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CHAPTER I 

INI'OOOOCTION 

Predator oontrol has bec:x::me a highly sensitive issue due largely 

to society's increasing concem for wildlife and the envirorment. Today, 

the coyote cootrol controversy is one of the nDSt polarized issues 

facing wildlife managers, livestock owners, and society in general. 

In the past, coyote "managenent" consisted alnost entirely of 

control. 'Ibis errphasis resulted fran donestic livestock losses 

attributed to the coyote. Early studies reflected this view, 

characterized by Presnall's (1949) statement that predator control 

policy s:tx>uld be based ItD.re ui;x>n economics rather than aesthetic 

calSiderations. M:>st predator research was confined to the coyote's 

negative effects. 

In 1964, the Ieopold report reccmrended that broad socio-economic 

studies of the coyote be initiated. 'Ihe report advised that the 

studies include "positive consideration to the esthetic, recreational, 

and ecologic value of the animals as well as to measure the negative 

and destructive values" (Ieopold 1964:42). In 1971, the Cain ccmni.ttee 

cited the need for "studies of the intrin8ic recreational and aesthetic 

value (of predators) to the general public," as well as the livestock 

losses caused by each of the major p:redators (cain et al. 1972:12). 

Other authors (Benynan 1972, Ho.<Tard 1974, '.Knowlton 1972, Latham 1971, 

Macabe and Kozicky 1972, Nobe 1971) have also stressed this need for 
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b:road socio-econanic studies of the predator...;livestock. controversy. 

certainly the coyote has been an economic liability to livestock. 

oWriers throughout the western states. But nore and nore people are 

beooming interested primarily .in the positive values of wildlife and 

question the necessity of predator control program; which result in 

the reduction of wildlife nurcber8 (Cunmings 1971). 

SOund managenent of the coyote should depem, to a large degree, 

upon evaluations of the an:Una1 in tenns of its overall social and 

economic inpact. Unfortunately, there seems to be no mechanism for 

taking the positive social values of the coyote· into aCCOtmt when 

fomulating predator control policy. 

2 

'!his study examines three aspects of the cnyote-man interaction 

in Oklahana. An attenpt was made to dete:r::mine statewide public 

peroeptiai of and recreational preference for the coyote. 'Ibis aspect 

was caisidered nost inportant in tenns of its imrediate value to the 

wildlife manager and recreation manager alike. Secnnd, a specific 

segmant of Cklahoma. coyote sport hunters (nenbers of 10 Cklahoma Fox 

and Wolf [CsicU Hunting Associations) were surveyed to measure the 

anount of tine and m::mey these hunters spent while pursuing their 

sport in 1975. Finally, the study includes a sw:vey of a portion of 

Okl.ahana. cattle and sheep g:i:t:Mers to ascertain the gross incone lost 

and mlative peroentage of livestock losses attributed to coyote 

depredation in 1975. Analyses of these three facets provides a nore 

extensive measure of the socio-eoonomic inpact of the coyote in 

Cklahona.. lesults of the study can be used to refine the goals of. 

coyote managenent by providing a broader basis from which sound 

managenent decisions can be na.de. 



Aesthetic-Recreational Value of the Coyote 

Much of the research concerning the non-consumptive recreational 

aspects of wildlife has been initiated only recently. A major reason 

for this increased research interest is the dramatic surge in the 

public use of wildlife for aesthetic-recreational pursuits (Schweitzer 

et al. 1973, and Talbot 1974). 

3 

An econanic survey of wildlife-oriented recreation in tlr: scuth­

east s~ that aesthetic enjoyment activity days accounted for alnost 

five ~s as many days as fishing and over eight tirres as many days as 

hunting. Average rronetary benefits averaged higher per individual for 

aesthetic enjoyirent than fishing or hunting (Horvath 1974). 'rte growth 

rate of non-consumptive recreation is exceeding that of consumptive 

recreation (Wilkins 1971). In 1965, over 3 million individuals reported 

photographing birds or other wildlife forms (USDI 1966). During the 

same year over 20 million took part in nature walks durin:j the sane 

period (USDI 1972). By the year 2000 Shaffer and Moeller (1974) feel 

that photographing and observing will becare the primary social 

attraction of wildlife. 

With the increased interest in non-hunting and non-fishing 

outdoor activities the future wildlife resource manager nust b= able 

to ~et the needs of ooth the consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife 

resource user. If he or she is to accrnplish this, a reorientation 

towards a broadening of input sources to existin:j and future management 

programs rrust be achieved. Information gathered from all segrrents 

of the public regarding perception of, and preference for wildlife 

resources should be one of our ini ti.al concerns. Partly due to 

increased madia exposure, social attitudes towards and perception of 



predators su::h as the coyote seem to h.~ ch.:mqinq nnl."\' r.:tpidly t.1!;1n 

attitudes toward rrore "traditional" wildlife species such as deer arri 

squirrel. Many authors recognize the positive aesthetic-recreational 

value that many people place on predators (Balser 1974, Berryman 1972, 

Cain et al., 1972, Evanson 1967, Knowlton 1972, Iatham 1971, Leopold 

1964), and have called for research designed to detennine the level 

of public preference on the basis of these values. 

coyote Sport Hunting 

The potential value of the coyote for sport hunting has been 

widely discussed (Broadbent 1971, Cain et al. 1972, Evanson 1967, 

Henderson 1972, Leopold 1964, Nielson 1973, Orent 1972, Rieder 1966, 

Wade 1973). COlorado wildlife management officials note that harvest­

able supplies of certain predators in Colorado are not being fully 

utilized. T.he COlorado Departm:!nt of National Resources plans to 

attempt to increase the derrand for sport hunting for certain predators, 

including the coyote (COlorado Div. of Wildlife 1974). In North 

Dakota, interest in predator sport hunting actually exceeds that for 

certain game species (Stuart 1971). 

Although the sport hunting potential of the coyote is generally 

recognized, its actual role in supplying recreational opportunities 

to the sport. hunter is not v..iell understcxrl, Representative stu:lies 

fran Kansas (Henderson and Gier 1970) , Missouri (Krause et al. 1969) , 

arrl Nebraska (Lock 1974) have attempted to obtain a profile of the 

coyote sport hunter in:::lt:rling the time and rroney experrled in 

pursuing his sport. Henderson and Gier (1970) estimated an average 

of 150,000 active coyote hunters in Kansas during the rronth of June. 

4 
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Anong coyote sport hunters in Oklahana and :rcany other states 

there exists two fairly well-defined types of hunters: the caller­

shooter and so-called "houndrcan". '!he caller-shooter utilizes 

certain types of calls, sinulating the squeal of a rabbit in distress, 

to lure the coyote within shooting range. '!he houndnen use dogs 

alm::>st exclusively while hunting or "running" coyotes. '!his secorrl 

group of hunters can be further divided according to the types 

of dogs used. cne segment of the houndr!En errploys "sight hounds", 

breeds requiring direct sighting of quarry such as greyhounds and/ 

or wolfhounds, to run down and kill coyotes usually on open, flat 

terrain. The other segment of the houndnen utilize "trail hounds", 

breeds developed for tracking and endurance, typically Walker or July 

hounds, to track coyotes over longer distances and for longer 

periods of tirce. 'lhese hunters typically hunt in nore hilly, highly 

vegetated areas where visibility is limited. A third group uses a 

conbination of trail and sight hounds. All three types of houndnen 

have "nechanized" the sport by using trucks equipped with CB radios 

to keep in touch with other hunters on foot. 

Henderson and Gier (1970) noted that in eastern Kansas trail 

hounds are the nost l,X.)pular dogs used to hunt coyotes. over the flat 

areas of central and western Kansas a ccrrbination of trail and sight 

hounds is the nost popular selection arrong hunters. '!he authors 

also reported that in 1969, Kansas hunters (387 answering surveys 

and no distinction between different types of hunters) reported 

spending an average of $465. 00 per hunter. '!he total number of days 

·hunted- was 16, 004. Total harvest was reported at 12, 964 coyotes or 



33.2 coyotes per hunter. '!he average anount of noney spent on each 

coyote harvested was $14.00. In Nebraska, of a projected 30,455 

coyote hunters (all types of hunters), those hunting coyotes specifi­

cally as ORJOsed to those hunting coyotes along with other animals, 

or those hunting coyotes while engaged in other activities such as 

fann work reported an average seasonal bag of 2. 61 coyotes for 8. 34 

days of hunting (Lock 1974). Coyote hunters in Missouri reported an 

ave:r:age harvest of 0.20 coyotes per· day for 8.66 days of hunting 

(Krause et al. 1969). 

In Oklahana, hourdmen (alnost exclusively trail dog hunters) 

have fenced at least nine regional and on= statewide fox and wolf 

hunting clubs. Marrbers of these Oklahana coyote sport hunting 

organizations refer to themselves as "wolf" hunters. Ellis and 

O::Mley (1968) estimated a total of 22,100 fox and "wolf" hunters in 

Oklahoma during 1967. '!he hunters participating in the Ellis and 

O::Mley survey reported speOOing an average of 8 to 10 days per non.th 

hunting or running coyotes. '!he average fox and wolf hunter spent 

a total of $1,054.55 in 1967 on coyote hunting alone. '!he authors 

also estinated that the coyote provided over a million man-days 

6 

of recreation for all fox and wolf hunters in Oklahoma. Ellis (1972) 

reports in his questiormaire survey of the Oklahona quail hunter that 

16.3 :Percent of 3,410 respondents, a total of 556 (again with no 

distinction between types of coyote hunters), reported hunting coyotes. 

Solle authors (Anon.1974, Beasom 1974, Evanson 1967, Hornocker 

1972, Ieopold 1964, Orent 1972) have also expressed a belief that 

predator sport htmting is an effective tool for reducing dorrestic 

livestock losses to wild predators. 
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Coyote Depredation Assessmant 

Heavy livestock losses have been attributed to the coyote. Anong 

studies oonducted prinarily by the sheep and cattle producing 

industries, ~lds and Gusta.a (1971) esti.nated the total value of 

sheep lost to predators in 16 westem states to be alm:>st $17 million 

per year. '!be range sheep industJ:y in Idaho rep:>rted gross incone 

J:eduction to coyotes totaling $574,487 in 1970-71 and $789,531 

in 1972-73 (F.arly et al. 1974a, 1974b). '!Wenty-one percent of the 

total lanb losses in Idaho were attributed to predators in 1970-71 
A 

and 25 percent in 1972-73. CDyotes were blaned for 84 percent of all 

losses to predation in 1972-73. 

Neilson and curle (1970) calculated total direct losses to the 

utah range sheep industry at $1,109,274 for the fiscal year 1969. 

Projected losses for the New M:!xioo livestock industry were calculated 

at $1,826,458 per year. COyote depredations in New Maxioo acoounted 

for an esti.nated 55 percent of the ewe loss, and 76 percent of the 

1anb loss (Anon. 1973). Nesse (1974) found the total direct 

losses to pi:edators within one county in Califomia to be $30,000. 

Wyaning ranchers :reported sheep losses of $1,641,000 to coyotes in 

1972 (Anon. 1974). In an independent analysis of dorrestic livestock 

losses to wild predators, Evanson (1967) estinated $4 to 10 million 

in losses per year for all westem states. 

In Cklah:xna, total :reported datestic livestock losses attributed 

to wild predators was $33, 779 in 1971, making the state rnmber om 

in cattle losses, ard $19,362 in 1972. 'lhese total :reported losses 

plaoed the state sixth and tenth :respectively, arrong all states 



ref;X>rting total livestock losses (U.S. House 1973). Oklahana. 

ranked thi:rd in tenl'IS of total cattle lost during the first quarter 

of 1973 (U.S. Senate 1973). 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Objective A - Perception and Preference 

The sample for the statewise sur:vey of Oklahorra residents was drawn 

using a m:rlified Imllti-stage stratified probability technique. The 

state was divided into seven regions; Northwest {NW) , Southwest {SW) , 

Central {CE) , Southeast {SE) , Northeast {NE) , Oklahana City {OC) , and 

Tulsa {TU) • Existing ooundaries of the Oklahana Department of Wildlife 

Conservation camri.ssion Districts were m:rlified slightly to fonn the 

seven regions. Conservation Districts VI and VII were canbined to fonn 

the SW study region. In addition, Tulsa and Oklah.onE. City were set 

apart fran District I NE region and District V - CE region, respectively. 

For the purpose of this stu:ly the Oklahana City and Tulsa regions are 

defined as urban regions; the other five regions are considered rural. 

'Ibtal population and percentage of the state population were calcu­

lated for each region. A sample population, equal to the region's per­

centage of the total state population was allocated to each region. 

All available telephone directories in the Oklahana State University 

Ll.brary were listed according to county arrl study region. Fran this 

list six to eight counties were chosen randanly for the NE, SE, SW, NW, 

a.00. CE regions. Eight cities and towns, varying in population size, 

were then randanly selected frcm these counties within each study region. 
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The sample size of each region was divided equally among the eight 

cities and towns. 

10 

Individual respondents fran each city or town were chosen by the 

skip inteIVal method (T. Kielhom, Personal connumication, 1975). The 

total number of names, pages, etc. , in each telephone directo:ry, voter 

registration list, or other listing of potential respondents, is divided 

by the total number of respondents to be selected for the survey. This 

value is called the "skip inteIVal." The total number of pages in each 

city telephone directory selected for inclusion in the study was then 

divided by the number of respondents to be sampled fran that city. The 

first respondent was selected fran a random position on the first page of 

the directory (e.g. , top of second column, bottom of first column, etc. ) , 

the skip interval is then used to select the ranaining respondents. 

Assume a skip inteIVal of nine (e.g., 81 page directo:ry and a total of 

nine respondents to be chosen fran that directory) • The next respondent 

"VvUUld be located on page 10 (page 1 plus the skip inteIVal 9), at the 

randomly selected position on that page. The next respondent would be 

located on page 19, and so on. The narres arrl addresses thus generaterl 

were transferred to IBM canputer cards. Self-adhesive address labels 

VJere then prepared by the Oklahana State University Canputer Center. 

A m::xlif ied semantic differential technique was used to measure 

public perception and preference. Semantic differential is a ITRll ti-

dimensional technique of attitude measurement. It assumes that 

attitudes and preferences exhibit ITRllti-di.nensionality and can be 

measured semantically (Schiff .1971). Osgood et al. (1965) have 

definerl three basic d:i.rcensions or factors in an attitu:ie or preference: 
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(a) the evaluative factor that can be :represented by the :response 

of an individual to such adjective pairs as <}'.X>d-bad, ugly-beautiful, 

etc. , (b) the potency factor, :rep:resented by the :response to 1• 

adjective pairs like strang-v.ieak, hard-soft, etc., and (c) the 

activity factor, represented by the :response to adjective pairs 

such as active-passive, hot-cold, etc. (See Osgood et al. 1965, 

for a no:re extensive (description of the nethod) • 

Utilizing woi::d pairs fran all three factors provides a no:re 

cacplete measure of an attitude or preference but requires fairly 

extensive data analysis including a variety of nulti-variate statis­

tical techniques. DI.le to the explorato:ry nature of the sw::vey an 

effort was nade to s.lltplify data analysis and provide a nore 

intensive measure of hOi\f attitud.es or perceptions of individuals 

towai::d the coyote and other survey species varied over one of the 

three factors. For these reascns the bi-polar woi::d pairs selected 

for use in the questionnaire are assurred to group under the 

evaluative factor. 

'!he questionnaire fonn ·(Appendix A) nodified from Sonnenfeld 

(1967, perscnal camunication 1974) contains photographs of nine 

wildlife species: raccoon (P;ocyon lotor) , bobcat (~ rufus) , 

nourning dove (Zenaidura nacroura), whitetail deer (Odocoileus 

vi:rginianus) , ~i te quail · (Cblinus virginianus) , eastern fox 

squirrel (Sciu:rus niger),:red-tail hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), eastern 

cottontail rali:>it (Sylvilagus floridanus), arrl coyote (canis latrans). 

Individual species were chosen, rather than species groups 

such as raptors, songbii::ds, etc., to help maintain consistency :in data 
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analysis and to yield a survey sensitive to rro:re specific aesthetic­

:rec:reational p:refe:rences of the public. In ad.di tion, all species 

chosen for the survey a:re :relatively familiar to the general public. 

'!he distribution of the nine species within Oklahom3. is similar and 

rrost a:re within :relatively easy :recreational :reach of the general 

public. · z.t>st inp:>rtantly, the species selected a:re all assmred to 

possess s~ aesthetic-recreational appeal. 

In the cover letter, :respondents we:re inforrred that this survey 

was attenpting to measure the :recreational value of all nine species. 

No nention was made of the specific :research interest in public 

perception of, and p:refe:rence for the coyote. 

Beneath each species photograph is a series of six bi-polar word 

pairs; ugly-beautiful' boring-fascinating' worthless-valuable' 

:repulsive-attractive, hannful-beneficial, and dull-exciting. These 

word pairs a:re arranged at the opposite ends of a five position scale. 

A mmerical value was assigned to each of the five positions ranging 

fran a value of one at the negative end (eg. ugly, boring, wor-Jiless, 

:repulsive, hannful, and dull) to a value of five at the positive 

end of the scale (eg. beautiful, fascinating, valuable, attractive, 

beneficial, and exciting). The order of positive and negative terns 

we:re randcmly :reversed to avoid all positive words being located at 

one end of the scale and all negative words at the other. Sw::vey 

:respondents we:re asked to mark the position on each of the word pair 

scales that rrost nearly :represented the way he or she felt the word 

paiir applied to the animal pictured. 
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'!he questionnaire also oontains two opinion statercents oonceming 

increased attention and a voluntai:y public contribution fund 

specifically for non-gane wildlife managerent. Individuals are 

asked to respond along a five point scale from "strongly agree" to 

"strongly disagree." One other question asks the respondent to rank 

the sane nine wildlife species pictured in the survey in the order 

that he or she \\Ould rrost like to see or hear them when on a walk or 

a drive. 

'!he remaining questions were designed to detennine certain 

aspects of the respondents background and allow stratification of 

the survey respondents into a mmber of geogra:Eilical, social and 

recreational categories. 'lhese categories include: geogra:Eilical 

study region, livestock CMner, rural-ur.ban, and four levels of , 

participation in outdoor recreation activities (both consmrptive and 

non-oonsmrptive). 

<:ne-half of the questionnaires contained :Eilotogra:Eils that were 

labelled by species and the other half were left unlabelled. '!his 

was done in an attenpt to rooasure any potential bias due to response to 

the "'WOJ:d" concept alone. 

:Response scores were sumred for all respondents over each "WOrd 

pair. In addition, the six "WOJ:d pairs under each species :Eilotogra:Eil 

were s1.llmled for all respondents. This latter value will be referred 

to as "species-total." M:!an scores and standa.J:d deviations were 

also calculated for all 'WOJ:d pairs and species-total scores. 

'lbtal soore, nean and standa.J:d deviation were also calculated for the 

tw:> non-gane managenent opinion statements and the species preference 
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ranking question. 'Ihe total sanple population was further analyzed 

by all social, geograifiical and recreational stratifications previously 

listed. 

Individual word pairs, species-total, and ranking rrean scores 

for the coyote were conpared to all other species included in the 

questionnaire for all respondents and selected survey stratifications. 

Response to the coyote alone was further analyzed according to the 

study stratifications listed above. 

All calculations were perfol'.ll'ed with the aid of a Statistical 

Analysis system (SAS) program developed from Service (1972). '!he 

program was run on an IBM 370 conputer. 

'!he questionnaire was pre-tested on a sub-sanple of 200 selected 

by the sane technique used on the main sanple. An additional 35 

known livestock owners were added (5 to each region) to the main 

study due to a low response rate from livestock owners. '!he rrain 

sanple size was 1000. '!he results of the pre-test were included in 

the main study because the sarrpling technique was identical and the 

questionnaire forrrat was the sane in both the pre-test and main sarrple. 

'!his resulted in a total mail out of 1,235 questionnaires (1,000 

main study, 200 pre-test, and 35 additional livestock owners). 

'!he initial main study mailing was made with a follow-up three weeks 

later (Appendix A) • Due to tirre, financial limitations, and the 

questionnaire forrrat, no attenpt was made to rreasure non-response 

bias. '!he final response was as follows: 
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1. Ntmber of questiormai:res mailed out 1,235 

(a) minus questiormai:res :rebllned as 
undeliverable 10 

(b) minus questiormai:res :rebllned with major 
portions incarplete 7 

Sub total 1,218 
2. Usable sanple (1,235 minus 17) 1,218 (100%) 

(a) usable :returns 

first :mcriling 200 (16 .4%) 
second mailing 133 (10.9%) 

Total 333 (27 .3%) 

Objective B - Coyote Sport Hunting 

The Oklahana State Fox and Wolf Hunting Association provided their 

in:mbership roster in addition to membership lists from affiliated 

Oklahoma fox and wolf hunting organizations. After an initial screening 

for duplicates, the hunters' names and addresses were transferred to IBM 

canputer cards. The cards were sorted alphabetically and checked again 

for duplicate nanEs. Self-adhesive address labels -were then prepared 

by the Oklahorm State University Canputer Center. A total of 883 

names and addresses were available for the study sample. 

Developnent of the questionnaire incorporated lx>th consultation 

with hunters and a pre-test. Hunters were contacted regarding the 

appropriateness of the existing questionnaire. The hunters were given 

the opportunity to suggest additional questions that might be included 

in the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire consists of nineteen questions. .Many of these 

questions are broken down into co:rrponent parts (Appendix B). A 



majority of the questions are designed to evaluate a number of hunter 

scx:::io-economic characteristics. Time and financial expenditures were 

the main characteristics rreasured. The remaining questions were 
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(1) How rnany years has the respondent been hunting coyotes? (2) In what 

season and county does the hunter spend Irost of his or her time 

hunting? (3) What methcds did he or she use to hunt coyotes? 

(including how many, and what type of dogs used) • ( 4) Is interest 

in coyote sport hunting increasing, decreasing or remaining about the 

sane fran year to year? ( 5) Did the hunter help any fa.nrer or 

ranchers who had a problem with coyotes? (6) What is the popularity 

of other garce animals a:rrong the hunters (rreasured by requesting 

respondents to rank the garce aninals in the order that the hunters 

rrost enjoy hunting them)? (7) Whether or not the hunter \\UUld like to 

have the coyote placed on the list of game animals in Oklahorra? 

( 8) How rrnlCh Oklahorra livestock damage, on a scale of 1 to 5, does 

the respondent feel the coyote is responsible for? Tha last question 

space was left open for any additional caments the respondent might 

wish to add. 

Results of the survey were hand calculated and verified using a 

Texas Instruments SR-51-11 calculator. 

The questionnaire was pre-tested on a sub-sarrple (200) of the 

hunters. With no revision in questionnaire format, a total of 883 

questionnaires (including the pre-test) were mailed out. A follow-up 

mailing was canpleted three weeks later (Appendix B). Due to time 

and financial limitations, no attempt was made to measure non-response 

bias. The final response was as follows: ... 



1. Nunber of questionnaires mailed out 

a. minus questionnaires retunled as 
umeliverable 

b. minus questiormaires returned with 
major portions inoonplete 

Sub total 

2. Usable sanple (883 minus 17) 

a. usable returns 

17 

883 

10 

7 

886 

886 (100%) 

first mailing 

second mailing 

'Ibtal 

207 (23.9%) 

106 (12.2%) 

313 (36 .1%) 

Objective C - Livestock Depredation 

With the help of the Oklahana. cattlemens Association, 12 cattle 

breeder associations were contacted and requested to send copies of 

their rrost recent m=mbership lists. Lists were obtained fran seven of 

the 12 state cattle breeder associations originally contacted. Dr. 

Robert Noble of Oklahana State University An.llnal Sciences Dep:i.rtnent 

provided the irembership lists of the Oklahana. Sheepgrowers Association. 

All lists were checked for duplicates and the remaining names and 

addresses were transferred to IBM computer cards. Self-adhesive address 

labels were then prepared by the Oklahana State University Computer 

Center. Nanes of 557 cattlemen and 540 sheep owners were available for 

the survey. 

Both cattle owner and sheep owner questionnaires were prepared 

after consultation with Mr. James Nix, Agricultural Economist for the 

United States Deparbnent of Agriculture in Washington, D. C., and 

research faculty of the Oklahana State Departrrent of Animal Sciences. 



~st of the loss data from studies within the livestock industry 

have been gathered by questionnaire-personal interview survey. 

Utilizing this survey rrethod a potential exists for loss reporting 

bias attributed to many causes {Cain et al. 1972, Evanson 1967, 
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Leopold 1964). The questionnaire rrethod was selected because it allaNS 

rrore extensive data collection in a shorter period and provides results 

that can be compared to similar studies in Okl.ahana and surrounding 

states. 

The questionnaire {Appendix C) requested respondents to supply 

livestock inventory totals for January 1, 1975 and January 1, 1976. 

In addition, livestock owners surveyed were asked to report total losses 

in calendar year 1975 for the following causes: all unknown losses, all 

known loss categories including disease-poison, weather, coyote, dog, 

bobcat, unknown predator, and theft. cattlaoon were asked to total each 

of the above losses for cattle, calves before weaning, and calves after 

weaning. Sheep owners were asked to total the losses for sheep, lambs­

before docking, and lambs-after docking. Three questions were also 

included to answer the following study questions: 

1. What kirrl of cow/calf or lambing facilities were used in 1975? 

2. In what county did the respondent keep his or her livestock in 1975? 

3. How much Oklahana livestock damage, on a scale of 1 to 5, does the 

respondent feel the coyote is responsible for? 

The back of the questionnaire was left open for any additional 

caments the respondent might wish to add. 

Results of the survey were hand calculated with a Texas 

Instrument SR-51-11 calculator. 



'lbtal losses, average losses, and percentage of total losses 

were calculated for all loss categories for both cattle and sheep. 

These figures were then sub-divided by geogra:Ptlc region and type of 

cow/calf or larrbing facility. The gross incone-lost awroach (Farly 

et al. 1974a) was used to estimate the econanic inp;lct of losses 

to all causes, including losses attributed to coyote depredations. 
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'lbtal losses were then nultiplied by a fixed value per aninal. The 

fixed value was provided by the Oklahaca crop and Livestock Reporting 

Service. 

A total of 1,097 questionnaires (557 cattle gi:owers and 540 

sheep growers) were nailed out. An initial nailing was conpleted 

along with one follow-up three "Weeks later (Appendix C) • nie to ti.ne 

and financial limitations, no attenpt was nade to treasure non-

response bias. The final response was as follows: 
cattle Sheep 

540 1. Nuni:>er of questionnaires nailed out 557 

a. nrlnus questionnaires returned 
undeliverable 

b. minus questionnaires returned 
with najor portions incarplete 

SUb total 

6 

6 

545 

5 

32 

503 

2. Usable sanple 545 (100%) 503 (100%) 
(557 minus 12) (540 minus 37) 

a. usable i::etums 
f::Lrst naining 
second m:rining 

Sub total 

'Ibtal 

100 (18.3%) 75 (14 • .9%) 
60 (11. 0%) 34 ( 6. 7%) 

160 (29.3%) 109 (21.7%) 

269 (25. 7%) 



CHAPI'ER III 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSICN 

Objective A 

Because of the large anount of data generated by the questionnaire, 

results were consolidated and are presented in the following three main 

sections. 

1. The social, geographical, and recreational breakdown of the 

survey respondents. 

2. How the response to the coyote compared with the response 

to the eight other species anong all respondents and among 

sare of the social geographical, and recreational stratifi­

cations of the survey. 

3. How the response to the coyote varied arrong all respondents 

and among the social, geographical, and recreational strati­

fications of the survey. 

To provide a nore usable interpretation of the data, an attempt was 

made to identify trends in response among the survey stratifications. 

Social, Geographical, and Recreational Stratifi­

cations of the Survey Respondents 

Urban respondents (124) made up 38. 2 percent of the survey 

respondents. '&Bnty-five percent (80) of the respondents reported 

20 



owning livestock. Male respondents (240) returned 74 percent of the 

usable questionnaires. 
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The seven geographical regions canprised the following percentages 

of the total returns: Oklahoma City (OC)-21 percent, TUlsa (TU)-16.9 

percent, Northwest (NW)-10.8 percent, Northeast (NE)-16.9 percent, 

South-west (SW) -15 .1 percent, Southeast (SE) -8. 3 percent, Central 

(CE)-10.8 percent. Response rates fran the geographical regions are 

presented in Table I. The urban (OC, TU) response rate was 28.4 

percent as opposed to 25.7 percent for the rural households sanpled. 

Respondents fran individual strata are assurced to be representative of 

that special segm:mt of the population within a typical stratified 

randan sampling procedure. When this assumption is rrade, response data 

fran each strata are weighted according to the percentage of the sample 

population each strata occupies. 

The respondents from each geographical region were not assumed 

to be representative of the population of the region due to the slightly 

m:Xlified character of the sampling technique used in this study. 

Therefore, although the survey sample was intentionally stratified 

geographically by population, responses fran individual study regions 

were not weighted. 

Hunters am fishennan canprised 64.6 percent of the survey 

respondents. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents reported 

engaging in outdoor recreation activities other than hunting and 

fishing. 
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Table I. Response to perception/pref e:rence 
questionnaire by Cklahona geogra:i;:hical 
regions, 1975. 

Region Mail-out Useful returns Percent 
returned 

SW 196 49 25.0 

m 96 35 36.4 

NE 195 55 28.2 

SE 104 27 25.9 

CE 190 35 18.2 

TU 188 55 29.2 

oc 249 69 27.7 

'lbtal 1218 325 26.7 



How the Response to the Coyote Carrpared With the 

Response to the Eight Other Species OV'er All 

Respondents and Sane Social, Geographical, and 

Recreational Stratifications of the Survey 
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Total questionnaires returned by all respondents, mean scores, and 

standard deviations for all word pairs, species-totals {total of a11· 

word pair scores for each species) preference rank {question #9) over 

all su:rvey species, and response to the non-gaire opinion statements, 

are presented in Tables II and III. 

All survey species were perceived positively {mean response > 3. 00) 

over all word pairs with one exception. The coyote received a :rrean 

response of 2.99 over word pair ha:anful-beneficial, with the highest 

standard deviation recorded for any Y.Ord pair (1.34) am::mg all 

respondents. The implications of the response to the Y.Ord pair harmfu.1-

benef icial for the coyote to the coyote-livestock controversy will be 

discussed in detail in the next section. 

Am:>ng all respondents, the white-tailed deer received the nost 

positive mean scores on word pairs ugly-beautiful, lx>ring-fascinating, 

worthless-valuable, repulsive-attractive, and dull-exciting. 'll1e 

lx>bwhite quail was scored the nost positive on the harmful-beneficial 

scale. The coyote received the lowest :rrean scores of all survey 

species over all wo:rd pairs. 

By species-total mean score, the nine survey species ranked in 

the following order {species-total mean in parenthesis) : 1. Deer 

(27.35) (30 highest possible), 2. Quail (26.37), 3. Squirrel (26.07), 

4. Dove (24.94), 5. Raccoon (24.56), 6. Rabbit (24.05), 7. Hawk 

(23.21), 8. Bobcat (22.73), 9. Coyote (20.61). 



Table II. M:!an score and standard deviation of 273 
respoI¥3ents on ead1. survey species, for all 
wo:rd pairs and species-totals, Oklahooa, 1975. 

M:!an Score Standard deviation 

Raccoon 

Ugly-beautiful 4.23 0.83 
Baring-fascinating 4.41 0.86 
WOr:thless-valuclble 3.81 1.06 
!Epulsive-attractive 4.26 0.84 
Hannful-beneficial 3.70 1.08 
D.ll,l:.exciting · 4.12 0.80 
Species-total 24.56 3.79 

Bobcat 

u-b 4.10 1.02 
b-f 4.12 1.06 
w-v 3.35 1.20 
r-a 4.00 1.05 
h-b 3.13 1.27 
d-e 4.02 1.04 

· Species-total 22.73 5.22 

I:bve 

u-b 4.53 0.76 
b-f 4.07 0.98 
w-v 4.00 0.99 
r-a 4.40 0.81 
h-b 4.07 0.94 
d-e 3.89 0.95 
Species-total 24.94 4.30 

Q?yote 

u-b 3.48 1.21 
b-f 3.82 1.23 
w-v 3.19 1.34 
r-a 3.44 1.18 
h-b 2.99 1.34 
d-e 3.67 1.16 
Species-total 20.61 6.05 

24 
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TABLE II (Continued) 

Mean Score Standard deviation 

Squirrel 

u-b 4.56 0.71 
b-f 4.65 0.70 
w-v 4.00 0.97 
r-a 4.59 0.65 
h-b 3.90 0.95 
d-e 4.35 0.80 
Species total 26.07 3.50 

~r 

u-b 4.86 0.41 
b-f 4.67 0.60 
w-v 4.42 0.81 
r-a 4.71 0.58 
h-b 4.15 0.96 
d-e 4.55 0.66 
Species-total 27.35 2.97 

Quail 

u-b 4.51 0.81 
b-f 4.36 0.82 
w-v 4.38 0.81 
r-a 4.48 0.74 
h-b 4.15 0.85 
d-e 4.33 0.81 
Species-total 26.37 3.92 

Hawk 

u-b 3.64 1.41 
b-f 4.14 1.11 
w-v 3.83 1.19 
r-a 3.78 1.14 
h-b 3.89 1.15 
d-e 3.93 1.05 
Species-total 23.21 5.79 



Rabbit 

u-b 
b-f 
w-v 
r-a 
h-b 
d-e 
Species-total 

TABLE II (Continued) 

M:?an Score 

4.26 
4.16 
3.81 
4.19 
3.72 
3.90 

24.05 

Standard deviation 

o.ao 
0.86 
1.05 
0.75 
1.01 
0.87 
4.17 
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Table IlI. Prefe:rence nean rank soore, m.mber of respaidents, 
standard deviation, and response to naigane 
opinion statenents (Apperdix A) , of all respai­
dents I Oklahana., 1975 • 

Species ?>b. of M=an Standard 
Respondents Score Deviation 

:Raccoon* 274 4.88 2.15 

Bd:>cat II 6.12 2.56 

tbve II 4.99 2.40 

Deer II 2.57 2.11 

Quail II 3.76 2.27 

Coyote II 6.90 2.05 

Squin:el II 3.99 2.07 

Hawk " 6.21 2.15 

Rabbit II 5.56 2.32 

Non-gane 
Funding 326 3.63 0.97 

Non-gane 
Attention 326 3.74 0.95 
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* Species a:re listed in the order that they appeared in questionnaire. 



Using a simple difference of means test (t-test), examination 

of ·m=an scores reveals that significant differences (P < 0.05) in mean 

scores do exist between, but not within, the :rcean scores for the five 

following species categories: deer; quail and squirrel; dove, 

raccoon, and rabbit; hawk and l:x:>bcat; and coyote (Table IV). This 

species categorization, or cltnnping, suggests that respondents may 

perceive certain groups of animals in the same way. 
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Table IV. Significant differences in species-total 
nean scores arrl preference nean rank, of 
all respondents, Cklahana, 1975. 

Species Species-total rrean 

Deer 27.35 

Quail 26.37 

Squirrel 26.07 

Dove 24.94 

Raccoon 24.56 

Rabbit 24.05 

Hawk 23.21 

Bo1:>cat 22.73 

COyote 20.61 

Any pair of means enclosed by the range of any one 
line are not significantly different (P. <0.05) 
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The distribution of species-total nean scores for each species 

is presented in Table V. The three predators in the study were 

the only species to receive species-total mean scores of less than 

10. This suggests that a certain percentage of the public still 

retain negative attitudes about predators. 

In response to question #9 ("Rank the following animals in 

the order that you would rrost like to see or hear.'Wh.en on a walk or 
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a drive"), the nine species were ranked as follows (preference nean 

rank in parenthesis): 1. Deer (2.56), 2. Quail (3.76), 3. Squirrel 

(3.99), 4. Raccoon (4.89), 5. Dove (4.99), 6. Rabbit (5.56), 

7. Bobcat (6.12), 8. Hawk (6.21), 9. COyote (6.89). 

Significant differences (P < 0.05) in nean scores were noted 

between, rut mt within, the mean scores for the following species 

categories; deer; quail and squirrel; dove, raccoon, and rabbit; 

hawk ard bobcat; and coyote (Table IV). 

Survey respondents recorded positive agreem:mt nean scores with 

ooth non-gam:! rranagerrent opinion staterrents. Question # 1, favoring 

a system 'Where an individual could contribute rroney to go toward 

the conservation and managa:rent of non-gam:! anirrals, received a 

nean score of 3.63 (5-strongly agree, 1-strongly disagree). The 

mean score for Question # 2 (non-gam:! anirrals should receive rrore 

attention from public ard private conservation organizations than 

they now get) was 3.74 (Table III). 
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Table v. Distribution of species-total rean scores 
for all survey species annng all respondents, 
dtlahana., 1975. 

Species-total nean soore arrl.(percentage of response) 
Species 6-10 11-15 "16-20 21-25 26-30 

Raccoon O 

Bobcat 8(2.9) 

Jl'.>Ve 0 

COyote 19(6.9) 

Squirrel 0 

Deer O 

Quail 0 

Hawk 8(2.9) 

Ral:i>it 0 

4 (LS) 

12(4.4) 

6(2.2) 

32(11.7) 

1(0.4) 

0 

3 (1.1) 

. 17 (6.2) 

3 (1.1) 

35 (12.8) 

58 (21.2) 

40(14.7) 

75(27.5) 

24 (8.8) 

6(2.2) 

30(10.9) 

58(21.2) 

59(21.6) 

121(44.3} 113(41.4) 

109(39.9) 86(31.5) 

96(35.2) 131(47.9) 

85(31.1) 62(22.7) 

81(29.7) 167(61.2) 

62(22.7) 205(75.1) 

70(25.6) . 170(62.3) 

80(29.3) 110(40.3) 

110(40.3) 101(37.0) 
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Species-total mean scores fran respondents \Yho received 

questionnaires with the photographs labellerl (by species) were 

significantly higher for three of the nine survey species (Table VI) • 

Significant differences (P<0.05) existed between squirrel, dove, and 

raccoon rrean scores on labellerl arrl unlabellerl questionnaires. 

Species-total rrean score for the coyote was not significantly 

different (P<0.05) for survey respondents \Yho returned questionnaires 

with species photographs unlabellerl and those who returnerl labelled 

questionnaires. 

No radical differences in perception of the nine survey species 

'Were noted anong individual survey stratifications. Scree differences 

in perception of the coyote relative to the other survey species 

will be presented here but specific response to the coyote will be 

discussed in greater detail in sub-section III. 

Analysis of the two-way sw:vey stratifications (rural-urban and 

livestock owner-all other respondents) response to the coyote, 

relative to the eight other survey species, will be limited to a 

statistical examination of significant differences in response ranking 

by species-total mean score and to a presentation of ranking by 

preference mean score (Question #9). '!be analysis is limited 

because of the arcount of data generated, and the need to help identify 

overall trends in response. Response to the two non-game managem=nt 

opinion sta:terents (Questions :fl: 1&2) will also be examined. 

Analysis of multiple stratifications (seven geographic regions 

and four levels of participation in consunptive and non-consumptive 

outdoor recreation) will be limited to a presentation of ranking by 

(a) species-total rrean score and (b) preference mean score. 



Response to the nongame opinion statem:mts will also be presented. 

Urban and Rural Respondents. No significant differences in 

ranking of the nine survey species by species-total nean scores was 

noted between urban and rural respondents (Table VII) • Both groups 

perceived the deer nost positively and coyote least positively. 

Statistical examination of species-total rrean score arrong rural 

respondents revealed that significant differences (P < 0.05) do 

exist between, rut not within, the follCMing species categories: 

deer; quail and squirrel; dove, rabbit, and raccoon; hawk and bobcat; 

and coyote. 

Significant differences (P < 0.05) between species-total rrean 

scores, as recorded by urban respondents revealed a slightly 

different species categorization (Table VII). 

Rural respondents ranking by preference rrean score differed 

slightly fran urban respondents. Survey respondents fran rural 

households preferred the squirrel second behind the deer (Table VII). 

Urban respondents preferred the rabbit sixth highest (over the 

hawk and bobcat). Urban respondents preferred the hawk and bobcat 

sixth and seventh, respectively, preferring the rabbit eighth. 

Both urban and ru,ral respondents exhibited positive agreerrent 

(X > 3. 00) mean scores for both non-garre mmagerrent opinion 

statem:mts. 

The mean response score (3.77) for question# 1 (private 

financial contrirutions to nongame mmaganent programs) recorded 

by urban respondents was signifiaantly higher (P < 0.05) than the 

response (3.55) recorded by rural respondents. This indicates that 
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Table VI. Preception ranking by species-total rrean score 
of all respondents returning questionnaires with 
species phbtographs labelled and unlabelled, 
Oklahana, 1975. 
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Labelled questionrtaires 
Species Mean Score 

Unlabelled questionnaires Significant 
Species Mean Score · difference 

Deer 

Quail 

Squirrel 

Dove 

Raccoon 

Rabbit 

Hawk 

Bobcat 

Coyote 

27.04 

26.03 

25.33 

24.13 

23.96 

23.53 

22.85 

22.64 

20.90 

Deer 

Quail 

Squirrel 

Dove 

Raccoon 

Rabbit 

Hawk 

Bobcat 

Coyote 

27.53 

26.58 

26.52 

25.43 

24.92 

24.37 

23.42 

22.79 

20.43 

. (P< 0.05) 

* 
* 
* 



Table VII. Perception and preference ranking of nine 
survey species by species-total maan score and 
preference rean rank of urban and rural 
respondents showing significant differences 
of reans within each ranking. J.Vean response 
to nongane opinion statenen.ts, Cklahana, 1975. 

Urban (n=l09) Rural (n=l63) 

Deer 26.88 Deer 27.64 

Quail 26.14 Quail 26.51 

Squirrel 25.46 Squirrel 26.49 

Dove 24.85 Dove 24.97 

Raccoon 24.75 Rabbit 24.53 

Hawk 23.56 Raccoon 24.40 

Rabbit 23.18 Hawk 22.93 

Bci:>cat 22.90 Bobcat 22.58 

Ccyote 20.44 Coyote 20.73 

Any pair of reans enclosed by the range of any one line are not 
significantly different (P < 0.05). 
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urban dwellers might be rrore resp::msive to public funding for nongarne 

wildlife conservation and management. 

Livestock owners. No significant differences in ranking order 

of ~ nine survey species by species-total mean score was noted 

between livestock owners and all other respondents {Table VIII). Both 

groups scored deer rrost positively and coyote least positively. 

Statistical examination of differences between species-total mean 

scores of livestock owners revealed that respondents CMnin:r livestock 

tended to perceive the nine species in groups or clusters slightly 

different than all other respondents. Significant differences 

(P < 0.05) do exist between, but not within, the following species 

categories: deer, quail and squirrel; raccoon, rabbit, dove, 

lx>bcat, and hawk; and coyote. 

Preference mean rank scores (Question # 9) produced an alrrost 

identical species ranking for lx>th livestock ow.rErs and all other 

respondents. Livestock owners ' mean preference scores ranked the 

lx>bcat higher than the hawk, the reverse of the ranking by all other 

respondents {Table VIII}. 

A significance difference (P < O. 05) was noted between mean 

scores for livestock owners and all other respondents in response 

to the non-garre opinion staterrents (Questions 1 and 2). Both groups 

recorded positive agreerent mean scores but respondents not owning 

livestock exhibited a significantly higher positive response to 

lx>th questions than livestock owners indicating a higher degree of 

concern for non-game wildlife arrong persons not owning livestock than 
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Table VIII. Perception and preference ranking of nine survey 
species by species-total maan score and preference 
nea.n rank of livestock owners and all other 
respondents showing significant differences of 
nea.ns w:i. thin eadl ranking. Mean resp:mse to 
nongarre opinion statenents. Oklahcma, 1975. 

Species 'lbtal M:an 

Livestock owners (n=64) All other respondents (n=208) 

Deer 27.33 Deer 27.35 

Quail 26.69 Quail 26.28 

Squirrel 25.84 Squirrel 26.14 

Raccoon 23.86 Dove 25.35 

Rabbit 23.80 Raccoon 24.76 

Dove 23.59 Rabbit 24.14 

Bobcat 23.45 HaWk: 23.41 

Hawk 22.64 Bobcat 22.53 

COyote 20.30 Coyote 20.69 

Any pair of means enclosed by the range of any one line 
is not significantly different (. 05 level) • 
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anong livestock owners. 

Respondents reporting not owning livestock perceived the nine 

survey species in the following general species categories: deer; 

quail and squirrel; dove and :raccoon; raccoon and rabbit; hawk and 

bobcat; and coyote. 
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Geographical Stratifications. ·The white-tailed deer received the 

highest positive mean score of all survey species fran all geog:raphical 

regions (Table IX) . The NW (Northwest) region perceived the deer nore 

positively (but not significantly higher) than any other region. 

Species-total nean·score anong NW respondents was 28.03 out of a possible 

30. The coyote was perceived least positively anong survey species 

by all geographical regions. The SE (Southeast) region perceived 

the coyote least positive anong regions (19.28) while the highest 

positive perception score for the coyote was recoi:ded by SW 

(Southwest) respondents (21. 73). 

When asked to rank the survey species in the order they would 

nost like to see or hear them (QJ.estion # 9), the deer was the nost 

preferred of all nine species aroong all regions but the NW (Table X) • 

The bobwhite quail was the n:ost preferred species am:mg NW respon­

dents. The coyote was preferred least am:mg the nine survey species 

by respondents fran the SW, SE, TO (Tulsa) , and OC study regions. 

The NW, NE (Northeast), arrl SE regions preferred the coyote eighth 

anong the nine survey species, preferring the hawk last in all three 

cases. The highest preference rooan score for the coyote was 

recorded by the SE region (6.27). 



Table IX. Perception ranking of nine survey species by species­
total rrean score by Oklahcma geographical region, 1975. 

SW (n=37) m (n=28) NE (n=45) 

Deer 27.86 ~r 28.03 ~r 27.42 

Squirrel 26.89 Quail 26029 Quail 27.00 

Quail 26.13 Squirrel 25.68 Squirrel 26.82 

lbve 25.35 Rabbit 24.82 Dove 25.66 

Raccoon 24.64 lbve 24.21 Rabbit 25.29 

Rali>it 24.35 Raccoon 23.68 Raccoon 24.71 

Hawk 24.13 Hawk 22.39 Hawk 23.24 

Bobcat 23.05 Bobcat 21.79 Bobcat 22.40 

Cbyote 21.73 Coyote 20.69 Covote 21.27 
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SE (n=25) CE (n=28) 'lU (n=48) OC (n=61) 

Deer 27.72 Deer 27.25 Deer 26.42 Deer 27.24 

Quail 27.04 Squirrel 26.29 Quail 25.93 Quail 26.29 

Squirrel 26.44 Quail 25.96 Squirrel 24.60 Squirrel 26.13 

Raccoon 24.60 Dove 24.85 n:we 24.39 Raccoon 25.62 

Dove 24.12 :Ratbit 24.17 RaCCOOh 23.65 Ibve 25.21 

Rabbit 23.48 Raccoon 24.14 Rabbit 23.23 Hawk 23.88 

Bd:>cat 21.84 Bobcat 23.67 Hawk 23.14 Bobcat 23.75 

Hawk 21.04 Hawk 23.07 Bobcat 21.81 :Ratbit 23.44 

Coyote 19.28 Coyote 19.89 COyote 20.29 Coyote 20.56 



SW (n=41) 

Deer 2.85 

Squirrel 3.22 

Quail 3.71 
!))Ve 4.65 

Rabbit 4.85 

Raccoon 5.46 

Hawk 6.41 

Bcbcat 6.85 

Coyote 6.93 

Ncn-gane 
Funding 3.61 

n-49 

Non-gane 
Attention 3.84 

n=49 

Table X. Preference ranking of nine survey species by preference 
rrean rank am. response to nongane opinion statenents by 
Cklahara geograJ_itlcal region, 1975. 

W {n=32) NE {n=39) SE (n=22) CE (n=32) TU {n=48) 

Quail 3.47 Deer 2.10 Deer 2.00 Deer 2.22 Deer 

Squirrel 3.50 Quail 3.74 Quail 3.82 Quail 3.87 Quail 

J:eer 3.50 Squirrel 3.77 Squirrel 4.09 Squirrel 4.06 Squirrel 

Pal:bit 4.41 Raccxx:m 4.69 RaCC'OOn 4.82 Rac:cxx:>n 4.65 D:>ve 

Raccoon 5.03 rove 4.95 D:>ve 5.73 D:>ve 5.00 RaCC'OOn 

rove 5.09 Ral:i>it 5.41 lbl:bit 5.91 Bd:>cat 5.75 Ral:bit 

Bobcat 6.22 Bd:>cat 6.64 Bobcat 5.95 Rabbit 6.00 Bd:>cat 

Coyote 6.81 Coyote 6.82 Coyote 6.27 Hawk 6.06 Hawk 

Hawk 6.97 Hawk 6.87 Hawk 6.41 Cbyote 7.28 Cbyote 

Non-gane Ncn-gane N:>n-gane Non-gane N:>n-gane 
Funding 3.54 Funding 3.62 Funding 3.59 Funding 3.34 Funding 

n=35 n=SS n=27 n=35 

Non-gane Non-gane Non-gane Non-gane Non-gane 

OC (n=58) 

2.53 Deer 2.62 

3.55 Quail 4.02 

4.60 Squirrel 4.31 

4.71 Raccxx>n 4.60 

5.00 D:Jve 5.15 

5.79 Hawk 5.35 

5.96 Bd:>cat 5.67 

6.04 Rilibit 6.19 

6.77 Coyote 7.07 

Non-gane 
3.69 Fllnding 3.83 
n=55 n=69 

N:>n-garce 
Attention 3.49 Attention 3. 80 Attention 3. 70 Attention 3.69 Attention 3.74 Atten. 3.83 

n=35 n=SS n=27 n=35 n=55 n=69 

ii::. 
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All study regions recorded positive agreement rrean scores for 

ooth non-game opinion staterrents (Table X). oc respondents 

registered a higher positive response (3.83) to a voltmtary 

contribution program for non-game m:magenent and conservation than 

any other geographical region. This indicates rrore willingness 

to support financially non-game among OC residents. In tenns of 

increased attention for non-game species fran public arrl private 

conservation organizations, the SW and oc regions recorded the highest 

positive responses (SW-3.84, OC-3.83). 

Hunters and Fisherpersons--Non-Hunters and Non-Fisherpersons. 

Table XI contains the ranking cy species-total mean score, for 

respondents who reported four different levels (A = no days; B = 1-14 

days, c = 15-28 days, D = 29 or rrore days) of hunting and/or fishing 

activity in one year. 

Those respondents wh:> reported spending no days hunting and/or 

fishing in one year perceived the survey species in the same 

order (by species-total nean score) as ranked over all survey 

respondents. The deer was perceived rrost positively arrong non­

hunters and non-fishencen arrl the coyote least positively. 

Table XII contains the ranking by preference rrean and response 

to the nongame for opinion statements respondents reporting f oo.r 

levels (as described above) of hunting and/or fishing activity per 

year. Those reporting no hunting or fishing activity per year 

preferred the nine wildlife species in the same order as perceived 

by species-total nean score. In response to ooth non-game opinion 

statements, non-hunters and non-fisherpersons recorded high positive 

agreement. Mean response to question # 2, increased attention 

42 

~· 
I 

I 



~ 

Table 2a:. Perceptioo ranking of nine survey species by 
species-total mean score arrong Oklahana. res­
:EXDdents reJ;X>rting four levels of participation 
in hunting and/or fishing per year, 1975. 

No participaticn 1-14 days 15-28 days 29 or nore days 
in hunting and/or fishing hunting and/or fishing hunting arrl/or fishing hunting arrl/or fishing 

(n=90) (n=86) (n=53) (n=43) 

Deer 27.31 Deer 27.31 Deer 26.77 Deer 28.19 

Quail 26.14 Quail 26.48 ()Jail 25.98 Squirrel 27.63 

Squirrel 25.90 Squirrel 26.07 Squirrel 25.11 ()Jail 27.14 

rove 25.42 Raccx:x:m 24.84 Dove 24.17 Raccoon 25.44 

Raccoon 24.38 Dove 24.77 RaccoOn 23.64 Dove 25.21 

Rali>it 24.15 Rabbit 23.94 Ral:bit 23.62 BOOcat 25.02 

Hawk 22.46 Hawk 23.59 Hawk 22.68 Hawk 24.77 

Bobcat 22.10 Bobcat 23.29 BOOcat 21.13 Rabbit 24.65 

Cbyote 20.45 Coyote 20.53 Coyote 18.79 Coyote 23.25 

,j:lo. 
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Table XII. Preference ranking of nine survey species by preferPnce rrean score arrong 
Oklahana respondents reporting four levels of participation in hunting and/ 
or fishing per year, 1975. 

No participation 1-14 days 15-28 days 29 or nore days 
in hunting and/or fishing hunting and/or fishing hunting and/or fishing hunting and/or fishing 

(n=88) (n=91) (n=49) (n=46) 

Deer 2.65 r:eer 2.69 Deer 2.04 Leer 2.72 

Quail 3.97 Quail 3.68 Qnail 3.22 Squirrel 3.43 

Squirrel 4.14 Squirrel 4.04 Squirrel 4.14 Quail 4.09 

Ibve 4.44 Raccoon 4.98 Raccoon 4.96 Raccoon 4.96 

Paccoon 4.70 Ibve 5.01 Dove 5.24 Bobcat 5.54 

Rabbit 5.30 Rabbit 5.74 Fabbit 5.47 Dove 5.74 

Hawk 6.16 Hawk 5.86 Bobcat 5.98 Rabbit 5.80 

BdJcat 6.36 Bolx::at 6.25 Hawk 6.69 Coyote 6.26 

Coyote 7.25 Coyote 6.69 Coyote 7.24 Hnwk 6.46 

Non-garre Non-garre Ncn-garre Non-garce 
Funding 3.82 (n=ll5) Funding 3. 64 (n=lOl) Funding 3.42 (n-57) Funding 3.46 (n=52) 

Non-garre Non-garre Non-garre Non-garre 
Attention 3.86 (n=llS) Attenticn 3.68 (n=lOl) Attention 3.56 (n=57) Attention 3.78 {n=52) 

.i:.. 
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for non-game species, (3.86) was the second highest mean score 

recorded by any of the survey stratifications. The highest score 

being recorded by respondents who participated in 29 or rrore days 

of non-hunting or non-fishing outdoor recreation. 

Significant differences in perception of, or preference for 

the nine species -were not noted am:mg respondents who reported no 

hunting and/or fishing activity, those who reported hunting and/or 

fishing 1-14 days per year, ar:d those who hunted and/or fished 

15-28 days per year. Deer was perceived and preferred rrost positively 

and coyote least positively among the latter two grrups. The species­

total rrean score recorded by persons who hunt or fish 15-28 days 

annually was 18. 79 for the coyote. This mean score was the lowest 

recorded on the coyote by any of the survey stratifications. 

Arcong respondents reporting hunting or fishing 29 days or rrore 

days annually, the coyote was perceived rrore positively by species­

total mean score (although still ranked last) than by any otter survey 

stratification except respondents who reported 29 or rrore days of 

non-consumptive outdoor recreation. 

By preference ranking rrean score, those reporting 29 or rrore 

days of hunting and/or fishing pref erred the coyote eighth arrong the 

nine species. 

All hunters and/or fisherpersons recorded positive agreeirent for 

lx>th nongane opinion statements. ~an response to the nongame 

funding opinion statement {Question # 1) was significantly l~ 

{P < 0.05) than the rrean response fran non-hunters and non-

f isherpersons. Evidently, non-hunters and non-f isherpersons were 

rrore willing than hunters and f ishennen to spend nm.ey on nongame 
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species. There were no significant difference between the ~ groups 

in resp:mse to :in:::reased attention for nongame opinion staterrent 

(Question # 2) • 

The lack of definitive perceptual/preferential differences 

annng respondents might l::e interpreta:l two ways. The possibility 

exists that :m::rlification of the Sem:mtic Differential technique, 

as used in the stlrly, may have rendered the technique insensitive 

to actual differences in perception that may exist annng the 

survey respondents. 
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Assuming that no significant perceptual arrl/or preferential 

differences for the nine survey species do exist annng the respondents, 

the survey results suggest that Oklahomans' in general, may exhibit 

a relatively han::>g'enous or non-selective perception of and 

recreational preference for wildlife resources. 

H~ the Response to the Coyote Varied OVer All 

Respondents and the Social, Geog"raphical, and 

Recreational Stratifications of the Survey 

Table XIII contains the :mecm scores, species-total, arrl standard 

deviations for all word pairs, species-total, and preference rank 

for response to coyote over all questionnaires returned. Initial 

examination of results revealed a wider range of variation in 

response to word pair hannful-l::eneficial for coyote than the other 

V10rd pairs. Therefore, this response was analysed in greater 

detail than the response to other IDrd pairs. 



Table XIII. Fesponse to coyote (wo:rd pairs, species­
total, and preference rank) survey respon­
dents of several categories, Cklahana, 1975. 

Response category Mean Starrla:rd reviation 

All Respondents 

Ugly-beautiful 3.48 1.21 
Boring-fascinating 3.82 1.23 
Worthless-valuable 3.19 1.34 
Repulsive-attractive 3.44 1.18 
Hannful-beneficial 2.99 1.34 
Dull-exciting 3.67 1.16 

Species total 20.61 6.05 

Preference rank 6.90 2.05 

Rural Fespond.ents 

Ugly-beautiful 3.52 1.24 
Boring-fascinating 3.76 1.27 
Worthless-valuable 3.26 1.34 
Repulsive-attractive 3.40 1.19 
Hannful-beneficial 3.07 1.34 
Dull-exciting 3.69 1.21 

Species total 20.73 6.10 

Preference rank 6.86 2.02 

Urban Respondents 

Ugly-beautiful 3.41 1.16 
Boring-fascinating 3.92 1.18 
Worthless-valuable 3.09 1.35 
Fepulsive-attractiv0 3.50 1.17 
Hannful-beneficial 2.87 1.35 
Dull-exciting 3.64 1.08 

Species-total 20.44 6.02 

Preference rank 6.93 2.11 
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TABLE XIII (Continued) 

Response Category Mean Standard Deviation 

Livestock OWners 

Ugly-beautiful 3.42 1.29 
Boring-fascinating 3.64 1.30 
V«:>rthless-valuable 3.24 1.34 
:EEpulsive-attractive 3.36 1.24 
Hannful-beneficial 2.91 1.45 
Dull-exciting 3.72 1.20 

Species-total 20.30 6.54 

Preference 6.91 2.03 

All other respondents 

Ugly-beautiful 3.49 1.19 
Boring-fascinating 3.88 1.21 
Worthless-valuable 3.17 1.16 
:EEpulsive-attractive 3.46 1.16 
Hannful-beneficial 3.02 1. 31 
Dull-exciting 3.65 1.14 

Species-total 20.69 5.92 

Preference rank 6.89 2.08 

Ma.le respondents 

Ugly-beautiful 3.46 1.17 
Boring-fascinating 3.86 1.19 
~rthless-valuable 3.17 1.35 
Repulsive-attractive 3.40 1.15 
Hannful-beneficial 2.99 1.38 
Ibll-exciting 3.69 1.10 

Species-total 20.58 5.91 

Prefere~ rank 6.68 2.15 



Female resportdents 

Ugly-beautiful 
Boring-fascinating 
~rthless-valuable 
Iepulsive-attractive 
Hannful-beneficial 
I:Ul.1-exciting 

TABIB XIII (Continued) 

3.53 
3.72 
3.25 
3.55 
2.99 
3.64 

1.34 
1.35 
1.33 
1.25 
1.25 
1.31 
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All w:>rd pairs, except hannful-beneficial of the coyote received 

positive (X > 3.00) mean response scores over all questionnaires 

returned. W:>rd pair harmful-beneficial of the coyote received a 

mean response score of 2.99 (starrlard deviation of 1.34) over all 

respondents. 

Urban and Rural Respondents. Table XIII contains the mean 

scores, and standard deviations for all w:>rd pairs, species-total, 

and the preference rank to the coyote as recorded by urban and 

rural respondents. No significant differences (P < 0. 05) in 

perception (i.e., response to w:>rd pairs, species-total) or 

preference for the nine species between urban and rural respondents 

were noted. 

Both urban and rural respondents recorded positive mean 

scores on all w:>rd pairs to the coyote with one exception. Urban 

respondents recorded a slightly negative mean score (2.87) over 

w:>rd pair ha:rmful-beneficial. Rural response to the WJrd pair 

harmful-beneficial was 3.07. 

The standard deviations for mean response score for harmful­

beneficial to the coyote aµong urban respondents (1.35) and rural 

respondents (1.34) were also the highest recorded for all w:>rd pairs. 

The lack of significant differences in perception of the coyote 

am::>ng 'Urban and rural respondents might be explained to two ways. 

The possibility exists that rrodification of the Semantic Differential 

technique, as used in the study, reduced the sensitivity of the 

teclmique to a point where it was unable to detect actual differences 

in perception that may actually exist arrong urban and rural 
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respondents. Another possible explanation for the similar perceptions 

recorded by rural cm) urban respondents in the typical rural-

urban dichotomy of Oklahana. households. The relatively clear 

geographical, social, economic, and saretirres philosophical 

divisions that are asSllllled to exist between urban dwellers and their 

rural counterparts, especially in the eastern part of the U.S., 

are not so evident in Oklahana.. 

Ll.vestock Owners. No significant differences in perception 

of or preference for the nine species were noted between livestock 

owners and all other respondents over word pairs, species-total, or 

preference rank (Table XIII) • Both livestock owners and all other 

respondents recorded positive wcird pair mean scores with one 

exception. Ll.vestock owners recorded a slightly negative mean 

score (2.91) on word pair harmful-beneficial with a standard 

deviation of 1. 45. All other respondents recorded a rrean response 

of 3. 02 with a standard deviation of 1. 31. The difference is not 

statistically significant (P < 0.05). 

Male and Penale Respondents. No significant differences -were 

noted over word pairs or species-total, between male and fema.le 

respondents (Table XII). The coyote was perceived positively by 

both male and ferrales over all \\Ord pairs except one. Both male 

and farale respondents recorded 2. 99 rrean scores on word pair 

harmful-beneficial. 

Male respondents exhibited rro:re preference for the coyote by 

ranking the coyote (6.68) significantly higher (P < 0.05) than 
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did females (7.47) when they ranked the survey species in the 

order they 'Y.OUld nost like to see or hear when on a walk or 

drive. 

No significant differences in response to the coyote were noterl 

anong geographical regions am::m.g all word pairs, species-totals, 

or preferen::e rank (Table XIV) • The SE region had the la.vest In:!an 

response score for \\Ord pair hannful-beneficial (2.64) arrl th:! highest 

standard deviation (1.52). Individual rarx::hers in the southeast 

have reporterl unusually high livestock losses to predators (see 

Objective C). This could account for the "hannful" perception arrl. 

high standard deviation of the response to the coyote anong southeast 

respondents. The SW region record.Erl the highest nean response to 

\\Ord pair harmful-beneficial (3.35). The SE region exhibiterl the 

least positive perception of the coyote anong regions (lowest 

species-total rrean score (19.28) for the coyote) but seem:rl to 

pref er the coyote nore than the other regions (highest pref eren::e 

In:!an rank, (6.27)). 

This seeming contradiction might be explainerl by the fact that 

southeast Okl.ahana respondents terrlerl to prefer (by preference rank) 

all species slightly m::>re than all other regions. ~ coyote may 

have J:::ieen "swept along" with the resultinJ higher preference score 

than recorded for the coyote by any other region. 
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lfunters and/or Fisherpersons and Non-lfunters and Non-Fisherpersons. 

Respondents who reporterl hunting and/or fishing 29 or m::>re days per 

year record.Erl the highest nean score for word pair hannful-beneficial 



Ugly-
IeJion beautiful 

Ni 3.25 
(1.08) 

SW 3.76 
(1.16) 

CE 3.32 
(1.44) 

SE 3.48 
(1.19) 

NE 3.64 
(1.32) 

TU 3.33 
(1.26) 

oc 3.48 
(1.09) 

Table XIV. ~an response and sta.rrla.rd devia.tion (in 
parentheses) for ooyote 'WOrd pairs, species­
total, and preference rank by <kla.hana 
geographic region, 1975. 

Boring- ~rthless- ~pulsive- Hannful- run-
fascinating valuable attractive beneficial e:>eeiting 

3.75 3.36 3.32 3.29 3.71 
(1.38) (1.19) (1.22) (1.38) (1.08) 

3.84 3.48 3.59 3.35 3.62 
(1.24) (1.26) (1.17) (1.25) (1.28) 

3.57 3.14 3.18 3.03 3.64 
(1.34) (1.56) (1.31) (1.29) (1.25) 

3.52 3.04 3.12 2.64 3.48 
(1.33) (1.40) (1.17) (1.52) (1.33) 

3.95 3.22 3.60 2~98 3.89 
(1.17) (1.35) (1.14) (1.29) (1.15) 

3.79 3.21 3.44 2.89 3.63 
(1.22) (1.34) (1.15) (1.32) (1.04) 

4.02 3.00 3.56 2.85 3.65 
(1.15) (1.37) (1.19) (1.39) (1.12) 

Species- Preference 
total rank 

20.68 6.81 
cs. 76} (1.87) 

21.73 6.93 
(S. 71) (1.91) 

19.89 7.28 
(7 .03) (1.61) 

19.28 6.27 
(6. 75) (2 .37) 

21.27 6.82 
(5.67) (2.31) 

20.29 6.77 
(6.18) (2.24) 

20.56 7.07 
(S.95) (2.01) 
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for the coyote of all survey stratifications and secorrl highest 

nea.n scores over all other than "WOrd pairs (Table XV) • '!he mean res­

ponse to "WOrd pair harmful-beneficial anong hunter and fisherpersons 

who reported 29 or nore days (3.63) was significantly higher 

(P < 0. 05) than the rrean score of non-hunters-nonfisherpersons 

(2.90) and hunters and/or fisherpersans who reported 1-14 (2.98) 

or 15-28 (2.66) days afield per year. '!his response to word pair 

harmful-beneficial will be discussed in greater detail in the next 

section. 
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Species-total rrean score recorded by hunters and/or f isherpersons 

\\ho reported 29 or nore days afield per year (23 .25) was the second 

highest rea::>rd by any su:rvey stratification and significantly higher 

(P < 0.05) than species-total mean score recorded by non-hunters/ 

non-fisherperson, and respordents who reported 1-14 or 15-28 days 

of activity per year. 

Preference mean rank of hunters and/or f isherpersons reporting 

29 or nore days afield was the highest recorded by any su:rvey 

stratification and significantly higher (P < 0.05) than preference 

rrean rank recorded by nan-hunters and/or non-f isherpersons and 

htmters and/or fisherpersons reporting 15-28 days afield per year. 

'lhese results suggest that the nore active hunters and fisher­

persons appreciate botp gane and non.gane, and to a higher level than 

non-hunters and non-fisherpersons. 



Table X!V. M=an response and standard deviation 
for coyote word pairs, species-total 
and preference rank of four reported 
levels of hunting and/or fishing per 
year. 
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:Eesponse catego:r:y M3an Standard Deviaticn 

~ DAYS HUNTING AND/OR FISHING PER ~ 

Ugly-beautiful 3.51 1.21 
Boring-fascinating 3.79 1.29 
'V«:>rthless-valuable 3.20 1.32 
Iepulsive-attractive 3.48 1.16 
Ha:anful-bereficial 2.90 1.30 
Dull-exciting 3.58 1.18 
Species-total 20.45 6.02 

Preference rank 7.25 1.82 

1-14 ~YS HUNTING AND OR FISHING PER YEAR --- -- ---
Ugly-beautiful 3.56 1.22 
Boring-fascinating 3.81 1.13 
'V«:>rthless-valuable 3.13 1.23 
Ieµll.sive-attractive 3.42 1.18 
Ha:rmful-beneficial 2.98 1.35 
Dull-exciting 3.64 l.ll 
Species-total 20.53 5.94 

Preference rank 6.69 2.00 

15-28 ~ HUNrING AND/OR FISHING 

Ugly-beautiful 3.00 1.18 
Boring-fascinating 3.66 1.37 
'V«:>rthless-valuable 2.85 1.38 
Ieµilsive-attractive 3.11 1.15 
Ha:anful-bereficial 2.66 1.34 
Dull-exciting 3.51 1.19 
Species-total 18.79 6.22 

Preference rank 7.24 2.23 



TABLE x:.J (Continued) 

Respcnse catego:r:y 

Ugly-beautiful 
Boring-fascinating 
worthless-valuable 
Repulsive-attractive 
Hannful-benaficial 
Dull-exciting 
Species-total 

Preferenre rank 

:r.Ean 

3.84 
4.14 
3.70 
3.79 
3.63 
4.12 

23.25 

Standard Deviation 

1.11 
1.10 
1.46 
1.67 
1.29 
1.07 
5.42 
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Participation in outdoor Recreation other Than Hunting or 

Fishing. Survey resi:x>ndents who reported 29 or IIDre days of non­

consurrptive outdoor recreation recorded the highest rrean scores 

anong all survey resi:x>ndents for word pairs ugly-beautiful (3.85), 

boring-fascinating (4.34), worthless-valuable (3.73), repulsive­

attractive (3. 90), and dull-exciting (4.22). Species-total mean 

score (23.41) anong respondents reporting 29 or nore days partici­

pating in outdoor recreation other than ht.mting or f ishiD3' was also 

the highest recorded in any survey stratification. 

Respondents reporting no participation in outdoor recreation 

recorded slightly negative rrean scores for word pairs coyote: 

worthless-valuable (2.69) and ha:r::mful-beneficial (2.73) (Table XVI). 

Respondents who reported 1-14 days of participation re:corded a 

slightly negative rrean score for word pair harmful-beneficial 

(2.80). 

Mean scores for the word pairs boring-fascinating, worthless­

valuable, repulsive-attractive, harmful-beneficial, dull-excitiD3', 

and species-total rrean recorded for the coyote by respondents 

rei:x>rting 29 or nore days of non-consumptive outdoor re:creation per 

year were significantly higher than the mean scores recorderl by 

respondents reporting three lower levels of participation in outdoor 

recreation other than ht.mting or fishing. 

As noted earlier, these results suggest that nore ardent outdoor 

enthusiasts perceive and prefer the coyote nore :EX>Sitively than other 

resi:x>ndents. 
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Table XVI. Mean response am standa:rd deviation 
of coyote wo:rd pairs, species-total, 
am preference rank at four reported 
levels of participation in outdoor 
recreation other than hunting am/or 
fishing. 

Response category ~an Standard Deviation 

Ugly-beautiful 3.51 1.27 
Boring-fascinating 3.45 1.46 
Worthless-valuable 2.67 1.42 
Repulsive-attractive 3.31 1.41 
Hannful-beneficial 2.72 1.47 
Dull-exciting 3.37 1.37 
Species-total 19.10 6.79 

Preference rank 7.04 1.95 

1-14 m.YS P.Aro'ICIPATION IN QtJl'IX)()R RE:CREATIOO <JlllER '!HAN HUNTING 
AND/ORFfSHING 

Ugly-beautiful 3.27 1.26 
Boring-fascinating 3.60 1.23 
Worthless-valuable 3.03 1.31 
Repulsive-attractive 3.23 1.16 
Harmful-beneficial 2.80 1.31 
Dull-exciting 3.45 1.11 
Species-total 19.40 5.97 

Preference rank 7.16 1.90 

15-28 OR M)RE DAYS PARI'ICIPATIOO IN OtJl'IX)()R RECREATION arn:ER THAN 
HUNTINGAND/OR""'FISHING 

Ugly-beautiful 3.33 1.01 
Boring-fascinating 4.03 0.94 
Worthless-valuable 3.31 1.01 
Repulsive-attractive 3.31 0.85 
Hannful-beneficial 3.11 1.03 
Dull-exciting 3.67 0.99 
Species-total 20.75 3.82 

Preference rank 6.81 2.06 
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TABLE XVI (Continued) 

IesIXJnse catego:ry M:!an Standard ll::?viation 

29 OR MJRE DAYS PARI'ICIPATICN IN OUI'JXX)R RECmATION CJIHER 'mAN 
ffiM:rrnG AND/OR FISHING -- ---

Ugly-beautiful 3.85 1.13 
Boring-fascinating 4.34 1.00 
Worthless-valuable 3.73 1.30 
Iepulsive-attractive 3.90 1.05 
Ha.nnful-beneficial 3.41 1.37 
ntl.1-exciting 4.22 0.95 
Species-total 

Preference rank 6.37 2.31 
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Objective B 

The hunters surveyed in this study represent a specialized group 

of coyote sport hunters. ·No attenpt will, or should be nade to extrapo­

late these findings to ooyote sport hunters in general. The results 

of the study should only be extrapolated to nenbers of Oklahoma Fox 

and Wolf hunting organizations. 

Returns were receiverl fran respondents who hunted in 67 (87%) of 

the 77 state oounties. Results of the coyote sport hunter question­

naire survey are presented in the following four nain sections: 

1. The hunter, his hunting methods, coyote hazvest, and 

the location and seasons hunted in 1975. 

2. Tine experrlitures, hunting equiprent, and facilities. 

3. Financial expenditures. 

4. Hunter preferences and attitudes. 

The Hunter, His Hunting Methods, Coyote Harvest, 

and the IDcation .and Season He Hunted in 1975 

The average survey respondent had been hunting coyotes for 30.l 

years. Respondents were ITlE!llbers of an average of 2. 6 Oklahama ooyote 

sport hunting organizations. Of those hunters responding, 99. 4 per­

cent (305) hunted with trail hounds (typically Walk.er or July hounds) 

and 8.1 percent (25) hunted with sight hounds (typically Greyhounds). 

The method of calling and shex::>ting coyotes was used by 2.0 percent (9) 

of the respondents. Four hunters (1.3 percent) reported tracking 

coyotes by themselves. Five respondents (1.6 percent) used a vehicle 

to flush coyotes. 
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While hunting ooyotes, 277 (89.9 percent) respondents reported 

using only Cbgs. Rifles, shotgunS, and handgunS in addition to dogs, 

were used by 18 (5.8 pe:rcent), 2 (0.6 percent), and 17 (5.5 percent) 

hunters, respectively. One hunter (O. 3 percent) reported using a bow 

and a.rrCM to hunt ooyotes. 

In the spring and fall of each year the fox and wolf hunting 

clubs hold organized events called field trials and bench shows. 'Ihese 

are weekend events corrbining a dog show with a hunting trial. I:t>gs 

are judged on their looks along with their ability to track and run 

coyotes. 'Ihe dog show is usually held on Friday afte:rn::>0n. Early 

Saturday and Sunday rrorning all tffi dogs conpeting in the field trial 

are released with a nurrber painted on the side of each dog. Judges 

and dog CMners in trucks follow the dogs over the countryside by way 

of county roads keeping in touch with each other by CB radios. The 

judges soore the dogs on their tracking ability with a two-day score 

detennining the overall winner. 

Hunting in groups during field trials was reported by 153 respon­

dents (52.0 percent). Hunting with a group while not in field trials 

was the rrost popular technique. Two hundred and sixty-nine resµ:m­

dents (91.5 r:ercent) reported hunting in this manner. Hunting alone 

was reported by 155 (52.7 percent) survey respondents. 

In response to question #4d ("In what county did you do rrost of 

your hunting?") , respondents listed Osage (26 tines) , I.eFlore (20) , 

I.ogan (18) , and Lincoln (14) rrost often. 

Total coyote harvest reported by all survey respondents was 

4,404, an average of 17.3 coyotes per hunter. 



Spring was the rrost pJpular tine of year for hunting, with 254 

hunters (85.5 percent) repJrting hunting during this period in 1975. 

Hunting during fall and winter were also pJpular anong hunters as 223 

(75. l percent) repJrted hunting in the fall and 224 (75. 7 percent) 

in winter. Hunters were not as active in surrmer with 147 (49.5 

percent) of the respJndents reporting hunting during that period. 

Hunting at the same intensity year around was repJrted cy 118 (39.7 

percent) of the hunters. 

In 1975, 190 (66.4 percent) survey respJndents repJrted helping 

ranchers or f arrrers who clainro they were having a problem with 

coyotes. Fifty-two of the SpJrt hunters (27 .4 percent) advised the 

rancher or farmer how to kill the coyotes. Fifty-one (26. 8 percent) 

helped the rancher or farmer kill the coyotes and 181 (62.1 percent) 

repJrted killing the coyotes for the rancher or fa.mer. 

Hunting F.qui,.pren.t, Tine Expenditures, and 

Facilities 

ReSpJndents repJrte:l CM.ning an average of slightly less than 

10 (9. 7) coyote hunting dogs at the end of 1975. Trail hourrls m:i.de up 

97.1 (2850) of the total 2,935 dogs reported. Sight hounds carprised 

2.8 percent (83) of the total arrl "other" dogs 0.1 percent (2). 
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OWning a vehicle used solely for coyote hunting was repJrted cy 

180 (60.4 percent) respJndents. o.vning a trailer used only for coyote 

hunting was reported cy 123 (40. 7 percent) of the hunters. Owning both 

a notor vehicle and a trailer used just for coyote spJrt hunting was 

repJrted cy 79 (26.5 percent) of the respJndents. 

CB radios are pJpular among coyote hunters as 107 (36.l percent) 



failed to locate one truck or car without a CB radio. 

!May f:romhorre many hilllters rent an old house and/or farm as a 

base camp from which to hilllt and/or kennel their dogs. Of those 

responding, 30 (8.8 percent) reported operating such a hilllting area 

<May fran home. Each hilllter who operated a hilllting area <May from 

hone spent an average of 102.4 days there in 1975 (a day is defined 

as any time spent at the area.in one day). 
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All hilllters responding (295) reported spending a total of 25,523 

days afield hunting only coyotes in 1975, an average of 86.5 days per 

hunter. IEspondents also reported driving an average of 4626 • 26 

miles hilllting coyotes in 1975. Of these 86.5 days, hilllters spent 

an average of 33.7 days hilllting coyotes (not in field trials) with 

other fox and wolf hilllting association manbers, an average of 8.3 days 

hilllting at field trials, and an average of 52.8 days hilllting by them­

selves or with hunting conpanions that were not marrbers of an Okla­

homa. fox and wolf hunting club. An additional average of 5 • 9 days v.iere 

rep::>rted engaged in hon-hilllting fox arrl wolf hunting association 

activities. 

IEspondents (131) also reported attending an average of 

slightly less than three (2.94) field trials in 1975. 

III. Financial :Expenditures 

Survey respoments reported spending an average of $2,516.46 

on coyote hunting in 1975, $29.09 per hunting day, and $145.46 per 

coyote harvested rer hunter. Of this total, average dog and dog­

xelated expenses arrounted to $984.82 (39.0 percent). G:lsoline and 



for equiµrent and facilities averaged $803.41 (32.0 percent) and all 

other categories, $180.25 (7.2 percent) (Table XVII). 

Hunters (88, 39.7 percent) who did purchase a vehicle am/or 

trailer in 1975 for coyote hunting spent an average of $2,471.77 on 
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a vehicle and/or trailer. Hunters (30, 8.8 percent) who operated 

hunting areas away from hare spent an average of $109.17 on purchase, 

rent, upkeep, etc. Respondents who entered field trials (131, 43.2 per­

cent) reported spending an average of $41. 67 in entrance fees. Many 

respondents failed to fill in list expenditures for various categories 

such as "gas and vehicle maintenance" and/or "all other expenses." 

Many hunters, contacted after the survey was canpleted, felt that the 

study experrliture estimates are conservative at best. 

Hunter Preferences and Attitudes 

Respondents were asked to rank a number of gaire and non-game 

species in the order the hunters nost pref erred hunting them (see 

questionnaire question# 17). Other than the coyote, the nost popular 

and nost hunted species was ooh.mite quail. The quail received a :rrean 

rank of 2. 59 over all respondents. .M:>re than one-half of the respon­

dents (59. 2 percent) reported hunting quail. The five nost preferred 

species after quail, with :rrean rank (percent of respondents who hunted 

each species in parentheses) included was: squirrel 3.41 (54.2 percent), 

deer 3.49 (43.7 percent), ool:x::at 4.09 (25.3 percent), arrl rabbit 4.82 

(24.8 percent). Respondents also reported hunting turkey, dove, docks, 

geese, pheasant, prairie chicken, v..ucx:lcock and snipe (Table XVIII) • 

Eighty-one of the respondents (34.0 percent) hunted coyotes only in 1975 

and eight (3.4 percent) reported hunting only coyote and ool:x::at. 



Table XVII. Average coyote hunting expenses for rrerrbers 
of Oklahoma fox and wolf hunting clubs, 
1975. 

Item Avg. Expenditure Percent of total 
($) 

Purchasing dogs 273.27 10.8 

Fbod for dogs 590.75 23.5 

?Jeclical bill (!))gs} 86.69 3.4 

Other (log supplies 34.11 1.3 

Sub-total J))g-related 
expenditures 984.82 39.0 

Purchasing a vehicle 734.85 29.2 
or trailer 

Guns and shells 6.73 0.3 

C.B. R:ldio 61.83 2.5 

Sub-total equiµrent and 
facility expenditures 803.41 32.0 

Gas & Vehicle Maintenance 547.98 21.8 

O::>st of hunting area 12.17 0.5 

Field Trial Entrance Fees 22.87 0.9 

All other expenses 145.21 5.8 

'lbtal $2516.46 100.0 
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Table XVIII. Nun:ber of coyote sport hunter respondents who 
hunted other garce and oon-game species, arrl 
the preference (e:Kpressed as rrean rank score) 
for each species, Oklahana, 1975. 
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Species M:!an Rank No. of those :responding Percent of those res-
who indicated hunting ponding who indicated 

hunting 

Quail 2.59 141 59.2 

Squirrel 3.41 129 54.2 

D:?er 3.49 104 43.7 

Bobcat 4.09 60 25.2 

Ral'.i>it 4.82 59 24.8 

Turkey 5.00 47 19.7 

rt>ve 5.74 49 20.6 

D.Jcks and/or 
crese 5.76 47 19.7 

Pheasant 6.14 29 12.2 

Prairie 
Chicken 9.44 20 8.4 

Woodcock 
arrl/or 
Snipe 11.33 15 6.3 



Having the coyote placed. on the list of game animals in Oklah::xra 

(if the animal could be run for sport year round) was approved. by 

87.4 percent (256) of those surveyed.. Ninety-seven of the respondents 

(35.4 percent) thought that interest in coyote sport hunting was 

decreasing. Increased. costs were citerl rrost often as the cause. 

Slightly less than one-fourth (24.4 percent) thought interest was 

increasing, and the remaining 40.2 percent felt interest in coyote 

sport hunting was remaining the sane. 
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Su:rvey respondents thought that the coyote was responsible for a 

minimal arrount of damage to Oklahana livestock. In response to 

question # 19 ("On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 rreaning no damage and 5 

rreaning a lot of damage, how much damage do you think the coyote does 

to Oklahcm::l livestock?"), the rrean score was 1.54 over all respondents. 

Objective C 

Results are di via.Erl into two main sections : sheep owners arrl 

cattle owners. The main sections are further divided. into the following 

four sub-sections. 

1. Total livestock inventory, total losses for survey respondents, 

total losses and gross incare loss estimated. for all Oklahana. 

sheep owners and cattle owners in 1975. 

2. Total losses attributed. to predators by type of lambing or 

calving facility. 

3. Total losses attrib.lted to coyote predation by geographic 

region. 

4. Response to coyote damage opinion question. 



Sheep Owners 

'lb"tal Livestock Inventory, Total losses For SUrvey Respondents, 

Total losses and Gross Incane lost Estimated For All Okl.a.hcna Sheep 

Owners in 1975. Due to irregular loss reporting by a major portion of 

sheep owners no attenpt was made to estimate losses for production 

periods (sheep, lambs before docking, and lambs after docking). loss 

data include all sheep and/or lambs lost. 

Questionnaires were returned by ranchers 'Ytlo grazed and/or 

quartered sheep in 41 (53.2 percent) of the 77 state oounties. 

The January 1, 1975, inventory total (20,323) represented 22.8 

percent of all sheep and lambs present on all Oklahana farms and 

ranches (89,000) (Oklahana Crop and Livestock Rep. S&Vice 1975) 

for January 1, 1975. 

To gain a rough estimate of the growth or decline of the sheep 

industry in Oklahana, inventory totals for January 1, 1975, and 

January 1, 1976, were canpa.red. The same respondents wlD reported 

a total inventory of 20,323 sheep and lambs as of January 1, 1975, 

also reported a total inventory of 15,355 as of January 1, 1976. 

This decrease of 4,968 sheep and lambs in one calendar year represents 

a 24.4 percent decline in total inventory arrong the 92 respondents 

(Table XIX) • 

losses of sheep by respon::lents totalled 2,288 for all causes, 

an average of 21.2 sheep and/or lambs lost per respondent. losses 

attributed to predators (789) carprised 34.5 percent of the total 

losses. Disease and/or poison accounted for 14.5 percent; weather 

(105) and theft (16), together, made up 5.3 percent; all other known 
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Table XIX. Inventory totals and :rrean nunber of sheep 
and/or larrbs aNned by respondents for sheep 
and/or lanb for January 1, 1975 and January 1, 
1976, in Cklahorna. 

Inventory Date 

Jan. 1, 1975 

Jan. 1, 1976 

Difference 

Percent change 

No. of respondents 

92 

92 

N/A 

N/A 

'lbtal sheep and/or larrbs X 

20,323 220.9 

15,355 166.9 

-4,968 -54.0 

-24.4 -24.4 



causes (366) "Were 16.0 percent; and losses due to all unknown causes 

( 681) accounted for 29. 8 percent of the total (Table XX) • 

Rep:>rted coyote depredations (591) accounted for 25.8 percent 
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of the total losses and 74.9 percent of all losses attriruted to 

predators (Table XIX). The mean number of sheep and/or lambs lost, 

over all resp:>ndents, attrib.lted to royote depredation was 5.4 with a 

standard deviation of 13.87. Fifty-six resp:>ndents (50.9 percent) 

reported no losses to cx:>yotes. Sheep owners who rep:>rted losses to 

coyotes (54, 49.l percent) averaged 9.6 sheep and/or lambs lost to 

coyote depredation. calculation of percentage of total inventory lost 

was restricted to sheep owners who rep:>rted an inventory for January 1, 

1975. Therefore, the loss figures that follow are lower than those 

rep:>rted earlier in the text. 

'Ibtal losses (2,056) of sheep owners reporting an inventory 

equalled 10.12 percent of the January 1, 1975, total inventory of 

20.32 sheep and/or lambs. IDsses attributed to predators (682) 

anounted to 3. 35 percent of the total inventory. IDsses due to 

disease and or p:>ison (311) canprised 1.5 percent; "Weather (104) 

and theft (13), 0.6 percent; all other known causes (331), 1.6 

percent; and losses due to all unknown causes (615) acx::01.mted 

for 3.0 percent of the total January 1, 1975, inventory. Within the 

losses to predators, losses attributed to coyotes (519) anounted to 

2.50 percent of the inventory total; dogs (89), 0.4 percent; bobcats 

(33), 0.1 percent; and unknown predators (41), 0.2 percent of the 

January 1, 1975, inventory total (Table XXI). Percentages "Were taken 

to two decimal places for rrore accurate extrap:>lation. 



Loss 

Table XX. 'lbtal sheep and/or lanbs lost and percent of total 
losses by cate<Fries for 1975 as reported by all 
Odahona sheep owners responding to the survey. 

'lbtal sheep and/ Percent of losses Percent of 
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catego:i:y or larrb losses to predation total losses 

Predation 789 34.5 

COyote 74.9 

Ing 14.4 

Bobcat 4.2 

unknown Predator 6.5 

Disease-Poison 331 14.5 

Weather 105 4.6 

'lhef t 16 0.7 

All other krnwn causes 366 16.0 

thknown causes 681 29.8 

'IU.l'AL 2288 100.1 



Table XXI. Percent of survey inventory lost and 
estimated total losses and gross inccrre 
lost for all Cklahorna sheep owners by 
loss category for 1975. 
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Percent of 'lbtal losses (est) Gross incare lost 
survey all sheep and larrb to all Cklahona 
inventory lost to Oklahana sheep sheep owners 

industry $ 

Predation 3.35 2,982 79,023 

Coyotes 2.55 2,270 60,155 

Ibgs 0.44 392 10,388 

Bobcat 0.16 142 3,763 

T.Jnkrx:Mn p:red. 0.20 178 4,717 

Disease-poison 1.53 1,362 36,093 

Weather 0.52 463 12,270 

'!heft 0.06 53 1,404 

All other known 1.63 1,451 38,451 

All unknown 3.03 2,697 71,471 

'lbtal 10.12 9,008 $238,712 



Total losses and gross incare lost to all Oklahana sheep owners 

can be estimated, U.f · assuming the percentage of inventory losses 

as reported in the survey were representative of all Oklahana sheep 

owners in 1975. The total inventory of 89,000 sheep and/or lambs 

on all Oklahana farms and ranches (Oklahana Crop and Livestock 

Reporting Service 1975) was multipliE:rl by the percentage losses 

for each loss category as reported by survey respondents. 

An estimate of the gross incane lost to Oklahana sheep owners was 

calculated by assigning a value of $26.50 per head lost. This figure 

represents the average value of all sheep and lambs on all Oklab:Jna 

fa:ans and ranches as of January 1, 1975 (Oklahana Crop and Livestock 

Reporting Service 1975). 

Estimated total losses and gross incane loss to all Oklahana 

sheep owners in 1975 equallE:rl 9,008 sheep and/or lambs lost and 

$238,712, respectively (Table XXI). 

These totals include 2,982 sheep and/or lambs and $79,023 gross 

incane loss attri.butE:rl to predators; 1,362 sheep and/or lambs and 

$36,093 gross incare loss to disease and/or poison; 463 sheep and/or 

lambs and $12,270 gross incare loss due to weather; 53 sheep and/or 

lambs and $1,404 gross incare loss due to theft; 1,451 sheep and/or 

lambs and $38,451 gross incane loss to all other known causes; and 

2,697 sheep and/or lambs and $71,471 gross inccne loss due to all 

unknown causes. Within the losses to predators, estinatE:rl losses 

attributed to coyotes totalled 2,270 sheep and/or lambs and a gross 

incare loss of $60,155 to all Oklahara sheep owners in 1975. 

The estimated loss of 3.3 percent of the Oklahana sheep inventoi:y 

to predators and 2.5 percent loss to coyotes is carpa.rable to nost 
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recent estimates from other states. Boggess (1976) estimates 2.0 to 

2.5 percent of the Kansas sheep inventory are lost to predators 

annually. Sheep producers in Utah reported a 3 percent loss to preda­

tors in 1968-69 (Nielson and CUrte 1970). F.arly et al. (1974a, 

1974b), estimated 3.4 percent losses attributed to predators in both 

1970-1971 and 1972-1973 production cycles. U.S.D.A. (1975) estimates 

an average of 3.4 percent of the westwide (15 western states) sheep 

inventory was lost to predators in 1974. 

Total Losses Attributed to Predators by Type of Lambing 
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Facility. Tv;o types of lambing facilities as typically utilized by 

Oklahara sheep ranchers: lambing sheds, or similar sheltered areas or 

canpletely open lambing operations. Sare sheep owners use a combination 

of the b.o types. 

There was a significant (P < 0.05) difference in nean losses to 

all predators between the respondents reporting an open or 

combination of open and sheltered lambing facilities and sheep 

owners reporting strictly sheltered lambing facilities (Table XXII). 

Total Losses Attributed to Coyote Depredation by Geographic 

Region. Table XXIII contains the number of respondents, total losses 

attributed to coyote depredation, number of sheep and/or lambs lost 

attributed to coyote depredation per respondent, and the percent of 

the total losses (all causes) attributed to coyote depredation for 

all geographic regions. 

The southeast region reported the greatest loss per resporrlent 

and the greatest percentage of total losses attributed to coyote 



Type of 
facility 

Lanbin~ 

Sheltered/open 
or open 

Sheltered 

calving 

~/sheltered 
or open 

Sheltered 

Table XXII. Sheep and/or larch and cattle and/or calf 
losses attributed to predators by respon­
dents utilizing different larcbing facilities. 

N::>. of Total losses (rrean) attributed to 
respondents* Cbyotes Dogs Bobcats tmdetennined 

predators 

26 335 (12.9) 30 {1.2) 31 {1.2) 5 {O .2) 

78 251 (3.3) 67 {0.91) 2 (0.02) 18 (0.2) 

121 68 (0.6) 69 (0.6) 1 (0.008) 10 (0.1) 

24 8 (0.3) 6 {O. 3) 0 (O.O) 2 (O.l) 

All predators 

**401 {15.4) 

**348 {4.5) 

148 (1.2) 

16 (0. 7 

* 8 "open & sheltered" or "open" sheep owner :respcndents :reported no losses to predators (30.8 percent) 
34 "sheltered" sheep owners :respondents rep:>rted oo losses to predators {43.6 i:ercent) · 

* 88 "cp::m/sheltered" or "oi:en" cattleowners :respondents :rep:>rted oo losses to coyotes (72.7 percent) 
13 "sheltered" cattleowner :respondents reported no losses to coyotes {54.2 percent) 

**Differences in nean significant (P< 0.05). 
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CE 

Table XXIII. Sheep and/or lant> losses attributed to 
coyote depredation by geogratilic region, 
Cklahorra, 1975. 
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NJ. of IDsses attributed IDsses per Percent of 
respondents to coyotes depredation respondent total loss 

37 218 5.9 32.5 

32 82 2.6 15.8 

5 2 0.4 3.8 

5 54 10.8 62.8 

26 91 3.5 19.4 



depredation. Results fran the southeast could have been biased 

by the small number of respondents {S). In addition, one resporrlent 

fran the SE region reported 93 percent {SO) of the total losses 

attril::uted to coyote depredation for the entire region. 

The southwest and central regions recorded the second and 

third highest losses per respondent and percent of total losses 

attributed to coyote depredation, respectively. 

Response to Coyote Damage Opinion Question. Resporrlents were 

asked to rank, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 rreaning "no damage" 

and 5 meaning "a lot of damage," the amount of darrage the respondent 

believes the coyote does to Oklahana. livestock {Table XXIV). 

Mean response score, anong all sheep a.vners, was 3.62. 

Respondents who use sheltered lambing facilities scored slightly 

higher {3.65) than sheep owners reporting a canbination of open and 

sheltered facilities {3.60). The difference was not statistically 

significant {P < 0.05). 

cattle CM.ners 

Total tivestock Inventory, Total IDsses For Survey Respondents, 

Total lDsses and Gross Incare lDst Estimated For All Oklahara cattle 

CMners in 1975. The cattle owners surveyed in the study represent 

a specialized group arrong Oklahana cattle ONners. All survey 

respondents were nembers of one or rrore cattle breeder associations. 

Therefore, the results of the survey nay only be valid when referring 

to irembers of the specific breeder associations in::::luded in the 
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survey, or possibly all members of Oklahana. cattle breeder associations. 



Table XXIV. M:!an respcnse scores to ooyote danage 
opinion statenent by Ckl.ahana sheep 
owners and cattle owners resporrling to 
survey, 1975. 

Respondent No. of Mean Standard 
category respondents score deviation 

Sheep owners 

All survey 
respondents 106 3.62 1.22 

Sheltered larrbing 
facility 77 3.65 1.20 

Open/sheltered 
or open lani:>ing 
facility 25 3.60 1.32 
cattle owners 
All respo@eiits 149* 2.01 1.30 

~/sheltered or 
open calving facility 121 2.06 1.24 

Sheltered calving 
facility 24 2.00 1.11 
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Q.lestionnaires were returned by ranchers Who graze:! and/or 

quartered cattle in 58 (75.3 :r;ercent) of the 77 state counties. The 

January 1, 1975, inventory total (32,449) represented 0.05 :r;ercent 

of all cattle and calves on Oklahana fanns and ranches (6,500,000) 

(Oklahorra Crop and Livestock Reporting Service 1975) for January 1, 

1975. 

IDsses of survey resp:)Ildents totalled 1,464 for all causes 

over all production periods, an average of 9.1 cattle and/or calves 

lost per respondent. IDsses attril:uted to predators (173) 

canprised 11. 8 percent of the total losses. Disease or poison (447) 

accounted for 30.5 percent; weather (87) and theft (71) together, 

made up 10.8 percent; all other known causes (307), 21.0 :r;ercent; 

and all losses due to unknown causes (380} accounted for 26.0 

percent of the total losses (Table XXV) • 

Coyote depredations (83} accounted for 5.7 :r;ercent of the total 

losses reported arrl 48.0 percent of all losses attributed to 

predators. 

The mean number of cattle and/or calves lost attributed to 

coyote depredation was 0.52 with a standard deviation of 1.47. One 

hundred and thirty respondents (81.3 :r;ercent} reported no losses 

to coyotes. cattle owners Who reported losses to coyotes (30, 

18.7 :r;ercent) averaged 2.77 cattle and/or calves lost to coyote 

depredation. 

calculation of losses for each production period and percentage 

of total inventory lost was restricte:i to cattle owners who 

reported an inventory total for January 1, 197 5. Therefore, the 
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Table XXV. 'lbtal cattle and/or calves lost and 
percent of total lost by specific 
loss categories for 1975 as reported by 
all Oklahana cattle owners responding 
to survey. 
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I.Dss 'lbtal Percent of total Percent of total 
category losses losses to predators losses 

Predation 173 11.8 

C.oyote 83 48.0 5.7 

IX>g 80 46.2 5.5 

Bobcat 1 0.6 0.07 

lhidentif ied 
predator 9 5.2 0.6 

Disease-poison 447 30.5 

Weather 87 5.9 

'!heft 71 4.8 

All other 
known causes 307 21.0 

All unkrXJWn 
causes 380 26.0 

'lbtal 1464 100.0 



loss figures that follow are lower than those reported earlier in 

the text. 

'Ibtal losses to all causes, by production period, are presented 

in Table XXVI. Fifty percent of the total losses of all cattle 

and/or calves were pre-weaned calves. "Other" known causes were 

reported responsible for 27.0 percent of the total 690 pre-weaned 

calves reported lost. Disease and/or poison accounted for 20.4 

percent and all known causes, 23.2 percent of the pre-wea.ned calf 

losses. I.osses attributed to predators CallJrised 18. 8 percent 

of the total pre-weaned calves lost. 

Pre-weaned calves canprised 80.7 percent of the total losses 

attributed to predators. Coyote (62) arrl dog (61) depredations on 

pre-weaned calves together accounted for 76.4 percent of all predator 

losses. 

Total losses to all causes (1,383) equalled 4.26 percent of the 

January 1, 1975, total inventory of 32,449. I.osses attributed to 

predation (161) arrounted to 0.49 percent of the total inventory. 

r.osses due to disease and/or poison (408) canprised 1.25 percent; 

weather (79) and theft (63) together, 0.44 percent; all other known 

causes (301) , 0. 93 percent; and losses due to all unknown causes 

(371) carprised 1.14 percent of the total January 1, 1975, inventory 

(percentages were taken to two decimal places to provide a nore 

accurate extrapolation) • 

Anong the losses due to predators, those attributed to ooyotes 

(76) accounted for 0.23 of the inventory; dogs (75), 0.23 percent; 

lx>Jxats (1), 0.01 percent; and unknown predators (9), 0.03 pe:r:cmt 
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Table XXVI. 'lbtal cattle am calf losses for 1975 
to all causes by production period as 
reported by Cklahoma cattle owners 
resporxling to the survey, 1975. · 

loss calves 
categoi:y cattle Before weaning After weaning 

Pi::edation 23 130 8 

Cbyote 14 '62 6 

fX>g 8 61 6 

Bobcat 0 1 0 

Unidentified 
P:redator 1 6 2 

Disease-poison 198 141 69 

Weather 13 58 8 

'!heft 16 15 32 

All other kIXlWn 61 186 54 

All ·\liikn:Jwn 149 160 62 

'lbtal 460 690 233 
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'lbtal 

161 

76 

75 

1 

9 

408 

79 

63 

301 

371 

1383 



of the January 1, 1975, inventory total. 

By assuming the percentage of inventory losses, as reported 

in the survey, were representative of all losses to all Oklahooa 

cattle owners in 1975, total losses and gross incare lost to all 

Oklahana cattle owners was estimated. The total inventory of 

4,057,000 cattle and 2,443,000 calves on all Oklahooa fanns and 

ranches (as estimated by Oklahara Crop and Livestock Reporting 

Service 1975) was IIRlltiplied by the percentage loss for each 

category, as reported by survey respondents, to estimate the total 

number of cattle and/or calves lost for each category arrl production 

period. 

An estlinate of the gross incare lost to all Oklaham cattle 

owners was calculated by assigning a value of $150.00 per head of 

cattle, $35.00 per calf (before weaning), and $130.00 per calf 

(after weaning) lost. These values represent narket value estimates 

obtained fran U.S.D.A. price reports and research faculty of the 

Depa.rtnent of Agricultural F.conomics, Oklahana. State University. 

Using ab:Jve rrethods, total losses and gross incane lost to 

all Oklahana cattle owners in 1975, from all loss categories, over 

all production periods, equalled 274,083 cattle and/or calves lost 

and $24,535,400 respectively (Table XXVII). 

These totals inclu:le 31,835 cattle and/or calves and $1,766,410 

of gross incare loss attributed to predators; 81,242 cattle and/or 

calves and $8,679,495 gross incorre loss due to disease and/or 

poison; 15,544 cattle and/or calves and $981,850 gross incane loss 

to weather; 12,489 cattle and/or calves and $1,409,130 gross income 
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Table XXVII. Percent of survey invento:ry lost and 
estimated total losses and gross in.cone 
lost for all Cklahoma. cattle o.vn.ers, by 
lost catego:ry for 1975. 

Estimated total Estimated 

Percent of losses of cattle and/ gross inCOire 
Loss 

survey invento:ry or calves to all Cl<la- to all Okla-
catego:ry lost hana cattle owners homa. cattle 

owners $ 

Predation 0.49 31,825 1,766,410 

Coyote 0.23 15,258 855,915 

Ibg 0.23 14,505 817,705 

Bobcat 0.003 195 42,790 

Unidentified 0.03 1,635 85,205 

Disease-poison 1.25 81,242 8,679,495 

Weather 0.24 15,544 981,850 

'!heft 0.19 12,489 1,409,130 

All other krx:JWn 0.93 60,054 4,')L:, 710 

All unknown 1.14 74,029 7,175,805 

'Ibtal 4.26 275,083 24,535,400 



loss due to theft; 60,054 cattle and/or calves arid $4,522,710 gross 

in<XIte loss to all other known causes; and 74,029 cattle and/or 

calves and $7,175,805 gross incane loss due to all unknown causes. 

Within the losses to predators, estimated losses attributed 

to coyotes totalled 15,258 cattle and/or calves and an estimated 

gross incaoo loss to all Oklahoma. cattle owners of $855,915 in 

1975. 

Total IDsses Attributed to Predators by Type of Calving 

Facility. Although mean loss values for all predators. were higher 

arcong respondents reporting open or a canbination open and sheltered 

facilities than arcong respondents reporting sheltered facilities, 

only these differences were not statistically significant (P < 0.05). 

Total IDsses Attributed to Coyote Depredation by Geographic 

Region. '!he southeast region recorded the highest losses per respon­

dent and percent of total losses attributed to coyote depredation 

(Table XXVIII). 'lhese figures ma.y be biased by four respondents 

fran Johnston county who reported alnost 50 percent (47.1 percent) 

of the losses for the southeast region. Th3 central and northeast 

regions recorded the next highest losses per respondent (CE 0.59, 

NE 0.53) and percentage of total losses attributed to coyote 

depredation (CE 6.5 percent, NE 6.3 percent), respectively. 

Response to Coyote Damage Opinion Question. Resporrlents were 

asked to rank, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 meaning "no dama.ge" and 

5 rreaning "a lot of damage," the axoount of damage the respondent 

believed that coyotes do to OklaOOma. livestock (Table XXIV). Mean 
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Table XXVIII. cattle and/or calf losses attributed 
to coyote depredation by geographic 
:region, Cklahoma, 1975. 

legion No. of losses attributed IDsses per 
:respondents to ooyote depredation :respondent 

SW 28 8 0.3 

1-M 13 3 0.2 

NE 36 19 0.5 

SE 17 17 1.0 

CE 44 26 0.6 
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Percent 
of total 
losses 

4.3 

3.4 

6.3 

8.9 

6.5 



response score, annng all cattle owners, was 2.01. Respondents who 

used a canbination open/sheltered or open calving facilities had a 

rrean response of 2. 06. Respondents mo reported sheltered calving 

facilities recorded a ~an response score of 2.00. The differences 

in rne:m scores were not statistically significant (P < 0.05). 
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CHAPTER IV 

StmARY 

This study was designed to examine three different aspects of the 

socio-econanic i.rrp:ict of the coyote in Oklahana: (1) public perception 

of, and non-consumptive recreational preference for the coyote; 

(2) the coyote's role as a sport animal; and (3) the arrount of livestock 

(sheep and cattle) damage that is attril:uted to coyote depredation. 

All interactions between the three study objectives should be 

considered to gain a rrore comprehensive neasure of the socio-

econanic .inpact of the coyote in Okla.hara. For the purposes of the 

present study, however, each objective was considered independently 

of the others. Hopefully, this approach provided a clearer and nnre 

precise picture of the benefits and costs accrued to man within each 
" 

of the study objectives. 

Public Perception of, and Non-Consumptive 

Recreational Preference For tll:! Coyote 

This objective involved an explorato:ry attempt to apply a 

sociological-psychological research tool (senantic differential) 

to nea.sure public perception of the coyote relative to eight other 

wildlife species. This objective also considers public recreational 

preference for the coyote relative to the sane eight species and a 

measure of public opinion regarding increased attention and specialized 
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funding for nongane wildlife. 

Anong all respondents to the coyote was perceived and preferred 

least positively arrong the nine species included in the su:r:vey. 

Individual groups or su:r:vey stratifications did not differ 

markedly in their perception of or preference for the coyote. All 

study stratifications perceived and preferred the coyote less 

positive than the eight other species. 

No statistically significant differences (P< 0.05) in perception 

of or preference for the coyote -were noted between such groups 

as livestock owners--all other respondents; rural-urban respondents; 

etc. '!he possibility exists that nOOification of the Semantic 

Differential technique, as used in the present study, ma.y have 

reduced the sensitivity of the technique to a point where it was 

unable to detect actual differences in perception or preference that 

may exist am::mg the survey respondents. 

Assuming that no significant differences in perception or 

preference for the nine wildlife species exist, the survey results 

suggest that Oklahomans may exhibit a relatively honogenous or non­

selective perception of, and recreational preference for the wildlife 

resource in general. 

Individuals who reported high levels of participation (29 or 

nore days) in both consurcptive (hunting and/or fishing) and non­

consurrptive (outdoor recreation other than hunting or fishing) outdoor 

recreation, perceived and preferred the coyote rrore positively than 

any of the other study stratifications. 

All survey respondents exhibited positive agreement with both 
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nongarre opinion staterrents. :respondents felt that non-garre wildlife 

should receive rrore attention fran public and private conservation 

organizations than they now receive. Survey respondents also 

supported a (to a slightly lesser degree) proposed volunta:ry public 

contribution program for the conservation and rcanagenent of non-garre 

wildlife. 

'Ihe trend anong respondents to score the coyote neutral or 

slightly negatively over word p:i.ir hannful-beneficial can be misleading 

when attenpting to extrapolate these results to public opinion 

regarding the coyote-livestock controversy. .M=an response scores 

along with the high percentage of individuals who responded neutrally 

over the hannful-beneficial word scale could lead one to conclude 

that the general public retains a "wait and see" attitude and has not 

yet taken sides in the controversy. But an examination of the dis­

tribution of survey response to coyote: hannful-beneficial suggests 

another conclusion. 'lhe tri-rrodal response curve suggests that a 

portion of the general public rerrains somewhat polarized on the 

question of whether coyotes pose a serious enough problem for dorrestic 

livestock: CMners to warrant extensive predator control programs. 

Without previous studies of :i;erception of, and preference for 

wildlife in Oklahoma to carpare the present study with, it is 

inp:)ssible to quantify changes in public attitudes towards the coyote 

or any of the other survey species. Hopefully, the present study 

can be used as a yardstick by which future perception/preference 

studies can be carpared to asses changes to public attitudes tCMard 

particular wildlife species or the wildlife resource in general. 
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The Coyote As A Sport Animal 

M::mbers of 10 Oklahoma fox and wolf hunting clubs were surveyed 

in an attenpt to estimate the am:mnt of tine and noney these hunters 

spent while pursuing their sport in 1975. 'Ihe results allow a nurrber 

of generalizations to be made about the rrenbers of Oklahoma. fox and 

wolf hunting clubs that responded to the survey. In 1975, the average 

:respondent: 

- had been hunting coyotes for 30 years. 

- was a rrenber of 2 to 3 coyote hunting clubs. 

- attended 3 field trials. 

- hunted 86.5 days. 

- drove about 4,626 miles while hunting coyotes. 

- hunted with trail hounds and no other weap::>n. 

- owned approximately 10 hunting dogs. 

- typically hunted with a group during the spring, fall, 
and winter. 

- harvested about 17 coyotes. 

- spent $2516.46 on coyote hunting expenses ($145.46 
per coyote harvested and $29 .09 per hunting day.) 

- after coyotes, also preferred hunting quail, squirrel, 
deer, bobcat, and ral:bit (in that order) in addition 
to a nunber of other species. 

- felt that the coyote was responsible for· a minimal 
anount of damage to domestic livestocl< in Oklahoma. 

Hunters contacted after the survey was conplet.ed expressed 

concern that the financial and tine investnents are keeping a nurrber 

of younger hunters fran participating in the sport. Soma hunters also 

felt that the lack of "young blood" would not allow the sport to 



continue at its present high intensity. 

Results of this survey support a contention that has been 

held by sport hunters of coyotes for a long tim:!; the coyote can, 

and does supply a substantial amount of consumptive recreation for 

the sport hunter in Oklahana. The arrount of time and rroney that 

manbers of Oklahana fox and wolf hunting clubs spent while hunting 

coyotes in 1975 should rank the coyote as the rrost important prerl.atory 

garre species in Oklahorra. 

Although no data were collected regard:ing respondents' ages, the 

high average nurrber of years hunting and personal observations at 

field trials suggests a relatively old age distribution anong sport 

hunters. This old age structure arrong "houndmen" is p:rol:::ably 

related to the high cost and arrount of tim:! requirerl. to successfully 

pursue the sport. 

Livestock Damage Attributed to Coyote Deprerl.ation 

A number of Oklaha:na sheep arrl cattle owners were surveyerl. in an 

attempt to estirrate the statewide losses, percent of survey inventory 

lost, arrl gross incane loss attributed to coyote depredation on 

darestic livestock in Oklahana in 1975. Estimated total losses of 

sheep and/or lambs attributerl. to coyote depredation totalled 2,270 or 

2.55 percent of the total state inventory of 89,000 sheep and lambs on 

January 1, 1975. Gross income loss attributed to coyote depredation 

on sheep and/or lambs in Oklahoma was an estimated $60,155. 

Estirrated gross incare loss due to all other knCMn causes 

totalled $88,218. All unknown causes accounted for $71,471 in gross 

incare lost to all Oklahana. sheep owners in 1975. 
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Significantly lower sheep and/or lanb losses to predators 

{coyote, dog, bobcat, and unidentified predator} were rep:>rted by 

sheep owners who practiced irrproved lanbing techniques {eg. 

sheltered lanbing facilities) than losses to predators rep:>rted by 

sheep owners 'Who used open or a conbination open and sheltered 

facility. 
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As a higher percentage of federal predator control funds are 

e:xpended in response to higher losses to predators rep:>rted by sheep 

owners wh::> utilize less-than-optimal lanbing facilities {eg. open 

or open/sheltered), there is a danger that the federal governrrent 

may be subsidizing poor managerrent practices on the part of some 

livestock owners in Oklahoma. 

Estimated statewide cattle and/or calf losses attributed to 

coyote depredation totalled 15,258. '!his anounted to 0.23 percent of 

the total state invento:ry of 6.5 million cattle and calves on 

January 1, 1975. Gross incorce loss attributed to coyote predation on 

cattle and/or calves in Cldahoma was an estimated $891, 915. '!he 

majority of coyote depredations (81.6 percent) were rep:>rted on 

pre-weaned calves. Estimated gross income losses to disease and/ 

or poison totalled $8,769,495 to Oklahoma cattle owners in 1975. All 

other known causes {non-predator) accounted for $6,913,690; and all 

unknown causes, $7,175,805 in gross incorr£:! lost to the Cl<.lahoma 

cattle ONner. 

No significant differences in reported losses to predators 

\Vere noted between cattle ONners who used an open or cx:mbination open 

and sheltered calving facility and resp:>ndents who utilized a 
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sheltered facility only. 

cattle and sheep armers differed significantly in the annunt of 

damage to Ck.lahoma livestock that each group felt the coyote inflicted. 

Sheep armers felt the coyote was responsible for a significantly 

higher anormt of damage to all Oklahana livestock than did cattle 

armers. 
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Below are nine photographs of different animals. Under each photo are some 

word scales. At the ends of each scale are two words that might be used to describe 

that animal. The words are meant to be exact opposites of each other. 

Look at each animal and then mark the position on each of the word scales that 
most nearly describes how you feel about that animal. 

FOR EXAMPLE: 
If you feel that the animal is very closely related to one end of the scale 

you might place your check like this: 

GOOD x BAD 

If you feel that the animal is quite closely related to one end of the scale 
you might mark this position: 

GOOD x BAD 

If you feel that the animal is equally associated with both ends of the word 
scale you would mark the middle or neutral position on the scale: 

GOOD x BAD 

PLEASE DON'T SPEND A LOT OF TIME ON ANY ONE ITEM. MARK ONLY YOUR FIRST IMPRESSION. 

RACCOON 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULS IVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

* * * 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 
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BOBCAT 

UGLY 

F ASC INA TI NG 

VALUABLE 

REPUL SI VE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

MOURNING 
DO VE 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VAL UABLE 

REPULSIVE 

8ENtF ICIAL 

DULL 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 
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COYOTE 

UGLY 

F ASC INA TI NG 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

SQUIRREL 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 

BEAUT! FUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 
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WHITE-TAILED 
DEER 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

BOBWHITE QUAIL 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 

BEAUT! FUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 
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RED-TAILED 
HAWK 

UGLY 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

COTTONTAIL 
RABBIT 

UGLY . 

FASCINATING 

VALUABLE 

REPULSIVE 

BENEFICIAL 

DULL 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 

BEAUTIFUL 

BORING 

WORTHLESS 

ATTRACTIVE 

HARMFUL 

EXCITING 
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In the following statements, mark the one choice that most nearly describes your 
feelings. 

1. Hunters and fishermen now pay for most of the wildlife management programs through 
license sales and various taxes. I favor a system where an individual could contribute 
money to go toward the conservation and management of non-game animals (animals that are 
not hunted). 

___ Strongly Agree 

___ Agree ___ Not Sure 

___ Strongly Disagree 

___ Disagree 

2. Non-game animals should receive more attention from public and private conservation 
organizations than they now get. 

___ Strongly Agree 

___ Agree Not Sure 

____ Strongly Disagree 

___ Disagree 

*************************************************************************************** 

The following infonnation is very important. Please mark the one answer that most 
nearly describes you. 

4. Do you own any livestock? Yes No 5. Sex: Male Female 

6. In what town or city do you live? 

7. About how many days do you spend hunting and/or fishing in one year? 

None ___ l - 14 Days __ 15 - 28 Days 29 or more 

8. About how many days do you spend taking part in outdoor activities other than hunting 
or fishing in one year? (things like hiking, nature photography, bird-watching, pleasure 
boating, etc.) 

None __ l - 14 Days __ 15 - 28 Days 29 or more 

**************************************************************************************** 

9. Please rank the following animals in the order that you would most like to see or 
hear when on a walk or a drive (Rank them as l =most desirable, 2 = next, and so on down 
to 9 = least desirable). 

RACCOON 
BOBCAT 
DOVE 
WHITE-TAILED DEER 

___ BOBWHITE QUAIL 
__ COYOTE 
___ SQUIRREL 

RED-TAILED HAWK 
COTTONTAIL RABBIT 

10. Please add any comments below. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH!!!! 
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Oklahoma State University 
SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

~ar Oklahoman: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 
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M:>re leisure ti.me and an increased concern for the environnent have 
resulted in IIDre and IIDre people taking part in outdoor activities, 
especially wildlife-related recreation. 'Ihese activities range fran hunting 
and fishing to birdwatching and nature i;hotography. 

As public and private wildlife organizations expand their programs 
to i.nprove these :recreational activities, they need infonnation on public 
preferences for different types of wildlife. 'Ibis study is designed to 
provide sone of this infonnation. 

Your help in this survey Will enable us to determine the recreational 
inportance of sone Ok.lahon:a birds and m:mmals. 

Please take a few minutes to cc:nplete the enclosed survey fo:rm, then 
place it in the self-ad.dressed envelope and drop it in the nail. Postage has 
already been paid. 

All information will be kept strictly confidential. Your signature is 
not requi:ced on the survey fo:rm. 

'!hank you for your tine and assistance. 

JM: ad 
enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Joseph A. Mincolla 
Research Assistant 



[JJ§[JJ 
Oklahoma State University 

SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

Daar Oklahoman: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 
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Iecently I sent you a survey fo:an regarding the recreational importance 
of sone Oklahoma birds and mmmals, and :requested that you fill it out and 
retw:.n it to ne. I have not received your fo:an at this tine - perhaps 
because you misplaced it or haven't had time to fill it out. 

I am sending you another questionnaire which I hope you will have time 
to fill out as soon as possible. If you have already returned a questionnaire, 
please destroy this one. 

'ilie infonnation that we are gathering from people all across the state 
will be of great value to organizations that are atterrpting to irrprove 
outdoor recreation for all Oklahomans. 

Please take a few minutes to conplete the enclosed fo:an, then place it 
in the self-addressed envelope and drop it in the mail. Postage has already 
been paid. 

Please rerrenber to mark your response for all six of the word pairs 
belOW' each photo. 'ilie survey is of little value if you only respond to 
one or two word pairs for each photo. 

'iliank you once again for your help. 

JAM/ad 
enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Joseph A. Mincolla 
Iesearch Assistant 
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1975 CDYCYI'E HUN'IER QUESTIONNAIRE 

'Ihe tenn "last year" refers to the ~ricxl between January 1, 1975 

through D3cercber 31, 1975. 

1. HCM many years have you been hunting coyotes? ----
2. Last year, how many days did you spend hunting only coyotes? __ _ 

3. Last year, about how many miles did you drive while hunting only 

coyotes? -----
4. While hunting only coyotes last year: 

a. What rrethcxl or nethods did you use to hunt coyotes? (check one 

or nore) 

Trail Hounds ---- Tracking by yourself ---
Sight Hounds ---- Flushing with vehicle ---
calling and shooting ---- Other (write in below) ---

b. What type of -v..ieapon did you use? 

tbne ---- Handgun --- Bow 
Rifle Shotgun ---

c. Did you hunt alone? with a group not in Field 
---trials --

(check one or nore) 
with a group in Field 

---trials 
d. In what county did you do nost of your hunting? ______ _ 

e. When did you do nost of your hunting? Sumner 

_Spring 

Fall 

Winter 

f. How many coyotes did you harvest last year? -------
g. In what county did you harvest nost of them? ________ _ 
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5. HOW' rrany coyote hunting dogs did you have at the end of last 

year? ---
a. Of this total hOW' rrany: Trail Hounds ---- Other 

Sight Hounds ----
6. Did you operate a hunting area (rent house, dog pens, etc.) 

away from horre? ___ yes no 

7. If you did hCM rrany days did you spend there last year? -----
8. Do you own a car, truck, rrotorcycle, or other vehicle that you 

use just for coyote hunting? --~yes no 

9. Do you own a trailer than you use just for coyote hunting? 

__ __..yes no ---
10. Please estimate what your coyote hunting expenses were for last 

year in each catego:ry: 

a. Purchasing Dogs $ __ _ g. Cbst of Hunting area $ 
(purchase, rent, upkeep, 

b. Fbod for Dogs $ __ _ supplies, etc. ) 

c. M=dical Bills 
for Dogs 

$ __ _ h. Gasoline & Vehicle 
Maintenance $ 

d. Other Dog i. C.B. Radio $ 
Supplies $ __ _ 

e. Purchasing a j. Field Trial 
vehicle for Entrance Fees $ 
coyote hunting 
(trailer also) $ __ _ 

k. All.other expenses 
f. Guns & Shells $ __ _ (food, clothing, etc)$ 

11. Are you a rrerrber of one or rrore Oklahona coyote hunting associ-

ations? ___ yes no lla. If yes, hOW' many? --- --------
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12. If yes, how many days did you spend with other club nenbers last 

year in: 

a. Cbyote Hunting (not Field Trials) -----
b. Field Trials 

c. Non-hunting Club activity 

13. How many field trials did you attend last year? -----
14. Did you purchase a vehicle or trailer last year that you use for 

coyote hunting? __ _,yes no --
a. If yes, how nuch did you purchase it for? -----
b. Did you use less than ~ 

about·~ (Circle one) 

rrore than ~ of the tine for coyote hunting? 

15. Ib you think that coyote sport hunting is decreasing, increasing, 

or about the same from year to year? (Circle one) 

16. Iast year, did you help any ranchers or fanrers who had a problem 

with coyotes? ___ yes no 

a. If yes, did you advise the fa.mer or rancher how to kill ---the coyotes? 

Help him kill the coyotes? ---(Clleck one) 

Kill the coyotes for him? ---
17. Please rank the following animals in the order that you rcost enjoy 

hunting them. cnl¥ rank the arll.ria.ls "that you have hunted on a 
fairly regUl.ar &Sis. (i - rcost enjoyable, 2 - next, and so on) 

Quail 
_ ___,Ducks & Geese 

Pheasant --Deer --

Bobcat 
----,Rabbit 

Cbyote 
--Squirrel 

Turkey ---Woodcock or Snipe 
__ __..,,Prairie Cllicken 

Ibve ---
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18. Would you like to have the coyote placed on the list of garce 

aninals in Cklahona if they could be nm for sport year around? 

___ _.yes no ---
19. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 neaning no damage and 5 neaning 

a lot of damage, hew much darcage do you think the coyote does 

to Oklahooa livestock? 

1 3 4 5 (Circle one) 

20. Please add any conm:mts below. 

21. When you have finished, just fold the questionnaire, place it 

in the pre-addressed envelope and drop it in the nail. No 

postage stanp is necessary. Postage has been paid. 

THANK YOU! ! ! 



[[]§00 
Oklahoma State University 

SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

Daar Coyote Sport Hunter: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 
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With the help of Earl Jones, J .G. rtClure, and legislative representative 
Virgil Wallgreen of the Oklahoma State Fox and 'Wolf Hunters' Association, 
I am conducting a survey of all Oklahoma coyote sport hunters. The aim 
of the survey, which is coopletely confidential, is to find out hCM much 
tine and rn:mey is spent by the coyote hunter on his sport. 

After talking with rre about the survey, Mr. M:Clure provided rre with 
the nerbership lists of nost of the hunting clubs affiliated with the 
Cklahona State Association. 

Na..r I need you::- help to gather this infonna.tion. Please take a few 
minutes, right '!ON if possible, and fill out the enclosed fonn. 

When you finish, just put the fo:an in the pre-addressed envelope and 
drop it in the nail. No postage starrp is needed. Postage has already 
been paid. 

We hope that the results of the survey will help your local arid state­
wide organization inprove the sport of coyote hunting. 

I have attended the Cimrarron Valley bench show-field trial and nay 
have already talked with you. If not, I will be attending rrany rrore trials 
this year and would be happy to meet with you. 

'Ihank. you for your tine and effort to help rre. 

Joe Mincolla 
Oklahoma State University 

Enclosures 

P .s. If you have any innedi.ate questions concerning the survey, please 
contact J.G. ~Clure or Virgil Wallgreen. 
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Oklahoma State University 
SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

~ar Coyote Sport Hunter: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 

Recently I sent you a coyote hunter questionnaire and asked that you 
fill it out and :return it to rre. I have not :received your fonn at this 
tine - pe:rhaps because you have misplaced it or haven't had tine to fill 
it out. 
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I am sending another questionnaire which I hope you will have tine to 
fill out as soon as possible. If you have already :returned a question­
naire, please destroy this one. 

'!he infonration you and other coyote hunters supply rre with will be 
of great value to the future of coyote sport hunting. 

Please fill out the fonn and :return it to rre at your earliest 
convenience. 

IanerciJer that no postage is :required. Just send it back to rre in the 
p:re-add:ressed envelope. 

'!hank you ver:y much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Mincolla 
Oklahoma State University 

JM/ac 
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CDVER LE'I'I'ER3 AND QUESTIONNAIRE: 

OBJEC11IVE C 



[U§[IJ 
Oklahoma State University 

SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

Dear Cklahamn: 

I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 

With the help of you and the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture we are trying to 
nea.sure the livestock losses to the Oklahana rancher in 1975. We \\'Ould greatly 
appreciate it if you took a few minutes to cooplete the brief form below. 
All info:rnation will be kept strictly confidential. Mlen you caiplete the 
fo:i:m just place this entire sheet in the pre-addressed envelope and drop it in 
the nail. Postage has already been paid. 'lll.ank you very nuch for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Mincolla, 
IEsearch Assisi-ant 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

1. INVENroRl Jan. 1, 1975 Jan. 1, 1976 

TOtal He:r:d (Cattle and Calves) 

2. LOOSES Nunber lost or Died 
CALVES 

AIL UNKtn'JN CAUSES 

KN:MN CAUSES 
Disease-Poison 

Weather 

r:og 
Q)yote 

Bobcat 

tbklnm predator 

'!heft 

Other Known Causes 

Before Weaning After Weaning 

3. What type of area was used for the cow-calf operation in 1975? 

Open Sheltered -----
4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with one neaning no damage and five ireaning a lot of 

damage, how Il1.1Ch ·damage do you think the coyote does to Oklahooa livestock? 
(Circle one nurrber) 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. In which connty do you keep your livestock? 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~*-*,.....,*~*""'"""*:-r*-*,,.....,*,,.....,*,,....,.*:-r*-*r-"".*r-:1:* * 

THANK YOU for your Help~!! 

If you have any additional caments please use the back of this page. 
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Oklahoma State University 
SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

Dear Oklahoman: 

I ST/llWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

1405) 624-.1.155 
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Recently I sent you a questionnaire regarding your livestock losses for 1975. I haven't 
received your fonn yet - possibly you have misplaced it or haven't had time to fill ft out. 

I am sending another questionnaire and hope you will have a few minutes to complete it. 
Remember, all information will be kept strictly confidential. When you complete the fonn 
just place this entire sheet in the pre-addressed envelope and drop it in the mail. Postage 
has already been paid. Thank you very much for your help. 

~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
1. INVENTORY 

Total Herd (Cattle and Calves) 
2. LOSSES 

ALL UNKNOWN 

KNOWN CAUSES 
Di sea se-Pcti son 
Weather 
Dog 
Coyote 
Bobcat 
Unknown Predator 
Other Known Causes 

CATTLE 

Jan. 1. 1975 

·nee~ 

J e Mincolla, 
esearch Assistant 

Jan. 1, 1975 · 

Number Lost or Died 
CALVES 

Before Weaning After Weaning 

3. What type of area was used for the cow-calf operation in 1975? 

Open Sheltered ------
4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with one meaning to damage and five meaning a lot of damage. how 

much damage do you think the coyote does to Oklahoma livestock? (Circle one number) 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. In which county do you keep your 1 ivestock? -------------------
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

THANK YOU for all your help!!! 

If you have any additional co111T1ents please use the back of this page. 
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Oklahoma State University I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 

SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

tear Cklahooml: 

Rolcently I sent you a questioqnaire reqarding your livestock losses for 
1975. I haven't received your fonn yet - possibly you have misplaced it or 
haven't had tine to fill it out. · 

I am-sending p.oother questionnaire and hope you will have a few minutes 
to carplete it. ~r, all info:cmation will be kept striclty coofidential. 
When you carplete the fonn just place this entire sheep in the pre-addressed 
envelope and drop it in the rrail. Postage has already been paid. '!hank you 
ve:cy nuch for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Minoolla, 
Pesearch Assistant 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

1. INVENTORY 

All Lamb and Sheep 

2. LOSSES 

ALL UNKNOWN CAUSES 

KNn,·f.·l C:AU S £ S 
Disease - Poison 

Weather 

Dog 

Coyote 

Bobcat 

Unknown Predator 

Theft 

Other Known Causes 

SHEEP 

Jan, 1, 1975 Jan. 1, 1976 

Number Lost or Died 
-uMB 

Before Docking After Docking 

J. What type of area was used for the sheep-lamb operation in 1975? 

Sheltered ~~~~~~ 
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4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with one meaning no damage and five meaning a lot of damage, how 
much damage do vou think the coyote does to Oklahoma livestock? (Circle one number) 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. In which county do you keep your livestock? 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

THANK YOU for your Help!!! 

If you have any additional comments please use the back of this page. 
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Oklahoma State University I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA, 74074 

(405) 624-5555 

SCHOOL OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

Dear Cklahanan: 

With the help of you and the U.S. Dept. of lllgriculture we are trying 
to neasure the livestock. losses to the Cklahana sheepgrower in 1975. We 
\olOuld greatly ai:preciate it if you took a few minutes to caiplete the brief 
form belcw. All ipfo:cmation will be kept strictly confidential. When you 
caiplete the form just place. this entire shE!et in the pre-addiessed envelope 
and dJ:q> it in the mail. Postage has already been paid. '!hank you vecy 
nuch for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Mincolla, 
~search Assistant 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

1. INVENTORY 

All Lamb and Sheep 

2. LOSSES 

ALL UNKNOWN CAUSES 

KNOH:·: C.AFSES 
Disease - Poison 

Weather 

Dog 

Coyote 

Bobcat 

Unknown Predator 

Theft 

Other Known Causes 

SHEEP 

Jan. 1, 1975 Jan. 1, 1976 

Number Lost or Died 
LAMB 

Before Docking After Docking 

3. What type of area was used for the sheep-lamb operation in 1975? 

·Open Sheltered ------
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•4. On a scale of 1 to 5, with one meaning no damage and five meaning a lot of damage, how 
much damage do vou think the coyote does to Oklahoma livestock? (Circle one nun~)c!r) 

1 2 3 4 s 

•S,. In which county do you keep your livestock? --------------------
* • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

THANK YOU for your Help!!! 

If you have any additional coirunents please use the back of this page. 
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