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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1947 Aldo Leopold wrote, 

Everyone ought to be dissatisfied with the 
slow progress of conservation to the land. 
Our 'progress' still consists largely of 
letterhead pieties and convention oratory. 
The only progress that counts is that on the 
actual landscape of the back forty, and here 
we are still slipping two steps backward for 
each stride forward. (p. 46.) 

When examining the issues surrounding habitat on 

private lands, this statement appears to contain a grain of 

truth some 38 years later. Farris and Cole (1981) cited 

changing land use and agricultural practices as the major 

reason for the decline in farm wildlife populations through-

out the midwest. Wildlife habitat degradation occurs at an 

increasing rate while progress in conservation is still 

slow. Leopo 1 d 1 s 11 back f orty 11 has become the 11 back 3 2 0 11 in 

today's agricultural scene. Through the years others have 

noted the need for private lands management for wildlife 

habitat. Berryman (1957, 1958) called attention to the need 

for wildlife management on private lands. Another perspec-

tive o~ the seriousness of the problem for wildlife was sum-

marized by Harmon (1981, pg. 378) when he stated, 11 free 

wildlife is synonymous with no wildlife on economically 
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productive cropland." 

There are several reasons why wildlife and the habitat 

which produces and sustains it are in trouble. Historically 

changing land use patterns have had an impact on habitat. 

Many of the current trends seen on private agricultural 

lands today tend to be more detrimental to wildlife than the 

agricultural operations found on the family farm three or 

four decades ago. A major shift from diversified farms, 

with good interspersion of a variety of vegetative cover 

types, to more simplified agricultural landscapes dominated 

by one or two row crops (Farris and Cole, 1981) has reduced 

the number and diversity of wildlife species found on farm 

lands. 

Viewed in the economist 1 s terms, the "common property 

resource" characteristics of wildlife in the United States 

creates many difficulties. Miranowski and Bender (1982) 

summarized the problem when they stated, 

the problem underlying all policy relating to 
wildlife ••• and its habitat is the conflict between 
private and public interests. This conflict is 
most readily seen on agricultural lands where 
wildlife habitat is subject to private land
ownership while wildlife itself is collectively, 
or publicly owned. The inability of private 
landowners to capture all the benefits associated 
with wildlife on their lands ..• leads to the 
implementation of agricultural practices without 
significant regard to their effects on wild
life •... (pg. 21) 

While the product is common property the habitat which 

produces it is privately owned. The landowner receives few 

signals from the marketplace telling him how much wildlife 
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to produce. This market failure leads to conversion of 

habitat to other uses which fare well in the marketplace. 

Wildlife has many diverse values, yet because it is a common 

property resource it fails to compete well on the open 

market. The problem continues with the fact that the 

government entities which have responsibility for and 

control over wildlife have little or no control over the 

privately owned habitat necessary to sustain wildlife 

populations. 

Consumptive users, hUnters, trappers, and fishermen 

have been the traditional funding sources for many state 

wildlife agencies. This means that many agency programs for 

private lands have required that public access be a major 

program component. At times wildlife habitat improvement 

and public access have been viewed as inseparable by wild

life agencies. Funding sources make it difficult for 

wildlife agencies to separate them. Yet, if we are to be 

successful in promoting wildlife habitat and in respecting 

the well established right of landowners to govern access, 

access and habitat improvement programs probab 1 y should be 

separated. The access "price tag 11 discourages many land

owners from participating in wildlife habitat management 

programs (Sheriff et al., 1981; Oklahoma Department of 

Wildlife Conservation, 1984). 

McConnell and Harmon (1976) stated that no activity has 

had more effect on wildlife and habitat than agriculture. 

Many types of land use are found on private lands. However, 
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the major portion which does or could hold proJ?ise for 

wildlife habitat is in some type of agricultural use. In 

Oklahoma, food crops, livestock, cotton, and forestry pro

duction are but a few of the land uses with which wildlife 

habitat must be compatible or competitive. 

Wildlife has almost always been considered a byproduct 

on agricultural lands. The status of wildlife on the farm 

has been closely tied to agricultural economics and the 

intensity of land use. In the past when farming took place 

on a smaller scale with greater on-farm diversity wildlife 

£aired relatively well. Today wildlife habitat on private 

land must be given some conscious level of priority if it is 

to exist. Agricultural landowners have production goals and 

the bottom line is profit with maintenance of the land 

resource base through time. In most cases wildlife cannot 

compete with agricultural goods in the marketplace. 

This situation leads to a broad spectrum of problems 

and options for those who work with private landowners. On 

one end of the spectrum are members of the wildlife com

munity who overlook the primary goals of the landowner. 

Landowners may be expected to make a considerable sacrifice 

to provide wildlife habitat and/or access to wildlife. On 

the opposite end of the spectrum is the agricultural planner 

who sees a piece of land which is unfit for production of 

agricultural goods and begrudgingly labels it wildlife land. 

The Soil Conservation Service land capability classification 

system has inadvertently helped foster this philosophy. 
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According to Teels (1983), Class VII lands have become 

traditionally associated with the idea of wildlife habitat 

in agricultural land use planning. Within this divergence of 

opinion is some middle ground which has great potential for 

benefiting wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat as a secon

dary land use on all classes of land offers a great deal of 

potential for habitat improvement (Teels, 1983). Planners 

who utilize wildlife compatible conservation practices can 

promote wildlife as a secondary land use on all land. 

Central to realizing the potential of agricultural 

lands for wildlife habitat is an understanding of the 

attitudes, preconceptions, and preferences of the private 

landowner relative to wildlife habitat on his or her land. 

This study addresses the expressed attitudes, perceptions, 

and preferences of selected Oklahoma conservation district 

cooperators. This study involves a survey of two groups of 

Oklahoma conservation district cooperators. A sample of 

conservation district cooperators were surveyed as well as a 

sample of conservation district cooperators who also serve 

on local conservation district boards. 

Significance of the Study 

Applegate (1981) said it is the decisions and actions 

of individuals exercising private ownership rights which 

control the status of wildlife habitat on private lands. 

The importance of this statement relative to Oklahoma comes 

to focus when we consider that 95 percent of the land in 
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Oklahoma is in private ownership. According to Porter 

(1984), private landowners may be the most important wild-

life managers in Oklahoma today. The private landowner is 

the key individual in the effort to provide habitat on 

private lands. 

Of the 95 percent of Oklahoma which is is privately 

owned, 75 percent is under conservation plan through a local 

conservation district. These landowners are involved in a 

network which provides them information and technical 

assistance through local conservation districts in coopera-

tion with the United States Department of Agriculture Soil 

Conservation Service. Horvath (1976) stated, 

.•• one cannot quarrel with the beneficial aspects 
of the district concept of conservation planning. 
The basic conservation plan is the single biggest 
opportunity for converting present agricultural 
land to wildlife habitat since it provides direct 
access by conservation agencies to landowners 
through signed agreements. (pg. 505) 

The planning assistance and practices available to cooper-

ators for soil conservation are an ideal vehicle for promot-

ing wildlife habitat improvement. The programs carry 

multiple benefits and consider the landowners primary land 

use goals. These programs are conducted by agencies which 

unlike state wildlife agencies have a mandate to provide 

assistance to private landowners. Perhaps the strongest 

point these programs have is that they carry no 11 publ ic 

access price tag 11 for landowners. 

Klimstra (1982) criticized both wildlife and agricul-

ture professionals about the declining quality of habitat on 
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agricultural lands. Despite an indictment of the system 

nationwide by Klimstra, the agriculture and wildlife commun

ities in Oklahoma have taken action. The urgent situation 

prompted the formation of the Oklahoma Governor's Task Force 

Committee for Wildlife Habitat Improvement. Through the 

task force committee the wildlife and agriculture commun

ities have begun to explore the middle ground for realistic 

solutions to habitat problems on private lands. This study 

comes at a time when private agricultural lands/habitat 

management is critical and interest in improvement of the 

agricultural lands/wildlife habitat situation is relatively 

high. 

The importance of social science research in the 

wildlife and agriculture fields is increasingly recognized. 

In the early 1980s a national research and study group was 

formed to look at the human dimensions of wildlife resource 

problems. Sociology positions have begun to appear on 

conservation agency program staffs, Natural resource 

managers are becoming more aware that at the center of every 

natural resource problem is a 11 people problem 11 • The key to 

solving those natural resource problems is closely tied to 

understanding the human component of the problem as well as 

the technological and ecological aspects of the problem. 

Baseline data on landowner opinions, attitudes, and prefer

ences are very important. 

To be successful, programs must give attention to 

landowner attitudes and preferences in addition to economics 
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and practices. It is clear the landowner plays a central 

role in a successful habitat program. Assumptions have been 

made _by agency personne 1 concerning the 1 andowners views on 

wildlife. These assumptions vary widely according to the 

experiences of the individual making the assumptions. 

Actual data on landowner attitudes and preferences are rare. 

Unger (1977) pointed out that it is essential to remember 

that the viewpoints of individual landowners and land 

managers are central to any progress that is made in conser

vation on lands under their control. They must be full 

participants in developing constructive change or they will 

not accept it. Horvath (1976) noted the access point must 

be at the local conservation district level. Others 

(Clearfield, 1984; Dahlgren, 1982) have pointed out the need 

for research of a social science nature in the area of agri

culture and wildlife resources. 

Problem Statement 

This survey involves landowners who are involved in an 

existing communication and assistance network. The coopera

tors who serve as directors are considered opinion leaders 

and serve to represent the other cooper a tors in the dis

trict. 

The purpose of this research is to provide baseline 

data and information for more effective conservation plan

ning and implementation of more compatible agricultural 

land/wildlife habitat management strategies based on 
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landowner preferences. 

This study focuses on two groups within the conser-

vation district network. All of the individuals surveyed 

had conservation district plans written for their land. A 

portion of those surveyed also serve in ·a leadership role as 

a director on the local conservation district board. 

According to Birdwell (1982), these individuals exhibit 

a greater level of concern for conservation on their lands 

based on their current participation in the cooperator 

program. This group is also involved in a preexisting 

network which facilitates dissemination and implementation 

of an agricultural lands/habitat program promotion a logis-

tical reality. An assistance program designed around the 

data gathered in this study has the potential of being 

implemented on 75 percent (United States Department of 

Agriculture-Soil Conservation Service, 1982) of Oklahoma's 

agricultural lands through the conservation district net-

work. 

Research Objectives 

The research objectives of this study were developed 

following the review of literature, discussion with landown-

ers, and discussion with wildlife and agriculture profes-

sionals. The objectives of this study are: 

1. Research Objective 1: Using an attitude scale to 
determine the positive or negative nature of the attitude of 
district cooperators in the study toward wildlife and 
wildlife habitat. 

2. Research Objective 2: Using a simple model based on 
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the diversity assumption (Miranowski and Bender, 1982) to 
determine the potential condition of the district coopera
tors agricultural properties relative to wildlife habitat. 

3. Research Objective 3: To determine how the expressed 
attitude of district cooperators concerning wild
life/wildlife habitat correlates with the condition of their 
property reflected by its diversity rating. 

4. Research Objective 4: To identify the characteris
tics of a conservation agency assistance program which 
influence participation in the program. 

5. Research Objective 5: To 
components for a habitat assistance 
cooperators in the study. 

identify acceptable 
program for district 

6. Research Objective 6: To determine the willingness 
to use each of the 13 soil and wildlife conservation prac
tices for district cooperators in the study. 

7. Research Objective 7: To determine if differences 
exist between Group I and Group II in this study for select
ed socioeconomic/demographic characteristics. 

Assumptions of the Study 

The assumptions of the study are as follows: 

1. That the Conservation Agriculture and Wildlife 

Survey is a valid method of assessing the attitudes, opin-

ions, and preferences of the 1 andowners in the study re 1-

ative to wildlife and wildlife habitat on private lands. 

2. That participants responded to the survey ins-

trument honestly. 

3. That wildlife on private lands has many positive 

values. 

4. Wildlife managers and farm planners must accept the 

economic constraints placed on farmers, 

5. That a greater diversity of vegetative types in an 

area provides a more suitable habitat, by supplying varied 
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cover and food, for certain species and for a greater 

variety of species. (Miranowski and Bender, 1982) 

6. That interspersion of vegetative types contributes 

to wildlife abundance by providing a well distributed source 

of quality food and cover. (Miranowski and Bender, 1982) 

7. That management practices that decrease food and 

cover for wildlife will reduce the abilities of that habitat 

to support wildlife. (Miranowski and Bender, 1982) 

Limitations of the Study 

The study is limited to the participants from a strati-

fied random sample of two populations: all conservation 

district cooperators meeting selection criteria and all 

conservation district cooperators who serve as conservation 

district directors in the state of Oklahoma. Due to an 

agreement with the Oklahoma Conservation Commission, no 

study of nonrespondents was undertaken, so no evaluation of 

possible nonresponse bias can be offered. 

Definitions 

Attitude: A relatively enduring organization of 

interrelated beliefs that describe, evaluate, and advocate 

action with respect to an object of situation, with each 

belief having cognitive, affective, and behavioral com-

ponents. 

Conservation: The protection, improvement, and use of 

natural resources according to principles that wi 11 assure 
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their highest economic or social benefits for man and his 

environment now and into the future (Soil Conservation 

Society of America, 1982). 

instrument designed by the researcher to assess 1 andowner 

attitudes toward wildlife/wildlife habitat and landowner 

preferences for practices and programs (Appendix A), 

Conservation District: A public organization created 

under state enabling law as a special purpose district to 

develop and carry out a program of soil, water, and related 

resource conservation, use, and development within its 

boundaries; in the United States usually a subdivision of 

state government with a local governing body; often called a 

soil conservation district or a soil and water conservation 

district (SCSA, 1982). 

Conservation Plan: A collection of material containing 

land user information requested for making decisions re-

garding the conservation of soil, water, and related plant 

and animal resources for all or part of an operating unit. 

Conservation Practice: A technique or measure used to 

meet a specific need in planning and carrying out soil and 

water conservation programs for which standards and speci-

fications have been developed. 

A landowner who has a signed 

agreement sheet on file with a local conservation district. 

Q!~~~!!!Y~!!~E!!£~~ The assumption that: a greater 

diversity of vegetative types in an area provides a more 
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suitable habitat, by supplying varied cover and food, for 

certain species and for a greater variety of species; 

interspersion of vegetative types contributes to wildlife 

abundance by providing a well distributed source of quality 

food and cover; and management practices that decrease food 

and cover for wildlife will reduce the abilities of that 

habitat to produce wildlife (Miranowski and Bender, 1982). 

~!!~~~!!Y~~!!~~~ The sum of the weighted scores from 

survey questions 1 through 6 and column 1, question 17 in 

the Conservation Agriculture and Wildlife Survey. 

Q~£~E_1~ A random sample drawn from the sampling frame 

of all Oklahoma conservation district cooperators who are 

not conservation district directors and have had their 

conservation plan written or serviced in the last seven 

years. 

A random sample drawn from the sampling 

frame of all Oklahoma conservation district cooperators who 

serve as conservation district directors and have had their 

conservation plan written or serviced in the last seven 

years. 

~~£~~~~~E~~~~!~~!~!!~~~ The items outlined in ques-

tion 11, Conservation Agriculture and Wildlife Survey. 

Selected Soil and Wildlife Conservation Practices: 

Items (a) through (m), question 17 in the Conservation 

Agriculture and Wildlife Survey. 

Wildlife: Undomesticated game and nongame vertebrate 

animals, excluding fish and endangered species, which 
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inhabit the state of Oklahoma, considered collectively. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The initial search in preparation for the review of 

literature pertaining to private agricultural lands and 

wildlife habitat covered the time period from 1900 to 1983. 

The earliest pertinent reference 

article by Aldo Leopold. The 

yielded several useful articles. 

to this study was a 

per i o d from 1 9 5 7 to 

1947 

1976 

Since 1976 there has been 

a flurry of interest in and publications on private agricul

tural lands and wildlife habitat. However, the only closely 

related landowner/habitat studies which were found were done 

in the early 1980s. Current literature from 1984 to date was 

reviewed as the study progressed. 

The review of selected literature is designed to 

provide the reader with a broad perspective on the private 

lands issue, to provide information concerning conservation 

districts, and to integrate related research. These e I e-

ments contribute to a better understanding of this project. 

The broad perspective is provided through a review of papers 

relating to historical background, wildlife habitat programs 

15 
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on private lands, agricultural trends and land use, and 

private landowner/habitat research. 

The population involved in the study was drawn from the 

conservation district network in the state of Oklahoma. 

Therefore, information on Oklahoma Conservation Districts 

and conservation planning was also 

focused primarily on district 

included. This research 

cooperators' attitudes, 

condition of land holdings for wildlife, and preferences for 

conservation programs and practices. The ultimate goal of 

this study was to provide data which can be used to promote 

adoption of wildlife habitat programs based on valid soil/ 

wildlife conservation practices. 

The Oklahoma Conservation Commission and 

Oklahoma Conservation Districts 

Since Governor E.W. Marland signed the Conservation 

District Enabling Act on April 15, 1937, the Conservation 

Districts of Oklahoma have taken a leading role in the 

development, planning, and conservation of our soil and 

water resources. Following a format suggested by the United 

States Secretary of Agriculture, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt used the power of his office and his personal 

influence to strongly encourage states to adopt legislation 

requiring that on or after July 1, 1937, all erosion control 

work on private lands be undertaken by the Soil Conservation 

Service only through legally constituted Soil Conservation 
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Districts. It was the intent of the legislation that local 

people would set the priorities for work, since they should 

know best what was needed in their area. 

The early work of the Soil Conservation Districts was 

limited to flood and erosion control. By 1970, however, it 

had become evident that the Oklahoma districts were the 

local leaders of most conservation efforts and this fact was 

officially recognized in the Oklahoma Conservation District 

Act of 1970. The Act changed the name from 'Soil Conserva

tion Districts' to 'Conservation Districts' a·nd changed the 

emphasis to broaden the Districts' responsibilities. The 

Districts are no longer totally concerned with rural prob

lems, but with urban problems as well. 

Conservation Districts are the only local subdivision 

of state government charged with the conservation of Oklaho

ma's renewable natural resources. The districts are gov

erned by a five member Board of Directors, three of whom are 

elected by the local people. The other two are appointed 

by the Oklahoma Conservation Commission. 

The Conservation District Act of 1970 also established 

the Oklahoma Conservation Commission, previously the State 

Soil and Water Conservation Board, to assist the Conser

vation Districts in carrying out their responsibilities. 

The State of Oklahoma is divided into five areas for the 

purpose of selecting the members of the Oklahoma Conser-

vation Commission. One Commission member from each area is 
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appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate. The 

Commission members then emp 1 oy an Executive Director and 

other employees as necessary. 

The (1982) multiyear plan of the Oklahoma Conservation 

Commission notes that 11 the current trend of declining 

wildlife habitat can be reversed by applying certain manage-

ment practices to the land. 11 

The stated goal and objectives of the Conservation 

Commission for wildlife habitat are: 

Goal: 
--Promote establishment of additional wildlife 
habitat and maintain existing habitat. 

Q£i~~.!.l~~~: 
Support the efforts of 

of Wildlife Conservation 
taining wildlife habitat. 

the Oklahoma Department 
in promoting and main-

Work through the local Conservation Districts to 
encourage conservation practices which are bene
ficial not only for erosion control and water 
quality, but also for wildlife. 

Promote the establishment and maintenance of 
windbreaks. 

Encourage Conservation District personnel to 
include establishment of wildlife in conservation 
plans prepared for landowners. (pg. 23) 

Horvath (1976) called the basic conservation plan: 

the single biggest opportunity for converting 
present agricultural land to wildlife habitat and 
maintaining that land in habitat, since it pro
vides direct access by conservation agencies to 
landowners through signed agreements. (pg. 505) 

The delivery system revolves around the relationship of 

landowners and conservation districts (Henson et al., 1977). 
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Landowners request assistance through local conservation 

district offices and the Soil Conservation Service provides 

technical assistance to these landowners through the dis-

trict network. The SCS conservationist takes the objectives 

of the landowner and the capabilities of the land into 

consideration as he begins to develop a conservation plan 

for the landowner. The planning procedure usually proceeds 

as follows: 

1. Request for assistance by landowner. 
2. Conservationist and landowner determine 

objectives. 
3. Inventory of natural resources is made. 
4. Conservation needs are determined. 
5. Alternatives are formulated. 
6. Findings are presented to landowner. 
7. Landowner makes final decision. 
8. Landowner and conservationist develop a final 

tailored conservation plan. 

The conservation plan usually contains several items. The 

plan folder contains inventories, alternatives, a plan map, 

record of decisions, plant science information, engineering 

notes, soils information, and a signed agreement sheet. 

According to Henson et al. (1977) and Teels (1985), 

many opportunities exist in conservation planning for 

enhancement and preservation of wildlife habitat on all 

classes of land. Teels also advocates wildlife as a second-

ary land use on all classes of land. According to Tee 1 s, 

most landowners will manage for wildlife as long as it 

doesn't interfere with their primary land use. 
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Background 

McConnell and Harmon (1976) give a brief but detailed 

effects on wifdlife in history of agriculture and its 

America as paraphrased below: Presettlement e f f e c t s were 

largely due to manipulation of grasslands and forests for 

agricultural purposes by American Indians. Small cultivated 

fields in various atages of clearing added diversity to the 

habitat. Settlement by the white man from 1600 to 1800 

brought additional changes. The first settlers came in 

search of gold, spices, fur, and timber. Faced with star-

vation due to irregular and inadequate supplies from Europe, 

they turned to farming. Their cleared land, introduced 

crops, and livestock had both positive and negative effects 

on wildlife populations. 

Rapid changes took place between 1800 and 1900. 

Populations expanded westward as wars, treaties, and pur-

chases increased the amount of farmland available. Techno-

logical advances such as tile drainage, the cotton gin, the 

cast iron plow, the mechanical grain reaper, and gang plows 

revolutionized agriculture and had a tremendous impact on 

land use. The Homestead Act of 1862 encouraged settlement 

of the plains area. 

along with livestock, 

grasslands forever. 

Overgrazing caused wildlife to suffer 

and fencing and plowing changed the 

At first the small grain farmer bene-

fited wildlife through increased diversity and food, but as 
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farms increased in number, the wildlife dependent on grass

lands declined. 

At the close of the 19th century, mechanization had a 

tremendous effect on agriculture in this country. As the 

tractor replaced 27 million mules and horses, approximately 

81 mi 11 ion acres were diverted to use for beef and dairy 

cattle or retired from agricultural production. As retired 

acres reverted to grasslands and forests, many wildlife 

species benefited. However, during World War I, much of 

this marginal land was put into production and livestock 

numbers increased. At the c 1 ose of the war much of this 

same 1 and was abandoned without proper vegetative cover. 

Drought conditions in the plains made the problem even more 

critical. Winds eroded the topsoil and approximately 50 

million acres of America's richest agricultural land blew 

away. Out of this disaster came the Civilian Conservation 

Corps (CCC), Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), and Soil 

Conservation Service (SCS). Land abuse had taken its toll 

on wildlife populations in the midwest. 

Soil conservation and habitat improvement went hand in 

hand in the conservation program initiated by the SCS in 

1937. Conservation Districts were formed and by 1940 nearly 

six million farms, involving approximately 50 million acres, 

were engaged in soil conservation programs. Soil and 

wildlife conservation efforts created a diversity of food 

and cover for wildlife, and attitudes toward conservation 
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programs improved. 

Following this period of positive conditions for 

wildlife government agricultural programs and improved 

equipment encouraged intensive farming, and 252 million 

acres of tall grass prairie all but disappeared. Agri

culture's production capacity began to exceed demand due to 

improvements in farming techniques, machinery and crop 

varieties. The application of World War II technology to 

agriculture introduced a trend toward larger equipment and 

large fields. According to McConnell and Harmon (1976), 

much of the work done by SCS in the late 1930s and 1940s was 

undone in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, and many wildlife 

populations experienced downward trends as a result. 

Congress initiated land retirement programs in the 

1950s and 1960s. At one time or another these retired lands 

benefited many species of wildlife. The Soil Bank Program 

enacted in 1956 helped stabilize fluctuating prices that had 

ruined thousands of farmers. This retirement program had 

multiyear contracts, which benefit wildlife. Enrollment in 

the program continued through 1960, and the last contracts 

expired in 1969. About 29 million acres were enrolled in 

the program at its peak, most of which provided excellent 

cover for wildlife. 

Wheat and feed programs of the 1960's and early 1970's 

involved annual contracts, thus the potential for wildlife 

habitat on an average of 50 million acres annually was never 
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reached. The short duration of the contracts and lack of 

wildlife habitat promotion from top USDA administrators were 

reasons for many unrealized wildlife benefits (McConnell and 

Harmon, 1976). 

McConnell and Harmon offer the perspective that as 

agriculture has intensified in recent years, the benefits 

of conservation programs have swung toward increased pro

duction and less wildlife benefits. Teels (1984) indicates 

that the benefits are still available but not taken advan

tage of by the landowner. He feels it is not the benefits 

which have changed but the program choices made by the 

landowner. Erosion, overgrazing, alteration of wetlands 

and waterways, and capital intensive monoculture systems are 

all conservation problems to be dealt with today. These 

factors are primarily detrimental to many wildlife species 

and beneficial to few. Often these problems are created by 

economic gain on a short planning horizon and occur on 

private lands. Wildlife habitat has been unable to compete 

with the causes of these problems (Hoover, 1976; McConnell 

and Harmon, 1976). 

Economics 

Wildlife on the farm has almost always been considered 

a byproduct. Its status has been closely tied to economics 

and the intensity of land use. The difficulties in valuing 

a common property resource which is produced at private 
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expense is perhaps the most perplexing problem in the 

habitat/private lands question. 

In a paper by Bolle and Taber (1962), the restatement 

of the problem identified by Leopold many years ago can be 

seen. While wildlife agencies and administrators were 

studying the costs of administration, expenditures of 

sportsmen, and value of meat and fur harvested, little 

attention was given to the area of production. Most efforts 

were aimed at the economics of consumption. Bolle and Taber 

recognized the private agricultural landowners' problem. 

The principle objective in owning agricultural land is to 

realize a maximum profit on the capital invested. The 

pattern of land utilization which is consistent with deci

sions made on economic grounds results in a steady loss of 

habitat. 

From the standpoint of farm production and income, 

wildlife is not usually included in management decisions. 

The farm can be divided into two units, production and 

household, according to Bolle and Taber. Wildlife may have 

value in the household unit. Hunting, vi ewing, and soc i a 1 

advantages may be evident to the landowner, but public 

hunting pressure may develop into a disincentive to maintain 

wildlife habitat. 

Wildlife still has no real defined market value other 

than the aspect in which 

market value for habitat. 

leasing of land may provide a 

Bo 11 e and Taber advocate free 
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hunting based on personal acquaintance for the rural hunter 

and user pay 11 reasonable costs 11 hunting for the urban 

hunter. Another suggestion by Bolle and Taber, other than 

direct compensation to landowners by hunters, was incentive 

payments through Agr i cui tura 1 Conservation Programs (ACP) • 

They advocate vigorous efforts to provide cash income to the 

farmer as a method to enhance habitat and increase wildlife 

abundance. 

In additions to competing with agricultural production, 

wildlife habitat must compete with other uses of the land. 

Hoover summarized the loss of habitat· to competing uses in 

this country in a 1976 paper. He indicated that the failure 

to identify real wildlife values creates a problem in land 

use planning since no good system has yet been articulated 

for establishing such values. Hoover called for federal and 

state agencies to develop a valuing system and to actively 

work with planners, developers, political entities and 

public and private utilities. He advocated that the current 

trend of wildlife agencies contracting with the agricultural 

economics departments of cooperating institutions to conduct 

wildlife/economic research be continued. 

Applegate (1981) examined landowner behavior dealing 

with wildlife values. He contrasted the behavior of land-

owners who perceived the economic values of wildlife with 

those whose principal reward from wildlife was noneconomic. 

A series of case studies were used to reach conclusions 
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about each group. Economic values were considered in New 

Jersey, Maryland, and Texas (in which leases are the primary 

consideration). Noneconomic values were considered in West 

Virginia and New York. Landowners who owned small parcels, 

or were not economically dependent on their land, were the 

focus of this section. 

Applegate drew some interesting conclusions from his 

case histories of landowners who realized the economic value 

of wildlife. He found that the prediction that 11 user pay 11 

would make wildlife competitive with other agricultural uses 

had not come to pass, i.e.: 

Whether economically rational or irrational, the 
behavior of landowners is sufficiently similar in 
diverse circumstances to conclude that economic 
return from leasing of hunting rights will pro
bably not result in significant changes in habitat 
managemen~ on private lands. (pg. 69) 

He did indicate that some landowners are willing to 

adopt habitat management programs when direct economic 

incentives are available. These incentive programs do carry 

a high cost and are easily subject to changes due to chang-

ing economic conditions. Applegate felt that landowners who 

are not economically dependent held the greatest promise for 

wildlife habitat preservation and improvement. There is 

uncertainty as to the longevity of this trend as well, i.e.: 

economic changes could bring about land use changes on these 

lands also. Applegate's findings point out the diversity of 

factors which are an influence on wildlife habitat on 
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private lands. Programs which are highly successful in a 

particular geographic area due to appropriate ecological, 

agricultural, social, and market conditions may fail misera

bly in another geographic area. This points to a need for 

research to establish baseline information on these condi-

tions. The private landowner holds the key yet has been 

ignored most often in research efforts. 

Economic considerations are also an important aspect of 

the human dimension of private lands habitat research. The 

incentive programs previously mentioned are subject to 

economic pressures. Bishop (1981) examined economic consid-

erations affecting landowners. He emphasized the potential 

for market failure conditions and outlined suggestions for 

solutions to the market failure. His work offers an easily 

understood explanation of market failure and provides four 

case study examples. Bishop explored the distortion of 

incentives to private landowners by wildlife related market 

failures. 

In the market system, prices normally guide landowners 

toward economically sound decisions. Market failure occurs 

when prices created in the market do not adequately reflect 

the preferences of consumers or other economic interests. 

The benefits from wi 1 dl if e produc·ed accrue to the 1 andowner. 

Wildlife is a common property resource which does not 

respect political and property lines designated by humans. 

The common property status of wildlife places the production 



inputs (habitat) in a 

This can lead to market 

tection for habitat. 
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competitively perilous situation. 

failure and lack of adequate pro-

The mobile nature of wildlife is a major problem, 

c au s i n g rna r k e t s i gn a 1 s ( p r i c e s ) t o be d i s t or t e d • I f w i 1 d-

life were immobile it could be considered a crop just as are 

wheat and soybeans. Landowners would receive signals from 

the market which would allow them to make decisions concern

ing how much land should be allocated to each crop, includ

ing wildlife. The mobile nature of wildlife makes it too 

difficult and costly to create 

1 inkages between producers and 

The result is less incentive 

a c omp 1 e t e s e t o f rna r k e t 

consumers (Bishop, 1981). 

for landowners to maintain 

wildlife habitat relative to more conventional crops. The 

present market system fails to give either producer or 

consumer proper signals. 

Bishop advocates the use of subsidies, taxes, and 

regulations to restructure incentives and keep land in 

private ownership. Politically viable regulatory systems 

would have to shoulder the burden where large amounts of 

agriculturally productive land are involved. The regu

lations would be designed to adequately balance wildlife and 

landowner interests. Bishop (1981) warns that we must not 

rely on the 11 invisible hand 11 of the market to achieve 

wildlife goals. If we do rely on the market we 

face continued erosion of our priceless wildlife 



heritage,, not from economic necessity , but as a 
result of distorted signals to private landowners 
from the market system. (pg. 8 5) 

Government Policies and Programs 
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Programs and policies relative to habitat on private. 

lands in this study can be divided along state and federal 

lines. On the federal level, USDA agencies have a tre-

mendous impact on private lands habitat. On the state 

level, state wildlife agencies and local conservation 

districts also have an impact. The literature is filled 

with a variety of opinions concerning the benefits and 

detriments of these programs. The papers reviewed in this 

section cover program goals, program components, case 

studies of state programs, land retirement programs, and 

planning opportunities. The articles included were selected 

as representative of the program diversity and variety in 

the field. 

Twenty-eight years ago, Berryman (1957) outlined the 

need to take a new approach toward wildlife habitat preser-

vat ion. Since then, programs designed to enhance habitat 

and programs designed for other purposes have benefited 

wildlife. Most of these programs were bui 1 t around com-

ponents which served as some type of incentive to encourage 

landowner behavior toward conservation action on their land. 

These programs have been controversial and have experienced 

varying amounts of acceptance and success. 
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Land retirement programs such as the So i I Bank and 

acreage diversion and set aside programs have been around 

for almost 30 years. These programs hold much promise for 

wildlife but lack of promotion of wildlife benefits has been 

a problem. In 1973 Harmon and Nelson, studying wildlife and 

so i 1 considerations in 1 and retirement programs, made the 

following assumptions: (1) farm wildlife has many positive 

values, (2) farm wildlife is a byproduct of agriculture, (3) 

habitat for farm wildlife is declining, (4) wildlife manag

ers must accept the economic constraints placed on farmers 

and (5) land acquisition, cost sharing for habitat develop

ment, and information and education work by state wildlife 

agencies have not succeeded in maintaining farm wildlife 

populations. 

Harmon and Nelson cite two reasons for land being taken 

out of production: prices in the marketplace and government 

controls. They identify four programs, the most well-known 

being "diverted" or "set aside" acres. Such a land retire-

men t program is based on est ab 1 i shmen t of "base acreages" 

for farms growing targeted crops. A condition which has to 

be met to be eligible for set aside payments, price sup

ports, or commodity loans is retirement of a percentage of 

the farmer's base acreage. An approach very similar to this 

was used with the 1982 Payment in Kind Program (PIK) which 

resulted in almost 85 million acres being set aside. 

Percentage set aside programs seem to be more socially 
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and politically acceptable than whole farm retirement, 

according to Harmon and Nelson. Short term (annual retire-

ment) has also gained more acceptance than long term retire-

ment. They criticize the attitude of Agricultural Stabi-

lization Conservation Service (ASCS) toward ecological 

considerations such as so i 1 erosion on set aside acres. 

They state that spot checks by ASCS document only acreage 

and productivity while ignoring land abuse. Land retirement 

programs should be considered in terms of more than short 

term, single purpose objectives. With minor modifications 

of ASCS policy Harmon and Nelson felt that set aside acres 

could be much more valuable to wildlife and that the erosion 

problems on diverted acres could be controlled. They 

recommended state advisory committees to provide recom-

mendations to state ASCS committees for developing and 

promoting cover management practices for set aside acres. 

One option for the use of the unharvested crop in the 

1982 PIK program was wildlife food plots. Under the ASCS 

eligibility requirements, six conditions were identified for 

the food plot option (Teels, 1985): 

1. The practice had to be selected by the final 
reporting date. 

2. The practice had to be covered in an un
harvested crop of specified wildlife food and 
left standing during the summer and fall 
period of the year. 

3. The plot had to be located near natural cover 
so wildlife would have escape and protective 
cover. 

4. A cover crop must be used which would mature 
and remain standing during the winter. 



5. The cover crop should also comprise at least 
one fourth acre. 

6. The cover crop should be protected from 
herbicide and insecticide applications. 

32 

Whi 1 e the PIK program was pr imar i 1 y a set aside pro-

gram, it also offered incentives for landowners. Incentive 

programs which enhance production and benefit wildlife are 

also an option for landowners. Incentives to enhance timber 

and wildlife management on private lands were advocated by 

Shaw and Gansner (1975). The concept of incentives deals 

with the needs of two groups--landowners and society. 

Incentives work on the following principles: (l) society 

has specific needs, in this case wood and wildlife; (2) 

society cannot satisfy these needs unless landowners will 

change their way of operating; (3) an agreement is ne-

gotiated where society pays landowners to change; (4) both 

parties are satisfied with their costs; and (5) landowners 

change and both parties are satisfied. 

Shaw and Gansner point out that careful planning and 

targeting are essential for making incentives effective. 

They propose tax breaks and ASCS cost sharing as two effec-

t i ve incentive programs. A tax break on 1 and kept in a 

desired type of cover would help prevent changes in land 

use. This idea has worked with varying effectiveness. The 

ASCS first offered incentives for timber growing practices 

in 1936 and additional incentives for wildlife habitat 

improvement practices in 1962. There has been no real 
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effort to coordinate the two. 

Horvath ( 19 76) exp 1 ored_ opportunities and constraints 

on habitat programs and recreational opportunities on. 

private lands. Horvath noted negative trends in habitat for 

wildlife but expressed that there was hope through conserva

tion district programs. 

There are several other constraints to developing 

wildlife habitat on private lands. Prices for farm commodi

ties place producers under severe economic strain. Land may 

be brought into or taken out of production as the market 

fluctuates. Lack of technical assistance due to government 

hiring freezes and education of personnel can sometimes make 

it impossible to carry out a plan. Proper follow-up is 

essential if implementation is going to take place. De

creased Agricultural Conservation Programs (ACP) cost 

sharing can detrimentally effect implementation of conserva

tion practices beneficial to wildlife. 

Horvath (1976) indicated that if a producer has the 

ability to produce on less land, he will. The current trend 

seems to contradict this statement. More marginal land is 

being brought into production in hopes of making or increas

ing a profit in a depressed farm economy. Horvath also 

noted trespass can discourage habitat development and close 

lands to public recreation of all types. This statement 

agrees with the findings of several other studies (Bolle and 

Taber, 1962; Sheriff et.al., 1981; Sebert, 1982; ODWC, 
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1984). 

Constraints upon recreational use of private agricul

tural lands also exist. Lack of information for landowners 

concerning liability, feasibility, promotion, and regulation 

is a problem. Lack of useful research results and lack of 

specific planning assistance to the private sector also 

contribute to the problem. Horvath notes that most of the 

Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation System (SCORP) 

plans for states are lacking in recommendations to the 

private sector. Technical assistance for the landowner 

desiring development of recreational opportunities is also 

close to nonexistent. A wide range of considerations such 

as natural resources inventory, potential market, manage

ment, and financial capability need to be taken into account 

before a landowner enters a recreational enterprise. If 

the opportunities revolve around 

habitat must be present initially. 

Gottschalk (1977), McConnell 

wildlife, ample 

(Teels, 1983). 

( 19 81) , and 

quality 

Deknatel 

(1979) each offer descriptions of four types of state 

habitat/land use planning and programs/wildlife habitat 

deve 1 opmen t , 

opment/public 

wildlife habitat preservation, habitat devel

access, and public access make up the bulk of 

the state efforts. 

Several states have been leaders in habitat development 

programs. The state of Nebraska has one of the better known 

habitat development programs (McConnell, 1981). 
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Ninety-seven percent of the land in Nebraska is in private 

ownership. In 1976 the Game and Parks Commission entered 

in to a cooperative program with the natura 1 resource dis

tricts, the equivalent of an Oklahoma Conservation District. 

The program is funded by a $7.50 habitat stamp which is 

required to hunt. The program is designed to create habitat 

or maintain and improve existing habitat. The decision to 

allow access is left to the landowner. Formal agreements 

between districts and cooperators make the cooperators 

eligible for four wildlife conservation practices, Payment 

is shared, with Game and Parks paying 75 percent and the 

Natural Resource District 25 percent. 

Programs conmonly known as "Acres for Wildlife" fall 

under the classification of habitat development programs. 

Typical signup incentives include free literature on wild-

1 i fe habitat, boundary 

tions. These programs 

signs, and free magazine subs cr ip

are primarily oriented toward youth 

groups, and are recognized for their educational potential. 

They do little to discourage habitat destruction. An 

Oklahoma Acres for Wildlife program, in existence since 

1971, has 69,588 acres enrolled (ODWC, 1985). 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission has a notewor

thy program for habitat development and public access. The 

Texas Shooting Preserve Law gives the landowner an opportu

nity to lease his lands for hunting under the shooting 

preserve license. Economic returns and access control 
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become incentives for managing lands for wildlife within the 

Texas program. The Texas Cooperative Wildlife Extension 

program (USDA) provides technical assistance to landowners 

to develop comprehensive plans. Other features of access 

programs include pr·otection, development, posting, maps and 

payments to landowners. 

Pennsylvania's Cooperative Farm Game Program, begun in 

1936, was judged to be one of the best public access pro

grams in the nation (Gottschalk, 1977). The Game Commission 

runs three very successful programs, which make about 4.5 

million acres available for hunting. Hunters pay no fees 

and landowners receive no direct payments for use of their 

land. The Cooperative Farm Game Program began in 1936. In 

this program, cooperators enter into formal agreements with 

the commission to allow public hunting for a minimum of five 

years. Program areas include groups of landowners who hold 

contiguous tracts totaling more than 1000 acres. Safety 

zones are established where permission to hunt is required 

and up to two thirds of the total contiguous tract must 

remain open to hunting. The cooper a tors receive property 

protection, technical assistance for optional habitat 

development, and a free magazine. 

Pennsylvania's Safety Zone program was initiated in 

1954. It provides benefits similar to those in the Coopera

tive Farm Game program to individuals owning smaller tracts 

of land. Landowners with at least 50 acres may participate 
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for an unspecified length of time. The cooperative agree

ment may be cancelled by either party with a written thirty 

day notice. Other than these differences, the regulations 

are identical to the Cooperative Farm Game program. 

In addition the Forest Wildlife Cooperative Program was 

launched, in Pennsylvania in 1971. Lands enrolled in this 

program must be opened for two years and are given addi

tional protection. Protected areas have safety zones, and 

forest areas must meet a 100 acre minimum. 

Voluntary action has resulted in the greatest amount of 

habitat preservation on private lands. It has been public

ly unacceptable for government programs to control every use 

or provide financial incentive to every private landowner. 

However, each of these methods hold promise in specific 

situations. 

McConnell (1981) 

successful wildlife 

identified four commonalities 

habitat/private lands programs. 

in 

He 

found that: 1) Programs must be acceptable to landowners. 

Therefore, their interests, benefits, and their role in 

making the program a success must be given careful con

sideration; 2) The successful program must be compatible 

with the primary land use of the land in question; 3) 

Programs are most successful when existing habitat can be 

made suitable with little or no cost; and 4) Habitat type is 

an influential factor. Habitat programs were found to have 

been least successful when applied to agricultural lands. 
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Habitat programs have obvious land use planning impli-

cations. Deknatel (1979) drew attention to the fact that 

they also offer additional opportunities. Habitat programs 

are aimed at the decision making framework of the landowner. 

The programs introduce elements of ecological criteria that 

are not production oriented to the landowner's planning 

opportunities. Therefore, habitat programs can serve as 

potential models for "stewardship" or the practice of a 

11 1 and ethic 11 • These terms denote recognition of long term 

resource conservation needs and a sense of responsibility to 

future generations. 

Deknatel (1979) states that, 

In this way, these programs get at the question of 
the attitudes and actual behavior of a landowner 
or operator .•• They put most responsibility for a 
resource in the hands of the persons dependent on 
it. (pg. 263) 

The site related knowledge of the landowner, coupled with 

his economic and other constraints, can be part of a plan-

ning and implementation plan coordination at the conserva-

tion district level. 

Agricultural Trends and Land Use 

Practices 

The information on agricultural trends and their 

impacts on wildlife habitat presented in this section is 

based on a 1982 National Academy of Science study, entitled, 
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~~~l!~!· was supported by the USDA and the USDI. The study 

had four objectives. First, existing 10 to 50 year projec

tions for future agricultural trends were reviewed. Second

ly, the study identified impacts and habitat changes associ

ated with changing land use patterns, The third objective 

was to attempt to define policies and practices which would 

deal with the impacts on habitat. And finally, the study 

attempted to identify research and information needs. The 

material here is a synthesis of information pertinent to 

Oklahoma lands, agriculture, and research needs, 

There is increasing pressure on agricultural lands as a 

growing population demands more food and forest products. 

In response to these pressures, it is predicted that changes 

in farm size, cropping systems, farming technology, and land 

ownership patterns will occur. The impacts of these changes 

will be both positive and negative for wildlife habitat. 

Increasingly intensive and efficient use of cropland, 

conversion of pasture, range, and forestland to cropland, 

and loss of prime farmland to nonagricultural uses are 

general trends recognizable on crop and pasture lands today. 

More efficient use of cropland will involve larger fields, 

improved crop varieties, improved agricultural chemicals, 

irrigation, drainage, and double cropping. These practices 

have a potentially negative impact on habitat. Prudent use 

of these techniques, increases in reduced tillage systems, 

and more efficient use of fertilizers, pesticides, and water 
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could, however, improve habitats. The NAS study advocated 

the elevation of the status of wildlife from byproduct to 

cash crop on farmland. This suggestion conflicts with 

Applegate's (1981) findings. 

Soil erosion is perhaps the greatest external cost in 

agriculture. It causes decreased productivity for crops and 

is also detrimental to the production of wildlife. Through 

reduction of erosion on cropland, wildlife receives benefits 

in direct and indirect ways. Good vegetative cover on crop 

and pastureland which meets the immediate habitat needs of 

wildlife can greatly improve the long term nutritional 

status of farm wildlife populations. 

The Southern Plains Region, made up of Oklahoma and 

Texas, is an area where habitat is easily and widely affect

ed by agricultural practices. In Oklahoma the clearing of 

land for livestock use, the conversion of native pasture to 

tame pasture, the conversion of pasture 1 and to row crops 

(NACD, 1979), and the depletion of groundwater supplies have 

all been identified as trends by the study. There are about 

213 million acres of land in the southern plains area of 

which 25 percent is agricultural land. Within this 25 

percent, some conversion to nonagricultural uses takes 

place. By comparison, 30,000 acres of Oklahoma's 40,795,000 

acres of agricultural land (USDA-SCS, 1985) is converted to 

nonagricultural uses each year. More common is the shift in 

usage from cropland to pasture and back to cropland in 
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response to market prices and water availability. These 

changes cause changes in species diversity and abundance for 

wildlife populations. When long term, stable vegetative 

communities are not allowed to develop, species of wildlife 

which benefit from ear 1 y success i ona 1 stages are he a vi 1 y 

favored. 

The researchers found that in specific regions of 

Texas, wildlife has become an economically successful crop. 

Commercial sale of deer leases in those areas has gained 

national attention. In other areas of Texas, as water 

becomes more expensive (due to decreasing supplies) and 

other costs rise, combined agricultural and wildlife manage

ment objectives may provide economic returns. In that way, 

some of the "detrimental" agricultural trends could benefit 

some species in the long run. Teels · (1983) cautions that 

wildlife is a cash crop only when the production inputs 

(habitat) are already available. Therefore extreme caution 

is advised when advocating wildlife as a money-making 

enterprise. 

Rangeland in the southern plains region is a unique and 

valuable resource for both livestock and wildlife. Many big 

game species are found on the rangelands of the southern and 

southwestern plains. Most of the highly productive arable 

land has already been converted to cropland. The pressures 

to produce on cropland will make careful and efficient use 

of rangeland increasingly important. Higher livestock 
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production per unit of land is a trend. This can be 

achieved using a mixed grazing system or by conversion of 

rangeland to grasses used by a single type of livestock. 

This higher production trend implies more tame pasture, 

better weed control on rangeland, more farm/ranch opera

tions, and improved grazing systems. Tame pasture will be 

used to balance the seasonal forage supplies. Some irriga

tion will take place on tame pasture and it is thought that 

high fertilizer costs will restrict fertilization to mixed 

and tall grass prairie areas. Conversion to tame pasture 

can be detrimental to wildlife due to loss of an abundance 

and diversity of forbs, which are an essential element in 

the diet of many game and nongame wildlife species. 

Although more intensive grazing by livestock is antici

pated in the plains region, rotational grazing systems can 

be beneficial to wildlife (Evans, 1981). If some range 

plants are allowed to mature before grazing begins, they can 

serve as food and cover for wildlife. Some of the newer, 

high intensity grazing 

relative to wildlife. 

systems have not been evaluated 

Forbs and shrubs are of primary 

concern, because 1 i ves tock can crop these p 1 ants so c 1 ose 

tha_t they may be destroyed or hedged so c 1 ose 1 y that they 

suffer reduced productivity. Grazing systems can be modified 

to benefit wildlife but intensity of use remains a critical 

factor. 

The future of wildlife habitat on areas of intensive 
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use for production of food and fiber is not encouraging. 

However, according to the NAS study, increased· production 

and quality habitat are not mutually exclusive objectives. 

Both can be accomplished with intelligent management, e.g.: 

l)changes in attitudes and values; 2)research; and 3)consis

tent public policy. These three recorrmendations are central 

to the intent of the district cooperator agricultural 

lands/wildlife study. The NAS study suggests several 

strategies for bringing action to the recorrmendations. 

Attitudes and values of the public can be changed in 

several ways--by promoting the understanding of multiple use 

and benefits, by developing better systems for enhancing 

public understanding of the impacts of agriculture on 

habitats, and by facilitating the adoption of management 

systems which sustain both agricultural and wildlife output. 

Policy makers and the public must be educated to recognize 

the importance of timing when dealing with the dynamic 

biological world of agriculture and wildlife. Habitat 

development must be undertaken for specific species at the 

local level. Local, state, and federal agencies as well as 

un i v e r s i t i e s are i n a p o s i t i on t o as s i s t i n the s e ad j us t -

ments. 

The NAS study identifies four major research areas, 

applicable to a variety of regional and land use situations. 

First, there is a serious need to assess the effects of 

current agricultural systems on productivity and on 
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wildlife. Secondly, consideration of economic, political, 

and social aspects of land management must be incorporated 

when practices are developed. A third need is additional 

research to develop more improved strains and varieties of 

cr.ops and livestock for more efficient utilizations of our 

resources. Finally, new understanding at all levels in the 

area of program development, using incentives and regula

tions to encourage optimal multipurpose resource use, is 

needed. 

As is evident from the trends, increasing attention is 

being devoted to examining the compatibility/incompatibility 

of wildlife and agriculture. Three recent papers were 

selected for review here because they are believed to be 

representative of current literature concerning no-till 

farming and wildlife, soil erosion control practices and 

wildlife, and wildlife as a secondary use in grazing pro

grams. 

The effects of no-till and conventionally tilled fields 

on several small mammal and bird population characteristics 

were studied by Basore and Best ( 19 8 2) • The study took 

place in 

increase: 

Iowa where no-t i 11 farming has enjoyed a rapid 

no-till or slot planted acreage in Iowa doubled 

in one 

wildlife 

year. 

and 

detrimental to 

No-till fields offer increased cover for 

do not involve repeated 

wildlife. While their 

tillage 

research 

which is 

was not 

completed at the time the article was published, trends 



showing noticeable differences in wildlife abundance and 

diversity on no-till and conventional tillage fields were 

evident. 

Miranowski and Bender (1982) attempted to evaluate the 

effects of soil erosion control policies on upland wildlife 

habitat. The habitat index model they used requires the 

three assumptions that were used in this study concerning 

the habitat requirements of wildlife and the effects of 

agricultural practices on wildlife habitat. The assumptions 

are: 

(1) a greater diversity of vegetative types in an 
area provides a more suitable habitat •.. (2) that 
interspersion of vegetative types contributes to 
wildlife abundance by providing a well distributed 
source of quality food and cover and (3) that 
management practices that decrease food and cover 
for wildlife will reduce the ability of that 
habitat to support wildlife. (pg. 21) 

Results from linear programming analysis yielded several 

policy implications, i.e.: soil conservation improved upland 

habitat quality. Some policy options are more effective 

than others, i.e.: changes in land use tend to have a 

greater impact than changes in management practices. These 

findings should serve as guidelines for policy makers as 

well as conservation planners. 

Teels (1983) examined the potential for economic 

returns from wi 1 dl if e as a secondary 1 and use (1 easing) on 

grazing lands. He identified critical factors such as size 

of holdings, proximity to metropplitan areas, and landowner 
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and hunter attitudes. Most critical was the problem of 

supply and demand. Before a landowner can meet supply 

demands he must have habitat which is producing a huntable, 

sustainable supply population. Teels found that some 

landowners find habitat management objectionable based on 

economic reasons. If wildlife as a secondary land use can 

be integrated into an ongoing farm/ranch operation many 

landowners find it more acceptable. This type of effort is 

impossible without careful planning. According to Teels: 

A range management plan with habitat management 
practices included should be prepared on all lands 
where wildlife is an objective. Wildlife habitat 
requirements are specific; habitat elements must 
be present in fairly exact amounts. The range 
sites and condition of the plant community not 
only determine animal units of livestock grazing, 
but wildlife carrying capacities as well. It is 
impossible to plan for livestock and wildlife 
without first looking at these conditions. (pg. 7) 

A relatively large body of literature exists on ideas for 

programs, incentives, and education. Comparatively, very 

little is known about the impacts of specific practices on 

specific species. Much research is needed if the compati-

bility between agriculture and wildlife, so often written 

about, is to be reached. 

Private Landowner/Habitat Research 

It is obvious that the private landowner is a key 

individual in the effort to provide habitat on private 

lands. Over the years, programs from state and f edera 1 
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agencies have attempted, through design or side effects, to 

encourage landowners to provide habitat on their land. Much 

of the program development has been based on the resource 

planners' perception of what was needed, 

programs have centered around public 

and many of these 

access. Too few 

programs have considered the management problems facing 

landowners who incorporate habitat programs with their 

agricultural activities. Programs are usually based on 

agricultural economics and land management practices. To be 

successful, programs need to give increased attention to 

landowner attitudes in addition to economics and practices. 

Many assumptions have been made concerning the landowners' 

views on wildlife habitat, but very little factual infor

mation exists. 

The Missouri Department of Conservation conducted an 

extensive survey of landowners in 1980. The survey revealed 

much information which supports the emphasis given in many 

existing programs. The study offered some unexpected 

results. The response which deviates from traditionally 

accepted ide as de a It with cash payments as incentives. It 

has been advocated for some time that cash payments to 

farmers are the key to giving wildlife habitat the economic 

status which wi II protect it. However, monetary incentive 

in the form of tax considerations was ranked fifth in types 

of assistance desired by landowners. The concept of direct 

cash payments seemed foreign to most landowners. Landowners 
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were unable to recommend appropriate per acre preferred 

practice reimbursements. Cash payments ranked behind seeds, 

advice, plants, and tax considerations as preferred types of 

assistance. 

A high interest in wildlife among Missouri landowners 

was reflected in this survey. Both positive and negative 

values were noted. Some property damage from wildlife was 

reported, but it appears that landowners feel such damage is 

to be expected when wildlife and agriculture are mixed. 

Damage may impose a substantial economic burden on land

owners in Missouri, pointing out a program element missing 

from many wildlife agency incentive programs. Assistance 

and training in animal damage control may be a good incen

tive to promote habitat development or preservation. 

The results of the Missouri study provides reassurances 

as well as challenges. An important finding highlighted by 

the study is that assistance programs which satisfy farmers 

and benefit wildlife do not need to be complex and 

expensive--simplicity best describes the type of field 

service that is both acceptable to farmers and feasible for 

agencies. A difficult challenge to wildlife agencies is the 

commitment of funds and people to carry out private lands 

programs. The study emphas·ized the need for effective 

communication between landowners and agency personnel. The 

sharing of ideas formally and informally is important in 

promoting understanding on both sides. 
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The Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation, Game 

Division, conducted a landowner survey in 1982-83. Two 

wildlife associated proble~s on private lands were high

lighted. Habitat degradation and sportsman access were the 

primary thrust of this study. Ten thousand surveys were 

maiJed to a sample taken from 110,840 farmers and ranchers 

who participated in ASCS programs in 1981. Of this, 16.5 

percent (1,504) of the surveys were returned. 

The study yielded encouraging information for habitat 

improvement assistance in that habitat improvement assis-

tance would be welcomed by 43.4 percent of the respondents, 

according to the survey. The types of assistance respon-

dents chose in order of preference were: 

1. Seed for food plots. 
2. Technical advice. 
3. Trees and shrubs for wildlife plantings. 
4. Tax incentives. 
5. Direct cash payments. 

Another 1 arge percentage, 46. 6 percent, indicated they did 

not want habitat improvement assistance information the 

Wildlife Department found discouraging regarding access. 

Almost 48 percent of those who did not want assistance 

stated that they based this decision on the fact that they 

did not want to attract hunters. 

Factors Affecting Adoption of 

Programs and Practices 

A number of socioeconomic factors have been found to be 
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associated with adoption of conservation practices. These 

cha·racteristics have been categorized as (1) farm charac

teristics, (2) farmer/landowner characteristics, (3) socie-

tal and institutional characteristics, and ( 4) charac-

teristics of the practice or innovation. 

Size of farm, tenure, and farm income have frequently 

been studied as farm characteristics which relate to adop-

tion of conservation practices. Farmer/landowner character-

istics such as age, education, and attitudes have often been 

examined for their significance in prediction of adoption of 

conservation practices. Societal and institutional char

acteristics have appeared less frequently in conservation 

practice adoption studies than farm and farmer character

istics. However, Clearfield (1984) noted that the socioeco

nomic and political organization of a locality certainly 

makes a difference in the amount of innovative (i.e., 

adoption of conservation practices) activities which take 

place in the locality. According to Basu, Osgood, and Diggs 

( 19 8 2) , researchers in the area of resource conservation 

have begun to realize that community characteristics and 

attitudes may also be as important as individual charac

teristics and attitudes in the adoption of conservation 

practices. 

Perhaps most 

characteristics of 

grams) themse 1 ves. 

central to this research project are the 

the innovations (practices and/or pro

Researchers have found that farmers do 
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not adopt conservation practices in a random or haphazard 

manner (Carlson, Dillman, and Lassey, 1981). Nowak (1982) 

identified four characteristics which explain adoption or 

rejection of an innovation: 

1. Compatibility - the extent to which the conser
vation--measure is consistent with both a land
owner's agronomic and social value systems. 
2. ~~~E!~~i!Y - how difficult the practice is to 
use. 
3. Flexibility the extent to which a conser
vatCo-n--practTce can be molded or manipulated to 
increase compatibility with the existing agri
cultural system. 
4. Qi~i~i~i!i!Y - extent that a practice may be 
tried on a limited basis prior to full-scale 
adoption; also, the amount of investment required. 

The sometimes frustrating nature of social science research 

findings can be seen in the conclusion drawn by Basu (1983): 

It is generally accepted that farmers and 
landowners will not adopt conservation practices 
unless they are economically feasible. Research 
has shown us, however, that the situation is not 
nearly as simple as this statement would imply. 
For one thing, a practice may be economically 
feasible from an objective standpoint but will not 
be E~!~~i~~~ as feasible by the farmer, who will 
not adopt it. Occasionally, a practice that 
appears to be economically infeasible on the basis 
of objective criteria will be adopted neverthe
less. 

Clearly, there is more to the problem of 
adoption that economic feasibility. Numerous 
other factors, as the research cited in this paper 
has demonstrated, are significant. The farmer's 
decision is influenced not only by economics but 
also by such factors as age, education, attitudes, 
ownership, and institutional and community in
fluences. A program that sets a high level of 
adoption as a goal canna t ignore these soc i oeco
nomic factors that are so important to the deci
sion making process. An awareness of the charac
teristics of the client group and its social 
setting can help agency personnel to understand 
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to achieve acceptability and accomplish conserva
tion goals. 
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It is obvious that a number of factors influence 

participation and adoption. Agency personnel need to have 

an awareness of the characteristics of their client groups. 

Summary 

Several general conclusions pertinent to this study can 

be drawn from the review of 1 it era ture. Mo s t c r i t i c a 1 i s 

the fact that wildlife habitat on private lands is disap-

pearing and the quality of the remaining habitat is degener-

ating. Habitat programs which do not consider agricultural 

and economic constraints on the 1 andowner have fa i 1 ed to 

provide adequate habitat on private lands over long periods 

of time. Private landowners (agricultural producers in 

particular), as managers of a high percentage of land in 

agricultural states like Oklahoma are fundamental to wild-

life habitat maintenance and improvement. 

Wildlife, as an unpriced byproduct of agriculture, 

cannot compete with cash crops under traditional strategies 

in the modern business of agriculture. Cash incentives to 

make wildlife competitive with cash crops do not appear to 

be as popular as once thought. New programs are necessary 

which provide long term incentives for agricultural produc-

ers to consider wildlife in the plans for their land. These 

programs need to be compatible with agricultural production, 
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cost effective, flexible, and targeted to specific regions. 

Abuse of property rights through improper access is a major 

disincentive to agricultural producers to manage for wild

life. New programs should not carry the access price tag or 

should include a component for dealing with access which is 

satisfactory to the landowner. The problems are admittedly 

complex but progress can be made. The key to this progress 

is the landowner. 

The diversity of program options and their success or 

failure in different geographic locations points to the need 

for research in two major areas. There is a real need for 

to quantify the impacts of agricultural practices on wild

life. This research is critical in the face of the rapid 

change in farming technology. 

for more information on the 

Equally important is the need 

attitudes of landowners and 

their preferences for practices and programs. 

In Oklahoma, the conservation district network allows 

planners to work directly with landowners at the local 

level. The programs available provide multiple benefits to 

the landowner and relative to wildlife habitat carry no 

public access price tag. The potential for incentives exist 

through the multiple benefits of soil/wildlife conservation 

practices. 

Baseline data on landowner attitudes toward wildlife 

and wildlife habitat on private lands are needed for more 

effective planning and program implementation. Information 
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on landowner preferences for types of assistance, conserva

tion practices, and program components is needed if the 

trend in declining quality of habitat is to be dealt with 

effectively. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The sections that follow describe the methodology used 

to meet the research objectives of the study. 

Population and Sample 

The sampling frame for this research was as follows: 

Group I: All Oklahoma conservation district coopera

tors who are not conservation district directors and have 

had their plan written or serviced in the last seven years. 

Group II: All Oklahoma conservation district co

operators who have had their plan written or serviced in the 

last seven years and who serve as conservation district 

directors. 

From this sampling frame a systematic random sample of 

names and mailing addresses was drawn subject to guidelines 

for sample size dictated by the Oklahoma Conservation 

Commission. A sample of three-fifths of all conservation 

district directors was drawn and 10 cooperators from each of 

87 districts was drawn. One district declined to partici

pate, and one set of names was received after the estab-

lished deadline. The Commission gave permission to survey 

55 
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three of five district directors from each of 89 districts 

and permission was granted to survey 5 cooperators from each 

voluntarily participating district. Ten cooperator names 

were drawn in hopes the study could be expanded; however, 

funding did not permit expansion. The additional names did 

permit rep 1 acemen t f i 11 er names if 1 etters were returned 

undeliverable, only one substitute mailing was made per 

letter initially returned, undeliverable, Substitute names 

were drawn from the same district as the addressees for the 

undeliverable letters. Substitute mailings yielded five 

additional survey responses, 

The Commission specified that due to the nature of the 

information requested complete anonymity had to be guaran-

teed and it was agreed that nonrespondents would not be 

pursued or contacted. No study of nonrespondents was 

undertaken, so no evaluation of possible nonresponse bias 

can be offered, 

The systematic random sample was accomplished by using 

a table of random numbers to select a 

entry in the cooperator/director files. 

specific 

th Every n 

selected until the desired sample size was reached. 

starting 

name was 

The primary considerations that influenced the deter-

mination of sample size were of both a statistical and a 

pragmatic nature. Those considerations were: 

1. Variance (on the variables of interest) in the 
population; 

2. Margin of error acceptable, that is, 
willingness to accept an estimate that is 
within five percent of the actual percentage; 
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3. Risk that is inherent that the actual error 
should exceed the desired margin of error, that 
is, the alpha level; 

4. Alpha level utilized and found acceptable in 
similar research; and 

5. Monetary, manpower, and time resources. 

Design 

survey design in this study utilized 
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a 

self-administered, mail-back questionnaire sent to the 

sample of cooperators and directors. The questionnaire was 

designed using techniques described by Dillman (1978) and 

Sudman and Bradburn (1982). The results were collected, 

coded, analyzed, interpreted, and reported. 

A pilot study phase preceded the actual solicitation of 

responses from the samp 1 e used in the study. The pi lot 

phase consisted of two parts, pretesting and a field test. 

Pretesting validation began with the personal distribution 

of the questionnaire to associates, agriculture and wildlife 

professionals, and doctoral committee members. Personal 

interviews were arranged where time permit ted to discuss 

each item on the questionnaire. 

The discussions focused on such aspects as the inter-

pretation, format, wording, and sequential order of the 

items on the questionnaire. Those persons were very helpful 

in recommending modifications, changes in choice of words 

and items that should be included or deleted. Those re-

visions were incorporated in the reprinted questionnaire. 

The second phase of the pi 1 ot study involved 
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administering the revised questionnaire to 50 randomly 

selected district cooperators. District managers distribut

ed the questionnaires and made it possible to interview 

selected participants. 

The field test was conducted for one primary reason, in 

order to identify possible sources of bias resulting from 

misunderstanding of statements or directions and difficult 

wording. Again because of an agreement of complete anonymi

ty and respect of privacy, nonrespondents were not pursued. 

Responses from the sample were solicited through a 

single mailing followed ten days later by a thank you/re

minder postcard. The initial mailing contained a cover 

letter, a questionnaire, and a stamped, preaddressed enve-

lope for return. Each. packet required $. 61 postage for 

round trip mailing. 

A total of 435 questionnaires were mailed to Group I 

(cooperators) and 267 questionnaires were mailed to Group II 

(cooperator/directors). Twenty-four questionnaires were 

returned undeliverable or uncompleted. 

I, 236 responded for a response rate 

Of the 435 in Group 

of 54.2 percent. Of 

the 267 in Group II, 200 responded for a response rate of 

74.9 percent. The data on thirty of the questionnaires 

returned were deemed unusable. 

The response rate for district directors was exception

al but not surprising since the directors are a collectively 

identifiable group of persons who should be more know

ledgeable about conservation agriculture than the district 
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cooperators. The response rate of 54.2 percent from the 

district cooperator group was surprising and high by com-

pari son with generally low response rates to rna i l ques-

tionnaires. Return rates of less than 40 percent are common 

with higher percentages a rarity (Kerlinger, 1973). 

The mail questionnaire was the survey method selected 

for this study based on its use in related studies and its 

adaptability for use by government agencies and for its 

relative inexpensiveness as compared with alternate survey 

methods. The lack of sufficiently high response rates and 

inability to check given responses are two possible defects 

in the use of mail questionnaires unless it is used in 

conjunction with other techniques (Kerlinger, 1973). 

Response rate was sufficiently high for this study. Pretest 

of questionnaires and a pilot study were also used to try to 

reduce nonsampling error. It was beyond the capabilities of 

the study to sample nonrespondents on a formal basis. But 

enhanced confidence in the validity of returns was gained as 

a result of anecdotal data gathered from informal interviews 

with a small number of pilot study nonrespondents. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument development phase of the research 

included several identifiable but interrelated processes: 

1. Selection of an appropriate measurement scale; 
2. Development of a set of items to measure 

attitudinal variables; 
3. Preparation of items to measure the conditions 

of properties for wildlife habitat (diversity 



rating); 
4. Preparation of items to indicate preferences 

for practices and programs; 
5. Preparation of items to measure the demographic 

socioeconomic variables; 
6. Selection and editing of questionnaire 

statements; 
7. Format layout and design; and 
8. Consideration of validity and determination 

reliability. 
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Various data-gathering techniques are more appropriate in 

certain research designs than in others. Likewise, some 

scales of measurement are more appropriate to certain types 

of research than are others. Oppenheim's 1966 review of the 

literature concerning the construction of scales of measure-

ment indicates that there have been few major advancements 

since the Thurstone and Likert methods were developed. 

Among the approaches to attitude measurement in the litera-

ture, the two used most oft en are s t i 11 the Thurs tone and 

Likert scales. The usefulness of the Likert scales in 

related human dimension of natural resources research has 

been demonstrated (Warner, 1981; Birdwell, 1982). 

The Likert-type scale was selected for use in this 

research for a number of reasons. The relative ease of 

construction adhered to one of the basic premises of this 

project, that is, the methodology and instrument itself 

should be adapt ab 1 e and usab 1 e by other researchers. The 

Likert-type scale has features which make it an excellent 

tool in this type of project. The scale requires relatively 

less time from respondents than other methods. The scale 

has a wide range of application and it can be used with a 
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large number of test items (Kerlinger, 1973). 

In this study, the Likert format was applied to ques-

tions dealing with preference for practices, diversity 

rating, land use, and preferred programs. It was felt that 

maintaining this format and layout consistently through the 

questionnaire would simplify the task of responding. 

The Likert type scales were applied to questionnaire 

statements developed and compiled by the author. There are 

five possible responses to all but two Likert scaled items. 

Exceptions are four choices offered on question 15 concern-

ing types of assistance landowners would be likely to use 

and question 17 concerning willingness to use selected 

soil/wildlife conservation practices, The responses ranged 

from positive to negative with the possible responses to the 
. 

attitude questions labeled strongly agree, agree, undecided, 

disagree, or strongly disagree. Equivalent responses were 

developed for other items using a similar format (Appendix 

A). The categories were scored by assigning values 5, 4, 3, 

2, and 1 respectively. Receding and weighting scores for 

the practices section based on the diversity assumption was 

done by a computer program. The weighting process was 

developed through consideration of elements of the assump-

tion of diversity and discussion with wildlife and agricul-

ture professionals. A formal statement of the assumption 

was taken from a habitat index model used by Miranowski and 

Bender (19 8 2) , Properties scattered through a large geo-

graphic area made the use of a sophisticated habitat index 
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model infeasible. A key to the valuing of responses appears 

in Appendix B. 

The undecided response was coded as a value of 3, but 

it was placed as the last choice in the listing of the 

choices (SA, A, D, SD, U) in an attempt to reduce any 

central tendency error resulting from persons who, unfamil-

iar with the subject content, might tend to rate each item 

down the middle of the rating scale (Kerlinger, 1973). In 

the attitude section a strongly agree response to a positive 

statement was scored as 5, while a strongly disagree res-

ponse was scored as a 1. By contrast, a strongly agree 

response to a negative statement received a value of 1 and a 

strongly disagree received a value of 5. An individual's 

total score represented the sum of ratings for all items 

answered in that section. Specific weights assigned to 

responses appear in Appendix B. 

For the attitude section a large number of statements 

of opinion were developed and collected concerning wildlife 

and wildlife habitat on private lands. From this array of 

statements a number of statements were selected and edited 

according to the following criteria (Edwards, 1957): 

1. Statement should contain only one thought; 
2. Statement should be simple and clear; 
3. Statement language should be short, rarely 

exceeding 20 words; 
4. Statement should not contain ambiguous words; 
5. Statement should not be factual; and-
6. Statement should not be capable of being 

interpreted in more than one way. 

A total of eight statements were selected following 
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discussions with peers, professionals, and pretesting to 

solicit evaluation data concerning appropriateness of survey 

items. Through a very simi 1 ar procedure it ems concerning 

current land use, preferred practices and program campo-

nents, and reasons for participating in conservation pro-

grams were developed and collected. 

Since appropriate existing seal es of measurement were 

not found in the literature, scales were developed by the 

researcher. A modified Likert type scale was adapted by 

listing the appropriate items and offering a range of 

responses (Appendix A) . The respondent selected the re-

sponse that best expressed his or her feeling or involvement 

with each item. 

The last section of the questionnaire contained ques-

tions concerning demographic socioeconomic variables about 

the respondent. The respondent was asked to check one of 

the categories provided in each item, or in the case where 

none of the categories might apply, the respondent was 

provided with an open-ended category for writing in an 

appropriate response; the latter was rarely used. 

The socioeconomic variables were selected for two 

primary reasons: 

l. These variables provide a descriptive profile 
of the demographic characteristics of the 
respondents; and 

2. Related research has shown a relationship 
between these variables and the types of 
attitudinal responses that can be expected. 

When measuring simple attributes or physical 
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characteristics of persons or objects, validity is not a 

great problem (Kerlinger, 1973). In behavioral research 

where objects are not always so easily measured, validity 

often becomes a very important question. A distinction can 

be made between validity and reliability. Validity is con

cerned with the question: Is the item measuring what we want 

it to measure? 

Kerlinger (1973, pg. 457) indicates that 11 there is 

no one validity. A test of scale is valid for the scientif

ic or practical purpose of its user. 11 The validation of an 

attitude measurement scale is very difficult (Shaw, 1967), 

Three types of validity 

criterion-related, and 

are commonly accepted: content, 

construct. Content validity is 

concerned with the sampling adequacy of the content of the 

questionnaire, that is, did the statements measure the 

desired domain of aspects associated with the referent 

object? "Content validation consists essentially of judge

ment" (Kerlinger, 1973, pg. 457). Questions at polar ends 

of the spectrum were designed in some instances to help 

verify the validity of responses. Criterion-related, or 

concurrent validity is concerned with predictive ability 

associated with practical problems, while construct validity 

is concerned with theoretical constructs. 

Reliability addresses the question: If the same 

subjects of referent objects are repeatedly measured with 

the same of comparable measurement instrument will the same 

of similar results be obtained? (Kerlinger, 1973) Several 
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measures were taken to improve reliability in the design and 

layout of the mail questionnaire used in this research 

investigation. In this project an effort was made to: (l) 

write clear and simple directions and provide an example; 

(2) maintain consistency in layout; (3) write unambiguous 

statements and questions; and (4) provide an adequate number 

and comparable quality of statements. 

An internal analysis of each of the Likert-scaled 

sections of the questionnaire yielded eight Cronbach's alpha 

reliability coefficients. Cronbach's alpha reliability 

coefficient can range from zero to an absolute value of 1.0. 

For the eight tests, the Cronbach's alpha ranged from a low 

of .54 to a high of .86 (rounded). 

Data Collection 

The mail questionnaire was designed to provide a 

demographic profile of respondent's personal characteris

tics, the relative condition of their holdings for wildlife 

habitat, their attitudes toward wildlife and wildlife 

habitat, and their preferences for practices and programs. 

The review of related literature produced relatively few 

wildlife/private lands studies involving social variables 

and conservation programs and provided only four instruments 

of any kind in this subject area. Instruments from other 

natural resource related studies were pursued and while they 

inf 1 uenced this study they were 

The Missouri land and wildlife 

not appropriate for use. 

survey was perhaps most 
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useful and provided a starting point for instrument develop

ment, 

A six page (three 14 11 by 8 1/2 11 sheets folded in half 

and saddle-stiched) questionnaire was printed in black ink 

on cream colored paper. Special artwork depicting farm 

equipment, farm scenes, and wildlife was designed for the 

cover and inside pages after consultation with layout and 

graphic experts (Appendix C). The letter which accompanied 

the questionnaire was printed in black on the official 

letterhead stationary of the Oklahoma Conservation Com

mission. The letter was signed by the executive director of 

the Oklahoma Conservation Commission (Appendix C). Imprint

ed envelopes of the Commission were also utilized for 

transmittal to the recipient, but the enclosed, self-ad-

dressed stamped envelope was plain bond. In an attempt to 

increase response, each outside envelope was hand addressed, 

Data Analysis 

The data from the questionnaire were entered into the 

computer system at Oklahoma State University by OSU computer 

center technicians. The data were cross checked and hand 

verified after system entry. No data entry or program 

errors were found. Following confirmation all data were 

analyzed through the computer center using the SAS statisti

cal package. 

The principal statistical procedures used in analyzing 

the attitudinal and demographic data was the chi-square 
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statistic. The nonparametric chi-square statistic yields a 

value which represents the disparity between actual and 

observed frequencies falling into each data category. As 

there is a greater disparity the chi-square value increases 

until it becomes statistically significant. The Students 

T-test was utilized to compare means between the two groups. 

The parametric and robust T-test yields an index of the 

significance of the differences between means of two sampled 

groups. The T value increases as the means are significant

ly different. The Pearson correlation coefficient was used 

to meet research Objective 3. Pearson Product Moment 

Coefficients of Correlation can range from -1 to 1, and the 

higher the value, the more positive the correlation. 

The rejection of null hypotheses was set at an alpha 

level of . 05. The • 05 level of confidence means that an 

obtained result that is significant at the .05 level could 

probably (by chance) occur about 5 times in 100; this level 

has been quite acceptable in research similar to this 

investigation. 

The .05 level was originally chosen (Fisher, 1950) and 

has persisted with researchers because 11 it is neither too 

high nor too low for most social scientific research. 11 

Other researchers (Skipper et al., 1967} suggest that rather 

than 11 blind adherence 11 to reporting a relationship between 

data as significant or not significant, the actual probabil

ity level should be stated. Because the writer recognizes 

that there is a difference between statistical significance 
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and social significance, the p value was also reported in 

this study. Using the p value, determination of signifi-

cance is left to the interpretation of the reader. 

Research Objectives, Related Research 

Questions and Hypotheses 

Statements 

The research objectives of this study were deve 1 oped 

following the review of literature, discussion with landown-

ers, and discussion with wildlife and agriculture profes-

sionals. The objectives of this study were: 

g~~~~!~~-Q~i~~!l!~_!l: 
Using an attitude scale to determine the positive or 
negative nature of the attitude of district cooperators 
in the study towards wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Source of Data: 
Survey question #20 was the source of these data 
(Appendix A). 

Null Hypotheses: 

H 1 : There is no significant difference in the 
0 number of district cooperators in the study 

who have positive attitudes toward wildlife 
and those who have negative attitudes toward 
wildlife. 

H lc: 
0 

There is no significant difference in Group I 
in the number of district cooperators who have 
positive attitudes toward wildlife and those who 
have negative attitudes toward wildlife. 

There is no significant difference in Group II 
in the number of district cooperators who have 
positive attitudes toward wildlife and those who 
have negative attitudes toward wildlife. 

There is no significant difference between Group 
I and Group II in the number of district 
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H 1 
0 

H 1a 
0 

H 1b 
0 

H 1c 
0 

H 1d 
0 
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cooperators who have positive attitudes toward 
wildlife and those which have negative attitudes 
toward wildlife. 

There is no significant difference in the mean 
of the attitude scores between Group I and Group 
II. 

Handling Data: 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= Students T-test 

Research Objective #2: 
-----usTng-a-sTmpTe-model based on the diversity assumption 

(Miranowski and Bender, 1982) to determine the poten
tial condition of the district cooperators agricultural 
properties relative to wildlife habitat. 

Source of Data: 
Survey questions one through six and the answer from 
column number one of question 17 were used as the 
source of these data (Appendix A). 

Null Hypotheses: 

H 2 : There is no significant difference in the number 
0 of agricultural properties in the study which 

have a higher diversity rating for wildlife and 
those which have a lower diversity rating. 

There is no significant difference in the number 
of agricultural properties in Group I which have 
a higher diversity rating for wildlife and those 
which have a lower diversity rating. 

There is no significant difference in the number 
of agricultural properties in Group II which 
have a higher diversity rating for wildlife and 
those which have a lower diversity rating. 

There is no significant difference between Group 
I and Group II in the number of agricultural 
properties which have a higher diversity rating 
for wildlife and those which have a lower 
diversity rating. 



Method of 

H 2 
0 

H 2a 
0 

H 2b 
0 

H 2c 
0 

H 2d 
0 

There is no significant difference in the mean 
of question number one scores between Group I 
and Group I I. 

Handling Data: 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= Students T-test 

g~~~~!~~-Q£i~~!!~~-!i~ 
To determine how the expressed attitude of district 
cooperators concerning wildlife/wildlife habitat 
correlates with the condition of their property re
flected by its diversity rating. 

Source of Data: 
Comparison of survey question #20 to questions one 
through six, and the answer from column number one of 
question #17 were used as the source of these data 
(Appendix A). 

Null Hypotheses: 

H 3a: 
0 

There is no positive correlation between the 
attitudes expressed by district cooperators in 
the study and the diversity rating of their 
property. 

There is no positive correlation between 
attitudes expressed by Group I district co
operators and the diversity rating of their 
property. 

There is no positive correlation between 
attitudes expressed by Group II district co
operators and the diversity rating of their 
property. 

Method of Handling Data: 

H 3 
0 

= Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of 
Correlation 

H 3a = 
0 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of 
Correlation 

70 



H 3b = 
0 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of 
Correlation 

Research Objective #4: 
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-----To-TdentTiy-the-characteristics of a conservation 
agency assistance program which influence participation 
in the program. 

Source of Data: 
Survey question number 11 and the frequency of 
occurrence as first, second and third choice of items 
in question number 12 (Appendix A). 

Research Questions: 

1. Are there characteristics of a conservation agency 
assistance program which are more preferred by 
district cooperators in the study? 

2. Are there characteristics of a conservation agency 
assistance program which are more preferred by 
district cooperators in Group I? 

3. Are there characteristics of a conservation agency 
assistance program which are more preferred by 
district ~ooperators in Group II? 

Method of Handling Data: 

Question 1 = rank mean scores of question 11, whole 
group, and frequency of occurrence, question 12. 

Question 2 = rank mean scores of question 11, Group I, 
and frequency of occurrence, question 12. 

Question 3 = rank mean scores of question 11, Group II, 
and frequency of occurrence, question 12. 

~~!~~~~~-Q~i~~!l~~-!2 
To identify acceptable components for a habitat 
assistance program for district cooperators in the 
study. 

Source of Data: 
Survey question number 15 and the frequency of 
occurrence as first or second choice of items in 
question number 16 (Appendix A). 

Research Questions: 



1. Are there program components which are more 
acceptable than others to district cooperators in 
the study? 

2. Are there program components which are more 
acceptable than others to district cooperators in 
Group I? 

3. Are there program components which are more 
acceptable than others to district cooperators in 
Group II? 

4. Are there program components which are more 
acceptable than others to district cooperators in 
Group I than to district cooperators in Group II? 

Method of Handling Data: 
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Question 1 = rank mean scores of whole group, question 
15; frequency of occurrence, question 16. 

Question 2 = rank mean scores of Group I ' question 15; 
frequency of occurrence, question 16. 

Question 3 = rank mean scores of Group I I, question 15; 
frequency of occurrence, question 16. 

Question 4 = compare lists of ranked means of Group I 
and Group II, question 15; frequency of occur
rence, question 16. 

g~!~~~~~-Q~l~~!l~~-!~~ 
To determine the willingness of district cooperators in 
the study to use each of the 13 soil and wildlife 
conservation practices. 

Source of Data: 
Survey question number 17 was the source of information 
of this data (Appendix A). 

Null Hypotheses: 

H 6 : No significant difference exists in the 
0 willingness to use each of the 13 soil and 

wildlife conservation practices by district 
cooperators in Group I than by district co
operators in Group II, 

H 6a: 
0 

No significant difference exists between those 
Group I cooperators who live west of Interstate 
35 (I-35) and Group I cooperators who live east 
of I-35 in their willingness to use each of the 



H 6b. 
0 • 

H 6c: 
0 

Method of 

H 6 
0 

H 6a 
0 

H 6b 
0 

H 6c 
0 
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13 soil and wildlife conservation practices. 

No significant difference exists between those 
Group II district cooperators who live west of 
I-35 and Group II district cooperators who live 
east of I-35 in their willingness to use each of 
the 13 soil and wildlife conservation practices. 

No significant difference exists in the 
willingness to use each of the 13 soil and wild
life conservation practices between district 
cooperators who live east of I-35 and district 
cooperators who live west of I-35. 

Handling Data: 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

= chi-square 

Research Objective #7: 
-----To-determTne-Tf-differences exist between Group I and 

Group II in this study for selected demographic 
characteristics. 

Source of Data: 
Survey questions 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 37, 
39, and 43 were the source of this data (Appendix A). 

Null Hypothesis: 

Method of 

H 7 . . 
0 

There is no significant difference between the 
district cooperators in Group I and the district 
cooperators in Group II for the demographic/so
cioeconomic variables identified in questions 
2 3, 2 4, 2 5, 2 7, 2 9, 3 0 , 3 2 , 3 3, 3 7, 3 9, and 4 3 
in the survey. 

Handling Data: 

Question 23 = chi-square 
Question 24 = chi-square 
Question 25 = chi-square 
Question 27 = chi-square 
Question 29 = chi-square 
Question 30 = chi-square 
Question 32 = chi-square 
Question 33 = chi-square 



Question 37 = chi-square 
Question 39 = chi-square 
Question 43 = chi-square 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The findings presented here are organized around the 

individual Research Objectives. For objectives 1, 2, 4, 5, 

and 6 the findings are presented for the population as a 

whole, within Group I, within Group II, and between Groups. 

Differences between groupings east and west of Interstate 35 

are also considered for Objective 6. Objective 3 considers 

correlations within the population 

I and within Group II. Finally, 

as a whole, within Group 

Objective 7 presents a 

comparison on selected demographic responses between Group I 

and Group II. 

The basis for examination of 

study and the comparison of Groups 

the population in the 

I and II in the pop-

ulation were attitudinal and preferential responses, res

ponses to statements concerning current land use practices, 

and socioeconomic/demographic characteristics. The atti

tudinal responses focused on the attitude of the respondent 

toward wildlife and wildlife habitat. The preferential 

responses focused on the respondents' preferences for 
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program components and selected soil and wildlife prac-

tices. The socioeconomic/demographic characteristics on 

which the two groups were compared included growing up on a 

farm or ranch, age, education, number of years farm-

ing/ranching, number of years as a district cooperator, 

current farm tenure, amount of farm labor provided by the 

landowner and his family, percent of total income derived 

from farming, size of operation, and type of operation. 

Only that data relating to significant findings is reported 

in this study. The interpretive remarks which accompany the 

presentation of the findings are the opinions and impres-

sions of the author. 

Findings and Discussion 

Research Objective 1 was, using an attitude scale, to 

determine the positive or negative nature of the attitude of 

district cooperators in the study toward wildlife and 

wildlife habitat. Research Objective 1 was met through the 

testing of five null hypotheses. The expected values for 

the one sample chi-squares were set at 75 percent/25 per-

cent, positive and negative based on the positive nature of 

the information on attitudes in previous studies (Sheriff et 

al., 1981; Sebert, 1982). Table 1 displays the chi-square 

1 1c values for hypotheses H through H , the T-test value for 
0 0 

H 1d and measures of central tendency for the attitude 
0 ' 
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TABLE I 

CHI SQUARE VALUES FOR ATTITUDE SCORES, SURVEY QUESTION 2 0' 
RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 1 

N 2 df ;x: p 

H 1 407 77.57 1 (p < . 0 01) 
0 

H 1a 216 45.65 
0 

1 (p < . 0 01) 

H 1b 191 31.98 1 (p < . 001) 
0 

H 1c 407 0.083 1 p = .77 
0 

T-TEST FOR MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES, GROUP I AND GROUP I I 

N mean t p 

H 1d 
0 

Group I 215 28.64 0.046 0.9633 

Group I I 189 28.62 

MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY FOR ATTITUDE SCORES, 
QUESTION 20 

mean mode median 

Group I a I I 28.6 31 29 

Group I 28.6 31 29 

Group I I 28.6 29 29 
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scores. 

Hypotheses H0
1 , H la, and H lb were rejected indicating 

0 0 

significant differences do exist in the proportion of 

district cooperators in the study who have positive atti-

tudes toward wildlife and those who have negative attitudes 

toward wildlife. 

lc ld . Hypotheses H and H were not reJected, indicating 
0 0 

there'is no significant difference between Group I and Group 

II in the proportion of district cooperators who have 

positive attitudes toward wildlife and those who have 

negative attitudes toward wildlife, In addition there is no 

significant difference in the mean attitude scores for the 

two groups, Other measures of central tendency for the 

entire populations and sub groups I and II are further 

evidence of the lack of significant difference in cooperator 

attitudes toward wildlife (Table I), Among district cooper-

ators, attitudes as reflected by the scores from survey 

question 20 are positive. For the entire sample, 61 percent 

strongly agreed that seeing wildlife around the farm was 

very important to them, and another 36 percent indicated 

they agreed with the same statement, and only 6 percent of 

the respondents did not want wildlife on their land. While 

this high percentage expressed a positive attitude, more 

than 8 5 percent indicated they agreed to some degree with 

the statement regarding farmers who enjoy wildlife sometimes 

choose economic gains over maintaining habitat, In 
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addition, almost 42 percent of the respondents reflected 

some degree of awareness when they indicated they felt 

changes. in farming had affected wildlife numbers. For the 

entire population, almost three quarters indicated they try 

to consider wildlife habitat when they make a land use 

decision. 

for Wildlife 

Research Objective 2 was, using a simple model based on 

the diversity assumption (Miranowski and Bender, 1982), to 

determine the potential condition of the district coopera-

tors agricultural properties relative to wildlife habitat. 

Research Objective 2 was met through the testing of five 

null hypotheses. The expected values for the one sample 

chi-squares were set at 75 percent/25 percent, high and low 

based on the positive nature of the relationship between 

conservation farming and wildlife (USDA-SCS, 1984; Great 

Plains Agricultural Council, 1984). Table II displays the 

chi-square values for Hypotheses H 2 through H 2c, the t 
0 0 

value for H 2d, and the measures of central tendency for the 
0 

diversity rating score. Hypotheses H2 , H 2a, and H 2b were 
0 0 

rejected, indicating significant differences do exist in the 

proportion of agricultural properties in the study which 

have a positive diversity rating and those which have a 

negative diversity rating. 
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TABLE I I 

CHI SQUARE VALUES FOR POTENTIAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY 
RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE HABITAT, SURVEY QUESTION 1, 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 2 

H N 2 df X p 
0 

H 2 
0 

407 87.97 1 (p ( . 0 01) 

H 2a 216 41.51 1 (p < .001) 
0 

H 2b 191 46.62 1 (p ( .001) 
0 

H 2c 407 1. 20 1 p = .2730 
0 

SURVEY QUESTION 1 t-TEST 
MEAN. 

N mean t p 

H 2d 
0 

Group I 216 59.49 -1.76 p = .0795 

Group I I 191 61.38 

MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY FOR DIVERSITY RATING SCORES 
SURVEY QUESTION 1 

mean mode median 

Group I q I I 60.4 63 61 

Group I 59.5 63 60.5 

Group I I 61.4 68 62 
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2c 2d . H and H were not reJected, which indicates that 
0 0 

no differences exist between Group I and Group II for the 

proportion of properties which have a positive diversity 

rating and those which have a negative diversity rating. In 

addition there is no significant difference in the mean 

scores for diversity rating be tween Group I and Group I I. 

Other measures of central tendency for the entire population 

and sub groups I and II are further evidence of the lack of 

significant difference in the diversity rating scores for 

the properties owned by cooperators in the study. 

The source of the data for Research Objective 2 was a 

weighted score derived from survey questions 1 through 6 and 

any item circled in column 1, question 17. An analysis of 

survey quest ion 1 responses revealed some general informa-

tion about the property in the study. In the last ten years 

fie 1 d size has been increasing and there has been 1 itt 1 e 

activity relative to windbreaks on the properties in the 

study. For the entire population, about 83 percent reported 

removing no windbreaks and 76 percent had not planted any 

windbreaks on their land. The data indicate that 74 percent 

of the cooperators in the study mow their roadsides regular-

ly. A large percent of the cooperators leave odd areas in 

natural vegetation. Over the last ten years two thirds of 

the population have not removed vegetation and trees along 

creek banks. 

Information concerning conversion of land from one 



82 

agricul~ural use to another was also gathered in question 1. 

Woodland had been converted completely to pasture by 7 

percent of the population and 27 percent had converted some 

woodland to pasture. Rangeland had been converted to 

pasture by almost one third of the population. Rangeland 

had been converted to cropland by 12 percent and about 50 

percent had converted cropland to pasture some time in the 

last ten years. 

A chi-square analysis by item did yield significant 

differences within the study population. The responses for 

survey question 2 yielded a significant chi-square value. 

Question 2 dealt with the primary method of tillage used by 

the cooperator (Table III). The greatest contribution to 

the chi-square value was the response, "minimum tillage". 

Group I responded more frequently than expected; Group II, 

less frequently. It is probable that this difference could 

be attributed to two factors. Minimum tillage techniques 

are a relatively new innovation and are appropriate for use 

on only certain types of cropland. The members of Group II 

tend to be older and adoption research has shown that age 

does appear to influence adoption rates (Lovejoy and Parent, 

1981, Ervin and Ervin, 1982, and Choi and Coughenour, 1979). 

It is also possible that fewer cooperators in Group II may 

be involved in cropping systems on land which makes minimum 

tillage techniques a viable alternative. 

A chi-square analysis of survey question 4 also proved 



TABLE III 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATORS 
PRIMARY METHOD OF TILLAGE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Clll2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I . I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I TOTAL 
------------~--------~--------~--------~--------~--------~ 
COOPERATORS I 50 I 48 61 41 16 I 166 

42.4 71.6 31.3 20.7 
0.7 1.6 3.0 1.1 

14.59 18.54 12.46 4.86 1 so.46 
28.92 36.75 24.70 9 64 
57.14 42.96 66.13 39.02 

------------+--------+--------~-----~--~--------~--------~ 
DIRECTORS I 28 I 36 81 21 25 I 163 

41 6 70.4 30.7 20.3 
0.8 1.6 3.1 1.1 

10.94 24.62 6.38 7.60 1 49.54 
22.09 49.69 12.88 15 34 
42.86 57.04 33.87 60.98 

------------+--------+--------~--------~--------~--------~ 
TOTAL 84 142 62 41 329 

25.53 43.16 18 84 12.46 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators = Group I 
Directors = Group II 

12.932 llFa 
o. 198 
o. 194 
o. 198 

13.079 OF• 

Key: 1 
2 
3 
4 

3 PROB=0.0048 

3 PROB=0.0045 

moldboard plow 
stubble mulching 
no till/minimum till 
other 

(X) 

w 
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significant. Question 4 dealt with grazing practices and 

the regularity with which cooperators removed more than 50 

percent of the annual growth from their pastures (Table IV). 

The greatest contribution to the chi-square value was the 

response, 11 always 11 • Group I responded more frequently than 

expected; Group II less frequently. This relationship may 

be due to the differences in the size of holdings. Group II 

cooperators tend to have larger holdings which may allow 

them more options for rotational grazing. This relationship 

also could be attributable to the economic well-being of the 

cooperator. Directors (Group II) tend to be relatively 

secure economically. 

The responses for survey question 6 also yielded a 

significant chi-square value (Table V). Question 6 asked 

respondents if improving or"maintaining wildlife habitat was 

included in their conservation plan. The greatest contribu

tion to the chi-square value was the response, 11 no 11 • Group 

I responded that maintaining and improving wildlife habitat 

was not part of their conservation plan more frequently than 

expected. Group II responded less frequently than expected. 

As there is no significant difference in attitude scores 

between groups, the significant difference 

question 6 may be attributable to the fact 

directors (Group II) have more contact with 

displayed on 

that district 

the personne 1 

who supply planning and technical assistance to landowners. 

Other results indicate that this type of assistance is more 



TABLE IV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATORS WHO 
REMOVE MORE THAN 50% OF GROWTH ON PASTURE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

!
ALWAYS IMOST OF !SELDOM !NEVER IDOES NOll 

TIME APPLY 
------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 4 I 31 99 53 17 12 

22.0 105.2 59.6 15.6 9.7 
3.7 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.6 

7.85 25.06 13.42 4.30 3.04 
14.62 46.70 25.00 8.02 5.66 
75.61 50.51 47.75 58.62 66.67 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 8 I 10 97 58 12 6 

19.0 90 8 51.4 13.4 8.3 
4.3 0.4 0.8 0.2 0.7 

2.53 24.56 14.68 3 04 1.52 
5.46 53.01 31.69 6.56 3.28 

. 24.39 49.49 52.25 41.38 33.33 
------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+---~----+ 
TOTAL 41 196 Ill 29 18 

10.38 49.62 28.10 7.34 4.56 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CIII-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

11.798 
0. 173 
0.170 
0. 173 

12.304 

OF= 

OF= 

4 PROB=O.OI89 

4 PROB=O.OI52 

TOIAL 

212 

53.67 

183 

46.33 

395 
100.00 

00 
V1 



TABLE V 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATORS WIIO !lAVE 
INCLUDED IMPROVING/MAINTAINING WILDLIFE HABITAT AS PART OF 

THEIR CONSERVATION PLAN 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Clll2 

PERCENr 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I IYES INO I TOTAL 
------------~--------~--------~--------~ 
COOPERATORS I 21 I 126 69 I 195 

143.2 51.8 
2. 1 5. 7 

33.78 18.50 I 52.28 
64.62 35.38 
45.99 69.70 

------------+--------~--------~--------~ 
DIRECTORS I 13 I 148 30 I 178 

130.8 47.2 
2.3 6.3 

39.68 8.o4 I 47.72 
83.15 16.85 
54.01 30.30 

------------~--------~--------~--------~ 
TOTAL 274 

73.46 
99 

26.54 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LJKELHIOOO RATIO CHISQIIARE 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (1-TAIL) 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

(2-TAIL) 

Group I 
Group II 

16.389 OF 2 

-0.210 
0.205 
0.210 

16.781 Ofa 
15.453 OF• 

373 
100.00 

PROB=O.OOO! 

PROB=O.OOOI 
PROB=0.0001 
PROB=O.OOOO 
PROB=O.OOOI 

00 
0\ 
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highly valued by Group II cooperators. Conceivably this 

could result in a broader, more inclusive plan for Group II 

cooperators. 

An item analysis by chi-square of survey question 17 

was conducted to meet Research Objective 6. However, items 

the respondent circled in column 1 were added to the diver

sity rating for Research Objective 2. The only item from 

question 17 which yielded a significant chi-square value 

which appeared to be based on the cell loadings representing 

column 1 was part (i). Cell loadings indicate that 22 Group 

I respondents were already fencing farm ponds compared to 9 

for Group II. The promotion of fencing farm ponds as a 

wildlife /soil conservation measure is a relative new 

innovation in Oklahoma. Two factors which could be involved 

are the influence of age on adoption rates and the landown

er's perception of the practice as it contributes to his 

production goals. Fencing a farm pond is not a highly 

production oriented practice 

may not be readi I y apparent 

and the conservation benefits 

to cooperators. The practice 

also calls for an outlay of materials and requires a con

scious effort to provide an alternate watering site below 

the dam. This practice, along with freeze proof tanks, has 

only recently been targeted for promotion. 

For question 17, column 1, the first column represented 

the response "already using". The percentage of the total 

responses which fall into column 1, survey question 17, 
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items (a) through (m) is shown in Table VI. For the entire 

population, practices which are more compatible with agri-

cultural production show a higher percentage of use. 

Survey question 2 indicates that stubble mulching was 

the most widely used method of tillage by the study group. 

The moldboard plow was used by one fourth of the respondents 

and almost 20 percent of the respondents used minimum 

tillage techniques. 

Grazing practices are assessed by survey questions 3, 

4, and 5. For those who have rangeland, 6 percent always 

remove more than 50 percent of the annual growth. Of those 

cooperators who have rangeland, one third remove more than 

50 percent most of the time. On pastureland, percentages 

for removing more than 50 percent of the annual growth all 

or most of the time are 10 percent and 49 percent, respec-

tively. Of those who graze their woodlands, almost 31 

percent indicated they always graze their woodlands and one 

fourth graze their woodlands most of the time. 

Research Objective 3 was to determine how the expressed 

attitude of district cooperators concerning wild-

life/wildlife habitat correlated with the condition of their 

property as reflected by its diversity rating. Research 

Objective 3 

hypotheses. 

was met 

Hypotheses 

through the testing of three null 

H 3 through H 3b were tested using 
0 0 



Item 

a -
b -
c -
d -
e -
f -
g -

h -
i -
j -
k -
1 -

TABLE VI 

PERCENT OF ENTIRE POPULATION ALREADY USING 
SELECTED SOIL AND WILDLIFE PRACTICES 

Percent already using 

native grasses 22.86 
retain woodlots 40.66 
protect wetlands 14.58 
land revert 17.39 
plant food plots 16.71 
leave grain 5.38 
restrict grazing on 
wooded areas 13. 2 5 

plant trees and shrubs 15.80 
fence ponds 8.05 
leave 50% growth 20.05 
over seed legumes 28.42 
control burn 27.51 

m - manage brush to leave 
cover 29.55 

89 

practice 
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the Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation 

statistic. All of the hypotheses for Research Objective 3 

were rejected, indicating statistically significant rela-

tionships on all three comparisons. The Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation values 3 3b for H through H were .36 (p 
0 0 

0.0001), .32 (p 0 . 0 0 0 1) , and • 4 2 ( p 0.0001), respective-

ly. Pearson Product Moment coefficients of correlation can 

range from -1 to +1, and the greater the absolute value the 

more pronounced the relationship, be it positive or nega-

tive. The value needed for statistical significance is 

affected by the number of paired scores used in the computa-

tion. The number of paired scores in this study was 407. 

The coefficients demonstrate a modest relationship between 

attitude and condition of place. The relationships account 

for about 10 to 15 percent of the variance in the scores. 

Research Objective 4 was to identify the characteris-

tics of a conservation agency assistance program which 

influence participation in the program. Four research 

questions were answered by examining the mean scores from 

i terns (a) through (h) from survey quest ion 11, which dealt 

with importance of assistance program characteristics to 

cooperators. Means were ranked from high to low for the 

entire population, Group I, and Group II (Table VII). 

Frequency counts from survey question 12 can be compared to 
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TABLE VI I 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CONSERVATION AGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
(QUESTION 11) RANKED BY MEAN SCORES 

OBJECTIVE 4 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 f 4.68 f 4.64 f 4.74 
2 d 4.36 d 4.47 a 4.28 
3 a 4.19 a 4.11 d 4.23 
4 e 4.12 e 4.09 b 4.20 
5 g 4.05 c 4.04 e 4.16 
6 b 3.97 g 3.98 g 4.13 
7 c 3.95 b 3.79 c 3.82 
8 h 3.68 h 3.58 h 3. 79 

KEY a = Compatibility 
b = Technical Assistance 
c = Cost-sharing Practices 
d - Cost to You 
e = Profitability 
f = Control Soi 1 Erosion 
g = Improving Water Quality 
h = Planning Assistance 
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the list of characteristics ranked by mean in Table VII. To 

obtain supporting data question 12 offered respondents the 

opportunity to indicate their first, second, and third 

choices for most important program characteristics (Table 

VIII). An examination of Table VII reveals that differences 

in the importance of several program characteristics exist. 

Control of erosion, cost, compatibility and profitability 

rank relatively high for Groups I and II. There is some 

disparity be tween groups in the importance of t echni ca 1 

assistance and availability of cost share. 

The data from question 12 reinforce the idea that while 

conservation is important, economics are closely tied to a 

cooperator's decisions and involvement in programs and 

practices. While controlling erosion was the most important 

characteristic (first choice, question 12) economic elements 

(cost share, profitability, and cost to you) rank close 

behind. 

An item analysis of survey question 11 yielded only one 

significant chi-square value (Table IX). The greatest 

contributions to the chi-square value were the responses, 

"less important" and "not important". Group I responded 

more frequently than expected that availability of technical 

assistance was less or not important and Group II responded 

less frequently than expected. This indication that avail

ability of technical assistance is more important to Group 

II cooperators as a program characteristic may be based on 
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TABLE VI I I 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CONSERVATION AGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
(QUESTION 11) RANKED BY PERCENT OF FREQUENCY 

A. AS FIRST CHOICE QUESTION 12 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 f 27.13 f 26.09 f 28.33 
2 d 19.38 d 24.15 e 17.78 
3 c 14.21 c 20.29 a 17.20 
4 a 13.95 a 11.11 d 13. 8 9 
5 e 12.92 e 8.70 b 8.33 
6 b 6.98 b 5.80 c 7.22 
7 g 2.84 g,h 1.93* g 3. 8 9 
8 h 2.58 h 3.33 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 10 0 •. o 0 

B. AS SECOND CHOICE QUESTION 12 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 d 21.19 d 2 7. 18 f 23.76 
2 f 19.12 e 18.45 b 17.13 
3 e 17.05 c,f 15.05* e 15.47 
4 b 13.18 b 9.91 d 14.36 
5 c 12.66 g 6.31 a,c 9.94* 
6 a 7.75 a 5.83 g 8.84 
7 g 7.49 h 2.43 h 0.55 
8 h" 1. 55 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 100.00 

c. AS THIRD CHOICE QUESTION 12 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 f 24.87 f 22.66 f 27.37 
2 c,d 12.57* e 16. 2 6 d 15.64 
3 e 12.30 c,g 12.81* c 12. 3 9 
4 g 11.78 b 11.33 b 11. 7 3 
5 b 11.52 d 9.95 g 10.61 
6 h 7.33 a 7.88 h 9. 3 8 
7 a 7.07 h 6.40 e 7.82 
8 a 6.15 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 100.00 



Key to Table VIII 

a = Compatibility 
b = Technical Assistance 
c = Cost-sharing Practices 
d. = Cost to You 
e = Profitability 
f = Control Erosion 
g.= Improve Water Quality 
h = Planning Assistance 

* - exhibited the same percent 
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TABLE IX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, IMPORTANCE 
OF AVAILABILITY OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENf 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

I VERY IMPIIMPORTANILESS IMPINOf IMPOIUNDECIOEI 
ORTANT T ORTANT RTANT 0 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 7 I 59 102 34 11 3 

69. 1 105. 3 25.9 7. 0 t. 6 
1.5 0.1 2.5 2.3 1.2 

15.25 26.36 8.79 2.84 0.78 
28.23 48.80 16.27 5.26 1.44 
46.09 52.31 70.83 84.62 100.00 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 13 I 69 93 14 2 0 

58.9 89.7 22.1 6.0 1.4 
1.7 0.1 3.0 2.6 1.4 

17.83 24.03 3.62 0.52 0.00 
38.76 52.25 7.87 1.12 0.00 
53.91 47.69 29.17 15.38 0.00 

------------+--------~--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL . 128 195 48 13 3 

33.07 50.39 12.40 3.36 0.78 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY lABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

16.383 OF• 
0.206 
o .. 2o2 
0.206 

18.323 OF~ 

4 PROB=0.0025 

4 PROB=O.OOI t 

TOTAL 

209 

54.01 

178 

4!;i.99 

387 
100.00 

1.0 
VI 
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the extended personal contact the directors (Group II) have 

with SCS personnel who supply technical assistance. 

Research Objective 5 was to identify acceptable compo

nents for a habitat assistance program for district coopera

tors in the study. The four research questions were answered 

by examining the mean scores from items (a) through (g) from 

survey question 15, which dealt with the cooperators likeli

ness to use the habitat assistance program components 

specified in question 15. Means were ranked from high to 

low for the entire population, Group I, and Group II (Table 

X) • 

Frequency counts from survey question 16 can also be 

compared to the list of preferred types of assistance ranked 

by mean in Table X. Question 16 offered respondents the 

opportunity to indicate their first and second choices for 

most preferred type of assistance (Table XI). Better 

trespass laws and increased law enforcement rank high with 

both groups as preferred types of assistance. These find

ings are supported by the findings of other studies (ODWC, 

1984; Sebert, 1982). Improper public access is a major 

problem to private landowners and a very real deterrent to 

habitat improvement. 

A further analysis of survey question 15 by chi-square 

revealed two items with significant chi-square values, item 



TABLE X 

TYPES OF HABITAT PROGRAM ASSISTANCE COOPERATORS WOULD 
BE MOST LIKELY TO USE RANKED BY MEAN BY GROUP 

OBJECTIVE 5 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 e 3.22 e 3.25 e 3. 18 
2 f 3.04 f 3.08 f 2.99 
3 a 2.92 a 3.04 b 2.90 
4 b 2.89 d 2.92 d 2.80 
5 d 2.86 b,c 2.87* a 2.78 
6 c 2.74 g 2.70 g 2.73 
7 g 2.71 c 2.59 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 100.00 

KEY a = Free/low cost plant materials 
b = Technical assistance 
c = Cash payments 
d = Tax breaks 
e = Better trespass laws 
f = Increased law enforcement 
g = Farm/ranch wildlife specialists 

* = exhibited the same percent 

97 
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TABLE XI 

TYPES OF HABITAT PROGRAM ASSISTANCE COOPERATORS WOULD 
BE MOST LIKELY TO USE RANKED BY PERCENT OF FREQUENCY 

A. AS FIRST CHOICE QUESTION 16, OBJECTIVE 5 

Rank Entire Group I Group II 
Population 

1 e 27.85 a 28.44 e 27.72 
2 a 22.03 e 27.96 c 19.57 
3 c 19.24 c 18.96 b 16.85 
4 b 12.66 b 9.00 a 14.67 
5 d 9.11 d 8.53 d 9. 7 8 
6 f 7.34 f 6.16 f 8.70 
7 g 1. 77 g 0.95 g 2.72 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 100.00 

B. AS SECOND CHOICE QUESTION 16, OBJECTIVE 5 

Rank Entire Group I Group I I 
Population 

1 f 21.17 f 21.15 f 21.20 
2 e 18.88 e 17.79 e 20.11 
3 d 17.60 c,d 16,35* d 19.02 
4 c 12.24 g 11.06 g 12.50 
5 g 11.73 a,b 8.65* b 11.41 
6 b 9.95 a 8.15 
7 a 8.42 c 7. 61· 

PERCENT 100.00 100.00 100.00 

KEY a = Free/low cost plant materials 
b = Technical assistance 
c = Cash payments 
d = Tax breaks 
e = Better trespass laws 
f = Increased law enforcement 
g = Farm/ranch wildlife specialists 

* = exhibited the same percent 
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(a) and item (c) (Table XII and Table XIII). Each of these 

items dealt with the acceptance of some type of free materi

als or monetary assistance for co_operators. For item (a), 

concerning the respondent 1 s 1 ikel iness to use free or low 

cost plant materials as a type of habitat improvement 

assistance, the response "very 1 ike 1 y 11 made the greatest 

contribution to the chi-square value. Responses indicate 

that more Group I cooperators were very likely to use 

free/low cost plant materials than expected and fewer Group 

II cooperators than expected indicated that they were very 

likely to use free/low cost plant materials. 

Item (c) dealt with direct cash payments for mainte

nance of wildlife land. The response, "very likely" also 

makes the greatest contribution to the chi-square value for 

item (c). The same relationship for item (a) for Group I 

and II exists for item (c). These responses indicate a 

trend that Group II (directors) are less inclined to accept 

cash or free materials as types of assistance. It is the 

author's opinion that these differences probably stem from 

the reluctance of district directors (Group II) in their 

leadership role to accept types of assistance in which they 

are actually paid money or given materials of value at no 

charge. Many times directors are long time cooperators and 

have already completed their conservation plan by the time 

they become a director. They are usually relatively secure 

financially and many times tend to forego cost share funds. 



TABLE XII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, PREFERRED 
TYPE OF ASSISTANCE--FREE/LOW COST 

SEED/PLANT MATERIALS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

I VERY LIK,LIKELV ILESS LIK,NOT LIKEI 
ELY ELY LV 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 5 I 81 79 30 21 

65.5 86.9 35.2 23.4 
3.6 0.7 0.8 0.3 

20.45 19.95 7.58 5 30 
38.39 37.44 14.22 9.95 
65.85 48.47 45.45 47.73 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 6 I 42 84 36 23 

57 . 5 76 . 1 30 8 20 6 
4.2 0.8 0.9 0.3 

10.61 21.21 9.09 5 81 
22.70 45.41 19.46 12.43 
34.15 51.53 54.55 52.27 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 123 

31.06 
163 

41 . 16 
66 

16.67 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

44 
II. II 

TOTAL 

2 1 I 

53.28 

185 

46.72 

396 
100 00 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 

11.498 OF~ 

0. 170 
3 PROB=0.0093 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

0. 168 
0.170 

LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 11.664 OF= 3 PROB=0.0086 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

I-< 
0 
0 



TABLE XIII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, PREFERRED 
TYPE OF ASSISTANCE--CASH FOR 

MAINTAINING WILDLIFE LAND 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CH12 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

IVERY LIKILIKELY ILESS LIKINOT LIKEI 
ELY ELY LV 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 2 I 80 61 37 36 

65.6 65.6 44.4 38.5 
3.2 0.3 1.2 0.2 

20.25 15.44 9.37 9.11 
37.38 28.50 17.29 16.82 
66.12 50.41 45.12 50.70 

------------~--------+--------·--------+--------·--------+ 
DIRECTORS I to 1 41 60 45 35 I 

55.4 55.4 37.6 32.5 
3.8 0.4 1. 5 0.2 

10.38 15. 19 11.39 8.86 I 
22.65 33. 15 24 86 19 34 
33.88 49,!j9 54.88 49.30 ------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 

214 

54. t8 

181 

45.82 

TOTAL 121 121 82 71 
30.63 30.63 20.76 17.97 

395 
too.oo 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISOUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

10.6!:11 OF a 

o. 165 
0.162 
0.165 

10.841 OF• 

3 PROB"'O.Ot35 

3 PROB=O.OI2G 

I-& 
0 
I-& 
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~~~E~~~!~~~~-~!ll!~~~~~~-!~-~~~-§~l~~!~~ 

Soil/Wildlife Conservation Practices 

Research Objective 6 was to determine the willingness 

to use each of the 13 selected soil and wildlife conserva-

tion practices for district cooperators in the study. 

Research Objective 6 was met through testing four null 

hypotheses. The responses to each of the 13 practices, 

items (a) through (m), were analyzed by Group I vs. Group II 

(Ho 6) , within Group I east and west (H 6a) 
0 ' 

within Group II 

east and west (H 6b) 
0 , and the entire population was analyzed 

east vs. west (H 6c). For H 6a through H 6c Interstate 35 ' 0 0 0 

served as a division point to split the responses into the 

categories of east and west. Table XIV displays the number 

of items that exhibited significant chi-square scores for 

each of the analyses by hypotheses. All four null hypo-

theses for Research Objective 6 were rejected, indicating 

significant differences do exist in the willingness to use 

the 13 selected soil and wildlife conservation practices. 

Each of the 13 practices from question 17 contribute to 

the enhancement of some habitat element. They have the 

potential to provide or improve some key element of habitat 

for wildlife throughout the year. The practices provide a 

variety of food, water, shelter and space options for 

wildlife. In combination with other cover types and ecolog-

ical conditions they add to the diversity found on an 

operating unit. 



TABLE XIV 

NUMBER OF ITEMS COMPARED AND NUMBER FOUND SIGNIFICANT 
FOR EACH NULL HYPOTHESIS - OBJECTIVE 6 

H 6 
0 

H 6a 
0 

H 6b 
0 

H 6c 
0 

Number items 
compared 

13 

13 

13 

13 

Number found 
significant 

2 

11 

2 

10 

103 
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In general much of the significance for these items 

appears attributable to category 3 (unwilling to use) and 

category 4 (does not apply) responses. From the responses 

it appears many practices are more applicable in a particu-

lar region of the state. In several instances, cooperators 

were 1 ess wi 11 ing to use a practice that appeared best 

suited for their region. In general, cooperators were less 

willing to use practices that were perceived as less pro-

duction oriented. 

Group I vs. Group II 

6 In an item analysis of survey question 17 for H , two 
0 

items exhibited significant chi-square values: those items 

were (i) fencing ponds and (j) leave 50 percent annual 

growth on pastures (Tab 1 es XV through XVI). The largest 

contribution to the chi-square values for (i) fencing ponds 

comes from the response, 11 a 1 ready using 11 with group I 

cooperators responding more frequently than expected. 

The greatest contributions to the chi-square values 

for (j) are from the responses, "already using" and 11 unwill-

ing to use". Group I cooperators responded less frequently 

than expected for "already using" and more frequently than 

expected for "unwilling to use". The relationship was 

reversed for the Group II cooperators - this indicates more 

Group II cooperators than expected are already leaving 50 

percent annual growth and fewer than expected are unwilling 



TABLE XV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATORS' WILLINGNESS 
TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--FENCE FARM PONDS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI:Z 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLIN,DOES NOT' 
. USING TO USE G TO USE A?PLY 

------------·--------+--------+--------+--------·--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 13 I 22 54 97 30 

16.3 63.3 91.2 32.2 
2.0 1.4 0.4 0.1 

5.71 14.03 25.19 7.79 
10.84 26.60 47.78 14.78 
70.97 45.00 56.07 49.18 

------------+--------·--------·--------·--------·--------· DIRECTORS I 9 I 9 66 76 31 
14.7 66.7 81.8 28.8 
2.2 1.5 0.4 0.2 

2.34 17.14 19.74 8.05 
4.95 36.26 41.76 17.03 

29.03 55.00 43.93 50.82 
------------~--------~--------+--------·--------+--------~ TOTAL 31 120 173 61 

8.05 31.17 44.94 15.84 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

203 

52.73 

182 

47.27 

385 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 

8.096 DF• 
o. 145 

3 PROB"'0.0441 

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 

o. 144 
o. 145 

LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISOUARE 8.252 OF• 3 PROB"'0.0411 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

= Group I 
= Group II 

i-' 
0 
lJ1 



TABLE XVI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATORS' WILLINGNESS 
TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LEAVE 50% GROWTH ON PASTURE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

'

ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,DOES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOP ERA TORS I I I I 3 I 8 I 76 t7 

41.1 84.8 63.8 15.3 
2.5 0.2 2.3 0.2 

7.97 20.82 19.54 4.37 
15.12 39.51 37.07 8.29 
39.74 50.31 62.81 58.62 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------~--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 1 I · 47 eo 45 12 

36.9 76.2 57.2 13.7 
2.8 0.2 2.6 0.2 

12.08 20.57 11.57 3.08 
25.54 43.48 24.4G 6.52 
60.26 49.69 37.19 41.38 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL . 78 161 121 29 

20.05 41.39 31.11 7.46 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

205 

52.70 

184 

47.30 

389 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 10.991 OF• 3 PROB=0.01 18 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators - Group I 
Directors - Group II 

0.168 
o. 166 
o. 168 

1 1. 075 OF• 3 PR0B"0.0113 

'-' 
0 
0\ 



107 

to do so. It is possible that this relationship is related 

to size of holdings. Directors tend to have larger holdings 

which may allow them more grazing manage~ent options. Larger 

ho 1 dings could permit directors to rot ate grazing, 1 eaving 

more growth on any specific pasture. Larger holdings could 

also offer opportunities for mixed grazing practices. 

Group I East vs. Group I West 

In an item analysis of survey question 17 for H 6a, 
0 

Group I east compared to Group I west, 11 i terns exhibited 

significant chi-square values (Tables XVII through XXVII). 

The "does not apply" category makes the largest contribution 

to the chi-square value for item (a) (Table XVII) planting 

native grasses. Fewer Group I east cooperators than expect-

ed responded, and more Group I west cooperators than expect-

ed responded. This seems to indicate that the practice does 

not apply as well as in the west. The same "does not apply" 

relationship for Group I west exists for item (b) (Table 

XVIII), retaining existing woodlots and item (c) (Table 

XIX), protecting existing wetlands. Items (i) (Table XXIII) 

fencing farm ponds, (1) (Tab 1 e XXVI) con tro 1 burning to 

improve forage, and (m) (Table XXVII) managing brush also 

exhibit more responses than expected in the "does not apply" 

category for Group I west cooperators. With the exception 

of fencing farm ponds, each of these practices involve 

manipulation or utilization of some land type or vegetative 



TABLE XVII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS 1 

WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--PLANT 
NATIVE GRASSES 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CIH2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIDOES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------~--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 2 I 24 54 15 11 

19.5 54.5 12.0 18.0 
1.0 0.0 0.8 2.7 

11.54 25.96 7.21 5.29 
23.08 51.92 14.42 10.58 
61.54 49.54 62.50 30.56 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 6 I 15 55 9 25 

19.5 54.5 12.0 18.0 
1.0 0.0 0.8 2.7 

7.21 26.44 4.33 12.02 
14.42 52.88 8.65 24.04 
38.46 50.46 37.50 69.44 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 39 109 24 36 

18.75 52.40 11.54 17.31 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

104 

50.00 

104 

50.00 

208 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 9.031 OF= 3 PROB=0.0289 
PHI 0.208 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.204 
CRAMER'S V 0 208 
LIKELIHOOD RAllO CHISQUARE 9.212 OF• 3 PROB=O 0266 

.... 
0 
co 



TABLE XVIII 

CONTIN•3ENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--RETAIN 

EXISTING WOODLOTS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

!
ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIOOES NOTI 

. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I o I 50 35 9 12 

41.9 33 8 6. 1 24.2 
1.6 0.0 1.4 6.2 

23 8 t 16.67 4.29 5.71 
47. 17 33.02 8.49 11 . 32 
.60. 24 52.24 75.00 25.00 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 6 I 33 32 3 36 1 

4 1 . 1 33.2 5.9 23.8 
1.6 0.0 1. 5 6.3 

15.71 15.24 1. 43 17.14 I 
31. 73 30 77 2.88 34.62 
39.76 47.76 25.00 75.00 . . 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 83 67 12 48 

39.52 31.90 5.71 22.86 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

106 

50.48 

104 

49.52 

210 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 18.599 OF~ 3 PROB=0.0003 
PHI 0.298 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.285 
CRAMER'S V 0.298 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 19.319 OF"' 3 PROB=0.0002 

....... 
0 

"' 



TABLE XIX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--PROTECT 

EXISTING WETLANDS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CIH2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 

. COL PCT 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

'

ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,DOES NOll 

---------~--------~---~----~--------~--------~--------~ 
EAST I 2 I 16 33 1 1 44 

14.6 27.1 8.5 53.8 
0.1 t.3 0.7 1.8 

7.73 15.94 5.31 2126 
15.38 31.73 10.58 42.31 
55 . 17 6 1 . 11 64 . 7 1 4 1 . 1 2 

---------~--------~--------~--------~--------~--------~ 
WEST I 7 I 13 21 6 63 

14.4 26.9 8.5 53.2 
0.1 1.3 0.7 t.8 

6.28 10.14 2.90 30.43 
12.62 20.39 5.83 61.17 
44.83 38.89 35.29 58.88 

---------~--------~--------~--------~--------~--------~ 
TOTAL 29 54 17 107 

14.01 26.09 8.21 51.69 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

104 

50.24 

103 

49.76 

207 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 7.817 OF= 3 PROB=0.0500 
PHI o. 194 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 191 
CRAMER'S V o. 194 
LJKELIHOOO RATIO CHISQUARE 7.879 OF• 3 PR08a0.0486 

j....& 
j....& 
0 



TABLE XX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LAND 

REVERT TO WILDLIFE HABITAT 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIOOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 2 I 18 28 47 11 

16.5 33.0 38.5 16.0 
0.1 0.8 1.9 1.6 

8.65 13.46 22.60 5.29 
17.31 26.92 45~19 10 58 
54.55 42.42 61.04 34.38 

---------+--------+--------+---~----+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 6 I 15 38 30 21 

16.5 33.0 38.5 16.0 
0.1 0.8 1.9 1.6 

7.21 18.27 14.42 10.10 
14.42 36.54 28.85 20.19 
45.45 57.58 38.96 65.63 . 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 33 66 77 32 

15.87 31.73 37.02 15.38 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

104 

50.00 

104 

50.00 

208 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 8.666 Of• 3 PROB=0.0341 
PHI 0.204 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.200 
CRAMER'S V 0.204 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 8.756 OF• 3 PROB=0.0327 

I
I-

'"""" 



TABLE XXI 

CONTINGENCY rABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES-LEAVE 

GRAIN FOR WINTER FOOD 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTEO 
CEll CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIDOES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 2 I 5 30 30 39 

6 . I 30. 3 37 . 4 30. 3 
0.2 0.0 t.4 2.5 

2.43 14.56 14.56 18.93 
4.81 28.85 28.85 37.50 

4t.6'/ 50.00 40.54 65.00 
---------·--------·--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 8 I 7 30 44 2 t I 

5.9 29.7 36.6 29.7 
0.2 o.o t.5 2.6 

3.40 14.56 21.36 10. 19 I 
6.86 29.41 43. 14 20.59 

58.33 50.00 59.46 35.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 12 60 74 60 

5.83 29.13 35.92 29.13 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

104 

50.49 

102 

49.51 

206 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 8.363 OF• 3 PROB=0.0391 
PHI 0.201 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 198 
CRAMER'S V 0.201 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 8.464 OF• 3 PROB•0.0373 

1-' 
1-' 
N 



TABLE XXII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--RESTRICT 

GRAZING WOODED AREAS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CEll CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WilliNG IUNWilllNIDDES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 4 I 13 32 43 14 

11.0 34.0 33.0 24.0 
0.4 0.1 3.0 4.2 

6.37 15.69 21.08 6.86 
12.75 31.37 42.16 13.73 
59.09 47.06 65.15 29.17 

---------~--------·--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 8 I 9 36 23 34 

11.0 34.0 33.0 24.0 
0.4 0.1 3.0 4.2 

4.41 17.65 11.27 16.67 
8.82 35.29 22.55 33 33 

40.91 52.94 34.85 70.83 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 22 68 66 48 

10.78 33.33 32.35 23.53 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

102 

50.00 

102 

50.00 

204 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 15.357 OF,. 3 PROB=0.0015 
PHI 0.274 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.265 
CRAMER'S V 0.274 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 15.717 OF" 3 PROB=O.OOI3 

1---' 
1---' w 



TABLE XXIII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--FENCE 

FARM PONDS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Cltl:' 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIDDES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAsT I 4 I I !i 3 I 50 6 

11.1 27.1 48.7 15.1 
1.4 0.6 0.0 5.5 

7.39 15.27 24.63 2 96 
14.71 30.39 49.02 5.88 
68.18 57.41 51.55 2000 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 9 I 1 23 47 24 

10.9 26.9 48.3 14.9 
1.4 0.6 0.0 5.5 

3.45 11.33 23.15 11.82 
6.93 22.77 46.53 23.76 

. 31.82 42.59 48.45 80.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 22 54 97 30 

10.84 26.60 47.78 14.78 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

102 

50.25 

. 101 

49.75 

203 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 14.982 OF" 3 PROB~O.OOIB 

PHI 0. 272 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 262 
CRAMER'S V 0.272 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 15.819 OF• 3 PROB=0.0012 

...... 

...... 
+:--



TABLE XXIV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATOR~' 

WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LEAVE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CUI2 

PERCENT 
RUW PCT 
COL PCT 

50% GROWTH ON PASTURE 

'

ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,DDES NOT' 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------·--------+--------+--------+--------+--------· 
EAST I 5 I 10 38 49 4 

15.3 39.9 37.4 8.4 
1.8 0.1 3.6 2.3 

4.88 18.54 23.90 1.95 
9.90 37.62 48;51 3.96 

32.26 46.91 64.47 23.53 
---------·--------·--------·--------·--------+~-------+ 
WEST I 6 I 21 43 27 13 I 

15.7 41.1 38.6 8.6 
1.8 0.1 3.5 2.2 

10.24 20.98 13. 17 6.34 I 
20. 19 41.35 25.96 12.50 
67.74 53.09 35.53 76.47 

---------·--------·--------·--------·--------·--------· 

TOTAL 

101 

49.27 

104 

50.73 

TOTAL 31 81 76 17 205 
15.12 39.51 37.07 8.29 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 15.304 OF= 3 PROB=0.0016 
PHI 0.273 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.264 
CRAMER'S V 0.273 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 15.732 OF• 3 PROB20.0013 

I-' 
I-' 
Ln 



TABLE XXV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES-~OVERSEED 

LEGUMES IN PASTURE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHl2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

'

ALREADY IWlLLlNG IUNWlLLlNIOOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 4 I 41 48 9 4 

25.3 50.0 14.4 12.4 
9.8 0.1 2.0 5.7 

19.90 23.30 4.37 1.94 
40.20 47.06 8.82 3.92 

. . . 80.39 47.52 31.03 16.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 6 I 10 53 20 21 I 

25.7 51.0 14.6 12.6 
9.6 o. 1 2.0 5.6 

4.85 25.73 9.71 10. t9 I 
9.62 50.96 19.23 20. 19 

19.61 52.48 68.97 84.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 51 101 29 25 

24.76 49.03 14.08 12.14 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

102 

49.51 

104 

50.49 

206 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 34.807 OF:o 3 PROB=O. 0001. 
PHI 0. 411 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.380 
CRAMER'S V 0. 411 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHlSQUARE 37.400 OF~ 3 PROB=0.0001 

i-' 
i-' 
0\ 



TABLE XXVI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--CONTROL 

BURN TO IMPROVE FORAGE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIOOES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 4 I 31 50 15 6 

28.4 46.3 14.9 12.4 
o.2 o:3 o.o 3.3 

15.12 24.39 7.32 2.93 
30.39 49.02 14.71 5.88 
54.39 53.76 50.00 24.00 

---------·--------+--------+--------+--------·--------+ 
WEST I 7 I 26 43 15 19 

28.6 46. 7 15. I 12.6 
0.2 0.3 0.0 3.3 

12.68 20.98 7.32 9.27 
25.24 41.75 14.56 18.45 
45.61 46.24 50.00 76.00 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 57 93 30 25 

27.60 45.37 14.63 12.20 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

102 

49.76 

103 

50.24 

205 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 7.721 OF= 3 PROB=0.0521. 
PHI 0. 194 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0. 191 
CRAMER'S V o. 194 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 8.065 Of a 3 PROB=0.0447 

..... ..... 
'-I 



TABLE XXVII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP I EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--MANAGE 

BRUSH TO LEAVE COVER 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Clll2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

!
ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIOOES NOll 

. USING TO USE G 10 USE APPLY 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------~ 
EAST I 1 I 39 42 19 5 

30.9 42.8 17.4 13 9 
2.2 0.0 0.1 5.7 

18.48 19.91 9.00 2.37 
37.14 40.00 18.10 4.76 
62.90 48.84 54.29 17.86 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 4 I 23 44 16 23 I 

31.1 43.2 17.6 14. 1 
2. 1 0.0 0.1 5.7 

10.90 20.85 7.58 1o.9o I 
21.70 41.51 15.09 21.70 
37. 10 51.16 45.71 82. 14 . . ---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 62 86 35 28 
29.38 40.76 16.59 13.27 

STATISriCS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

105 

49.76 

106 

50.24 

211 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 16.000 or~ 3 PROB=O.OOI1 
PHI 0.275 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.265 
CRAMER'S V 0.275 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 11.015 OF• 3 PROBc0.0007 

1-' .._. 
00 
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type which is more predominant in the eastern half of 

Oklahoma. Burning has some application in the west but is 

not as applicable in a cash grain/livestock operation as it 

might be in a straight livestock operation. Most coopera

tors livestock operations in the western part of the state 

were cash grain/livestock operations. 

Item (d) allowing land to revert to wildlife habitat, 

has two responses which make relatively large contributions 

to the chi-square value (Table XX). The "unwilling to use" 

and "does not apply" responses each contribute to signifi

cance. Fewer Group I west cooper a tors than expected were 

unwilling to use the practice and more than expected indi

cated the practice did not apply. More Group I east respon

dents than expected indicated they were unwilling to use the 

practice while fewer Group I east respondents than expected 

indicated the practice did not apply. Letting land revert 

to wildlife habitat is a very nonproduction oriented prac

tice. The response indicates that it is not a popular idea. 

If promoted as a set aside or fallow program it might be 

more acceptable. It would be very difficult in the 1985 

farm economy to realize wildlife benefits from long term set 

aside programs. 

The same relationship exists for Group I east and Group 

I west respondents for item (g) restricted grazing on 

woodlands (Table XXII). This appears to indicate that more 

Group I east cooperators than expected are unwilling to use 
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practices that appear to be more applicable for use in the 

eastern part of the state. This unwillingness to restrict 

grazing on woodlands speaks to the influence of economics on 

the intensity of land use. Much of the eastern grazing land 

is interspersed with woodland and the expense to restrict 

grazing (fencing) and the reduction in total grazing acres 

may contribute to the eastern livestock owner's unwilling

ness to restrict grazing on his woodland. 

The p r a c t i c e for i t em ( f) (Tab l e XX I ) l e a vi n g 2 0 1 

strips of grain next to field borders for winter wildlife 

food exhibited a relationship that is the reverse of the 

relationship described for items (d) letting land revert to 

wildlife habitat and (g) restricted grazing of woodlands. 

Group I east cooperators responded less frequently than 

expected for the "unwilling to use" response and more 

frequently than expected for the "does not apply" category. 

Group I west cooperators responded more frequently than 

expected for the "unwilling to use" response and less 

frequently than expected for the "does not apply" category. 

This appears to be another ecological/economic relationship. 

While more grain is grown in the west because of the suit

ability of the area for grain production, economic condi

tions probab 1 y make more west ern cooperators unwi 11 ing to 

use the practice. This practice is easily impacted by grain 

prices and economic conditions. It has been well received 

in areas where special campaigns and promotions have been 
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targeted. In these areas, cooperators have willingly 

participated in this practice. 

The practice of 1 eaving more than 50 percent annua 1 

growth on pasture and rangeland (j) has one response which 

makes a relatively large contribution to the chi-square 

va 1 ue (Tab 1 e XXIV) • More Group I east cooper a tors than 

expected are unwi 11 ing to leave 50 percent of the annual 

growth on their pasture and more Group I west cooper a tors 

than expected were willing to use the practice. This 

difference may be attributable again to the greater number 

of grazing options available to the western cooperator. 

The 11 a 1 ready using 11 response for it em (k) overseeding 

legumes in tame pasture, makes the greatest contribution to 

its chi-square value (Table XXV). More Group I east co-

operators than expected are already using the practice. 

Group II East vs. Group II West 

In an item analysis of survey question 17 6b for H , 
0 

Group II east compared to Group II west, two items exhibited 

significant chi-square values. The chi-squares for question 

17 item (b) and question 17 item (k) appear in Tables XXVIII 

and XXIX, respectively. The greatest contribution to the 

chi-square value for item (b) (Table XXVIII) retaining 

woodlots is from the "does not apply" response. Group II 

west cooperators responded more frequently than expected; 

Group II east less frequently. The practice is more 



TABLE XXVIII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP II EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' WILLINGNESS 
TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--RETAIN EXISTING WOODLOTS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

IALRfADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,DOES NOT' 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------· 
ol 11 ol ol o 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 2 I 42 32 5 13 

38.3 27.4 5.0 21.4 
0.4 0.8 0.0 3.3 

22.70 17.30 2.70 7.03 
45.65 34.78 5.43 14.13 
54.55 58.18 50.00 30.23 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST 3 35 

38.7 
0.4 

18.92 
37.63 
45.45 

23 
27.6 
0.8 

12.43 
24.73 
41.82 

5 
5.0 
0.0 

2.70 
5.38 

50.00 

30 
21.6 
3.3 

16.22 
32.26 
69.77 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 77 55 10 43 

41.62 29.73 5.41 23.24 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

9:1' 

49.73 

93 

50.27 

185 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 8.825 OF= 3 PRDB=0.0317 
PHI 0.218 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.213 
CRAMER'S V 0.218 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 9.019 OF= 3 PROB=0.0:!90 

....... 
N 
N 



TABLE XXIX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, GROUP II EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' WILLINGNESS 
TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--OVERSEED LEGUMES IN PASTURE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CH12 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

!
ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIDOES NOll 

. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

ol 11 ol ol o 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 6 I 39 43 3 3 I 

28.4 43.0 7.3 9.3 
4.0 0.0 2.6 4.3 

21 .67 23.89 1. 67 I. 67 I 
44.32 48.86 3. 41 3. 4 I 
67.24 48.86 20.00 15.79 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 4 I 19 45 12 16 I 

29.6 45.0 1.1 9.7 
3.8 0.0 2.4 4. I 

10.56 25.00 6.67 a.as I 
20.65 48.91 13.04 17.39 
32.76 51. 14 80.00 84.21 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 58 88 15 19 

32.22 48.89 8.33 10.56 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

88 

48.89 

92 

51 II 

180 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 21. 158 OF• 3 PROB=0.0001 
PHI 0.343 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.324 
CRAMER'S V 0.343 
LIKELIHOOO RATIO CHISQUARE 22.545 QFc 3 PROB=0.0001 

f-.1 
N 
w 
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applicable in the more forested eastern half of the state. 

The greatest contribution to the chi-square value for 

item (k) overseeding legumes in tame pasture, comes from two 

response categories (Table XXIX). They are the "already 

using" and "does not apply" responses. More Group II east 

cooper a tors than expected are using the practice and less 

than expected indicated it did not apply. The relationship 

is reversed for the Group II west cooperators. This prac-

tice also appears to be more suited to the types of grazing 

operations found in the eastern half of the state. 

for 

Entire Population East vs. 

Entire Population West 

Many of the east/west relationships from H 6a hold true 
0 

6c hypothesis H • 
0 

Differences appear to be based on 

ecological suitability and economic feasibility. In an item 

analysis for survey question 17 for H 6c, the entire popula
o 

tion east compared to the entire population west, ten items 

exhibited significant chi-square values (Tables XXX through 

XXXIX). The "does not apply" response makes the greatest 

contribution to the chi-square value for items (a) (Table 

XXX) plant native grasses, (b) (Table XXXI) retain woodlots, 

(c) (Table XXXII) protect existing wetlands, (i) (Table 

XXXVI) fencing farm ponds, and (m) (Table XXXIX) managing 

brush for wildlife cover. In each case the portion of the 

population east of Interstate 35 responded less than 



TABLE XXX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--PLANT 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CH12 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

NATIVE GRASSES 

'

ALREADY 'WILtiNG IUNWILLIN,OOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
ol ol tl ol o 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 7 I 53 90 25 25 

44.2 93.5 21.6 33.7 
t.7 O.t 0.5 2.2 

13.80 23.44 6.51 6.51 
27.46 46.63 ·t2.95 12.95 
60.23 48.39 58.14 37.31 

---------+--------+--------+--------+~-------+--------+ 
WEST I t5 I 35 96 t8 42 

43.8 92.5 21.4 33.3 
t.8 0.1 o.5 2.3 

9. It 25.00 4.69 10.94 
18.32 50.26 9.42 21.99 
39.77 51 .6t 4 I .86 62.69 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 88 186 43 67 

22.92 48.44 11.20 17.45 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

193 

50.26 

191 

49.74 

384 
100.00 

CUI-SQUARE 9.318 OF• 3 PROB=0.0253 
PHI 0 156 
CONTINGENCY COEF.FICIENT 0.154 
CRAMER'S V 0.156 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 9.397 OF= 3 PROB=0.0245 

~ 
N 
Vl 



TABLE XXXI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--RETAIN 

EXISTING WOODLOTS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWilliNIDOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
ol 11 ol ol o 

_ - • I • I ---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------· 
EAST I 2 I 92 67 14 25 

80.2 61.2 11.0 45.6 
1.7 0.6 0.8 9.3 

23.29 16.96 3.54 6.33 
46.46 33.84 7.07 12.63 
57.50 54.92 63.64 27.47 

---------~--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 9 I 68 55 8 66 

79.8 60.8 11.0 45.4 
1.7 0.6 0.8 9.4 

17.22 13.92 2.03 16.71 
34.52 27.92 4.06 33.50 
42.50 45.08 36.36 72.53 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 160 122 22 91 

40.51 30.89 5.57 23.04 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

198 

50.13 

197 

49.87 

395 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 24.887 OF• 3 PROB=0.0001 
PHI 0.251 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.243 
CRAMER'S V 0.251 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 25.605 OF• 3 PROB=O.OOOI ...... 

N 
a. 



TABLE XXXII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--PROTECT 

EXISTING WETLANDS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CEll CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT !ALREADY IWILLJNG IUNWILLINIDOES NOll 

. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 
---------~--------·--------·--------·--------~--------~ o I 1 I o I o I o 

---------·--------~--------~--------~--------·--------~ 
EAST I 6 I 32 56 23 83 

27.9 45.3 19.9 101 .o 
0.6 2.5 0.5 3.2 

8.21 14.36 5.90 21.28 
16.49 28.87 11.86 42.78 
57.14 61.54 57.50 40.89 

---------~--------~--------+--------+--------·--------· 
WEST I 10 I 24 35 17 120 I 

28. 1 45.7 20. I 102.0 
0.6 2.5 0.5 3.2 

6. 15 8.97 4.36 30.77 I 
12.24 17.86 8.67 6L22 
42.86 38.46 42.50 59. 11 

---------+--------·--------·--------+--------+--------· 

TOTAL 

194 

49.74 

196 

50.26 

TOTAL . 56 91 40 203 390 
14.36 23.33 10.26 52.05 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CIIJ-SQlJARE 13.623 OF" 3 PROBc0.0035 
PHI 0.187 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.184 
CRAMER'S V o. 187 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHJSQUARE 13.712 OF" 3 PROB=0.0033 

..... 
N 
...... 
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TABLE XXXII I 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LAND REVERT 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

TO WILDLIFE HABITAT 

!ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,OOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+~-------+--------+ 
ol ol ol ol t 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I 6 I 33 56. 78 27 

33.8 65.2 65.2 29.8 
0.0 1.3 2.5 0.3 

8.46 14.36 20.00 6.92 
17.01 28.87 40.21 13.92 
48.53 42.75 59.54 45.00 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST 1 to 1 35 75 53 33 

34.2 65.8 65.8 30.2 
0.0 1.3 2.5 0.3 

8.97 19.23 13.59 8.46 
17.86 38.27 27.04 16.84 

. 51.47 57.25 40.46 55.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 68 131 131 60 

17.44 33.59 33.59 15.38 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

194 

49.74 

196 

50.26 

390 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 8. t 75 OF" 3 PROB=0.0425 
PHI o. 145 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 143 
CRAMER'S V o. 145 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE ·8. 215 OF= 3 PR08=0.04t8 ...... 

N 
00 



TABLE XXXIV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LEAVE GRAIN 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

FOR WINTER FOOD 

'

ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,OOES NOT' 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------~ 
ol ol ol ol 1 

·. 

---------·--------~--------~--------~--------~--~-----· 
EAST I 5 I 7 59 51 78 I 

10.5 58. I 70.2 56. I 
I. 2 0.0 5.2 8.5 

1.80 15. 17 13. 11 20 05 I 
3.59 30.26 26. 15 40.00 

33.33 50.86 36.43 69.6tl 

---------~--------~--------·--------~--------·--------· 

TOTAL 

195 

50. 13 

WEST I 12 I 14 57 89 34 I 194 
10.5 57.9 69.8 55.9 

1.2 0.0 5.3 8.6 
3.60 14.65 22.88 8.74 I 49.87 
7.22 29.38 45.88 17.53 

66.67 49.14 63.57 30.36 
---------·--------·--------·--------·--------·--------· 
TOTAL 21 116 140 112 389 

5.40 29.82 35.99 28.79 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 29.965 OF• 3 PROB=O.OOOI 
PHI 0.278 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 267 
CRAMER'S V 0.278 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 30.616 OF= 3 PROB=O 0001 

....... 
N 

"' 



TABLE XXXV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--RESTRICT 

GRAZING WOODED AREAS 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT !ALREADY IWILLING IUNWilliNIDOES NOTI 

. USING TO USF G TO USE APPLY 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------~--------+ o I o I o I o I t 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
EAST I Ill 27 56 70 36 I 

25. t 58.6 57. t 48.2 
0.1 0. t 2.9 3. t 

7.03 14.58 18.23 9.38 I 
14.29 29.63 37.04 19.05 
52.94 47.06 60.34 36.73 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 

189 

49.22 

WEST I II I 24 63 46 62 I 195 
25.9 60.4 58.9 49.8 
0.1 0.1 2.8 3.0 

6.25 16.41 11.98 16.15 I 50.78 
12.31 32.31 23.59 31.79 
47.06 52.94 39.66 63.27 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL . 51 119 t 16 98 384 

13.28 30.99 30.21 25.52 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 12.361 OF• 3 PR08"0.0062 
PHI 0.179 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT o. 177 
CRAMER'S V o. 179 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 12.478 DfE 3 PROB=0.0059 

1-o 
w 
0 



TABLE XXXVI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--FENCE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PC r 
COL PCT 

FARM PONDS 

'

ALREADY 'WILLING IUNWILLINIDOES NOll 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------~--------~--------~--------~--------+--------~ o I o I o I. o I 1 

. I I I 

---------·--------~--------·--------+--------+--------· EAST I 9 I 19 74 80 18 I 
15.4 59.7 86.0 29.8 
0.8 3.4 0.4 4.7 

4.95 19.27 20.83 4.69 I 
9.95 38.74 41.88 9.42 

61.29 61.67 46.24 30.00 
---------+--------~--------+--------+--------+--------+ 

TOTAL 

191 

49.74 

WEST I 13 I 12 46 93 42 I 193 
15.6 60.3 87.0 30.2 
0.8 3.4 0.4 4.7 

3.13 11.98 24.22 10.94 I 50.26 
6.22 23.83 48.19 21.76 

38.71 38.33 53.76 70.00 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 31 120 t73 60 384 

8.07 31.25 45.05 15.63 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONriNGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V . 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

18.681 Of" 
0.221 
0.215 
0.221 

19.030 OF= 

3 PROB=0.0003 

3 PROB=0.0003 
1--' 
w 
1--' 



TABLE XXXVII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--LEAVE 50% 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Clll2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

GROWTH ON PASTURE 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIOOES Norl 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------~--------~--------~--------+--------~--------+ 
ol 11 ol ol o 

---------~--------f--------~--------~--------+--~-----f 
EAST I 10 I 27 81 74 8 

37.7 78.8 59.3 14.2 
3.0 0.1 3.7 2.7 

6.96 20.88 19.07 2.06 
14.21 42.63 38.95 4.21 

. . 35.06 50.31 61.16 27.59 
---------f--------~--------~--------~--------+--------f 
wEsT I 8 I 50 80 4 7 2 I 

39.3 82.2 61.7 14.8 
2.9 0.1 3.5 2.6 

12 89 20.62 12. tt 5.41 
25.25 40.40 23.74 10.61 

. . 64.94 49.69 38.84 72.41 
---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 17 161 121 29 

19.85 41.49 31.19 7.47 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

190 

48.97 

198 

51.03 

388 
100.00 

Clll -SQUARE 18.572 Of'" 3 PROB=0.0003 
PHI 0.219 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0 21•4 
CRAMER'S V 0.219 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 18.934 OF= 3 PROB=0.0003 

\--' 
w 
1'-,) 



TABLE XXXVIII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--OVERSEED 

LEGUMES IN PASTURE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

! ALREADY !WILLING IUNWILLINIDOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
o I 1 I ol o I o 

---------+--------·--------+--------+--------·--------+ 
EAST I 10 I 80 91 12 7 

53. 7 93. 0 2 I . 7 2 I . 7 
12.9 0.0 4.3 9.9 

20.73 23.58 3.11 1.81 
42.11 47.89 6.32 3.68 
73.39 48.15 27.27 15.91 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
WEST I 10 I 29 98 32 37 

55.3 96.0 22.3 22.3 
12.5 0.0 4.2 9.6 
7.51 25.39 8.23 9.59 

14.80 50.00 16.33 18.88 
26.61 51.85 72.73 84.09 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 109 189 44 44 

28.24 48.96 11.40 11.40 

STA~ISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

190 

49.22 

196 

50.78 

386 
100.00 

CHI-SQUARE 53.587 Of" 3 PROB=O.OOOI 
PHI 0.373 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.349 
CRAMER'S V 0.373 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 56.858 OF= 3 PROB=0.0001 

f..-' 
w 
w 



TABLE XXXIX 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, EAST VS WEST, COOPERATORS' 
WILLINGNESS TO USE SELECTED PRACTICES--MANAGE 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

BRUSH TO LEAVE COVER 

I ALREAOY 'WILLING IUNWILLIN,DOES NOTI 
. USING TO USE G TO USE APPLY 

---------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
ol tl ol ol o 

---------+--------·--------+--------+--------·--------+ 
EAsT I 4 I 7 I 8 I 30 14 

57.6 82.9 28.3 27.3 
3.1 0.0 O.t 6.5 

t7.97 20.5t 7.59 3.54 
36.22 41.33 t5.3t 7.14 
61.2t 48.50 52.63 25.45 

---------·--------+--------·--------+--------·--------+ 
WEST I 7 I 45 86 27 41 

58.4 84.t 28.7 27.7 
3.1 0.0 0.1 6.4 

11.39 2t.77 6.84 10.38 
22.61 43.22 t3.57 20 60 
38.79 5t.50 47.37 74.55 

---------+--------+--------·--------·--------+--------+ 
TOTAL t t6 t67 57 55 

29.37 42.28 14.43 t3.92 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

TOTAL 

196 

49.62 

t99 

50.38 

395 
too.oo 

CHI-SQUARE t9.368 OF• 3 PROB 2 0.0002 
PHI 0. 221 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.216 
CRAMER'S V o. 221 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 20.008 OF" 3 PROB=0.0002 

...... 
w 
.j:-. 
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expected in the 11 does not apply 11 category while western 

respondents indicated more frequently than expected the 

practices did not apply. These five practices are more 

applicable by respondents in the eastern group. 

The greatest contribution to the chi-square value for 

item (d) allowing land to revert to wildlife habitat, comes 

from the 11 unwilling to use 11 category (Table XXXIII). More 

eastern cooperators than expected were unwilling to use the 

practice. Fewer western cooperators than expected were 

unwilling to use the practice. 

The practice of leaving grain for winter food (f) 

appears to gain significance from two response categories, 

11 unwilling to use 11 and "does not apply 11 (Table XXXIX). 

Fewer east ern cooper a tors than expected were unwilling to 

use the practice, yet more than expected indicated it did 

not apply. The reverse is true for the western cooperators. 

As previously discussed, western cooperators are 

to use the practice which has more application 

relative to eastern cooperators. 

unwilling 

for them 

For item (g) restricted grazing on wooded areas, the 

"unwilling to use 11 and "does not apply" responses make the 

largest contribution to the chi-square value (Table XXXV). 

More eastern cooperators than expected were unwilling to use 

the practice and fewer than expected indicated it did not 

apply. Again this indicates that the eastern cooperators 

are more unwilling to use a practice which is more 
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applicable to them. 

Three response categories make relatively large contri

butions to the chi-square value for item (j) leaving 50 

percent annual growth on pasture and rangeland (Table 

XXXVII). More western cooperators than expected were 

already using the practice and fewer western cooperators 

than expected were unwi 11 ing to use the practice. More 

western cooperators than expected indicated the practice did 

not apply. This also indicates that leaving 50 percent of 

the annua 1 growth on pasture and range is probab 1 y a more 

applicable practice in the east, yet fewer than expected are 

using the practice and more than expected are unwilling to 

use the practice. 

For item (k) overseeding legumes on tame pasture, three 

response categories make relatively great contributions to 

the chi-square value (Table XXXVIII). More eastern cooper

a tors than expected are using the practice, fewer eastern 

cooperators than expected are unwilling to use the practice 

and fewer eastern cooperators than expected indicated the 

practice did not apply. This practice is an example of a 

practice which is perceived by the cooperator as production 

oriented and is wildly accepted in the region where it is 

suited for use. 

Research Objective 7 was to determine if differences 
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exist between,Group I and Group II for selected demographic 

characteristics. Research Objective 7 was met through 

testing one null hypothesis. In addition, the demographic 

data gathered for the study population was compared to data 

gathered for Oklahoma in the 1978 census of agriculture 

(U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1981). 

The nonstatistical comparision revealed no major differences 

for the. coo:pera tors in the study and the genera 1 agriculture 

population. To test the hypothesis, responses to survey 

questions 23, 24, 25, 27, 29,· 30, 32, 33, 37, 39, and 43 

were analyzed using the chi-square statistic. Table XL 

displays the chi-square values for the selected demographic 

characteristics. 

While the study population did not differ substantially 

from the general public, the analysis yielded several 

statistically significant differences within the study 

populations Group I and II. Questions 23, 24, 27, 29, 30, 

33, and 39 exhibited significant chi-square values. The 

null hypotheses for Research Objective 7 was rejected: this 

indicates there are statistically significant differences 

for demographic variables between Group I and Group II 

(Tables XLI through XLVI). The largest contribution for the 

chi-square value for question 23, were you reared on a farm 

or ranch, comes from the "no" response. More Group I 

cooperators than expected were not raised on a farm or ranch 

(Table XLI). The response categories "29 - 39" years and 
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TABLE XL 

SOCIOECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
CHI SQUARE VALUES 

Question N chi 2 df p signif. 

23 403 6.604 1 .0102 yes 
24 ' 407 18.842 5 .0021 yes 
25 405 2.581 6 .8593 no 
27 406 39.056 5 0.0001 yes 
29 391 30.540 5 0.0001 yes 
30 395 38.898 5 0.0001 yes 
32 396 0.300 1 .5836 no 
33 397 22.840 3 0.0001 yes 
37 398 2.084 1 .1488 no 
39 400 19.05 5 .0019 yes 
43 396 8.002 6 .2380 no 

The data for the questions which exhibited significance 
is displayed in Tables XLI through XLVII. 



TABLE XLI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, QUESTION 23: 
WERE YOU REARED ON A FARM OR RANCH? 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL Clll2 

PERCENf 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I IYES INO I TOTAL 

-r----------+--------+--------t--------t 
COOPERATORS I 3 I 168 45 I 213 

177.6 35.4 
0.5 2.6 

41.69 11.11 I 52.85 
78.87 21.13 

. . 50 . 00 6 7 . 16 . 
------------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 1 I 168 22 I 190 

158.4 31.6 
0.6 2.9 

41.69 5.46 1 47.t5 
88.42 11.58 
50.00 32.84 

------------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 336 

83.37· 
67 

16.63 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 
CONTINUITY ADJ. CHI-SQUARE 
FISHER'S EXACT TEST (I-TAIL) 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

(2-TAIL) 

Group I 
Group II 

6.604 OF• 
-o. 128 
0. 127 
o. 128 
6.745 OF" 
5.934 OF• 

403 
100.00 

PROBcO.OI02 

PROB=O 0094 
PROB=0.0149 
PROB=0.0070 
PROB=0.0109 

1-' 
w 
1.0 



FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

TABLE XLII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, COOPERATOR AGE 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
coL PCT 118-28 129-39 l4o-5o 151-61 162-72 173+ 1 TOTfiL 

------------·--------+--------·--------+--------+--------·--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 1 40 44 69 52 10 I 216 

I. I 29.2 43.0 66.9 56.8 19. I 
0.0 4.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 4.3 

o.25 9.83 to.81 16.95 12.78 2.46 I 53.07 
0.46 18.52 20.37 31.94 24.07 4.63 

50.00 72.73 54.32 54.76 48.60 27.78 
------------·--------+--------·--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 1 15 37 57 55 26 I 191 

0.9 25.8 38.0 59. I 50.2 16.9 
0.0 4.5 0.0 0. I 0.5 4.9 

o.25 3.69 9.09 14.oo 13.51 6.39 I 46.93 
0.52 7.85 19.37 29.84 28.80 13.61 

50.00 27.27 45.68 45.24 51.40 72.22 
------------·--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 2 55 81 126 

0.49 13.51 19.90 30.96 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

18.842 OF• 
0.215 
0.210 
0.215 

19.455 OF= 

107 36 
26.29 8.85 

5 PROB=0.0021 

5 PROB=0.0016 

407 
100.00 

..... 
~ 
0 



FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

TABLE XLIII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, NUMBER OF YEARS 
RESPONDENT HAS BEEN FARMING OR RANCHING 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I I~ OR LES,6-12 I 13-20 121-31 132-42 143+ 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I t I 20 4 t 25 47 44 38 

11.7 28.6 25.4 42.4 51.9 55.1 
6.0 5.4 0.0 0.5 1.2 5.3 

4.93 10.10 6.16 tt.58 10.84 9.36 
9.30 19.07 11.63 21.86 20.47 17.67 

90.91 75.93 52.08 58.75 44.90 36.54 
------------+--------~--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 0 I 2 13 . 23 33 54 66 

10.3 25.4 22.6 37.6 46. I 48.9 
6.7 6.1 0.0 0.6 1.4 6.0 

0.49 3.20 5.67 8.13 13.30 16.26 
1.05 6.81 12.04 17.28 28.27 34.55 
9.09 24.07 47.92 41.25 55. tO 63.46 

------------~--------~--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 22 54 48 80 98 104 

5.42 13.30 11.82 19.70 24.14 25.62 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperator 
Director 

Group I 
Group II 

39.056 OF a 

0.310 
0.296 
0.310 

42. 127 OF a 

5 PROB=0.0001 

5 PROB=0.0001 

TOTAL 

215 

52.96 

19 I 

47.04 

406 
100.00 

f-' 
.r::-
'""' 



FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

TABLE XLIV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, NUMBER OF YEARS 
RESPONDENT HAS BEEN A CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT COOPERATOR 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I I~ OR LESI6-12 113-20 121-31 132-42 143+ I 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 9 I 51 43 30 38 29 I 16 

34.9 35.5 36.5 43.9 40.8 15.4 
7.4 1.6 1.2 0.8 3.4 - 0.0 

13.04 11.00 7.67 9.72 7.421 4.09 
24.64 20.77 14.49 18.36 14.01 7.73 
77.27 64.18 43.48 45.78 37.66 55.17 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 7 I 15 24 39 45 48 13 

31.1 31.5 32.5 39.1 36.2 13.6 
8.3 1.8 1.3 0.9 3.8 0.0 

3.84 6.14 9.97 11.51 12.28 3.32 
8.15 13.04 21.20 24.46 26.09 7.07 

22.73 35.82 56.52 54.22 62.34 44.83 
------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+-------:+----7---+ 
TOTAL 66 67 69 83 77 29 

16.88 17.14 17.65 21.23 19.69 7.42 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

30.540 OF= 
0.279 
0.269 
0. 279 

31.674 OF• 

5 PROB=0.0001 

5 PROBz0.0001 

TOTAL 

207 

52.94 

184 

47.06 

3!31 
100.00 

~ 
.p. 
N 



FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

TABLE XLV 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, NUMBER OF YEARS 
OPERATING CURRENT LAND 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT I 1: OR LES,6-12 113-20 121-31 132-42 143+ I 

------------·--------·--------·--------·--------·--------·--------·--------· 
COOPER A TORS I 3 I 25 35 23 33 28 69 

14.0 24.8 19.4 38.8 37.7 78.2 
8.6 4.2 0.7 0.9 2.5 1.1 

6.33 8.86 5.82 8.35 7.09 17.47 
11.74 16.43 10.80 15.49 13.15 32.39 
96.15 76.09 63.89 45.83 40.00 47.59 

------------+--------t--------t--------·--------+--------t--------t--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 9 I I I I 13 39 42 76 

12.0 21.2 16.6 33.2 32.3 66.8 
10.1 4.9 0.8 1.0 2.9 1.3 
0.25 2.78 3.29 9.87 10.63 19.24 
0.55 6.04 7.14 21.43 23.08 41.76 

. 3.85 23.91 36.11 54.17 60.00 52.41 
------------·--------+--------·--------·--------·--------t--------·--------· 
TOTAL 26 46 36 72 70 145 

6.58 11.65 9.11 18.23 17.72 36.71 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

38.898 OF" 
0.314 
0.299 
0.314 

44.766 OF• 

5 PROB=O.OOOI 

5 PROB=O.OOOI · 

TOTAL 

213 

53.92 

182 

46.08 

395 
too oo 

....... 
-f:
w 



TABLE XLVI 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, PERCENT OF 
FAMILY INCOME DERIVED FROM FARMING 

FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CHI2 

PERCENT 
· ROW PCT 

COL PCT I . 11-25% 126-50% 151-751. 176-100% I TOTAL 
------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 4 I 91 30 45 46 I 212 

72.1 33.6 42.2 64.1 
5.0 0.4 0.2 5.1 

22.92 1. 56 11 . 34 11 . 59 1 5;J. 40 
42.92 14.15 21.23 21.70 

. . 67.41 47.62 56.96 38.33 
------------+--------+--------·--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I 6 I 44 33 34. 74 I 185 

62.9 29.4 36.8 55 9 
5.7 0.5 0.2 5.8 

11.0~ 8.31 8.56 18 64 I 46.60 
23.78 17.84 18.38 40.00 
32.59 52.38 43.04 61.67 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 135 63 79 120 397 

34.01 15.87 19.90 30.23 100.00 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: Cooperators 
Directors 

Group I 
Group II 

22.840 DF" 
0.240 
0.233 
0.240 

23. 146 OF• 

3 PROB=O.OOOI 

3 PROB=0.0001 

f.-.o 
+:
+:-
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"73+" years make the greatest contribution to the chi square 

value for the responses on question 24, age. More Group I 

cooperators than 

whi 1 e more Group 

expected were in the "29 39 11 category 

I I cooper a tors than expected were in the 

11 73+ 11 category (Table XLII). 

Questions 27, 29, and 30 each deal with the number of 

years a cooperator has been associated with one of the 

demographic variables. Three response categories, 11 5 or 

less 11 years, "6 - 12 11 years, and 11 43+ 11 years make relatively 

large contributions to the significant chi-square value for 

the responses on question 27 (Table XLIII), the number of 

years farming and ranching. More Group I cooperators than 

expected show up in the 11 5 or less 11 and 11 6 - 12 11 categories. 

More Group II cooperators than expected show up in the 11 43+" 

category. For question 29 (Table XLIV) the number of years 

a respondent has been a conservation district cooperator, 

two categories make relatively large contributions to the 

chi-square value for the responses. More Group I coopera

tors than expected are in the 11 5 or less" years category and 

more Group II cooperators than expected are found in the "32 

4 2" years response category, For the number of years a 

cooperator or his family have operated the current land they 

farm or ranch, question 30 (Table XLV), two response catego

ries make relatively large contributions to the chi-square 

value. More Group I cooperators than expected are found in 

the 11 5 or less" and "6 - 12" years response categories. 
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Survey 

percent of 

question 33 (Table XLVI) , which indicates the 

£ami l y income received from farming, has two 

large contribu-response 

tions to 

responses 

categories which make 

the chi-square value. 

than expected were in 

relatively 

Fewer Group II cooperators 

the 11 1 25 percent" re-

sponse category and more Group II cooperators responses than 

expected were found in the 11 76 100 percent 11 response 

category. 

For acres operated, question 39 (Table XLVII), more 

cooperators from Group I than expected are found in the 

response categories for " 80 acres", "81 - 160 acres" and 

11 161 - 320 acres". More Group II cooperators responses than 

expected were found in the 11 800 acres 11 response category. 

Summary 

In summary, findings indicate that the cooperators in 

the study have positive attitudes and their property hold

ings have potential for wildlife. The most preferred 

program characteristic was control of soil erosion and 

better trespass laws was the most preferred type of assis

tance. There was significant variation in the willingness 

to use selected soil and wildlife conservation practices. 

Much of that variation is based along the lines of signifi

cant differences in groups divided on the basis of direction 

of the location of holdings from Interstate 35. 

Three interrelated elements seem to influence the 



FREQUENCY 
EXPECTED 
CELL CH12 

PERCENT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

TABLE XLVII 

CONTINGENCY TABLE, ENTIRE POPULATION, NUMBER OF 
ACRES OPERATED 

1<80 ACRE,81-I60 All61-320 1321-640 1641-800 I> 800 ACI 
S CRES ACRES ACRES ACRES RES 

------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+------~-+--------+ 
COOPERATORS I 2 I 20 29 33 35 19 78 

15.0 22.5 25.1 39.6 19.3 92.6 
1.7 1.9 2.5 0.5 0.0 2.3 

5.00 7.25 8.25 8.75 4.75 19.50 
9.35 13.55 15.42 16.36 8.88 36.45 

71.43 69.05 70.21 47.30 52.78 45.09 
------------·--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
DIRECTORS I s I 8 13 14 39 17 95 I 

13.0 19.5 21.9 34.4 16.7 80.4 
1.9 2.2 2.8 0.6 0.0 2.6 

2.00 3.25 3.50 9.75 4.25 23.75 I 
4.30 6.99 7.53 20.97 9. 14 51.08 

28.57 30.95 29.79 52.70 47.22 54.91 
------------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+--------+ 
TOTAL 28 . 42 47 74 36 173 

7.00 10.50 11.75 18.50 9.00 43.25 

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES 

CHI-SQUARE 
PHI 
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 
CRAMER'S V 
LIKELIHOOD RATIO CHISQUARE 

Key: CoopP-rators 
Directors 

Group I 
= Group II 

19.050 OF• 
0.218 
0.213 
0.218 

19.509 OF• 

5 PR08"0.0019 

5 PROB=O.OOI5 

TOTAL 

214 

53.50 

186 

46.50 

400 
100.00 

'""' .p. 
'-l 
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east/west relationships found in the analysis for research 

objective 6: 

l. The cooper a tors perception of the practice as it 

related to his production needs; 

2. The ecological suitability of the practice for 

eastern and western regions; and 

3. The economic feasibility of the practice for the 

cooperators operation. 

These three 

determining 

elements appear to be operating 

the wi 11 ingness of cooperators to 

selected practices. 

together 

use the 

in 

13 

The ecological suitability of a practice is determined 

by differences in soi 1 type, annual rainfall amounts, and 

other environmental factors. The factors dictate the type 

of agricultural operations found in an area. In turn this 

makes certain practices more suitable for use in a particu

lar region. An example would be the east/west response for 

item (g) restricting grazing on woodlots. 

Economic forces appear to have entered the cooperators' 

decision making process when the data indicate a practice 

which is more applicable to a specific region is less well 

received in that region. Item (f) leaving strips of grain 

for wildlife is probably an example of the influence of 

economics on the east/west re 1 at i onships. The percent ages 

displayed in Table VI probably represent the impact of the 

cooperators perception of a practice relative to 
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agricultural production. The higher percentage of current 

use appears to indicate that the more readily apparent the 

production benefits of a practice, the more likely it will 

be used. 

Demographic characteristics for background, age, number 

of years farming or ranching, number of years a district 

cooperator, farm tenure, and percent of income from farming 

exhibited statistically significant differences. The data 

for the study population does not differ radically from the 

demographic data from Oklahoma farmers £round in the 1978 

census of agriculture {U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the 

Census, 19 81) • 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Problem 

Trends indicate that wildlife habitat on private lands 

is disappearing or deteriorating in quality. Wildlife as an 

unpriced byproduct of agriculture and a common property 

resource cannot compete with cash crops unless conscious 

effort is given to habitat maintenance. Private landowners 

hold the key to maintaining habitat on private land. 

Programs to insure the future of wildlife habitat are 

needed. These programs need to be compatible with agricul

tural production, cost effective, flexible, and targeted to 

specific regions. 

Central to developing a successful habitat program on 

agricultural lands is an understanding of the attitudes and 

preferences of the private agricultural landowner. The 

viewpoints of landowners are critical and they must be full 

participants in developing constructive change (Unger, 

1977). The purpose of this research was to establish 

baseline data for more effective conservation planning and 

implementation of more compatible agricultural land/wildlife 

150 
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habitat management strategies based on landowner prefer-

ences. 

Procedure 

The research problem was approached through the devel-

opment of a questionnaire designed to solicit attitudinal 

and preferential responses and to collect data on current 

land use practices as well as socioeconomic/demographic 

data. The questionnaire was disseminated through one 

mailing to randomly selected conservation district coopera-

tors. One follow-up thank you/reminder mailing was made. 

All questionnaires were coded and entered into the Oklahoma 

State University computer system. The SAS analysis package 

was used to analyze the data. 

Findings 

Conservation district cooperators do exhibit a positive 

attitude toward wildlife and habitat based on scores from 

survey question 20. 

Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

H 1 
0 , 

H lc 
0 

H la, and H lb were rejected. 
0 0 

and H ld were not rejected. 
0 

The agricultural properties in the study do show 

positive potential for wildlife habitat based on the diver-

sity rating used in the study. 



Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

H 2 
0 ' 

H 2c 
0 

H 2a 
0 ' 

and H Zb were rejected, 
0 

and H Zd t . t d were no reJec e , 
0 
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The expressed attitudes of the district cooperators did 

exhibit a positive correlation with the potential condition 

of their holdings relative 

Hypotheses H0
3 , H0

3a, 

to wildlife habitat. 

and H 3b were rejected. 
0 

~~~~~E~~-Q~i~~!l~~-i 

Characteristics of a conservation agency assistance 

program that are more preferred were identified for the 

entire population, Group I and Group II. 

Preferred types of assistance for a habitat assistance 

program were identified for the entire population, Group I 

and Group II. 

Differences exist in the willingness to use each of 13 

so i 1 and wi ldl i f.e conservation practices in each group 

considered. Distinctive differences exist between groups 

east and west of Interstate 35, 

Hypotheses H0
6 , H0

6a, H0
6b, 

~~~~~E~~-Q~i~~!l~~-Z 

and H 6c'were rejected. 
0 

Ten socioeconomic/demographic variables were considered 

and seven exhibited statistically significant differences. 

Hypothesis H 7 was rejected. 
0 
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Conclusions 

Conservation district directors (Group II) do not 

d i f fer a g rea t de a 1 from 

represent. Statistically 

the cooperators (Group 

significant demographic 

I) they 

findings 

describe them as older, more economically dependent on their 

land, owners of larger holdings, more often raised on a farm 

or ranch, and having been a conservation district cooperator 

a longer length of time. Directors are generally less 

willing to accept free materials or cash payments. Direc

tors also tend to value technical assistance more than the 

cooperators (Group I) value them. In spite of those differ

ences, directors and cooperators tend to express similar 

attitudes and preferences. The holdings of the district 

directors exhibit only a slightly higher mean score for the 

diversity rating for potential relative to wildlife habitat. 

The resource planner working with district cooper a tor 

must temper his enthusiasm over their positive attitude with 

the information that over 70 percent of them indicated that 

farmers who enjoy wildlife sometimes forego wildlife habitat 

for economic gain. The unwillingness of cooperators to use 

less production oriented soil and wildlife conservation 

practices bears out this point further. The power of the 

marketplace is felt. The positive reaction to the idea of 

habitat improvement must be tempered by the framework of the 

current farm economy as Bishop (1981) warned. The positive 

nature of the attitudes expressed by cooperators in this 



154 

study also presents a clear message to agriculture oriented 

conservation agencies. Wildlife is important to landowners. 

They do tend to consider wildlife when making land use 

decisions and agency personnel who offer planning assistance 

should try to accommodate the landowners' interest in 

wildlife. 

The potential of integrated land management for wild

life is very positive. In order to bring that potential to 

reality, habitat planning and assistance is needed. The 

need for species specific research and practice specific 

research must be met if the potential is to be reached. It 

is encouraging that minimum tillage was used by almost 20 

percent of the respondents compared to only one fourth who 

still use the moldboard plow as their primary method of 

tillage. Given the positive attitude and the potential of 

the land holdings, progress could be made if a program could 

be designed to meet landowner preferences. 

The findings relative to programs are consistent with 

similar findings in related studies. The most important 

characteristic of an assistance program to cooperators is 

that it control soil erosion. Habitat programs which carry 

multiple benefits such as controlling erosion should be 

easily marketable. This "back door" approach has to be a 

conscious one or the wildlife benefits could be lost. The 

manner in which a habitat program or practice is packaged 

for promotion with landowners is critical. The landowners 
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E~!~~E.!.!.£~ of compatibility to agricultural production is 

extremely important. 

Wildlife as a secondary land use on all classes of land 

should be promoted. Farming lands which do not fall into 

the prime farm land category create conservation problems. 

The solutions to these problems, the application of conser

vation measures, gives these lands a greater potential for 

wildlife benefits. 

Practices that benefit wildlife on agricultural lands 

must fit into a program which is compatible with the produc

tion of other products of the land. The feature which has 

the potential for motivation conservation district coopera

tors to participate in a habitat program is controlling soil 

erosion. Because of the variety of situations found on the 

land from east to west it is difficult to make sweeping 

generalizations about specific practices offered. One thing 

is clear, however: landowners are interested in wildlife and 

soil conservation. Research 

wildlife/soil conservation 

on the 

practices 

impacts 

could 

of specific 

revea 1 the 

potential for increased benefits to local wildlife popula

tions through minor modifications in farming techniques. 

The types of assistance cooperators indicate they would 

be very likely to use make two major points. Abuse of 

private property rights by the public and trespass are major 

disincentives for maintaining wildlife habitat. Better 

trespass laws and increased enforcement were the two types 
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of assistance cooperators were most likely to choose. 

Following these were items which are similar to the Missouri 

(1981) and Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation 

(1984) studies. Free/low cost plant materials, technical 

assistance, and tax breaks all ranked ahead of direct cash 

payments. Those who abuse private 

landowners are at least partially 

declining habitat on private lands. 

property rights of 

responsible for the 

These findings should 

send a clear message to consumptive and nonconsumptive users 

who pursue wildlife related recreation on private lands. 

The statistically significant differences in the 

willingness to use soil and wildlife conservation practices 

in the eastern and western halves of the state have two 

major implications. In addition to the preferred character

istics of an assistance program, habitat programs must be 

compatible with ecological conditions and the type of 

agricultural operations found in a particular area. Pro

grams should be t.argeted to specific geographic or land use 

areas. 

A s y s t em i s i n p 1 ace 

habitat quality on private 

that caul d curb the dec 1 ine in 

lands. Why hasn 1 t the system 

worked? The writer believes that there are at least four 

causes of the problem. 

First, the perspectives of the wildlife planner and the 

agricultural planner do not always encourage communication. 

Each must realize the framework in which the other must 
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work. Soil/wildlife conservation measures offer common 

ground to both. These practices are an excellent starting 

point for a cooperative e-ffort. 

The second area which contributes to the problem is the 

lack of research on the impacts and benefits of specific 

practices. Based on such research, realistic habitat 

evaluation procedures for agricultural production units 

could be developed. This would provide both wildlife and 

agricultural planners a valuable tool for working with 

landowners. Perhaps regional species specific research 

relative to agricultural production would contribute to the 

need for targeting of programs and practices to specific 

geographic areas. 

The third element which should be of concern it the 

packaging of a habitat improvement program. If must be 

multiple benefit and the landowner must perceive it as such. 

The program must capitalize on the benefits, be they agri

cultural production or wildlife that appeal to the coopera

tor. The se 11 ing of the program is in the hands of the 

agricultural technician. The technician must be sold first. 

Improved communication and a research base can aid in the 

education of the agriculturally oriented technician. The 

fourth part of the problem is the reoccurring instability of 

the farm economy. The relatively short term nature of the 

agricultural landowner's planning horizon should be a prime 

motivation for increased research and development of 
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soil/wildlife farming and ranching techniques. The writer 

believes it is unrealistic to think a stable farm economy is 

just around the corner. Methods to stop the decline of 

habitat quality in the current framework of the national 

farm economy are needed now. Sound conservation plans and 

the subsequent application of soil/wildlife conservation 

practices and the conservation plan offer the best opportu

nity. 

The problems of maintaining wildlife habitat on agri

cultural lands are well documented. The analysis of the 

data and its interpretation lead to conclusions concerning 

why the prob 1 ems exist. Economic and eco l·og i ca 1 conditions 

are readily identifiable. Other factors are not so readily 

apparent. The attitudes and agricultural operations of the 

cooperators have been shaped by national agricultural 

policies. These policies have traditionally been price and 

production oriented. Economic changes through time have 

prevented national agriculture policy from being based on 

soil, water and wildlife conservation. Program changes are 

needed which would reduce soil erosion and benefit wildlife 

resources. Restructuring of cost share programs has been 

suggested as a step in the right direction (Farris and Cole, 

1981). Additional strategies are needed. The recommenda

tions which follow could serve as a starting point for an 

increasing effort to improve the quality of wildlife 

habitat on Oklahoma's agricultural lands. 
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based on the data 

from the study, its analysis, and interpretations and 

conclusions drawn from that analysis. 

1. A series of wildlife habitat planning workshops 
should be held with Oklahoma conservation district and Soil 
Conservation Service personnel. These workshops should 
emphasize recognizing opportunities for wildlife habitat 
planning with landowners. They should also provide person
nel with some overview of wildlife concepts and their 
relation to agricultural planning and should serve to 
introduce conservation district employees to wildlife 
department resource personnel. 

2. Species specific habitat evaluation procedures 
should be developed for Oklahoma agricultural lands. 

3. A habitat assistance program is needed in Oklahoma 
to maximize the potential of private agricultural lands for 
wildlife habitat. This program should be a cooperative 
effort between the wildlife department and conservation 
districts. It should not carry an access price tag but 
should contain program components to assist landowners in 
dealing with access related problems. The design of the 
program should take into account the landowners perception 
of the production "cost: of practices, the regional ecologi
cal suitability of the practices and program, offerings, and 
the economic feasibility of the practices and program 
relative to the changing agricultural economy. 

4. Wildlife agencies should make an effort to work 
with and through conservation districts as to bring wildlife 
values to the attention of farm planners and access private 
landowners. The impact of such an effort can be imagined 
when one considers that the 407 individuals who responded to 
the questionnaire control 463,786 acres, or 1.13 percent of 
Oklahoma's agricultural lands. 

5. A major education effort on landowner/private 
property rights and outdoor ethics should be undertaken. 
Wildlife "users" need to be made aware of their responsibil
ity for the disappearance and declining quality of habitat 
on private lands. 

6. Species specific research on the impacts of agri
cultural practices on wildlife populations should be contin
ued. 
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7 • 
recognize 
t ion and 
ground. 

The wildlife and agriculture communities must 
the constraints each face and further communica
research in the areas where they share common 

8. Conservation districts and the Soil 
Service should target additional conservation 
techniques such as minimum tillage which are 
wildlife for promotion campaigns in Oklahoma. 

Conservatl.on 
practices and 
beneficial to 

9. Additional analysis of the data gathered in the 
study by dimensions other than cooperators and directors 
east and west groupings should be undertaken. 

It is the researcher's hope that the information 

gathered in this study will make a positive contribution to 

the future of wildlife habitat on private agricultural lands 

in the state of Oklahoma. 
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CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE AND WILDLIFE SURVEY 

Following is a series of questions and state~ents concerning 
conservation programs, wildlife resources, and conservation practices. 
Please circle the response that best fits your feeling about each item. An 
example has been provided for your help. ., ., ., ,_ .. "' .. "' "' "' "' ~ 

""' 
., ""' ""' SM1PLE STATEMENT ., 

;;, ., ;;, ""' ,_ 
c ., 

"' c ·;:; 
0 ., 

"' 0 ., .. ,_ ., .. ""' .. "' 0 
.. c 

en <( en :::l 

a. Oklahoma is a great state. (jJ 2 3 4 5 (a 

The person who answered this statement strongly agreed with the 
statement. 

PRACTICES 

The following questions deal 1~ith farm and ranch practices you are 
using on your land. Please circle the most appropriate response following 
each question. 

1. In the last 10 years, have you: 

a. increased the size of your individual 
fields? 

b. controlled any brush on your land? 
c. removed any windbreaks on your land? 
d. planted any windbreaks on your land? 
e. fenced any of your farm ponds? 
f. regularly mowed any of your roadsides? 
g. regularly left any odd areas in natural 

vegetation? 
h. removed any vegetation and trees along 

creek banks? 
i. established legumes in your pasture? 
j. converted woodland to pasture? 
k. converted woodland to cropland? 
1. converted rangeland to pasture?· 
m. converted rangeland to cropland? 
n. converted cropland to pasture? 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

-.. 0 

::E 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

CJ 
e 
0 
en 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

.. 
c 
0 
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4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

-0 
c .. ., 
0 
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5 (a 
5 (b 
5 (c 
5 (d 
5 (e 
5 ( f 

5 ( g 

5 ( h 
5 ( i 
5 (j 
5 ( k 
5 ( 1 
5 (m 
5 ( n 



2.Circle the number which corresponds to your£~~~~~~ method of 
tillage~ 

1. moldboard plow 
2. stubble mulching 
3. "no-till"/minimum tillage 
4. other (specify) __________________________________________________________ ___ 

3. If you have rangeland, do you 
generally remove more than 50% 
of the annual growth? 

4. If you have pastureland, do you 
generally remove more than 50% 
of the annual growth? 

5. If you have woodland, do you 
generally allow livestock to 
graze your woodland? 

6. Is improving or maintaining wildlife 
habitat a part of your district/SCS 
conservation plan? 

7. Is any of your land posted? 

D 
~ 
~ 
~ 

< 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

a e 
~ 
a 
~ 
~ 

~ 
0 
~ 
D 
0 
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2 

2 

2 

0 z 

2 

2 

e 
0 
~ 
a w 

3 

3 

3 

~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 

0 
~ 

c 
a 0 
> a 
a 0 
z 0 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

8. To what extent has maintaining ~ildlife hab1tat on your land limited 
your farming or ranching operation? (circle the number) 

1. severe limitations 
2. moderate limitations 
3. few limitations 
4. no limitations 
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PROGRAMS 

9. Below are some factors which farmers and ranchers have said affect 
their farm and ranch plann1ng. Please ind1cate by circling the 
appropr1ate number the importance of each to your 3 to 5 year farm or 
ranch plan. 

a. Commodity markets {futures) 
b. USDA policy 
c. Your debt load 
d. ASCS assistance programs 
e. livestock markets 
f. Interest rates 
g. Weather 
h. Availability of machinery/equipment 
i. Risk 
j. Loca 1 markets 
k. International markets 

.. 
c 
"' .. ... 
0 
Q. 

.§ 
>. ... ... 
> 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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.. 
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"' .. ... 
0 
Q. 

.5 
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c 
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0 
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.§ .. .. .. 
...J 
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"' .. ... 
0 
Q. 

.§ .. 
0 
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0. 
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"' .. 
0 
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"' 0 
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5 (a 
5 {b 
5 {c 
5 {d 
5 (e 
5 (f 
5 (g 
5 { h 
5 ( i 
5 ( j 
5 (k 

10. Which of the above factors (letters a through k) are the most important 
to you? (Please write the appropriate letter in the blank.) 

11. 

a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

First choice ............... __ 
Second choice 
Third choice ............... __ 

Following are some general characteristics of 
offered oy conservation agencies. How important 
one to be when you are deciding whether or not 
conservation program? Please circle the most 
following each statement. .. 

c 

"' .... ... 
0 
Q. 

.§ 
>. ... .. 
> 

Compatibility to current land management 
plans 1 

Availability of technical assistance 1 
Availability of cost sharing practices 1 
Cost to you 1 
Profi tab i 1 i ty 1 
Control of soil erosion 1 
Improvement of 1-1a te r quality 1 
Ava1lability of plann1ng assistance 1 

assistance programs 
do you consider each 
to participate i n a 

appropriate response 
.... 
c .... 
"' "' .... "' ... .. .... 0 ... ..., 

c Q. 0 .. 
~ . § Q. :E ... .. .§ t.J 
0 .. 
Q. 

.. .. ..., 
.5 

cu 0 c 
...J z ~ 

2 3 4 5 (a 
2 3 4 5 { b 
2 3 4 5 (c 
2 3 4 5 {d 
2 3 4 5 ( e 
2 3 4 5 ( f 
2 3 4 5 ( g 
2 3 4 5 ( h 
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12. Which of th~ above cnaracter1st1cs (letters a through h) are the 
most important to you? (Please write the appropriate letter 1n the 
blank.) 

First choice 
Second choic_e ______ __ 
Third cho1ce ________ __ 

13. Following are reasons other landowners have given for participating in 
conservat1on programs. Ho1·1 important is each to you in deciding 
whether or not to participate in a conservation program? Please 
circle the most appropriate response following each statement . 

.. .. 
c c .. 
cu cu c .. .. 

~ ... ... 
c .. c ... ~ c. c c. c .. 

.§ ~ ~ c. "0 

.§ '(; 
>. ... ., .. ... c ., .. "0 .. c. u .. c 
> £ ..J z :::l 

a. To increase production 1 2 3 4 5 (a 
b. To benefit wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 ( b 
c. To conserve s 0 i 1 1 2 3 4 5 ( c 
d. Was persuaded by others 1 2 3 4 5 ( d 
e. To conserve land far family future 1 2 3 4 5 (e 
f. To improve·water qua 1 ity 1 2 3 4 5 ( f 
g. Concerned about ~lha t neighbors think 1 2 3 4 5 ( g 
h. To be a good s te11a rd of the land 1 2 3 4 5 ( h 
i. Other (specify} 

14. w h i c h of the aoove reasons (letters a through i ) are the most 
important to you? (Please write the appropriate letter in the blank.} 

First choice 
Second choic 7e ______ _ 
Third choice -------
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15. Below are some types of assistance landowners haie identified that 
they 11ould be likely to use to improve wildlife habitat on the1r land. 
Please indicate how likely you would be to use each type of 
assistance. 

a. Free or low cost seed and plant materials 
b. Technical assistance 
c. Direct cash payments for maintenance of 

wildlife land 
d. Tax breaks for wildlife land 
e. Better trespass laws 
f. Increased law enforcement 
g. Farm and ranch wildlife specialists avail

able through agencies 

>o .. .. 
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16. From the above list of types of assistance (letters a through g), 
what would be your top two choices for assistance? (Please write the 
appropriate letter in the blank.) 

First choice Second choic_e ________ _ 

17. Below are 13 soil and wildlife conservation practices. Please 
indicate if you are already using these practices, willing or 
unwilling to use them, or if they do not apply to you'r type of 
operation. 

a. Plant native warm season grasses for 
wildlife cover 

b. Retain existing woodlots 
c. Protect existing wetlands 
d. Allow land to revert to wildlife 

habitat 
e. Plant food plots for wildlife 
f. Leave 20' strips of grain next to 

fence rows and wooded areas for winter 
wildlife food 

g. Restrict grazing on woodlots and 
~~coded areas 

h. Plant trees and shrubs for wildlife cover 
i. Fence farm ponds 
j. Leave SO% of annual growth on pasture and 

rangeland 
k. Overseed legumes in tame pastures 
1. Control burn to improve forage for live

stock and wildlife 
m. Manage brush to leave clumps or strips of 

cover for wildlife 
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18. If wildlife numbers increase on your land, more people may want acce 
to your land for wildlife-related recreation. Below are some me:ilo 
other landowners have suggested for dealing with increased puol 
interest in private land access. Please indicate to what extent yc.:. 
agree or disagree with each method. 

a. Better trespass laws 
b. Lease agreements for wildlife recreation 
c. Mandatory hunter safety training 
d. Increased patrol and enforcement during 

peak use times 
e. Education for the public on landowner 

rights and public relations 
f. Posting 1 and 
g. Closing land to the public 
h. Increased federal or state owned public 

recreation areas 
i. Access by permission only 
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19. Which of the above methods (letters a through i) do you feel are tr: 
rnost useful to you? (Please write the appropriate letter in tr.: 
blank.) 

First choice~------
Second choice ______ _ 
Third choice ______ __ 
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FARMING, RANCHING, &. WILDLIFE 

20. Below are statements and opinions expressed by other lanaowners. 
Please indicate to what extent you either agree or disagree with each 
statement. 

a. Seeing wildlife around my farm is 
important to me. 

b. Changes in farming over the last 10 
years have not affected wildlife numbers 
in this area. 

c. Understanding and working with nature 
is an important reason I farm. 

d. I do not desire to have wildlife on 
my land. 

e. I believe conservatiun farming and 
ranching are good for wildlife and 
1~ildlife habitat. 

f. Farmers who enjoy wildlife sometimes 
choose economic gains over maintaining 
wildlife habitat. 

g. I try to consider wildlife habitat when 
I make a land use decision. 

h. I have enjoyed wildlife related recreation 
(hunting, fishing, birdwatching, etc.) on 
my land in the last five years. 
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21. Please circle the number of any of the following organizations to 
which you belong: 

1. Oklahoma Wildlife Federation 
2. Farmer' s U n 1 on 
3. Oklahoma Cattleman's Association 
4. National Wildlife Federation 
5. National Audubon Society 
6. Farm Bureau 
7. Others (specify) 
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22. Please circle the number of any of the following magazines you read 
or subscribe to: 

1. Oklahoma Farmer Stockman 7. Southwest Farm Press 
2. National Geographic 8. Outdoor Life 
3. Field and Stream 9. Progressive Farmer 
4. Sports Afield 10. National Wildlife 
5. Audubon 11. Outdoor Oklahoma 
6. High Plains Journal 12. Other (specify) --------

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

To better understand your earlier responses. we need some background 
information. All information you provide will be kept strictly 
confidential. Please do not sign your name on this survey. Please circle 
the number which indicates-Jour answer. 

23. Were you reared on a farm or ranch? 1. yes 2. no 

24. Please circle the number which represents your age category. 

1. 18 - 28 4. 51 - 61 
2. 29 - 39 5. 62 - 72 
3. 40 - 50 6. 73 or more 

25. Please circle the number which indicates the last year of formal • 
education you completed: 

1. grade 8 or less 5 . 2 year degree 
2. more than s. less than 12 6. 4 year degree 
3. high school diploma 7. graduate work 
4. some college 

26. Did you ever study any agriculture related subjects? 1. yes 2. no 

27. Please circle the number which indicates the number of years you have 
been farming or ranching. 

1. 5 or less 
2. 6 - 12 
3. 13 - 20 

4. 21 - 31 
5. 32 - 42 
6. 43 years or more. 

28. Do you live east or west of Interstate 35? 1. east 2. \•Jes t 
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29. Please circle the number 1·1hich indicates the number of years you have 
been a conservation district cooperator. 

1. 5 or less 
2. 6 - 12 
3. 13 - 20 

4. 21 - 31 
5. 32 - 42 
6. 43 years or more 

30. Please circle the number which indicates the number of years you or 
your family have operated the land (or major ~ortion thereof) which you 
now operate. 

1. 5 or less 
2. 6 - 12 
3. 13 - 20 

4. 21 - 31 
5. 32 - 42 
6 • 4 3 years or more 

31. Do you intend to pass your farming or ranching 
on to your family? 

32. Did you and/or your family provide at least SO~ 
of the labor on your farm in 1984? 

1. yes 2. no 

1. yes 2. no 

33. What percent of your total family income do you receive from farming? 

1. 1 - 2S % 
2. 26 - so % 

34. Are you employed off the farm? 

3. 51 - 75 % 
4. 76 - 100 % 

1. yes 2. no 

35. Please write the name of the county in which most of your land is 
located in this blank. county 

36. How would you describe the area where your land is located (circle only 
one). 

1. rura 1 
2. within 10 mil'es of a small town ( s ,000 - 15,000 pop.) 
3. within 10 miles of a town (15,001 - 30,000 pop.) 
4. ~lith in 10 miles of a city (30,001 - 4S,OOO pop.) 
5. within 10 miles of a large city (45,001 + Pop.) 

37. Do you reside on the land that you farm or ranch? 1. yes 2. no 

38. If the answer to question 37 is no, how often do you visit the land? 

1. daily 
2. weekly 
3. monthly 
4. several times a year 
S. once a year or less 

39. How many acres do you operate? 

1. less than 80 acres 
2. 81 - 160 acres 
3. 161 - 320 acres 

4. 321 - 640 acres 
5. 641 - 800 acres 
6. more than 800 acres 

Thank you for taking time to fill out this survey. If you 
have additional comments concerning conservation agriculture 
and wildlife, please feel free to use the back of this 
sheet. Thanks again! 
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WEIGHTED VALUES FOR QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

Question 1 
-clioTces: ALL MOST SOME NONE DATA 
Responses 
Numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses 
Weighted: a. 5 4 2 1 3 

b. 1 2 4 5 3 

If question 
28 is 1 ' then 
b is: 1 2 5 4 3 

c . 1 2 4 5 3 
d. 5 4 2 1 3 
e . 5 5 5 2 3 
f. 2 2 4 4 3 
g. 5 4 2 1 3 
h. 1 1 2 5 3 
i. 5 4 4 1 3 
j • 1 1 2 5 3 

If question 
28 is 1 ' then 
j is: 1 2 5 4 3 

k. 1 1 1 4 3 

If question 
28 is 1 ' then 
k i s : 1 2 5 4 3 

I. 1 2 4 5 3 
m. 1 2 4 5 3 
n. 5 4 2 1 3 

Note: Add 2 points to individual score for any item 
checked 1 in question 17. 

Question 2 -Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 
Responses weighted: -1 4 5 0 

Question 3 -Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted: 1 2 4 5 3 
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Question 4 -Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted: 1 2 4 5 3 

Question 5 -Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted: 1 1 1 5 5 

Question 6 -Responses numbered: 1 2 
Responses weighted: 4 1 

Question 7 
-Responses numbered: 1 2 (frequency) 

Question 8 
-Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 (frequency) 

Question 9 -Responses numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted 4 3 2 1 0 

(a through k) : 

g~~~.!!£!!_!.!! 
First choice (frequency and ranking 
Second choice of responses) 
Third choice 

Question 11 -Responses-numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted 5 4 2 1 3 

(a through h): 

g~~~.!!£!!_!~ 
First choice (frequency and ranking 
Second choice of responses) 
Third choice 

Question 13 -Responses-numbered: 1 2 3 4 5 
Responses weighted 5 4 2 1 3 

(a through h): 

g~~~.!!£!!_!.! 
First choice (frequency and ranking 
Second choice of responses) 
Third choice 



Question 15 
-Responses-numbered: 

Responses weighted 
(a through g): 

1 
4 

2 
3 

3 
2 

4 
1 
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First choice 
Second choice 

(frequency of response 
and ranking) 

Question 17 
-Responses-numbered: 

Responses weighted: 
1 2 3 4 
2 2 1 0 

Note: Any item checked 
of question 1. 

in column 1 adds 2 points to score 

Question 18 
-Responses-numbered: 

Responses weighted: 
1 
5 

First choice 
Second choice 
Third choice 

Question 20 
-Responses-numbered: 1 

Responses weighted: 
a,c,e,f,g,h: 5 

d: 1 

2 
4 

2 

4 
2 

b: frequency 

Question 21 
-rrequency-of response only 

Question 22 
-frequency-of response only 

3 
2 

3 

2 
4 
of 

4 
1 

5 
3 

(frequency of response 
and ranking) 

4 5 

1 3 
5 3 

response 

9~~~!~£~~-~~-!~!£~~~-i~= Demographic data 
Actual acreages punched 

on 40, 41, and 42. 
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LEONARD A. SOLOMON ROBERT W. TOOLE 
Executive Director Ass1stant 01rector 

OKLAHOMA CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
2BOONORTH l.INCOI.N BOUI.E:VARO 

SUITE 160 

OKLAHOMA CITY. OKLAHOMA 731 05 

PHONE 521·2384 

March 8, 1985 

Dear Conservation District Director: 

You have been selected to participate in a statewide survey of 
Conservation District Directors. The survey will collect information on 
conservation practices and assistance programs. It will also gather 
information on conservation farming and ranching and on wildlife in our 
state. We will analyze the results of this survey and that information will 
be used to better serve you and the Conservation Districts, as well as to 
assist us as we work with other conservation agencies and organizations. 
Only a limited number of Directors are being surveyed. This makes your 
individual response to this survey very important. 

Will you please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it in 
the enclosed postage paid envelop by March 25, 1985. All information that 
you provide is strictly confidential. Please do not sign your survey. 

Your opinion and response are very important to us. Thank you for 
taking 20 minutes of your valuable time to help us in this important task. 
We appreciate your committment to keeping Oklahoma's conservation 
program the best in the nation. 

LAS/DAS:CRW 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
LEONARD A. SOLOMON 
Executive Director 

;-~~----
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CONSERVATION AGRICULTURE AND WILDLIFE SURVEY 

rot lowing 'Is a series of questions and statenents cuncerntng 
cons~rvation program~. wildJ Ire rpsource~. and conservation practices. 
Please circle the response that best fits your f•ellng about ••ch lt•m. An 
e•ample has been provided for your help. 

: . :. 
E. 2 . .. .. 

~ 
.. t SAHPlE STATEMENT I f 

,. 
f i f 

(/) " 0 Ill ::l 

a. Oklahoma ts a great state. (JJ (a 

The person who answered this statement strongly agreed with the 
statement. 

PRACTICES 

The following questions deal wtth farm and ranch practices you are 
using on your land. Please circle the most appropriate response following 
each question. 

j 
D 

" 
I. In the Ia s t 10 years, have you: . ~ ! i ;; D 

2 (/) z 0 

a. Increased the size of your i ndlv ldua I 
ftelds? I 2 3 4 5 (a 

b. controlled any brush on your land? I 2 J 4 5 (b 
c. removed any windbreaks on your land? 2 J 4 5 (c 
d. planted any windbreaks on your land? 2 J 4 5 (d 
e. fenced any of your farm ponds? 2 l 4 5 ( e 
f. regularly mowed any of your roadsides? 2 J 4 5 ( , 
g. regularly left any odd areas In natural 

vegetation? 2 J 4 5 (g 
h. removed any vegetation and trees along 

creek banks? 2 J 4 5 ( h 
i. establ !shed legumes In your pasture? 2 l 4 5 ( i 
j. converted woodland to pasture? z J 4 5 ( J 
k. converted woodland to cropland? 2 3 4 5 ( k 
I. converted rangeland to pasture? l J 4 5 (I 
m. converted rangeland to cropland? 2 J 4 5 (m 
n. converted cropland to pasture? 2 3 4 5 (n 

1 

1-' 
00 
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Z.Ctrcle the number whtch corresponds to your f!l~!!l method of 
tillage. 

I. moldboard plow 
2. stubble mulching 
J. "no-till"/minlmum tillage 
4. other (specify) ______________________________ __ 

3. If you have rangeland, do you 
generally remove more than so' 
of the annual growthr 

4. If you have pastureland, do you 
generally remove Dore than 50S 
of the annual growth1 

5. If you have woodland, do you 
generally allow livestock to 
graze your woodland? 

6. Is Improving or malntatntng wildlife 
habttat a part of your dlstrict/SCS 
conservation plan? 

1. Is any of your land posted? 

. .. 
II 
;;; 

. . ,.. 

! 
l ... 
0 . 
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0 z 
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• J 
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.. 
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.. g 
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4 5 

4 5 

8. To what extent has maintaining wildltre habitat on your land limited 
your farming or ranching operation? (circle the number) 

I. severe ltmitatlons 
2. moderate I imitations 
3. few ltmitattons 
4. no limttations 

~~~'-,,.,," .. ~-~ .. ,(~-.. .. :~~ 
J :::?! ~\ ... .:..:.:..:.:___\.' "'if.: .•. f:~\' ;_ '··-~ .. ~:-'"'-:.. ~-.. '=:~~·i..:.;;~~·~-::~-}~--~_:::· 

PROGRAM 

9. Below are some factors which farmers and ranchers have satd affect 
their farm and ranch planning. Please Indicate by circling the 
appropriate number the Importance of each to your 3 to 5 y.,r farm or 
ranch plan. 

~ 

~ i l ~ ~ .. .. :. 0 ~ , ~ f c 

!' 0 . i i' 
. 

0 ; ~ z 0 

Commodity markets (futures) a . 
b . USDA policy 
c. Your debt load 

2 l 4 5 (a 
2 l 4 5 (b 
2 l 4 5 (c 

d. ASCS assistance programs 2 l 4 5 (d 
e. livestock markets 2 l 4 5 ( e 
f. Interest rates 2 l • 4 5 ( f 
9. Weather 2 3 4 5 ( g 
h. Availability of machinery/equipment 2 3 4 5 ( h 
I. Risk 2 3 4 5 (I 
j. local markets 2 3 4 5 ( j 
k. International markets 2 3 4 5 ( k 

10. Which of the abo;e factors (letters a through 
to you7 (Please write the appropriate letter 

k) are the mqst Important 
In the blank.) 

first choice 
Second cholc~e-------
Thlrd choice ______ __ 

II. Following are some gener•l characterist•cs of assistance proqram~ 
offered by conservation agencies. How Important do you constder each 
one to be when you are dectdlng whether or not to participate In a 
conservation program? Please circle the most appropriate response 
following each statement. ~ 

c 
~ :. 
~ 

!' 
; 

a. Compatibility to current land management 
plans 

b. Availability of technical assistance 
c. Availability of cost sharing practices 
d. Cost to you 
e. Profitability 
f. Control of soli erosion 
g. Improvement of water qualtty 
h. Availability of planning assistance 

t 
.!! 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

f 
~ . . . 
~ 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
l 

~ 
i 0 

i :;: 
z ~ 

"' 
4 5 (a 
4 5 ( b 
4 5 (c 
4 5 ( d 
4 5 ( e 
4 5 ( f 
4 5 ( g 
4 5 ( h 

12. Which of the above charactenst•cs (letters a through h)· are the 
most Important to you? (Please wrtte the appropriate letter tn the 
blanL I 

First choice 
Second choic~e--------
Third choice ________ _ 

I-' 

3 ~ 
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ll. Following are reasons other landowners have given for participating In 
conservation programL How Important is each to you In deciding 
whether or not to participate In a conservation program? Please 
circle the most appropriate response following each statement. 

w w 
c c ; 
# # 

~ ~ w ~ 1 i c & 0 

# ! & ~ 
~ = . ! ¥ 
~ & . w ~ . 

~ 
0 

> ~ z ~ 

a. To Increase production I 2 ] 4 5 1: b. lo benefit wildlife I z l 4 5 
c. lo conserve soli I 2 ] 4 5 (c 
d. Was persuaded by others I z ] 4 5 (d 
e. To conserve land for family future I 2 l 4 5 (e 
f. To Improve water quality I 2 l 4 5 (f 
g. Concerned about what neighbors think I 2 l 4 5 ~~ h. lo be a good steward of the land I 2 l 4 5 
I. Other (specify) 

14. Which of the above reasons (letters a through I) are the most 
(Please write the appropriate letter In the blank.) important to you? 

First choice 
Second choic_e ______ _ 
Third choice -------

15. 8plow are some typPs of assistance landowners have Identified that 
they would be likely to use to Improve wildlife habitat on their land. 
Please Indicate how likely you would be to use each type of 
assistance. 

a. Free or low cost seed and plant materials 
b. lechnlcal assistance 
c. Direct cash payments for maintenance of 

wl ldl tfe land 
d. lax breaks for wildlife land 
e. Better trespass laws 
f. Increased law enforcement 
g. Farm and ranch wildlife specialists avail· 

able through agencies 

~ 

~ 
to 
~ ! 

2 
2 

z 
2 
2 
z 
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~ 
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.: . . 
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J 
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l 
l 
l 
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i 
w 
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4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

(a 
(b 

(c 
(d 

~~ 
(g 

16. From the above list of types of assistance (letters a through g), 
what would be your top two choices lor assistance? (Please write the 
appropriate letter In the blank.) · 

First choice 
Second cholc=e---------

11. Below are ll soli and wild I tie conservation practices. Please 
Indicate II you are already using these practices, willing or 
unwilling to use them, or If they do not apply to your type of 
operation. 

a. Plant native warm season grasses for 
wild I lfe cover . 

b. Retain existing woodlots 
c. Protect existing wetlands 
d. Attow land to revert to wildlife 

habitat 
e. Plant food plots for wildlife 
f. leave 20' strips of grain next to 

fence rows and wooded areas for winter 
wildlife food _ 

g. Restrict grazing on woodlots and 
wooded areas 

h. Plant trees and shrubs for wildlife cover 
I. Fence farm ponds 
j. leave 501 of annual growth on pasture and 

rangeland 
k. Overseed legumes In tame pastures 
I. Control burn to Improve forage for live

stock and wlldl tfe 
m. Manage brush to leave clumps or strips of 

cover for wildlife 

r .. 
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4 I d 
4 (e 

(f 

4 (g 
4 (h 
4 I I 
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18. If wildlife nuonbers lncreHe on your land, more people "'ay want acce~s 
to your land for wildlife-related recroatlon. Below are so"'e m~thods 
other landowners have suggested for deal fog woth oncreased pubolc 
Interest in private land access. Please indicate to what extent you 
agree or disagree with each method • 

! :: 
~ 

f ! w 00 
Ul c 

a. Better trespass laws I 2 
b. lease agreements for wildlife recreation I 2 
c. Mandatory hunter safety training 1 2 
d. Increased patrol and enforcement during 

prak use times 
e. Education for the public on landowner 

rights and public relations 
f. Posting land 
g. Closing land to the public 
h. Increased federal or state owned public 

recreation areas I Z 
I. Access by permission only 1 2 

. r 
i 
Ci 

~ 
i 
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If 
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19. Which of the methods In question 18 (letters a through I) do YQU feel 
are the most useful to you! (Please write the approprhte letter In the 
blank.) 

First cho1ce Second choic_e ____ __ 
Third choice ------

FARMING, RANCHING, & WILDLIFE 

20. Below are statements and opinions ••pressed by other landowners. 
Please Indicate to what e•tent you either agree or disagree w1th each 
statement. 

a. See1ng wildlife around my farm Is 
Important to me. 

b. Changes In farming over the last 10 
years have not affected wildlife numbers 
In thiS area. 

c. Understanding and working with nature 
IS an Important reason I farm. 

d. I do not desire to have wildlife on 
my land. 

e. I believe conservation farming and 
ranching are good for wildlife and 
w1ldl1fe habitat. 

f. Farmers who enjoy wildlife sometimes 
choose economic gains over maintaining 
wildlife habitat. 

q. I try to consider wildlife habitat when 
I make a land use decision. 

h. I have enjoyed wildlife related recreation 
(hunting, fishing, blrdwatchlng, etc.) on 
my land In the last five years. 

£ • .. 
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21. Please circle the number of any of the following organizations to 
which you belong: 

1. Oklahoma Wildlife Federation 
2. Farmer's Union 
J. Oklahoma Cattleman's Association 
4. National Wildlife Federation 
5. National Audubon Society 
6. Farm Bureau 
7. Others (specify) 

22. Please circle the number of any of the following maqazues you read 
or subscribe to: 

1. Oklahoma farmer Stockman 
z. National Geographic 
J. Field and Stream 
4. Sports Afield 
5. Audubon 
6. High Plains Journal 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

7. Southwest farm Press 
8. Outdoor life 
9. Progressive farmer 

10. Nat tonal Wildlife 
11. Outdoor Oklahoma 
12. Other (specify) 

To better understand your earlier responses, we need some background 
Information. All Information you provide will be kept strictly 
confidential. Please do not sign your name on this survey. Please c1rcle 
the number which lndtciter-your answer. 

23. Were you reared on a farm or ranch? 1. yes 2. no 

24. Please circle the number which represents your age category. 

I. 18 - 28 
2. 2g - 3g 
3. 40 - 50 

4. 51 - 61 
5. 62 - 72 
6. 73 or more 

25. Please circle the number which Indicates the last year of formal 
· education you completed: 

1. grade 8 or less 
2. more than 8, less than 12 
3. high school diploma 
4. some college 

S. 2 year degree 
6. 4 year degree 
7. graduate work 

26. Did you ever study any agriculture related subjects? I. yes 2. no 

27. Please circle the number whjch Indicates the number of years you have 
been farming or ranching. 

I. 5 or less 
2. 6 - 12 
3. 13 - 20 

4. 21 - ll 
5. 32 - 42 
6. 43 years or more 

28. Do you live east or west of Interstate 357 1. east 2. west 

7 
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29. Plea.e circle the number which indicates the number of years you have 
been a conservation district cooperator. 

I. 5 or less 4. 21 - 31 
2. 6 - I Z 5. 32 - 42 
). 13 - 20 6. 43 years or more 

30. Please circle the number which Indicates the number of years you or 
your family have operated the land (or maJor portion thereof) which you 
now operate. 

I. 5 or less 4. 21 - 31 
2. 6 - I 2 5. 32-42 
3. I 3 - 20 6. 43 years or more 

31. Do you Intend to pass your farming or ranching 
on to your family? 

32. D1d you and/or your family provide at least 501 
of the labor on your farm in 1984? ----

I. yes 2. no 

t. yes 2. no 

33. What percent of your total family Income do you receive from farming? 

I. I - 2 5 
2.26-50 

34. Are you employed off the farm? 

3.51-751 
4. 76 - 100 s 

I. yes 2. no 

35. Please write the name of the county In which most of your land Is 
located 1n this blank. county 

36. How would you describe the area where your land Is located (circle only 
one). 

I. rural 
2. within 10 miles of a small town (5,000- 15,000 pop.) 
3. within 10 miles of a town (15,001 - 30,000 pop.) 
4. within 10 miles of a city (30,001 - 45,000 pop.) 
5. within 10 miles of a large city (45,001 • pop.) 

37. Oo you reside on the land that JOU farm or ranch? I. yes 2. no 

38. If the answer to question 31 Is no, how often do you visit the land? 

I. dally 
2. weekly 
). monthly 
4. several times a year 
5. once a year or less 

39. How many acres do you operate? 

I. less than 80 acres 
2. 81 - 160 acres 
3. 161 - 320 acres 

4. 321 - 640 acres 
5. 641 - 800 acres 
6. more than 800 acres 

40. How much of the land you operate do you own? 

41. How much of the land you operate do you rent/lease? 

42. How much land do you own which you I ea 5! to someon~ rlsr? ----
43. PleaH c I rc I e the numbrr of the Item which best descrlb .. s 

operation: 

1. Cash grain farm (sor9hum, wheat, soybeans, oats, etc.) 
2. Cotton farm 
3. Other field crop farm (peanuts, etc.) 
4. livestock farm or ranch (sheep, cattle, dairy, swine, 

poultry) 
5. Combination livestock and grain farm 
6. Tree farm 
1. Other (specify) ________________ _ 

Thank you for toklng time to fill out this survey. If you 
have additional comments concerning conservation agriculture 
and wildlife, please feel free to use the back of this 
sheet. Thanks ogain! 
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Thesis: 

VITA J__ 

Dan Alvin Sebert 

Candidate for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

WILDLIFE HABITAT ON PRIVATE LANDS: OKLAHOMA 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT COOPERATOR ATTITUDES, 
PERCEPTIONS, AND PREFERENCES 

Major Field: Environmental Science 

Bi ographi ca 1: 

Personal Data: Born in Clinton, Oklahoma, March 10, 
1950, the son of Dr. Clarence Alvin Sebert, D.D.S. 
and Billie Louise Poling Sebert. 

Education: Graduated from Clinton High School, Clinton, 
Oklahoma, in 1968; received the Bachelor of 
Science in Natural Science from Oklahoma Baptist 
University, Shawnee, Oklahoma, with a major in 
Biology in 1972; received the Master of Education 
Degree from East Central University, Ada, Okla
homa, with a major in Biological Science in July 
1979; attended Oklahoma State University from 
January, 1981, until July, 1985; completed the 
requirements for the Doctor of Philosophy Degree 
at Oklahoma State University in July, 1985. 

Professional Experience: Science Instructor and head 
football coach, Shawnee Junior High School, 
Shawnee, Oklahoma, 1972-1975; Conservation Educa
tion Specialist, Ponotoc County Conservation 
District, Ada, Oklahoma, 1975-1977; Conservation 
Education Specialist, Oklahoma Conservation 
Commission, 1977-1980; adjunct faculty member, 
Natural Resources and Environmental Education 
Center, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, 
Oklahoma, 1980-1983; State Education Coordinator, 
Oklahoma Conservation Commission, Stillwater, 
Oklahoma, 1980-1985. 



Member: Phi Kappa Phi Honor Society, The Wildlife Society, 
Soil Conservation Society of America, and the 
Conservation Education Association. 


