL, S.S., H. CASWELL, AND L.B. CROWDER. 2000. Life

histories and elasticity patterns: Perturbation analysis

for species with minimal demographic data. Ecology

81:654–665.

HOEKMAN, S.T., L.S. MILLS, D.W. HOWERTER, J.H.

DEVRIES, AND I.J. BALL. 2002. Sensitivity analysis of

the life cycle of mid-continent mallards. Journal of

Wildlife Management 66:883–900.

HORVITZ, C.C., D.W. SCHEMSKE, AND H. CASWELL. 1997.

The relative ‘‘importance’’ of life-history stages to

population growth: Prospective and retrospective anal-

yses. Pages 247–271 in S. Tuljapurkar and H. Caswell,

editors. Structured population models in marine,

terrestrial and freshwater systems. Chapman and Hall,

New York, New York, USA.

KASBOHM, J.W., M.R. VAUGHAN, AND J.G. KRAUS. 1996.

Effects of gypsy moth infestation on black bear

reproduction and survival. Journal of Wildlife Man-

agement 60:408–416.

KOVACH, S.D., G.H. COLLINS, M.T. HINKES, AND J.W.

DENTON. 2006. Reproduction and survival of brown

bears in southwest Alaska, USA. Ursus 17:16–20.

LESLIE, P.H. 1948. Some further notes on the use of

matrices in population mathematics. Biometrika

35:213–245.

MCLOUGHLIN, P.D., M.K. TAYLOR, H. DEAN CLUFF, R.J.

GAU, R. MULDERS, R.L. CASE, AND F. MESSIER. 2003.

Population viability of barren-ground grizzly bears in

Nunavut and the Northwest Territories. Arctic 56:

185–190.

MILLS, L.S., D.F. DOAK, AND M.J. WISDOM. 1999.

Reliability of conservation actions based on elasticity

analysis of matrix models. Conservation Biology

13:815–829.

VITAL RATE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR BLACK BEARS NMitchell et al. 83

Ursus 20(2):77–84 (2009)



———, AND M.S. LINDBERG. 2002. Sensitivity analysis

to evaluate the consequences of conservation actions.

Pages 338–366 in S.R. Beissinger and D.R. McCul-

lough, editors. Population viability analysis. University

of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, USA.

———. 2007. Conservation of wildlife populations:

Demography, genetics, and management. Blackwell

Publishing, Malden, Massachusetts, USA.

OLI, M.K., N.A. SLADE, AND F.S. DOBSON. 2001. Effect of

density reduction on Uinta ground squirrels: Analysis

of life table response experiments. Ecology

82:1921–1929.

PFISTER, C.A. 1998. Patterns of variance in stage-

structured populations: Evolutionary predictions

and ecological implications. Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences of the USA 95:213–

218.

POWELL, R.A., J.W. ZIMMERMAN, D.E. SEAMAN, AND J.F.

GILLIAM. 1996. Demographic analysis of a hunted black

bear population with access to a refuge. Conservation

Biology 10:224–234.

———, ———, AND ———. 1997. Ecology and behaviour

of North American black bears: Home range, habitat,

and social organization. Chapman and Hall, London,

UK.

PRADEL, R. 1996. Utilization of capture–mark–recapture

for the study of recruitment and population growth

rate. Biometrics 52:703–709.

RAITHEL, J.D., M.J. KAUFFMAN, AND D.H. PLETSCHER.

2007. Impact of spatial and temporal variation in calf

survival on the growth of elk populations. Journal of

Wildlife Management 71:795–803.

REYNOLDS-HOGLAND, M.J., AND M.S. MITCHELL. 2006.

Spatio-temporal availability of soft mast in clearcuts in

the Southern Appalachians. Forest Ecology and

Management 237:103–114.

———, L.B. PACIFICI, AND M.S. MITCHELL. 2007. Linking

resources with demography to understand resource

limitation for bears. Journal of Applied Ecology

44:1166–1175.

ROMANOVSKY, Y.E. 2002. Life history variation within a

taxon: A comparative analysis of birds and mammals.

Zhurnal Obshchei Biologii 63:371–381.

SORENSEN, V.A., AND R.A. POWELL. 1998. Estimating

survival rates of black bears. Canadian Journal of

Zoology 76:1335–1343.

TAYLOR, M.K., D.P. DEMASTER, F.L. BUNNELL, AND R.E.

SCHWEINSBURG. 1987. Modeling the sustainable harvest

of female polar bears. Journal of Wildlife Management

51:811–820.

WHITE, G.C., AND K.P. BURNHAM. 1999. Program MARK:

Survival estimation from populations of marked

animals. Bird Study 46 Supplement:120–138.

WIELGUS, R.B., F. SARRAZIN, R. FERRIERE, AND J. CLOBERT.

2001. Estimating effects of adult male mortality on

grizzly bear population growth and persistence using

matrix models. Biological Conservation 98:293–303.

WISDOM, M.J., L.S. MILLS, AND D.F. DOAK. 2000. Life

stage simulation analysis: Estimating vital-rate effects

on population growth for conservation. Ecology

81:628–641.

YODZIS, P., AND G.B. KOLENOSKY. 1986. A population

dynamics model of black bears in east central Ontario.

Journal of Wildlife Management 50:602–612.

ZUIDEMA, P.A., H. dE KROON, AND M.J.A. WERGER. 2007.

Testing sustainability by prospective and retrospective

demographic analyses: Evaluation for palm leaf har-

vest. Ecological Applications 17:118–128.

Received: 6 March 2007
Accepted: 29 April 2009
Associate Editor: P. McLoughlin

84 VITAL RATE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR BLACK BEARS NMitchell et al.

Ursus 20(2):77–84 (2009)




