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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF 
HUNTER ATTITUDES TOWARD THE STATE OF 

MICHIGAN'S ANTLERLESS DEER HUNTING POLICY

By

Lewis W h i t f i e l d  Moncr ief

In Michigan one o f  the major resource development controvers ies  

Involves the  management o f  the deer herd. The Michigan Department o f  

Natural Resources fo r  most o f  the l a s t  seventeen years has used a n t l e r -  

less deer hunting ( the  hunting o f  does and fawns) as one device fo r  

populat ion contro l  in  many areas o f  the s t a t e .  As is the case in many 

northeastern  and midwestern s t a t e s ,  a la rg e  p ropor t ion  o f  the hunter  

populat ion opposes the p o l i c y .

Research was conducted using 398 randomly s e le c te d  hunters from 

Ingham, Alpena and Marquette  Counties.  The major th ru s t  o f  the  

research was to determine: 1) whether th ere  are  d i s c e r n ib le  pa tte rns

o f  support and opposit ion  among the three  regions o f  the s ta te  and 

among various socio-economic s ta tus  (SES) groups, and 2) whether  

s p e c i f i c  fa c to rs  may be i d e n t i f i e d  as being re la te d  to the kind and 

i n t e n s i t y  o f  a t t i t u d e  which in d iv id u a l  hunters form.

The study res u l ts  in d ic a te  tha t  indeed there are d i f fe re n c e s  in 

the degree o f  support o f  o r  oppos it ion  to the p o l ic y .  The g rea tes t  

regional oppos it ion  is found in Marquette  County in the Upper Penin

su la  w h i le  the g r e a te s t  support is in Ingham County In southern Michigan.  

The h ighest  socio-economic s ta tus  group is by f a r  the most support ive  

o f  the three SES groups considered ,  w h i le  the lowest SES group was 

l e a s t  s u p p o r t ive .
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D eta i led  considerat ion was given to the in f luence o f  numerous peer  

groups on hunter a t t i tu d e s  both on the basis o f  county o f  residence 

and SES. I t  was found th a t  ind iv idua l  a t t i tu d e s  are  d e f i n i t e l y  l inked  

to the a t t i tu d e s  o f  r e la t iv e s  and hunting companions both when region 

o f  residence and SES are considered. The ind iv idua l  hunte r 's  a t t i t u d e s  

are also very s i m i l a r  to those o f  t h e i r  immediate fa m i ly  but the d i re c 

t io n  o f  in f luence  was d i f f i c u l t  to surmise. Neighbors, fe l  low-workers 

and socia l  acquaintances do not seem to be very i n f l u e n t i a l  in a t t i t u d e  

formation.  In terms o f  less common contacts including government 

o f f i c i a l s ,  Department o f  Natural Resources employees, o ther  hunters ,  

sportsman club o f f i c i a l s ,  none seemed to have much d i r e c t  In f lu e n ce ,  

but when hunters ta lked to DNR employees who opposed the po l icy  that  

did  seem to have some bearing on the a t t i t u d e s  which the hunter held.

Several concepts were tested as to t h e i r  apparent in f luence  on the  

a t t i tu d e s  which the hunter formed. These concepts included a l i e n a t i o n ,  

status symbolism associated w i th  hunting success, the importance o f  

hunting success to the hunter ,  general peer group in t e r e s t  in hunting,  

and the in f luence  of  mass media upon a t t i t u d e .

C le a r ly ,  the grea tes t  in f luence on a t t i tu d e s  came from primary 

s oc ia l  group influences and not from mass media o r  secondary socia l  

group in f luences .  There is a weak re la t io n s h ip  between the a t t i tu d e s  

held by ind iv id ua l  hunters and the general in t e r e s t  in hunting o f  his  

peers. However, when the re la t io n s h ip  is considered in the context  

of  region o f  residence and socio-economic status group, l i t t l e  o f  the 

observed d i f fe ren ces  are expla ined by th is  v a r ia b le .
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The f a c t  t h a t  some hunters tend to take t h e i r  hunting more s e r io u s ly  

than o th e r  hunters d id  not seem to in f lu e n c e  a t t i t u d e s  much except in 

the northern  lower Peninsu la .  In th a t  reg io n ,  the  more Important  

hunting and hunting success were to the respondents the more l i k e l y  they  

were to oppose the p o l i c y .  This in turn seemed to be associated  w i th  a 

s ta tu s  c o n f e r r a l  funct ion  in th a t  region.
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PREFACE

In January,  1966 severa l  hundred deer hunters staged a demonstra

t io n  l a s t i n g  a l l  one n ig h t  on the grounds o f  the C ap ito l  to  p r o t e s t  

the Michigan Department o f  Natura l  Resources' a n t le r l e s s  deer hunting  

p o l i c y .  That was my f i r s t  exposure to the  issue. Since th a t  f i r s t  

knowledge o f  the issue ,  I have been very in t r ig u e d  by i t .  In the 

course o f  my graduate s tudies  I d id  two small s tud ies  r e l a t i n g  to the 

co ntroversy .  These small e f f o r t s  represented the  seeds o f  my th in k in g  

which have grown in to  the study reportec here.

In p o l i t i c a l  sc ien ce ,  economics, socio logy and o t h e r  a l l i e d  d i s 

c i p l i n e s ,  in c lud ing  resource development, much is sa id  about the 

Im p l ic a t io n s  o f  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  p o l ic y  decis ions upon the soc ia l  

and p o l i t i c a l  forms which e v o lv e .  Much e f f o r t  has a lso  been spent in 

at tem pting  to d e f in e  the a l t e r n a t i v e s  a v a i l a b l e  to policy -makers  in 

p o l ic y  matters ranging from p u b l ic  w e l f a r e  programs to reducing the  

m i l i t a r y - i n d u s t r i a l  complex to the  subsidy programs to induce farmers  

and landowners to adopt various land management p r a c t ic e s .  Less work 

has been done concerning why in d iv id u a l  c i t i z e n s  develop the  a t t i t u d e s  

which they hold  concerning the myriad p o l ic y  issues and p u b l ic  decis ions  

which co n fron t  them and upon which they make bas ic  decis ions as to 

support o r  o p p o s i t io n .

One obvious ex p la n a t io n  f o r  the a t t i t u d e s  which a person holds 

concerning a p u b l ic  p o l ic y  is t h a t  a person's vested in te re s ts  

bias h is  th in k in g  in c e r t a i n  d i r e c t i o n s .  But what o f  the dozens and
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perhaps even hundreds o f  decis ions which c i t i z e n s  make concerning  

p o l ic ie s  when no d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  accrue to them pe rs ona l ly  from the 

course o f  ac t io n  which is f i n a l l y  s e t t l e d  upon o r  when b e n e f i ts  are  

c ance l led  by added costs.

The a n t le r le s s  deer hunting controversy Is such an issue. Almost 

everybody wants more deer (an obvious advantage to  a l l  hunters) but  

the question a r ises  as to what course o f  a c t io n  can best  accomplish  

th is  goa l .  No p re s en t ly  o p e ra t iv e  o r  proposed p o l ic y  has won the 

endorsement o f  a l l  fa c t io n s  in ach iev ing th is  worthy g o a l .  I t  is to  

th is  issue th a t  th is  research is ded icated .  However, the e f f o r t  is 

made in the u l t im a te  hope o f  ga in ing  deeper in s igh ts  in to  the more 

general aspects o f  a t t i t u d e  formation concerning such p o l ic y  issues.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

One o f  the  major na tu ra l  resources o f  Michigan is i t s  deer h e rd .*  

The herd is important from both a r e c r e a t io n a l  and an economic s tand

p o in t .  Between 575*000 and 650 ,000 deer hunters have purchased 

l icenses each year  fo r  the l a s t  s i x  y e a rs .  These hunters have annua l ly  

spent an es t im ated  $4 0 ,000 ,000  to hunt deer druing th is  p e r io d .  About 

$3 , 000,000 o f  th is  amount is spent each year  to  purchase deer hunting  

l ic e n s es .  Much o f  th is  revenue is in turn used by the s t a t e  f o r  the 

management o f  the deer resource.

Several key Issues are  assoc ia ted  w i th  the management o f  t h is  

resource. One o f  these major issues is whether a p o l ic y  o f  ha rv e s t in g

There are  two species of deer found in the United S ta te s .  Both 
are c l a s s i f i e d  in the  genus Odocoi ie u s . These species a re  known as 
(0 .  vt rg in ianus) the w h i t e t a i l  and (0. hemionus) the mule deer .  Each 
o7" these species has a number o f  su6 -spec les  which are  not s i g n i f i c a n t  
enough f o r  our purposes to discuss here .  The on ly  species found in 
Michigan is the w h i t e t a i l ,  so any re ference  made to Michigan deer in 
th is  study w i l l  concern the w h i t e t a i l .  A d e t a i l e d  techn ica l  d iscus
s ion o f  deer and t h e i r  ecology is found In W alte r  P. Ta y lo r  ( e d . ) ,
The Deer o f  North America (H a r r is b u rg ,  Penn.: The Stackpole Company
and The Wild  l i f e  Management I n s t i t u t e ,  1956) ,  668 pages. For a less  
te chn ica l  treatment see A. H. C a rh a r t ,  Hunting North American Deer 
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 19467"  ̂ 232 pages.

2
The es t im ate  is based on the average annual expense ($64) o f  

b ig  game hunters surveyed In the  U. S. Department o f  the I n t e r i o r ' s  
1965 Nat iona l  Survey o f  F ishing and Hunting.

1
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a n t le r le s s  deer1 in ad d i t ion  to a n t le re d  bucks should be fo l lowed in 

Michigan. Under most condit ions now p r e v a i l in g  in Michigan, a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting Is a necessary management tool from the b i o l o g i s t ' s  view

p o in t .  However, o ther  fac tors  must be considered such as the socia l  

and p o l i t i c a l  im pl icat ions o f  such a p o l ic y .  I t  is w i th  these non- 

b io lo g ic a l  aspects that the g re a te s t  a d m in is t ra t iv e  complexity l i e s .

One a d m in is t ra to r  p ic tu red  the s i t u a t i o n  th is  way,

Deer managers and o ther  conservation adm in is t ra to rs  o f ten  go 
so fa r  as to say there is no real deer problem; i t  is a problem 
o f  people. This i s n ' t  r e a l l y  t rue  o f  course. I t  is ju s t  that  
the d i f f i c u l t i e s  of o b ta in ing  p u b l ic  support and understanding  
overshadow the problem o f  a c t u a l l y  managing deei— which is p len ty  
hard enough.^

This research focuses upon these soc ia l  and p o l i t i c a l  aspects 

o f  deer management. Special emphasis w i l l  be given to a t t i t u d e s  and 

behavior o f  hunters w ith  regard to a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing .  However, 

the fo l low in g  sect ion  is dedicated to a b r i e f  overview o f  some o f  the 

major b io lo g ic a l  concepts upon which the management o f  the resource 

i t s e l f  res ts .

Ecological  P r in c ip le s  o f  Deer Management 

Adaptab i 11ty

Deer are amazingly v e r s a t i l e  c re a tu re s .  They have adapted w e l l  

to the in trusions o f  man in to  t h e i r  once remote domains. In f a c t ,  

they are  so adaptable to human se t t lem ent  and human a c t i v i t y  th a t  

they o f ten  l i v e  in very close prox im ity  to urban areas.  Two s i tu a t io n s

A n t l e r l e s s  deer are def ined fo r  purposes o f  th is  study as any 
deer w ithout  a n t le rs  or  w i th  short  spiked a n t le r s  less than 3 inches 
in length.  About th re e - fo u r th s  o f  a normal a n t le r le s s  harvest  would 
be females.

2
David H. Jenkins and 11o H. B a r t l e t t ,  Michigan W h i te ta i ls  

(Lansing: Michigan Department o f  Conservation, 1959) ,  p. 8 .



from d i f f e r e n t  parts  o f  the  country exem pl i fy  th is  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  

deer-human c o m p a t i b i l i t y .  I t  is reported  tha t  a small w i ld  herd l iv e s  

in the Hollywood H i l l s  complete ly surrounded by m etrop o l i tan  Los Angeles 

and miles from the nearest  open country .  A lso ,  in New Je rsey ,  T i l l e t t  

observed a s i m i l a r  c lose in t e r a c t io n  between deer and humans. In h is  

book e n t i t l e d  Doe Day, which d e a l t  w i th  the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting  

controversy in New Jersey,  T i l l e t t  c i t e s  numerous examples o f  deer  

doing ex te n s iv e  damage to ornamental trees and o th er  p lan t ings  on 

r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o p e r t ie s ,  many o f  which were located in r e s i d e n t i a l  

s u bd iv is io n s .  T i l l e t t  a t t r i b u t e s  much o f  the support o f  urban and 

suburban property  owners f o r  a d e e r - o f - e i t h e r - s e x  law as a re ac t io n  

to th is  damage incurred upon t h e i r  p ro p e r t ie s .^

Although deer are capable o f  doing ex ten s iv e  damage to a g r i c u l -
jl •'

tu ra l  and ornamental p la n t in g s ,  they have been t o le r a te d  near popula

t io n  centers more than most o ther  b ig  game species .  Perhaps th is  is 

because deer present no real  danger to humans except perhaps an 

occasional sem i-w i ld  buck during the r u t t i n g  season. In c o n t r a s t ,  

o th e r  b ig  game species th a t  l i v e  in the  same kinds o f  areas tha t  

humans u s u a l ly  in h a b i t  in la rg e  numbers are  o f te n  dangerous. Hence, 

less to le ra n c e  is usua l ly  shown toward them.

In o rde r  not to o v e r s ta te  a p o i n t ,  however, i t  should be s ta te d  

th a t  de er ,  as w e l l  as most game s p ec ies ,  are s e n s i t i v e  to  unco ntro l le d  

hunting and to wholesale  h a b i t a t  d e s t r u c t io n .  An example o f  th is  

s e n s i t i v i t y  occurred in southern Michigan during the i n i t i a l  se t t le m e nt  

period where a s i z a b le  indigenous n a t iv e  herd was ne ar ly  ex te rm ina ted .

'pau l  T i l l e t t ,  Doe Day {New Brunswick, N . J . :  Rutgers U n iv e rs i ty
Press, 1963) ,  pp. 26 -29 .
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This example w i l l  be discussed in g re a te r  d e t a i l  l a t e r .  I t  w i l l  su f 

f i c e  here to  say that  i f  given a reasonable chance to t h r i v e ,  under 

most co nd i t ion s ,  deer w i l l  do j u s t  t h a t .

Food and Cover

Deer are b a s ic a l l y  browsers although they do a considerable amount 

o f  grazing during the summer. They do not th r iv e  in e i t h e r  a p r a i r i e  

o r  in a complete ly fo re s te d  area .  They are most abundant where there  

is a grea t  v a r i e t y  o f  low growing shrubs and young trees and where 

the fo re s t  is in terspersed w i th  open areas.^ However, a l l  low growing 

trees and shrubs are not deer browse. The w h i t e t a i l  can e x i s t  only on 

c e r ta in  species o f  vegeta t ion  and even then they must have v a r ie t y  in 

thei r d i e t .

There is usual ly  no shortage o f  food except during the w in t e r ,  

and then only i f  there are too many deer fo r  the amount o f  food a v a i l 

ab le .  In many areas o f  Michigan th is  is the case whenever the snowfall  

is deep and la s ts  fo r  more than a few weeks. W inter  stress is p a r t i 

c u la r ly  important during the more severe w in ters  because the deer then 

migrate in to  coniferous swamps known as deer yards.  These yards o f f e r  

pro tec t ion  from the wind because they are  located in low ly in g  t e r r a in  

and are g e n e ra l ly  ch arac te r ized  by dense th ick e ts  o f  coniferous t re e s .  

Another f a c t o r  also contr ibutes  to the more temperate condit ions o f  

the yards. The th ick  con ife rs  in these yards tend to absorb more 

heat from the sun than the bare hardwoods and less dense co n i fe rs  o f  

the h ighlands, thus ra is in g  the temperature somewhat.

V o r  a d e ta i l e d  discussion o f  n u t r i t i o n a l  requirements, and o f  
the d ie t  and cover requirements o f  the w h i t e t a i l ,  see T a y lo r ,  pp. 
189-217.



W inter  s tress  is created because these deer yards c o n s t i tu te  

on ly  about 10 percent o f  the t o t a l  range in the  Upper Peninsu la '  and 

7 to  8 percent in the northern Lower Peninsula .  This means that  i f  

heavy snows o f  long du ra t ion  are  experienced, the e n t i r e  herd is 

confined almost e x c lu s iv e ly  to  10 percent or  less o f  I t s  na tu ra l  

food source areas.  I f  the q u a n t i ty  and q u a l i t y  o f  browse in the yards  

Is decreasing and/or  i f  the herd Is increasing a t  a f a s t e r  r a t e  than 

the browse w i l l  s u s ta in ,  the cond it ion  o f  the herd w i l l  d e t e r io r a t e  

during the w i n t e r .  As m a ln u t r i t io n  increases,  the weaker and sm al le r  

animals begin to die  o f  s t a r v a t i o n .

M o r t a l i t y  Among Deer 

What are the  common causes o f  death among w h i t e t a i l s  and how do 

these rank In importance? B a r t l e t t  ind ica ted  the magnitude o f  the  

annual loss and some o f  the prominent causes o f  m o r t a l i t y  when he 

s t a t e d ,

I t  is a f a c t  tha t  year  in and year  ou t  30 percent o f  Michigan's  
deer are removed from the herd by s t a r v a t i o n ,  legal  hunting,  
i l l e g a l  h u nt ing ,  road k i l l s ,  wanton k i l l i n g  by dogs, predators  
and n a tu ra l  m o r t a l i t y . 3

The major issue, however, is not what k i l l s  the deer ,  but ra th e r  

how do these various fa c to rs  rank in importance. Are hunters over

ha rves t ing  the herd? Are disease and paras i tes  a major c o n tr ib u to r  

to  losses? Or is s ta r v a t io n  the p iv o ta l  f a c to r  which causes the s i z e

' I . H. B a r t l e t t ,  Michigan Deer (Lansing: Department o f  Conser
v a t io n ,  1950) ,  p. 16.

^ B a r t l e t t ,  p. 28.

^1. H. B a r t l e t t ,  "Where We Stand A f t e r  E ight  Y ears ,"  Mi ch igan 
Conservation (N o v . -D ec . ,  I 9 6 0 ) .



o f  the herd to  f lu c tu a te ?  Many research e f f o r t s  have been c a r r ie d  out  

in an attempt to  determine the  s ig n i f ic a n c e  o f  the various fa c to rs  

that  B a r t l e t t  l i s t e d  as w e l l  as o th e r  poss ib le  causes which he did not  

mention.

Disease and p a ra s i te s  have been found to be an i n s i g n i f i c a n t

f a c to r  as the primary cause o f  death .  However, th e re  is evidence th a t

in cases where deer have been in ju re d  o r  where they are in a severe ly

weakened co nd it ion  due to m a l n u t r i t i o n ,  disease and p a ra s i te s  can be

a s i g n i f i c a n t  secondary cause o f  death.^ A lso ,  v e h ic u la r  c o l l i s i o n s

w ith  deer account f o r  a r e l a t i v e l y  small p a r t  o f  the est im ated  t o t a l

m o r t a l i t y .  In 1968, 7 ,895 deer were reported k i l l e d  in c o l l i s i o n s
2

w ith  motor v e h ic le s .  These data a re  der ived  from several  sources 

inc lud ing reports  o f  ve h ic le  k i l l e d  deer from s t a t e  and local  p o l ic e  

agencies, dead deer found by road crews and Department o f  Natural  

Resources employees, and reports  to the Department o f  N atura l  Resources 

by the p u b l ic .  In summary, the  few thousand deer k i l l e d  by v e h ic u la r  

c o l l i s i o n  have an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  upon the  herd as a whole.

L i t t l e  is known about the exact  number o f  deer th a t  are  k i l l e d  

by w i ld  p red a to rs ,  but in format ion  Is s u f f i c i e n t  to in d ic a te  th a t  the
3

number is i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  However, McNeil suggests th a t  dogs may
I.

play a s i g n i f i c a n t  ro le  as a p redato r  In southern Michigan. But

^Taylor ,  pp. 169*176. This po in t  is a lso  confirmed by Jenkins,  
pp. 52-5**, fo r  the Michigan herd.

2
Personal communication from D. A. Arnold ,  big game s p e c i a l i s t ,  

Michigan Department o f  Natura l  Resources, March 13, 1969.

^Tay lor ,  p. 185.
If

R. J. McNeil ,  Populat ion Dynamics and Economic Impact o f  Deer 
In Southern M ichigan. Michigan Department o f  Conservation.  Game 
D iv is io n  Report No. 2395, 1962, p. 5 8 .



when the herd as a whole is considered in r e l a t i o n  to human populat ions  

and to concentrat ions o f  domestic dog p o p u la t io n s ,  i t  is u n l i k e ly  that  

predat ion  o f  any kind is in i t s e l f  p res e n t ly  a l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r .

Michigan Conservation Department o f f i c i a l s , ^  as w e l l  as t h e i r

contemporaries in agencies o f  neighboring s t a t e s ,  agree t h a t  hunting

and s t a r v a t io n  are the  two fa c to rs  which in f lue nce  herd s iz e  the most.

The quest ion which w i l l  be confronted over and over  again in th is

study is "which is the most important?" Hunting can be classed in to

two types - - lega1  and i l l e g a l .  Good data is a v a i l a b l e  on the annual

legal  k i l l ,  but very l i t t l e  is known about the e f f e c t  o f  i l l e g a l

hunt ing .  I t  has been est im ated tha t  the t o t a l  i l l e g a l  k i l l  possib ly
2

equals or  exceeds the Igeal  k i l l .  Regardless o f  the exact  f i g u r e ,  

most a u t h o r i t i e s  who are  c lose to the m atte r  agree th a t  i l l e g a l  

hunting does play a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o le .

The seriousness o f  the i l l e g a l  k i l l  problem l i e s  not so much in 

the  tak ing  o f  the animals themselves, but in the complete lack o f  

management c o n t r o l .  For example, in areas where the s i z e  o f  the herd 

exceeds the capac i ty  o f  the range, these k i l l s  may be b e n e f i c i a l .  On 

the o th e r  hand, i l l e g a l  k i l l s  tak ing  p lace in areas where the range 

is understocked would obv ious ly  have a de tr im enta l  e f f e c t  upon the  

herd.

There are  two major types o f  i l l e g a l  hunters .  One type ,  known 

as poachers, p rem ed ita ted ly  takes deer i l l e g a l l y  both in season and 

out o f  season. In c o n t r a s t ,  i t  is q u i t e  common fo r  a s e m i - s k i l l e d

^The name o f  the Department o f  Conservation was changed In 1969 
to  the Department o f  Natura l  Resources (DNR) and the agency h e r e a f t e r  
w i l l  be re fe r r e d  to  by the new name.

2
Jenk ins ,  p. 80.
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nimrod to  shoot f i r s t  and then look to see what i t  was a f te rw a rd s .  This  

second type o f  h u n te r ,  i f  he happens to k i l l  an a n t l e r l e s s  animal and 

does not have a p e rm i t ,  has committed an i l l e g a l  a c t .  Under these c i r 

cumstances, the deer  is usua l ly  l e f t  ly in g  where i t  f e l l .  There are  

probably many more o f  the second type o f  i l l e g a l  hunter  than o f  the 

f i r s t .

Through a v a r i e t y  o f  means the Department o f  N a tu ra l  Resources 

has der ived  est imates  o f  the annual legal k i l l  fo r  the e n t i r e  s t a t e  

since 1931. These annual est imates are given in Table  1.

How do these es t im ates o f  leg a l  deer k i l l  compare w i th  s t a r v a t io n

as a cause o f  mortal i ty„? Data are very l im i t e d  concerning the ac tua l

number o f  animals which s ta rv e  each y e a r ,  except during those years

In which dead deer searches have been conducted in the deer yards in

the sp r ing .^  From the data th a t  are a v a i l a b l e ,  severa l  fa c ts  are

e v id e n t .  F i r s t ,  the  annual m o r t a l i t y  due to s t a r v a t io n  f lu c tu a te s  a

g rea t  deal depending upon the s e v e r i t y  o f  the w i n t e r .  Secondly,  the

m o r t a l i t y  r a te  is h ig h e s t  among fawns and s m a l le r  an imals .  T h i r d l y ,

the ra te  o f  m o r t a l i t y  v a r ie s  from area to  a re a ,  depending upon the

s iz e  o f  the deer popu la t ion  and upon the amount o f  overbrowsing t h a t

Is occ u rr in g .  The magnitude o f  the problem o f  s t a r v a t io n  is r e f l e c t e d
2

in an e s t im a te  th a t  more than 90 ,000  animals s tarved  ?n 1951* This  

was one o f  the arguments which was used to  j u s t i f y  the i n i t i a t i o n  o f  

the la r g e -s c a le  use o f  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting as a way o f  l i m i t i n g  

deer p o pu la t io ns ,  which was begun in 1952.

*See L. A. Ryel and C. L. Bennett ,  J r . ,  "Technical  Report on the  
F a l l  1981 and Spring 1982 Dead Deer Searches,"  Game D iv is io n  Report 
No. 2396,  Michigan Department o f  Natural  Resources, October,  1982, 
pp. 32 -33 .

2
Je nk ins , p. 21.
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Table  1. Legal deer k i l l  s ince 1931a

Year Total  K i 11 Year Tota l  K i l l

1931 23.500 1950 83,650

1932 20,500 1951 81,600

1933 25.500 1952 162,160

193^ 27,000 1953 97 ,100

1935 30,000 1954 67,260

1936 42,000 1955 73,770

1937 39,760 1956 73,610

1938 44,390 1957 77,130

1939 44,770 1958 98 ,890

1940 51,380 1959 115,220

1941 56,250 I960 75,360

1942 61,580 1961 58,030

1943 50,890 1962 95 ,830
1944 51,010 1963 124,110

1945 84,260 1964 141,340
1946 89 ,510 1965 112,210b

1947 81,480 1966 9 4 , 190b
1948 63,730 1967 101,620b
1949 77,020 1968 89 »750c

C. L. Bennett ,  J r . ,  L. A. Rye l ,  L. J .  Hawn, "A H is t o r y  o f  
Michigan Deer H u n t in g ,"  Research and Development Report No. 85 (Lansing  
Department o f  Natura l  Resources, 1966) ,  pp. 32-33*

^Figures f o r  1965-67 reported in Research and Development Report 
139, p. 2.

P re l im in a ry  es t im a te s ,  based on road counts fo r  the 1968 season.
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The e f f e c t  o f  m a ln u t r i t io n  upon reproduct ion is perhaps o f  equal

o r  g r e a te r  importance to the deer popu la t ion  than ac tua l  s t a r v a t i o n . *

Jenkins summarized the p r i n c i p l e  in a ru le  o f  thumb t h a t ,  "Ten w e l l

fed does w i l l  produce a t  l e a s t  as many fawns as f i f t e e n  h a l f - s t a r v e d  

m 2ones

In f lu e n c e  o f  Herd S ize  on the  Range 

The im p l ic a t io n s  o f  overpopula t ion  are  more serious than j u s t  

having a c e r t a i n  number o f  animals d ie .  When there  is overcrowding  

o f  the h a b i t a t  resource,  the h a b i t a t  i t s e l f  is d is tu rb ed  sometimes 

to the po int  o f  being in ju re d  f o r  the  l i f e  o f  the stand o r  even longer  

i f  there  are  adverse e f f e c t s  upon the s o i l  o r  some o th e r  p a r t  o f  the 

micro-environment.  The fo l lo w in g  examples have broader im p l ic a t io n s ,

U n fo r tu n a te ly  deer take the p r e f e r re d  species f i r s t  and 
even though some browsing pressure Is removed by k i l l i n g  more 
de er ,  the remaining deer s t i l l  work on p re fe r re d  foods. To 
d a te ,  species showing signs o f  recovery a f t e r  loca l  w in t e r  herd  
reduct ion  have been second and t h i r d  class ( food s) .

Continued heavy browsing o f  p r e fe r re d  foods in many areas  
is g ra d u a l ly  e l i m in a t in g  some o f  them from the f o r e s t .  Ground 
hemlock is p r a c t i c a l l y  gone and In areas cedar has almost  
reached a p o in t  where i t  can no longer be considered as a pa r t  
o f  the deer food p i c t u r e . ^

Louis J .  Verme documents th is  e f f e c t  in two d i f f e r e n t  reports  
o f  recent  research in Michigan. "Reproduction Studies on Penned 
W h ite -T a i le d  D ee r ,"  The Journal o f  W i l d l i f e  Management, Vo l .  29 ,
No. 1, January, 1965, pp* 7^“ 79 and " In f lu e n c e  o f  Experimental D iets  
on W h i te -T a i le d  Deer Reproduction,"  Research and Development Report 
No. 100, Michigan Department o f  Natural  Resources, March, 1967,
15 pages.

2
Jenkins,  p. A l .

3
Jenkins,  p. ^5.
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A H is t o r ic a l  Perspective^

Before the coming o f  the w h i te  man, northern Michigan, which is
2

now considered "deer coun try ,"  was not ideal range. I t  is on the

northern edge o f  North America's deer range and the in tens ive  cold

and heavy snows make surv iva l  o f  the deer impossib le , except where

the p ro te c t io n  of  the deer yards is a v a i l a b l e .  However, the l i m i t i n g

fa c to r  in northern Michigan, before the w h i te  man, was the mature

stands o f  con ife rs  and hardwoods th a t  covered most o f  the Upper

Peninsula and the northern Lower Peninsula .  As was discussed e a r l i e r ,

the deer are dependent on the e a r ly  stages o f  p lan t  succession that

are charac te r ized  by low growing ve ge ta t io n  and openings in the

fo re s t .  Since there was l i t t l e  h a b i t a t  o f  th is  kind in v i r g i n  fo re s ts ,

there were very few deer because there was very l i t t l e  food. This

condit ion  did not e x is t  in southern Michigan, however, and there is
3

evidence tha t  i t  contained a f a i r l y  s iz a b le  herd.

A l l  these condit ions changed in the la s t  h a l f  o f  the 19th century.  

Between 1850 and 1890, almost a l l  o f  the v i r g i n  pine and o ther  va luable  

conifers  were cut in northern Michigan and much o f  the va luab le  hard

wood resource was being harvested throughout the s t a t e .  In a d v e r te n t ly ,  

an ideal deer h a b i ta t  management program was i n i t i a t e d  and by 1870

^For in formation concerning the h is to ry  o f  the deer herd in 
Michigan the author r e l i e d  h e a v i ly  upon m a te r ia ls  from Wh i t e ta  i I s ,
1938, pp. 7“ 12; and Michigan W h i t e t a i l s , 1959, pp. 10-13.

2
Geographical ly  Michigan consists  o f  three regions, the Upper 

Peninsula which is a peninsula j u t t i n g  out in an e a s te r ly  d i re c t io n  
from Wisconsin, and northern and southern Michigan in the Lower 
Peninsula w i th  the t r a n s i t io n  between these two regions usual ly  
thought o f  as being an imaginary l i n e  between Muskegon and Bay C i ty .

^McNei1, pp. 7“ 13»
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deer were p l e n t i f u l  In the northern Lower Peninsu la ,  and the herd was 

growing as r a p id ly  as the fo re s ts  were being cut in the Upper Peninsula.  

The opposite  s i t u a t i o n  developed in southern Michigan where the bulk  

o f  the deer were o r i g i n a l l y  lo c a te d .  This area was almost a l l  pre

empted fo r  a g r i c u l t u r e  by 1870, and s ince there  were no e f f e c t i v e  

contro ls  on herd h a rv e s t ,  the deer were almost e x t i n c t  in th a t  area  

by the time s e t t le m e n t  was complete. Deer remained r e l a t i v e l y  scarce  

in southern Michigan u n t i l  about 30 years ago even a f t e r  s t r in g e n t  

co ntro ls  on h a rv es t  were e s ta b l is h e d  and en forced .

In northern  Michigan, the herd has had i ts  ups and downs since  

1870. As logging operat ions c o n t in u e d - - th e  co n i fe rs  being taken f i r s t  

and then the hardwoods— a p a t te rn  o f  c le a r  c u t t in g  developed which 

completely e l im in a te d  deer cover.  The problem was compounded by the 

f a c t  th a t  these cutover areas crea ted  Ideal t in d e r  boxes. An average 

of  about 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  acres burned annual ly  between 1870 and 1900. In 

th is  connection Brandreth has pointed out t h a t ,

There is no p ro te c t io n  on burn t  over lands,  and the  habits  o f  
the w h i t e t a l l  demand th a t  he have cover ,  e s p e c ia l l y  throughout  
the rigorous northern w in t e r s .  Whereas feed is r ic h  and p l e n t i 
fu l  as is o f te n  a t te s te d  by the w eight  o f  bucks shot in the  
v i c i n i t y ,  the exposure o f  these desola ted  regions to the  f u l l  
sweep o f  wind and storm dr ives  the deer to seek more s h e l te re d  
environments a f t e r  the f i r s t  heavy f a l l  o f  snow. Occas iona l ly  
on f in e  days they w i l l  move out o f  green t imber to go fo rag ing  
in an o ld  "burning11 but i f  the  country o f  th is  ch arac te r  is 
e x ten s iv e  i t  is h a b i t u a l l y  shunned by the  w h i t e t a l l  In cold  
weather and j u s t  so many acres are thus lo s t  to him when he 
needs them most.1

I t  should be pointed out th a t  one burning is not n e ces sar i ly  bad 

i f  a major goal is to c re a te  deer h a b i t a t .  Without f i r e ,  much o f  the 

pine country would have reverted  back to pine reproduction which would

^Paul Brandreth ,  T r a i l s  o f  Enchantment (New York: G. Howard W att ,
1930) ,  p. 9 .
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have u l t im a t e l y  recreated  the o r i g i n a l  c o n d i t io n s .  However, f i r e s  

st im u la te d  p la n t  reproduction which created ideal deer h a b i t a t .  The 

problem o f  the  recurrence o f  these f i r e s  made the b e n e f i ts  th a t  were 

created o f  very short  term va lu e .  As Brandreth po inted o u t ,  the 

l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r  in the w in t e r  during these years plagued w i th  i n t e r 

m i t t e n t  f i r e s  was not food, but cover. The problem is most acute fo r  

the f i r s t  three  o r  four  years a f t e r  each burn ing .

in a d d i t io n  to the h a b i t a t  problem, hunting pressure became a 

serious t h r e a t .  With no contro ls  on the  number o f  deer th a t  could be 

k i l l e d  o r  on the methods used, and w i th  the development o f  markets in 

the lumber camps, deer meat became a cash commodity. This problem was 

aggravated when markets fo r  hides developed. However, the intense  

pressure came when the ra i l ro a d s  were completed to  l i n k  these remote 

northern areas to the burgeoning c i t i e s  o f  D e t r o i t ,  Chicago, and 

Milwaukee among o th e rs .

A sportsmen's congress held in Saginaw in 1882 produced evidence  

t h a t  over  100,000 deer carcasses were shipped south from northern  

Michigan f o r  the meat market during the f a l l  o f  i 8 8 0 . *  When i t  is 

considered th a t  market hunting fo r  meat was only  one aspect o f  the  

to ta l  h a rv e s t ,  I t  is not d i f f i c u l t  to conceive o f  poss ib le  adverse  

e f f e c t s .  In ad d i t io n  to commercial hu n t in g ,  thousands o f  deer were 

k i l l e d  and u t i l i z e d  l o c a l l y  and many a d d i t io n a l  thousands o f  deer  

were s laughtered during the warm months fo r  t h e i r  hides and the meat 

l e f t  to ro t  because o f  a lack o f  r e f r i g e r a t i o n .

Uncontro l led  hunting pressure and recu rren t  burnings In time 

had a p re d ic ta b le  e f f e c t .  The herd reached an a l l  t ime low since

^ B a r t l e t t ,  Wh i t e t a i I s , p. 12.
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before  the appearance o f  the w h i te  man, between 1890 and 1915. The 

stage was s e t  fo r  the l e g i s l a t i v e  developments which fo l low ed.

The Evo lu t ion  o f  a Management P o l i c y *

The f i r s t  game law came in to  ex is te n c e  under the English system 

o f  law during the reign o f  Canute in England in 1016. Since then 

there have been numerous attempts to impose contro ls  on w i l d l i f e  

h a rv e s t ,  both in England and the United S ta te s .  M ichigan's  e x p e r i 

ence w i th  contro ls  o f  the hunting o f  deer began in 1859* In th a t  

y e a r ,  the l e g i s l a t u r e  passed an a c t  l i m i t i n g  the deer hunting season 

to the l a s t  f i v e  months o f  the y e a r ,  instead o f  yeai—round. In 

1873* the season was reduced to  45 days. The f i r s t  regu la t ions  on 

methods th a t  could l e g a l l y  be used to k i l l  deer were imposed in 1881. 

Shooting deer in water  and using t r a p s ,  p i t f a l l s ,  and p i t s  were 

fo rb idden .  In a d d i t io n ,  deer could be k i l l e d  on ly  fo r  food and could  

not be shipped out o f  s t a t e .  These were the f i r s t  e f f o r t s  to i n t r o 

duce the elements which most hunters now take f o r  granted as inherent  

in the c h a ra c te r  o f  hunt ing;  j_. ;e ., sportsmanship in g iv in g  the deer a 

reasonable chance o f  escape and the m in im iza t ion  o f  waste.

The 1881 measure a lso  forbade the ta k ing  o f  an animal w h i le  in 

spotted  o r  red coat .  For purposes o f  th is  study,  the  phrase r e f e r r in g  

to  "spot ted  coat" Is very important because th is  represented the f i r s t  

attempt to l i m i t  ha rv es t  on the basis o f  the age-sex f a c t o r ,  which is

*Much o f  the d e t a i l e d  in format ion  in th is  sec t ion  was taken from 
Bennett ,  e t  a l . ,  pp. 9 “ 15» and was supplemented w i th  m a te r ia ls  from 
Michigan Deer, 1950, pp. 10 -12 ,  2 2 -2 5 ,  34 -39 ,  and 41-48;  Whi t e t a i  1 s . 
1938, pp. 12-16; and Michigan W h i t e t a l l s .  1959, pp. 14-24.

2
Michael Brander, The Hunting I n s t i n c t  (London: O l iv e r  and

Boyd, 1964) ,  p. 23.
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so much a p a r t  o f  the present issue over a n t le r le s s  hunting.  In 1887, 

the uses o f  dogs and a r t i f i c a l  l ig h ts  were added to the l i s t  o f  re 

s t r i c t e d  methods o f  tak ing  deer. In 1891, the f i r s t  two counties in 

Michigan were closed a l to g e th e r  to deer hunt ing— Allegan and Van Buren. 

Six  more counties were closed to hunting in 1893•

By th is  time the  deer herd was dimin ishing a t  such a f a s t  rate  tha t  

the l e g is la t u r e  began to take d r a s t ic  steps in l i m i t i n g  the sportsman's 

ind iv idua l  claims on the resource. Before 1895 there were no bag l im i ts  

on the number o f  deer that  could be taken w i th in  the season. However, 

tha t  year  a l i m i t  o f  f i v e  was placed on the number o f  deer th a t  could 

be taken in any one season by one person. A lso,  the purchase o f  a 

l icense was required fo r  the f i r s t  t ime. In 1901, 1905, and 1915, the 

l im i t s  were reset  a t  th re e ,  two, and one deer ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .  A lso ,  in 

1901, market hunting was declared i l l e g a l .  S p e c i f ic  prov is ions included  

a b o l i t io n  o f  the p ra c t ic e  o f  s e l l i n g  venison in any form or the serving  

o f  venison where a charge is made fo r  the meal.

The Conservation Department (now the Department o f  Natural  

Resources) was es tab l ished  as a department o f  s t a t e  government in 

1921. One o f  i t s  f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  actions was to endorse the "buck 

law" which l im i te d  the game e l i g i b l e  to be taken to bucks w ith  a n t le rs  

extending a t  l e a s t  three inches above the head. The measure was passed 

tha t  same y e ar .  L i t t l e  is known about p u b l ic  reac t ion  to the deer laws 

passed p r i o r  to  the "buck law ."  However, the l i t e r a t u r e  is q u i t e  ex

p l i c i t  in s t a t in g  that the 1921 buck law s t i r r e d  up an opposit ion very 

s im i la r  to that  which was encountered when a n t le r le s s  deer hunting  

was reintroduced fo r  a substant ia ]  p a r t  o f  the s t a te  in 1952. Several  

arguments were used to appeal fo r  hunter support by the new Department.
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The most s t r a ig h t f o r w a r d  appeal was th a t  i t  would increase the deer

herd.  Secondly,  arguments were made based on emotional appeals on

b e h a l f  o f  does as females o f  the species and t h e i r  fawns as babies .

And t h i r d l y ,  th e re  were appeals based on s a f e t y .  Jenkins comments

on how acceptance was f i n a l l y  achieved,

The buck law was f i n a l l y  passed in Michigan in 1921 a f t e r  much 
complain ing. The sportsmen would not "buy" i t  as a means to  
increase deer .  i t  was f i n a l l y  "so ld"  as a s a fe ty  measure, " I f  
you have to see horns,  you w o n ' t  shoot a man." ’

The new law was ra th e r  q u ic k ly  accepted, however, as in d ica ted  by a

postcard survey in 1925 which showed th a t  42 percent o f  the hunter
2

sample supported the "bucks on ly"  law.

The DNR was given d is c r e t io n a r y  power in recommending deer  

management p o l i c i e s  to the l e g i s l a t u r e  in 1925* But th is  a u th o r i ty  

did  not extend to the  l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  o f  the "bucks on ly"  law. Between 

1921 and 1941, no changes were made in the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting  

p o l ic y .  A new exper imental  phase f o r  the p o l ic y  was begun in 1941. 

That y e a r ,  hunters were al lowed to  take a n t l e r l e s s  deer in Al legan  

County because o f  the damages being done by deer to the a re a 's  

in ten s ive  a g r i c u l t u r a l  crops. A lso ,  the camp deer law, which autho

r iz e d  a pa r ty  o f  fo u r  o r  more hunters to take one buck f o r  camp use,  

was changed to  a l lo w  the tak ing  o f  one d e e r - o f - e i t h e r - s e x .  In 1942 

th is  camp d e e r - o f - e i t h e r - s e x  re g u la t io n  was rescinded by the Leg is 

l a t u r e  because o f  the widespread opposit ion  i t  generated.  However, 

a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing  continued in A l legan County. This represented  

the f i r s t  t ime th a t  the Conservation Department had ever  had the

^Jenkins, p. 70.
2

Personal communication from L. A. Ryel ,  Michigan Department o f  
Natura l  Resources b io m e t r ic ia n ,  March 10, 1969.
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a u th o r i ty  to l i b e r a l i z e  deer seasons beyond a buck season and i ts  

f i r s t  attempt to  do so was p a r t i a l l y  thwarted.

In 19^8, the whole s t a t e  was opened fo r  hunting fo r  the f i r s t  

time since 1891. A l l  the counties south o f  the Bay City-Muskegon 

l in e  had been closed fo r  the most p a r t  s ince 1926. In f a c t ,  a l l  the  

counties in the s t a t e  had been closed to  hunting fo r  from one to f i v e  

years except those in the Upper Peninsula and a few counties in the 

extreme northeastern  t i p  o f  the Lower Peninsula .

In 19^9, a second attempt was made to i n s t i t u t e  a p o l icy  o f  

a n t le r le s s  deer hunting on a l im i t e d  scale  in the f r u i t  country o f  

the northwestern t i p  o f  the Lower Peninsula.  Here aga in ,  as in 19^1,

I t  was i n i t i a t e d  because o f  widespread damage being done to  high 

value a g r ic u l t u r a l  crops. From th is  p o in t ,  a new phase in the evolu

t ionary  process o f  the po l icy  was en te red — the phase we are  s t i l l  in 

and to  which th is  research addresses i t s e l f .  In 1950 and again in 

1951* a specia l  any deer season was tacked onto the end o f  regu la r  

season in several  counties in the northern Lower Peninsula.

In 1952, the L e g is la tu re  gave the Conservation Commission author

i t y  to se t  deer hunting r e g u la t io n s ,  inc lud ing a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing ,  

fo r  three years fo r  the e n t i r e  lower Peninsula .  That year  the Con

servat ion  Commission opened the la s t  th ree  days o f  the regu la r  session 

to a n t le r le s s  hunting w ith  no permit  requ ired .  This resu lted  tn a 

k i l l  o f  162,16 0 - -w i t h  115,280 o f  them being a n t le r le s s  deer.^ This 

stands as the a l l  time k i l l  record fo r  Michigan. This was the f i r s t  

time th a t  the hunting o f  a n t le r le s s  deer was used as a management

^Bennett,  e t  a l . ,  1966, p. 32.
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technique on a widespread s c a le  to harvest  excess deer .  B i t t e r  oppo

s i t i o n  was crea ted  to the p o l i c y ,  the crux o f  the outcry  being th a t  

the herd would be ex te rm ina ted .  In 1953 and 195^*, the p o l ic y  o f  

tak ing  a n t l e r l e s s  deer was continued,  but on a more r e s t r i c t e d  sca le  

as is r e f l e c t e d  by the k i l l  in those years .

The three  year  a u t h o r i z a t io n  o f  the L e g is la tu re  to  the Commission 

f o r  f u l l  d is c r e t i o n  ?n the management o f  the deer herd was not renewed 

in 1955. A l legan County was the only area th a t  the L e g is la tu re  per 

m it te d  a n t l e r l e s s  hunting in 1955. From 1956 to the present the 

Commission has had d is c r e t i o n a r y  power, but used i t  only as e x te n s iv e ly  

as they f e l t  they could w i th o u t  je o p a rd iz in g  the program. In 1961 

a n t le r le s s  deer hunting was suspended by the  Commission fo r  one year  

except in two small areas.  This was due to th e  pu b l ic  reac t ion  to  a 

mediocre season in I 960 a f t e r  an e x c e p t io n a l ly  good season in 1959* 

Nineteen s i x t y - f o u r  was a remarkable deer season during which an 

est im ated  k i l l  o f  144,280 was recorded. P u b l ic  acceptance o f  a n t l e r 

less deer shooting seemed to be on the r i s e ,  but the stage was s e t  

fo r  a serious setback in 1965.

On paper, the 1965 season looks good, and i t  was. The estimated  

k i l l  o f  115, 3̂ *0 was the fo u r th  la rg e s t  s ince the  widespread adoption  

o f  the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l icy  in 1952. U n fo r tu n a te ly ,  c e r t a in  

circumstances developed be fore  and during the 1965 season which caused 

the g r e a te s t  hue and cry in years to emerge in the condemnation o f  

a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  The hard w in te r  o f  196^-65 ra th e r  s e r io u s ly  

depleted the  1964 fawn crop, which resu l ted  in a n o t ic ea b le  drop in 

the number o f  y e a r l i n g  bucks in the f a l l  o f  1965. Since the y e a r l in g  

buck k i l l  accounts f o r  a la rge  proport ion  o f  the to t a l  buck k i l l ,  the
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opportunity  to  shoot a buck under these condit ions was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

reduced. This reduction is doubly important when hunter preferences  

are taken in to  account. There is an overwhelming preference among 

hunters to shoot a buck. Since there were fewer bucks a v a i l a b le ,  

tempers rose.

Also,  the opening and c losing dates o f  the season were a l te re d  

from previous years .  Deer season had t r a d i t i o n a l l y  opened November 15 

and closed November 30 in the Lower Peninsula.  However, in 1965 the 

opening dates were changed to consecutive Saturdays— November 13 in 

the Upper Peninsula and November 20 in the Lower Peninsula . This 

would not have been p a r t i c u l a r l y  c ru c ia l  except th a t  the l e g i s l a t i v e  

reso lu t ion  au th o r iz in g  the change was not passed u n t i l  l a t e  June,  

which apparent ly  d isrupted the plans o f  many people; » many workers

are required to  speci fy  t h e i r  vacation date preferences e a r ly  in the 

year and had planned t h e i r  vacations to co inc ide w i th  previous openings 

o f  hunting season.

Another fa c to r  th a t  contr ibuted  to hunter disenchantment was the 

overcrowding o f  ce r ta in  areas in the s t a t e .  This has always been a 

problem, but i t  was e s p e c ia l ly  acute th a t  year  because the Saturday 

openings put more hunters in the f i e l d  than i f  the season had opened 

during the week. A lso,  in th is  connection, some hunters s ta r te d  the 

season in the Upper Peninsula the f i r s t  Saturday and then came down 

and hunted the Lower Peninsula when i t  s t a r te d  on November 20.

A fourth  f a c t o r  is a lso re la te d  to the c o l l e c t i v e  behav ior ,  but 

the magnitude o f  the r e la t io n s h ip  is d i f f i c u l t  to determine. I t  has 

been observed tha t  during the season fo l low ing  an e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  

successful season there is l i k e l y  to  be widespread a g i ta t io n  against
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"doe hunt ing"  regardless o f  the hunter  success the second y e a r .  For 

example, both 1959 and 1964 were e x c e p t io n a l l y  good seasons. On the 

o th e r  hand, I960 and 1965 were average o r  above average seasons. Y e t ,  

in I 960 and 1965* oppos it io n  was f a r  g r e a te r  than would have been 

expected from the  success o f  the seasons themselves. In c o n t r a s t ,  in 

1961 the success was the lowest in a number o f  years and the success 

during the 1966 season was lower than in 1964 o r  1965. Despite  t h i s ,  

no controversy developed. The r e la t io n s h ip  between success and contro 

versy can be described d iagram m atic a l1y as fo l io w s :

Cycle 1

Year 1959 I960 1961

Success e x c e l l e n t  good poor

Controversy none heated none

Cycle 2 

1964 1965 1966

e x c e l l e n t  good average 

none heated none

Part  o f  the lack o f  controversy in 1961 and 1966 is undoubtedly due 

to the f a c t  th a t  a n t l e r l e s s  hunting quotas were almost e l im in a te d  in 

1961 and were reduced in 1965. Even w i th  th is  f a c t  considered,  there  

seem to be more reasons f o r  a c o n tro v e rs ia l  season than simply the  

number o f  animals th a t  are  o r  are  not k i l l e d  in any given y e a r .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  co ntrovers ies  have developed since 1965* and there  

are  in d ic a t io n s  tha t  the Department is ga in ing increased support fo r  

i t s  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l i c y .  Thus, the d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the  

h is to ry  o f  the e v o lu t io n  o f  the a n t le r le s s  hunting p o l i c y ,  although  

sketchy,  Is complete. The e v o lu t io n  o f  the p o l ic y  has taken the  

p a t te rn  o f  a reversa l  o f  d i r e c t io n  and o f  a constant s t ru g g le  o f  

b a ck - t ra c k in g  fo r  the DNR. The change from a proponent p o s i t io n  

fo r  a "bucks on ly"  p o l ic y  to a p o s i t io n  o f  being in the f o r e f r o n t  

o f  those advocating a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting has not been easy.
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The Factions

T h e o r e t ic a l ly  the Conservation Commission, a group o f  f i v e  laymen 

in te res ted  in conservation who are gube rn a to r ia l  appointees,  funct ions  

as the policy-making body fo r  the Department o f  Conservation as was 

authorized  by the 1963 C o n s t i tu t io n .  The policy-making body, by the 

very nature o f  i t s  composit ion, is dependent upon the professional  

s t a f f  o f  the Department fo r  recommendations and supporting data .

These recommendations are usual ly  fo l low ed .  However, in r e a l i t y  the 

l e g is la t u r e  exercises a grea t  deal o f  control  over p o l ic y  by v i r t u e  

o f  being ab le  to review and to a l t e r  the Commission's decis ions .

Control is a ls o  maintained by the l e g i s l a t u r e  because o f  i t s  power 

to au thor ize  a l l  ap prop r ia t ion s .  Thus, the L e g is la tu re  is the f i n a l  

decision-maker and the Department o f te n  must act  as an in t e r e s t  group 

in attempting to  e l i c i t  a desired response. This dependency on the 

L e g is la tu re  has created many headaches f o r  the Department concerning  

a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.

Support

The Department has a number o f  a l l i e s  who support i ts  approach 

to deer management. Some o f  these a l l y i n g  groups are  h igh ly  organized ,  

w h i le  many o th e r  supporters act in d iv id u a l l y  or  in loosely organized  

groups o f  hunters .  Primary support Is drawn from w ide ly  d i v e r s i f i e d  

but i n f l u e n t i a l  croups. The Michigan Chamber o f  Commerce, w i th  the 

exception o f  a few d iss id en t  local chambers, has s t ro ng ly  supported 

the DNR in i t s  management p o l ic ie s .^

^For example, see the Michigan S ta te  Chamber o f  Commerce Special  
Report e n t i t l e d  "This Is Not The Time To P a n ic , " ,  December 27 ,  1965.
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Another a l l y ,  the Michigan United Conservation Clubs, is a c o n s o l i 

da t ion  o f  many conservat ion clubs in to  one s ta te -w id e  coord ina t ing  

body. I t s  pr imary purpose is to  f u r t h e r  the cause o f  conservat ion  

through p u b l ic i z in g  conservat ion needs and through lobbying f o r  appro

p r i a t e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t io n .  Mr. James Rouman, who serves as execu t iv e  

s e c r e t a r y ,  to ld  the author in an in te rv ie w  th a t  o f  the over one hundred 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  represent ing  some 102,000 members (1363 membership) in 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs, th e re  were less than a dozen vo t ing  

delegates who opposed a re s o lu t io n  endorsing the  Department o f  Natura l  

Resources' a n t l e r l e s s  deer p o l ic y  a t  the  1365 convention,  the l a s t  

session in which the issue was brought in to  serious discussion.

A t h i r d  strong endorsement o f  the o v e r a l l  methods being employed 

in Michigan has come from the Federal Bureau o f  Sport F isher ie s  and 

W i l d l i f e  in the Department o f  the I n t e r i o r .  In a d d i t io n ,  a l l  the  

n a tu ra l  resources agencies in neighboring s ta te s  support the a n t l e r 

less deer hunting program. In f a c t ,  some o f  these have modeled 

programs a f t e r  the one used in Michigan. The f i f t h  and perhaps most 

important a l l y  is the  outdoor e d i to r s  of  the  major newspapers in 

Michigan. No major d a i l y  newspaper has ra ised  a strong o b je c t io n  to 

t h e i r  p o l ic y  in many ye ars .

The Department o f  Natura l  Resources makes the fo l lo w in g  c la im : 1

Who supports the Commission and Department in management o f  
deer? L e t 's  take a look.  The outdoor e d i t o r s  o f  Michigan w i th  
few exceptions support them. The Michigan United Conservation  
Clubs, la rg e s t  conservat ion o rg a n iz a t io n  o f  i t s  kind in the  
country ,  gives i t s  confidence and backing. The Michigan 8ear  
Hunters A s soc ia t io n ,  and the Bow Hunters. The Federated Garden 
Clubs o f  Michigan are on t h e i r  s id e .

*1. H. B a r t l e t t ,  "Ten Y e a rs ,"  Mtchiqan Conservat ion,  N o v . -D e c . ,
1362.  ------------------
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Every co l leg e  and u n iv e r s i ty  in Michigan, in the  United  
S ta te s ,  i f  not in the w o r ld ,  that  teaches w i l d l i f e  management is 
on th a t  same ground. The U. S. Forest S e rv ic e ,  the Soil  Conser
va t ion  Serv ic e ;  a l l  federa l  agencies in te re s te d  In such things  
a re on i t .

There is the support o f  powerful non-government organ iza t ions  
the Farm Bureau, the Grange, the Nat iona l  W i l d l i f e  Fe dera t ion ,  the 
W i l d l i f e  Management I n s t i t u t e ,  the  W i l d l i f e  S o c ie ty ,  the Society  
o f  American F o re s te rs ,  the Michigan Natura l  Resources C ounci l ,  the 
Michigan Academy o f  Science, A r t s ,  and L e t te r s .

By formal reso lu t ion  o r  informal expression many o th e r  orga
n iz a t io n s  in d ica te  t h e i r  agreement. The Department has stacks o f  
“ keep up the good work" l e t t e r s  from concerned in d iv id u a ls .

Every responsible conservation o f f i c i a l  in every s t a te  and 
pro v in c ia l  agency in the United States and Canada is a lso on that  
ground. For a long time the tak ing  o f  a n t le r le s s  deer has been 
part  o f  game management in Maine, Pennsylvania,  Minnesota, most 
western s ta tes  and a l l  o f  Canada.

Basic to the e n t i r e  Issue is the law o f  the land which per
mits the Commission to  manage the deer herd. This Is the w i l l  
o f  the  people as expressed by t h e i r  representa t ives  in the  
L e g is la tu re  o f  Michigan.

I t  must be added as a f i n a l  po in t  th a t  th is  issue is not l im i t e d  

to a con fron ta t ion  o f  organized groups and t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support

e r s .  The ro le  o f  a dispersed and unorganized p u b l ic  which supports the 

Department o f  Natural  Resources has a ls o  been c r u c i a l .  Without th is  

grassroots support which has repeatedly  ar isen  when the issues have 

in te n s i f i e d  to the po int  o f  imminent c r i s i s ,  the Department and i t s  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a l l i e s  could not have w ithstood the  p o l i t i c a l  pressures  

tha t  have p e r i o d i c a l l y  been brought to  bear .

Oppos i t io n

I t  is much more d i f f i c u l t  to  de f in e  e x p l i c i t l y  who the d issenters  

are concerning a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.  There are vest iges o f  an 

organized opposit ion  that  appear p e r i o d i c a l l y .  However, none o f  these 

organ iza t ions  have a t ta in e d  such formidable  dimensions as to s in g le -  

handedly pose a serious th re a t  to  the present deer management pol ic ie s .
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There seem to  be regional d i f fe re n c e s  in the amount and kinds o f  

support and oppos it ion  th a t  e x i s t .  This is one o f  the  major proposi

t ions th a t  Is being tes ted  in th is  research. A pparen t ly ,  th ere  is

r e l a t i v e l y  more opposit ion  to  deer management p o l i c ie s  in the Upper

Peninsula  and the  northern Lower Peninsula than there is in southern  

Mi chlgan.

What fa c to rs  could account fo r  these d i f fe re n c e s  i f  they do 

e x is t?  One poss ib le  ex p la n a t io n  is tha t  the i n t e r e s t  o f  the populat ion  

in general is g r e a te r  in some areas than in others and th a t  i n t e r e s t  

is r e la te d  to o p p o s i t io n .  The proport ion  o f  the populat ion  which hunts 

deer fu rn ishes  one measure o f  th is  i n t e r e s t .  Table 2 ind ica tes  the

proport ion  o f  deer hunters in i 960 in r e l a t i o n  to  th a t  p a r t  o f  the t o ta l

populat ion  from which almost a l l  hunters come (males between 15 and 6k ) .

The in t e r e s t  th a t  prompts h igher  percentages o f  the  populat ion in 

the northern two regions to  hunt may a lso  predispose them to  a s tronger  

i n t e r e s t  in the way the herd is managed. A s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t  o f  the 

populat ion o f  these two northern reg ions ,  the exact  p rop or t io n  being  

inde te rm in ab le ,  is obviously  opposed to a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  The 

i n t e n s i t y  o f  th is  oppos it ion  v a r i e s ,  but Is neverthe less  c o n s is te n t ly  

evi dent.

A second f a c t o r  which may c o n t r ib u te  to regional d i f f e r e n c e s ,  I f  

they do e x i s t ,  a re  d i f fe re n c e s  in values toward maintenance o f  the  

s ta tu s  quo (conservat ism) as contras ted  w i th  change. Several s tudies  

suggest th a t  p o l i t i c a l  and socia l  conservatism Is g r e a te r  in rura l  

than in urban a r e a s . * There is a lso  evidence tha t  the urban in f luence

V  0 . Key discusses the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  p o l i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  In 
m e tro p o l i ta n  a re a s ,  c i t i e s ,  towns, and ru ra l  areas in P u b l ic  Opinions 
and American Democracy (New York: A l f r e d  A. Knopf, 1963) pp. 110-120.
Key makes severa l  points th a t  tend to  q u a l i f y  th is  g e n e r a l i z a t io n :
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Table 2.  P roport ion  o f  deer hunters to the male popu la t ion  between 
15 and 64 years o f  age in I 960

Hunter Residence
Number o f  Deer 

Hunters3
Male Population®  

15-64 Years Proport ion

Upper Peninsula  
( Reg I on 1) 47,009 88 ,64 5c *53

Northern Lower 
Peni nsula  

(Region 11) 101,179 163,140 .62

Southern Michigan  
( Reg i on I I I ) 294,246 1 ,996 ,719 *15

Data taken from 1 960 Firearm Deer Survey which is based on a 
2 1/2  percent sample o f  a l l  Michigan deer hunters .

^Data taken from the i 960 Census o f  the Populat ion*  Vol.  24,  
pp. 131-152.

According to the i 960 census, th ere  were 305,952 res idents  o f  the 
Upper Peninsu la .  The county populations ranged from Marquette County 
w ith  56,154 re s id e n ts ,  to Keweenaw w i th  2 ,417*  I960 Census o f  Popu-
1 a t t o n s , Vol.  24 ,  p. 24, 14. The proport ion  o f  the male populat ion  to  
t o t a l  popu la t ion  in the northern Lower Peninsula  and southern Michigan  
are comparable to the p roport ion  in the U.P.

(1) On most issues the opinions o f  ru ra l  res idents  a re  not o f te n  sharp ly  
set  o f f  from the opin ions o f  residents o f  M e tro p o l i ta n  areas .  Rather  
people w i th  a i i  shades o f  op in ion  in h a b i t  both the c i t y  and the country .
(2) Whatever d i f fe re n c e s  in op in ion d i s t r i b u t i o n s  e x i s t  between d i f f e r e n t  
types o f  populat ion a reas ,  these d i f fe r e n c e s  are  probably becoming less  
and less d i s t i n c t .  (3) On many issues, the populat ion s iz e  continuum 
from m etrop o l i tan  areas to  rura l  areas does not produce c o n s is te n t  e v i 
dence th a t  conservatism increases w i th  a decrease in po pu la t io n .  For 
example, on governmental f i s c a l  matters small c i t i e s  tend to  be more 
conservat ive  than e i t h e r  v i l l a g e  or  farm popu la t io ns .  (4 )  The key 
independent v a r ia b le  may not be popu la t ion  s iz e  a t  a l l ,  bu t  ra th e r  the  
proport ion  o f  the populat ion in various types o f  occupations. Examples
o f  o ther  studies  which document o r  a l lu d e  to the phenomenon o f  r e l a 
t i v e l y  g r e a te r  conservatism among ru ra l  as compared to  urban populations  
are :  I r v in g  C re s p i , "The S t ru c tu ra l  Basis fo r  Right-wing Conservatism:
The Goldwater Case," Pub l ic  Opinion Q u a r t e r l y , Vo l .  XXIX, Winter  
1965-66,  No. 4 . ,  pp. 523-543 and D. Bel I (Edi t o r ) , The Radical Right  
(New York: Doubleday and Company, 1963) .
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on co nservat ive  a t t i t u d e s  diminishes w i th  increased d is tance  from these  

urban ce n te rs .  I f  these g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  are t ru e  w i th  regard to  con

servat ism  in the case of  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunters In Michigan,  d i f fe re n c e s  

in a t t i t u d e  could reasonably be p red ic te d  s ince southern Michigan is 

h e a v i ly  urbanized and the northern Lower Peninsula has no real  urban 

regional ce n te rs .  The Upper Peninsula  is more d i f f i c u l t  to  c l a s s i f y .

The c i t i e s  o f  S a u l t  S te .  Marie  and Marquette a re  much more cosmopolitan  

and i n f l u e n t i a l  fo r  t h e i r  region than are  most c i t i e s  o f  comparable 

s i z e .  The Great Lakes Locks generate  th is  in f lue nce  in the case o f  

the former and Marquette has been important f o r  over one hundred y e a rs ,  

f i r s t  as a t rad e  cente r  and l a t e r  as a headquarters f o r  m in ing,  t imber  

and o th e r  na tura l  resources in t e r e s t s .

T h i r d l y ,  economic condit ions may be an in f luen ce  on a t t i t u d e s  

toward n a tu ra l  resources management. The economies o f  the Upper Peninsula  

and the northern Lower Peninsula have lagged s u b s t a n t i a l l y  behind the 

h ig h ly  in d u s t r ia l  southern Michigan economy. The a lready  depressed 

economies o f  many o f  these counties depend h e a v i ly  on the in je c t io n s  

o f  t o u r i s t  and h unte r  d o l la r s  to keep these areas f i n a n c i a l l y  s o lv e n t .  

When the hunting season is bad, o r  presumed to  be bad, d o l la r s  which 

otherw ise  would have been taken in  are lo s t ,  o r  feared lo s t .  In 1964,  

a f t e r  a record hunting season In the  Upper P en insu la ,  the Marquette  

Chamber o f  Commerce prepared a re s o lu t io n  commending the  Department on 

a job w e l l  done in managing the deer herd of  Michigan. This represented  

the f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  commendation o f  the Department's work ever made by 

such an o rg a n iz a t io n  from the Upper Peninsula .

Added to the s t in g  o f  the present economic d i s p a r i t i e s  among the  

regions is the reversa l  In economic fo r tu n e s .  In the e a r l y  years o f
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statehood the e x p l o i t a t i o n  o f  n a tu ra l  resources which was dominant in

the northern tw o - th i rd s  o f  MichIgan supp l ied  a la rge  proport ion  of

the  e a r l y  economic muscle. When t a lk in g  to res idents  In these northern

regions ,  the complaint  is r e g u la r ly  voiced th a t  southern Michigan has

e x p lo i t e d  and is cont inu ing to e x p l o i t  northern  Michigan resources

w ithou t  an e q u i ta b le  exchange o f  b e n e f i t s .  This s i t u a t i o n  seems to

f i t  most o f  the d e s c r ip t i v e  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  a l ie n a t io n ^  based on

these northern Michigan r e s id e n t 's  percept ion  o f  themselves as expe-
2

r ienc ing  r e l a t i v e  d e p r iv a t io n .  This a n t ip a th y  may be one o f  the  

reasons tha t  Upper Peninsula people fee l  th a t  local  res idents  have 

an a p r i o r i  r i g h t  to the  deer resource. The thought is o f te n  im p l ied ,  

i f  not expressed, th a t  hunters from the Lower Peninsula area are  

in t ru d e rs  coming in to take game which belong to the people o f  the 

Upper Peninsula .

A l ie n a t io n  in th is  contex t  takes on a ch arac te r  much l i k e  Marx's  
concept o f  " E x p lo i t a t io n "  as discussed in Daniel  B e l l ,  The End o f  
Ideology (New York: Pree Press, 1962) ,  pp. 364-67 .  However, one o f
Seemarvs four typologies o f  a l i e n a t i o n  which he de f ined  as pcwerless-  
ness seems to b e t t e r  f i t  th is  s i t u a t i o n  than Marx's ra th e r  extreme  
c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  o f  e x p l o i t a t i o n .  Melvin Seeman, "On the  Meaning 
o f  A l i e n a t i o n , "  American S o c io lo g ic a l  Review 24: 7 8 3 ~ 9 I» Dec. 1959. 
Powerlessness in th is  case is based on (1) an in tense f e e l i n g  th a t  
the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  is h a rm fu l ,  and ( 2) a f e e l i n g  t h a t  
res id en t  opposit ion  to  the p o l ic y  ts not given f a i r  c o n s id e ra t io n ,  
and ( 3) th a t  no course is a v a i l a b l e  f o r  them as an op pos it ion  group 
to a l t e r  the p o l ic y  through p o l i t i c a l  channels because o f  downstate  
support o f  the Department o f  Natura l  Resources and because o f  bureau
c r a t i c  entrenchment o f  the Department by p r o t e c t in g  i t s e l f  from 
o u ts ide  counter -pressures .

2
R e la t iv e  d e p r iv a t io n  is de f ined  as " t h e  d i f fe re n c e s  in the  

sense o f  loss th a t  are f e l t  by persons who compare t h e i r  c u r re n t  
s i t u a t i o n  w ith  t h e i r  previous s i t u a t i o n . "  John T. Zodronzy, D i c t i o 
nary o f  Social  Science (Washington, D .C .:  P ub l ic  A f f a i r s  Press,
l £ £ 9 ) , p. 2^3. The concept can be broadened to include a sense o f  
loss t h a t  Is f e l t  when a person compares h is  group's s o c ia l  assets  
and l i a b i l i t i e s  w i th  o t h e r  groups and perce ives  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s 
advantage fo r  h is  group which is beyond the group's  immediate 
contro l  to  change.
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A fo ur th  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  which might c re a te  reg iona l  d i f fe re n c e s  

is provided by d i f fe re n c e s  in s e t t i n g .  Since southern Lower Michigan 

is h ig h ly  urbanized and has a strong a g r i c u l t u r a l  land use base, very  

l i t t l e  o f  th a t  p a r t  o f  the  S ta te  is in a ' ’n a t u r a l "  e c o lo g ic a l  condi

t io n .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the northern regions o f  the S ta te  have a much 

more " n a t u r a l "  v e g e ta t iv e  cover.  This s e t t in g  leads many Upper 

Peninsula  and northern Lower Peninsula  res idents  to fe e l  t h a t  they  

are much nearer  to na ture  than t h e i r  southern cousins. This prox im ity  

to nature a lso  prompts many o f  these res idents  to fe e l  tha t  they 

know more about the deer herd than the "armchair  DNR a d m in is t ra to rs  

who s i t  in an o f f i c e  down in Lansing."

An important p a r t  o f  the ana ly s is  o f  the  data generated in th is  

study w i l l  be to  determine i f  regional  d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e s  and 

behavior  w i th  regard to  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting do in f a c t  e x i s t .  

Secondly,  i f  there  are  regional v a r ia t io n s  in a t t i t u d e s ,  an at tempt  

w i l l  be made to determine I f  these a t t i t u d e s  are r e la te d  to regional  

d i f fe re n c e s  in the  fo l lo w in g  independent v a r ia b le s :  a) general

i n t e r e s t  in hu n t in g ,  and b) d i f fe re n c e s  in the proport ion  o f  the 

hunting populat ion which fe e ls  a l i e n a t e d  from the p o l i t i c a l  process,  

e s p e c ia l l y  w i th  regard to the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing  controversy .

Although they have nothing d i r e c t l y  to  do wi t h  conservat ion or  

n a tu ra l  resources, the county boards o f  supervisors in the Upper 

Peninsula have been e s p e c ia l l y  a c t i v e  in condemning the deer manage

ment programs.* Perhaps one o f  the  major m ot ivat ions  is  the i d e n t i 

f i c a t i o n  o f  the DNR wi t h  the in te r e s t s  o f  the Lower Pen insu la ,  ra th e r  

than the s t a t e  as a whole.

* In te rv ie w  w i th  David Arnold ,  b ig  game s p e c i a l i s t ,  Michigan 
Department o f  Conservat ion ,  February 23 ,  1966.
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The most organized and vocal oppo s i t io n  has come from the northern  

Lower Peninsu la .  For many y e ars ,  the G reater  Michigan Sportsman's  

Club was the leading op pos it ion  group from t h is  a rea .  Since 1965, the  

most prominent o f  these groups has been the  Michigan Deer Hunters 

A ssoc ia t io n ,  which is based in Oscoda, Michigan. This o rg a n iz a t io n  has 

been a c t iv e  in c o l l e c t i n g  money, promoting l e t t e r  w r i t i n g  campaigns, 

and conducting meetings to generate  oppo s i t io n  to the Department's  

deer management program. This o r g a n iz a t io n  was a c t iv e  in o rg a n iz in g  

and p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the demonstrat ion th a t  was he ld  by several  hundred 

hunters on the grounds o f  the S ta te  c a p i t o l  in Lansing e a r l y  in 1966 

to p r o t e s t  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .

Southern Michigan has i t s  oppos it ion  elements too.  Several DNR 

employees have mentioned to  the author th a t  w h i le  manning deer check 

s t a t i o n s ,  they observed th a t  the D e t r o i t  area hunters tend to be more 

b e l l i g e r e n t  than hunters from any o th e r  a re a .  On the o t h e r  hand, the  

in te n s i ty  o f  opposit ion  from d i f f e r e n t  areas va r ies  from ye ar  to y e a r .  

In 1965, the primary oppo s i t io n  in southern Michigan came from the  

FI in t -G enesee  County area .

There are  in d ica t ion s  th a t  oppos it ion  seems to be p a r t i c u l a r l y  

high among the membership o f  c e r t a in  union lo c a ls .  These impressions 

w i l l  be checked in th is  research. Figures on the t o t a l  number o f  

hunters who are union members a re  not known, but i t  is known th a t  in 

1964 11% o f  the hunters were from Wayne County a lone .   ̂ Seventy per 

cent o f  the l icenses sold were from the southern t h i r d  o f  the  s t a t e .

^Michigan Department o f  N atura l  Resources "1964 License Sales 
by C o unt ies ,"  S t a t i s t i c a l  B u l l e t i n  1355, Oct .  1965*
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I t  is very l i k e l y  th a t  a la rge  percentage o f  the hunters from 

these areas are union men. During th e  Conservation Commission meeting  

in February,  1966 fo l lo w in g  the oppos it ion  a g i t a t i o n  over the 1965 

season, Mr. August S c h o l le ,  p res ident  o f  the Michigan AFL-CIO and a 

member o f  the commission, commented on the general a t t i t u d e  o f  union 

men concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer h u n t in g . *  He discussed the then 

c u rre n t  a g i t a t i o n  over "doe hunting" w i t h i n  c e r t a in  lo ca ls  and 

pointed  out  th a t  these union members can sc arce ly  be reasoned w i th  

on occasion.

Meetings o f  the union local  and in t e r a c t io n  o f  workers w h i le  on 

the job provide o p p o r tu n i t ie s  f o r  expressing mutual grievances about  

such th ings as not g e t t in g  a deer or  not even seeing as many deer as 

in years past .  The author  has been present on several  occasions when 

such discussions es ca la ted  in to  b i t t e r  denuncia t ions o f  the Depart 

ment o f  Natura l  Resources.

Aside from union o p p o s i t io n ,  o th e r  regional  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  

have probably had an e f f e c t  upon support and op pos it ion  in southern  

Michigan. The h e a v i ly  urban na ture  o f  southern Michigan, in a l l  

p r o b a b i l i t y ,  has had some in f lue nce  on hunter  a t t i t u d e s .  Urban centers  

are  more immediately dependent upon government serv ices  than are rura l  

areas .  This could in f lu e n c e  hunters from urban areas to be more c o n c i l 

i a t o r y  toward the  ro le  o f  the  DNR. On the o th e r  hand, the ru ra l  

environment in which the deer resource is found is fo re ign  to the 

urban m i l ie u ;  thus,  the resource's  needs may be more e a s i l y  misundei— 

stood by these urban users.

S ta te m e n ts  made by August S c h o l le ,  one o f  the f i v e  Conservation  
Commissioners and Pres ident  o f  th e  Michigan AFL-CIO at  the February,
1966 meeting o f  the commission.
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The L e g is la t u r e

As mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the l e g i s l a t u r e  can and does play a s i g n i f i 

cant and a c t iv e  ro le  in in f lu e n c in g  the management o f  n a tu ra l  resources.  

In f a c t ,  i t  would be a serious mistake to conce p tu a l ize  the ro le  the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  has played in the deer management controversy  as th a t  o f  

a passive judge w a i t i n g  f o r  the fac ts  in order to  pass judgment. The 

Department has both i t s  strong supporters and I t s  b i t t e r  enemies 

w i t h in  the l e g i s l a t u r e .  However, most l e g i s l a t o r s  nominal ly  support  

the Department because o f  i t s  p ro fess iona l  e x p e r t i s e .  S t i l l ,  they 

are capable o f  b r in g in g  pressure to  bear in o rde r  to  reverse a manage

ment dec is ion  i f  i t  appears to be more p o l i t i c a l l y  expedient to do 

so.

In a c t u a l i t y ,  severa l  members o f  the l e g i s l a t u r e  have served as 

keynoters in the controversy and have a ls o  served as r a l l y i n g  points  

f o r  e s t a b l is h in g  c o n t i n u i t y  f o r  the very dispersed and unorganized  

o p p o s i t io n .  The fo l lo w in g  note is an example o f  a c t iv e  o p po s i t io n  

outs ide  the normal l e g i s l a t i v e  channels.^

A c i r c u i t  court  summons was served th is  week upon Conser
va t io n  D i r e c t o r  Gerald E. Eddy and Commission S ecre tary  C l i f f o r d  
Ketcham to show cause why a n t l e r l e s s  deer shooting should not be 
ca n ce l le d  th is  f a l l .

The summons included a b i l l  o f  complaint f i l e d  in the 
Ontonagon County c i r c u i t  court  by Senator Charles 0 .  McManiman, 
o f  Houghton, which dec lares  the proposed shooting o f  a n t l e r l e s s  
deer i l l e g a l .  . . . Because o f  the pending court  a c t i o n ,  hunters  
w i l l  rece ive  w i th  t h e i r  permits a warning th a t  they could be 
i n v a l i  dated.

Although the  s u i t  was dismissed, the  f a c t  th a t  the ac t ion  was ever  taken 

in the f i r s t  p lace by a l e g i s l a t o r  po ints  to the i n t e n s i t y  o f  c e r t a in  

l e g i s l a t i v e  o p p o s i t io n .

^Department o f  Natura l  Resources news r e le a s e ,  October 2 5 ,  1962.
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In 1965 and e a r l y  1966, two unique fe a tu re s  helped c re a te  the 

c l im a te  o f  a c t iv e  a g i t a t i o n  among l e g i s l a t o r s .  Michigan has t r a d i 

t i o n a l l y  been a Republican s t a t e .  In 196*1, la rg e  numbers o f  Democratic 

o f f i c e  holders were swept in to  o f f i c e  as a backwash e f f e c t  from the 

la n d s l id e  v ic t o r y  o f  the n a t io n a l  pa r ty  t i c k e t .  With 1966 being another  

e l e c t i o n  y e a r ,  many o f  these candidates were grasping f o r  issues which 

would he lp  s o l i d i f y  t h e i r  bids f o r  r e e le c t i o n .  A n t le r le s s  deer hunting  

was p a r t i c u l a r l y  w e l l  s u i te d  to use as a "whipping boy" a t  th a t  time.

Several  Department employees have in d ic a te d  to  the author  th a t  

c e r t a in  l e g i s l a t o r s  have to ld  them p r i v a t e l y  th a t  they support the 

Department's general  management program. However, t h e i r  p u b l ic  s t a t e 

ments a t  c e r t a in  c r u c ia l  times have r e f l e c t e d  an opposit ion  stance.

Another group o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  has acted in what could best  be 

described as op in ion  i n i t i a t o r  r o le s .  In o t h e r  words, they have 

attempted to in f lue nce  p u b l ic  op in ion  instead o f  the more conventional  

tack o f  reac t ing  to  such o p in io n .  This groups o f  p o l i t i c i a n s  has 

c o n s is te n t ly  been opposed to the  Department p o l i c i e s  that  have had 

'^jry co n tro v ers ia l  overtones.  These l e g i s l a t o r s  are the f i r s t  to  

sound the  alarm whether i t  be about t im ber ,  w a te r ,  parks o r  w i l d l i f e .

One example o f  an at tempt by a l e g i s l a t o r  to in f lu e n c e  p u b l ic  

opin ion occurred during the 1965 season. A l e g i s l a t o r  from the Upper 

Peninsula  recorded a tape f o r  broadcast on every rad io  s t a t i o n  In his  

d i s t r i c t  discussing the poor hunt ing  season. This tape was broadcast  

during the f i r s t  week o f  the season between November 13 and 21. At 

th a t  t im e,  carcass counts a t  Mackinac Bridge were running ahead o f  

196*», a record year .^  Fo llowing the f i r s t  few days, there was a

^Arnold, in te r v ie w ,  February 2 3 ,  1966.
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r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e r  hunter  ou tm igra t ion  than would have been expected  

based on e a r l y  k i l l  r a te s .  Of course, i t  would be mis leading to c la im  

th a t  these broadcasts could have crea ted  the t o t a l  e f f e c t .  For one 

t h in g ,  i t  was to  be expected th a t  many hunters would m igra te  to the  

Lower Peninsula f o r  i ts  November 21 opening. Nonetheless,  these  

broadcasts a t  the time they were made could have m a t e r i a l l y  decreased 

the number o f  hunter  days by causing people to leave e a r l y .  In 

a d d i t io n ,  some hunters who would otherwise  have come from the Lower 

Peninsula  to get in on the e a r l y  season probably d id  not make the 

t r i p  because o f  the h ig h ly  p u b l ic iz e d  "poor season."

In conclusion ,  th re e  fa c to rs  seem to  play a s u b s ta n t ia l  r o le  in 

in f lu e n c in g  l e g i s l a t i v e  behav ior .  F i r s t ,  the length o f  t ime served  

in e l e c t i v e  o f f i c e  seems to be a b e t t e r  in d ic a to r  than p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t is a n s h ip  o f  support o r  o p p o s i t io n .  The less ten ure ,  g e n e r a l l y ,  

the more l i k e l y  the l e g i s l a t o r  is to oppose the a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting p o l i c y .  Secondly,  l e g i s l a t o r s  from c e r t a i n  areas a re  more 

l i k e l y  to  oppose "doe hunting" than those from o th e r  areas .  This  

probably p r e t t y  w e l l  r e f l e c t s  the sentiments o f  t h e i r  c o n s t i tu e n c ie s .  

T h i r d l y ,  some l e g i s l a t o r s  are so d i l i g e n t  and tenacious In t h e i r  

opposit ion  th a t  i t  is improbable tha t  e i t h e r  one o f  the above r e l a t i o n 

ships is a complete e x p la n a t io n .  Some o f  these re p re s e n ta t iv e s  seem 

to have personal "axes to g r in d"  w i th  the Department, and a n t l e r l e s s  

deer hunting provides a ready-made issue.



CHAPTER I I

THE ISSUES AND THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

A More D e ta i led  Analysis o f  the Issues 

Thus f a r ,  the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting (doe hunting) controversy  

has been described In broad general terms. However, more d e t a i l  must 

be added in order to understand the  frame o f  reference o f  the various  

in te res ts  involved. A d e s c r ip t io n  o f  these various points o f  view in 

th is  chapter  w i l l  include d e t a i l  regarding the assumptions made by 

the various fac t io ns  involved and Inc lud ing considerat ion  o f  the kinds 

and sources o f  a v a i la b le  in formation th a t  have been used to a r r i v e  a t  

the various conclusions th a t  have been drawn.

Types o f  Hunter A t t i tu d e s  

In the p re l im in a ry  stages o f  th is  research, the author had oppor

t u n i t i e s  to t a l k  to many deer hunters ,  s t a te  game b i o l o g i s t s ,  and o ther  

s ta te  o f f i c i a l s ,  and academic pro fess iona ls  w ith  an in te r e s t  o r  e x p e r t is e  

in the area o f  resource user a t t i t u d e s  and behav ior .  In a d d i t io n ,  an 

extensive  review o f  the Department o f  Natura l  Resources' f i l e s  con

ta in in g  correspondence from both those who support a n t le r le s s  hunting  

and those who oppose i t  was completed. F i n a l l y ,  a l i t e r a t u r e  review o f  

appropria te  studies was included. This l i t e r a t u r e  covered various as

pects o f  the issues involved In the management o f  both deer and o ther  

re la te d  n a tu ra l  resources. The s i t u a t io n s  in s ta tes  o th e r  than Michigan

3k
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were a ls o  reviewed. In consider ing th is  background m a t e r i a l ,  severa l  

d i s t i n c t i v e  hunte r  a t t i t u d e  types seem to be d i s c e r n ib le .

M ot iva t ions  f o r  Support

A small percentage o f  hunters support the Department o f  N atura l  

Resources because th e  Department's claims concur w i th  t h e i r  observa

t io n s .  The fo l lo w in g  l e t t e r  demonstrates th is  type o f  m o t iv a t io n .^

Dear S i rs :
While I was hunting s q u i r r e l  I saw a l i t t l e  doe not b ig  

enough fo r  a good s ized  fawn. She had two l i t t l e  fawns tha t  
were almost s tarved  to death and no wonder as there  was nothing  
to e a t  except acorns,  no grasses except fe rn s .  Not enough browse 
to feed her l e t  alone a herd.  During the hunting season I k i l l e d  
a l i t t l e  buck th a t  had t in y  horns tha t  were b ig  on the base and 
l i t t l e  stub spikes less than th re e  inches long about k o r  5 years  
o ld .  In a person i t  would be c a l le d  m a l n u t r i t i o n .  I saw a long 
neck doe th a t  probably h a d n ' t  had a fawn f o r  severa l  y e a rs .  Noth
ing to e a t .  I went w i th  a f r ie n d  to get  h is  t r a i l e r  a f t e r  the
snow came and saw a doe th a t  was about s ta rved  to death .  Thinner  
than a snake. I doubt i f  she ever  la s te d  the w i n t e r .  Years ago 
when there were wolves and bobcats and foxes the herd took care
o f  i t s e l f  and balanced i t s e l f  and there  were n ice  b ig  deer . . . .

S in c e re ly :
(S ignature)

W a lk e r v i11e 
Michigan R .F .D .  No. 1

This hunter recognizes s t a r v a t io n  as a very real problem. L ike

many o ther  hunte rs ,  he makes recommendations in the  l a t t e r  p a r t  o f  the
1

l e t t e r  (p a r t  not quoted) fo r  improving the s i t u a t i o n  which the  Depart

ment argues are economical ly u n feas ib le  on the massive sca le  t h a t  is 

requ ire d .  Nonetheless,  the main po int  is th a t  he agrees w ith  the 

Department th a t  there is a serious problem.

The second type o f  hunter  tha t  supports the Department does not 

do i t  on the basis o f  personal observat ions about deer h a b i t a t  s t re s s .  

This type o f  hunter  simply be l ieves  th a t  the Department is In the  best

^Let te r  received by the Department o f  Natura l  Resources March 11, 
1957 amended to the  "Spec ia l  Deer Survey" postcard f o r  the 1956 season.
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pos i t ion  to understand resource needs and th a t  i t  should have both the  

r ig h t  and the r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f  managing the herd as i t  sees f i t .

The fo l lo w in g  excerpt  from a l e t t e r  i l l u s t r a t e s  th is  a t t i t u d e , ^

Dear S i r :
Why should you men, t r a in e d  in game management, have to ask 

me, an average deer hu n te r ,  what I th in k  about specia l  seasons on 
deer? That 's  1 i ke a doctor asking the average person what they 
th in k  about an o p e ra t io n ,  any op era t ion  . . . .  I do n ' t  th ink  
people would have much f a i t h  in the  medical profession i f  they did  
t h a t ,  do you? But maybe I 'm wrong, maybe the conservation depart 
ment is c o n tro l le d  by p o l i t i c i a n s .  I f  i t  i s ,  i t ' s  time the sports
men did something about i t .  But i f  i t  i s n ' t ,  I do n ' t  see where 
anyone has a r ig h t  to question what the Conservation Department 
does as f a r  as game management is concerned.

P erson a l ly ,  I th ink  you fe l low s  are  doing a wonderful job . . .
Since re ly  
(S ignature)

This type o f  hunter  accepts the claims o f  the Department o f  Natural

Resources p r im a r i ly  out o f  respect fo r  p ro fess iona l  e x p e r t is e  and not

on the basis, o f  the issue i t s e l f .

A t h i r d  type o f  hunter  who supports the Department does so not so

much out o f  respect f o r  profess ional  e x p e r t is e  or  because they see i t

as a method o f  b e t t e r  managing the herd,  but because o f  ta n ge n t ia l
2

considerat ions .  The example below demonstrates the po in t .

Dear S i r :
In regards to your specia l  deer survey f o r  la s t  y e a r .  This 

is my opinion on question th re e .  I am f o r  any deer season fo r  
the simple reason I th in k  i t  would do away w i th  the i l l e g a l  k i l l  
o f  deer t h a t  is l e f t  in the woods to s p o i l .  I have s a t  on runway 
and seen deer come through, they were shot a t  before they got to
me and a f t e r  they went by. And they were not Bucks . . .

S incere ly  yours,  
(S i gnature)

L e t te r  received by the Department o f  Natura l  Resources March 1 5, 
1957; a lso  amended to the "Specia l  Deer Survey" postcard fo r  the 1956 
season.

2
L e t t e r  received by the Department o f  Natural  Resources March 16, 

1957; a lso  attached to the postcard concerning the 1956 season.
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Among t h is  type o f  su pporte rs ,  a t  one t im e ,  the argument was q u i te  

common th a t  " a l l  you see in the woods are does and fawns. T h e re fo re ,

the season should be opened to a n t l e r l e s s  hunt ing  so th a t  hunters can

have more o p p o r tu n i t ie s  to  ge t  a d e e r . "  This po in t  was commonly men

t ioned In the correspondence o f  the 1950' s ,  but during th e  s i x t i e s  th is  

argument has been much less f r e q u e n t ly  mentioned. Another group o f  

c o n d i t io n a l  supporters b e l ie v e s  th a t  deer should be taken through any

reasonable device when harm to crops is a ser ious problem or  when deer

become a hazard to auto t r a f f i c .

Reasons fo r  Opposit ion

Reasons fo r  opposing a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting are more numerous and 

are us ua l ly  used as a s e r ie s  ra th e r  than focusing on any one p o in t .

Thus, i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to f in d  one o r  a c l u s t e r  o f  po ints  that  a re  used 

in a m utua l ly  e x c lu s iv e  sense to  d is t in g u is h  oppos it ion  types .  However, 

there  do seem to  be a t  l e a s t  th ree  meaningful ca tegor ies  o f  hunters who 

oppose doe hunt ing .

The f i r s t  o f  these hunter  types a t t r i b u t e s  u l t e r i o r  motives to the 

Department o f  Natura l  Resources In promoting a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .

One common charge le v ie d  is t h a t  the Department pushes a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting as a device to s e l l  more l ic e n s e s .  There Is an a i r  o f  c re d -  

i t i b i l i t y  to the charge In many peop le 's  minds because l icense  sales  

have in f a c t  Increased d r a m a t ic a l ly  s ince "doe hunting" was i n s t i t u t e d  

on a broad s c a le .  The issue is not a matte r  o f  a n t l e r l e s s  hunting  

permits producing revenue in and o f  themselves s ince there  is no e x t r a  

charge f o r  l ic ens e  buyers who are chosen to rece ive  a n t l e r l e s s  perm its .
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However, opponents see such permits as an insidious device to lend 

incen t ive  f o r  purchasing l icenses.^

Another common argument o f  th is  group o f  opponents is th a t  "Big  

Timber In te r e s ts "  are  paying o f f  the DNR to have the deer herd " k i l l e d  

o f f "  so that  the trees  w i l l  grow b e t t e r .  The number o f  hunters who 

a t t r i b u t e  dishonest designs to  the Department, such as these which have 

been mentioned, is q u i te  la r g e ,  perhaps amounting to a m a jo r i ty  o f  the 

hunters who oppose "doe h u n t in g ."

A second group o f  hunte rs ,  many of  which are  opposed to  Depart** 

ment's deer management p o l ic ie s  j u s t  as s t ro ng ly  as those who f a l l  in 

the class discussed above, do not a t t r i b u t e  quest ionable  motives to 

management p o l i c i e s .  They fe e l  th a t  the Department is understaffed and 

otherwise  hindered to  the po in t  t h a t  i t  cannot get the in formation nec

essary to  disprove the evidence upon which i t  has formulated i t s  man

agement program. These hunters fe e l  th a t  the Department is simply 

honestly  mistaken in i ts  p o l i c i e s .  This group cannot see how i t  is 

possib le  to k i l l  does and s t i l l  have adequate fawn production and they 

cannot understand the Department's contention that  i t  is possib le  to  

have both.

The t h i r d  group is not n e c e s sa r i ly  mutual ly  ex c lus ive  o f  the 

other  groups because they share some o f  the same reasons fo r  opposing 

the a n t le r le s s  harvest  program w Ith  o ther  hunters .  However, th is  group 

seems to be d i s t i n c t  enough in c e r t a in  o f  i ts  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  to be

V h i s  was one among many o f  the charges made by Senator Joseph Mack 
of  Ironwood in the Upper Peninsula during a telephone In terv iew  w ith  the 
author on July 10, 1968. Senator Mack is an outspoken opponent o f  the 
Department o f  Natura l  Resources on many resource management quest ions,  
e s p e c ia l ly  having to do w i th  the Upper Peninsula.
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worthy o f  s p ec ia l  mention. This group's primary opposit ion  seems to be

d i re c te d  ag a inst  the a d m in is t r a t iv e  procedures associated w i th  a n t le r le s s

deer hunting ra th e r  than w i th  the a c tu a l  quest ion  o f  whether a n t le r le s s

deer should be taken. Excerpts from two l e t t e r s  i l l u s t r a t e  d i f f e r e n t

aspects o f  the same p o in t .

Dear S i rs :
I saw yoqr item in the D e t r o i t  News o f  Oct. 2 0 -6 8 ,  about Deer 

Hunting. I fo r  one, am not in favor  o f  the way the Conservation  
Department handles th in g s .

I have bought a l icense  f o r  over 40 y e a rs ,  and I have a p p l ie d  
every year  f o r  a doe p e rm i t ,  and never rece ived  one. (emphasis in 
the correspondence).

I f  they want does and fawns k i l l e d  why d o n ' t  they g ive ev e ry 
one a chance?

I see t h is  y e a r ,  anyone can apply  f o r  areas away up North -  
V/hat more are  they t r y i n g  to t e l l  us to do? Let  the out o f  s t a t e  
people t r a v e l .

I would l i k e  to see someone check and see who has had Doe 
perm lt ts  [s ic ]?

3680 permi t t s  th is  y e a r .  That I s a  l o t  o f  hunters f o r  th a t  area .
I am about fed up on deer hunt ing .

Thank you .
(S ignature )
H a r r is o n ,  Michigan 48625 

the second correspondent expresses a d i f f e r e n t  compla in t .

There a re  c e r t a in  areas in Michigan th a t  are over grazed  
and o th e r  areas t h a t  are  no t .  I am s t r l c k l y  [s 1 c] aga ins t  the 
present  way th a t  the season on any deer is being handled. There 
are too many deer being taken out  o f  some areas and not enough 
being taken out o f  o thers  under the present system . . .

Yours s in c e re ly  
(S ig na tu re )^
Grosse l i e ,  Michigan

Recurring Arguments by Opponents 

One does not have to  t a l k  to many o ld e r  hunters before  some 

reference such as ,  "Why I remember in the good o ld  days seeing f i f t y

* llnsol Ic i  ted  l e t t e r  rece ived by the author  on October 24 ,  1968.
2

Note a t tached  to "Specia l  Deer Survey" postcard fo r  the 1956 
season, and received by the Department o f  N atu ra l  Resources March 2 0 ,  
1957.
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deer per day,"  or some such statement is made. Such a statement is 

u s ua l ly  fo l low ed by a c o n tras t  w ith  the "poor" contemporary seasons.

I t  can be p red ic ted  w ith  a high degree o f  c e r t a i n t y  th a t  such contras ts  

w i l l  be fo l lowed by a denunciat ion o f  "doe hunting" as the cause o f  the 

decrease in deer.  Such recounts from o ld - t im e rs  a re  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  but  

i t  is f a s c in a t in g  to hear young hunters whose hunting experience could  

not possib ly  predate  the i n i t i a l  years o f  a n t le r le s s  deer hunting r e fe r  

to those same "good old days ."  One is o f te n  led to  b e l ie v e  by such 

remarks from young hunters th a t  the  any-deer p o l ic y  is o f  very recent  

v in tag e .  The foundation fo r  such observat ions fs probably as much the 

dissemination o f  f o l k  ta le s  as observat ions made o f  b io lo g ic a l  r e a l i t y .

The discussion o f  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  trends o f  the Michigan deer herd 

in Chapter I stopped w i th  the s t a t e  o f  the herd in the l a t e  teens and 

e a r ly  1920 's .  The discussion o f  recent herd trends w i l l  be completed 

here so as to b e t t e r  r e l a t e  i t  to contemporary a t t i t u d e s  and behav ior .  

Although the deer were s t i l l  scarce In the southern Lower Peninsula  

during the 1920's and 3 0 's ,  the  herd as a whole experienced I t s  peak 

years during the 19^0's.  Dr. Ralph A. MacMullan, D i r e c t o r  o f  the De

partment o f  Natura l  Resources, had th is  to  say about the herd popula

t io n  o f  th a t  e ra .^

The Michigan deer herd probably reached i t s  peak sometime 
during the 19^0's .  I say probab ly ,  because we d o n ' t  r e a l l y  know 
how many deer we had during those lush years when i t  was not a t  
a l l  unusual to see them by the tw e n t ie s ,  f i f t i e s ,  and hundreds.

We used to say we had a m i l l i o n  deer in Michigan in those 
days. I suspect now that  we had a t  le a s t  twice that  many, and 
q u i te  l i k e l y  more. That was the Golden Era o f  deer.

^Speech made by Dr. Ralph A. MacMullan to the Michigan Bear Hunters 
Associat ion a t  t h e i r  annual convention on January 22 ,  1966, p. 6 .
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This dram at ic  r i s e  in the deer populat ion between the f i r s t  decade or  

two o f  the 20th century  and the e a r ly  f o r t i e s  is t r u l y  amazing.

The one management p o l ic y  th a t  the p u b l ic  associates  most w i th  th is  

spec tacu la r  increase o f  w h i t e t a i l s  was the i n s t i t u t i o n  and enforcement  

o f  the  "buck law ."  However, those c lose  to the  b io lo g ic a l  scene are  

quick to p o in t  out tha t  th is  was only one o f  several  key fa c to rs  tha t

c o n tr ib u te d  to the populat ion  growth. Among the o th e r  important fa c to rs

usua l ly  c i t e d  are the  e f f e c t i v e  control  o f  massive f o r e s t  f i r e s  and the 

ca re fu l  contro l  o f  deer hunting In g e n e ra l ,  through re g u la t io n  and

enforcement during th is  pe r iod .  However, i t  is not d i f f i c u l t  to under

stand the confusion th a t  e x i s t s .  I f  i t  is assumed t h a t  l i m i t i n g  a n t l e r 

less hunting was the primary f a c t o r  which a l lowed Michigan to b u i ld  i t s  

s u b s ta n t ia l  deer p o p u la t io n ,  i t  is not a very b ig  leap in lo g ic  to 

assume th a t  any a l t e r a t i o n  o f  th is  po l ic y  w i l l  again je o p a rd iz e  the 

herd.  U nfo r tun a te ly  on the surface  th is  conclusion seems to have been 

supported by recent t rends .  These trends were s ta te d  conc ise ly  by 

MacMullan when he sa id:^

The e s s e n t ia ]  basic  fac ts  about Michigan deer can be summed 
up In two or  three  sentences. V/e do n ' t  have as many deer as we 
used to  have. We probably  are  going to  have fewer y e t  be fore  we 
have more. And there Is nothing p r a c t ic a l  th a t  we can do to  
produce a lo t  more r i g h t  now.

The Department o f  Natural  Resources argues th a t  the herd Is decreasing  

not because o f  a n t le r le s s  hunting but in sp? te o f  i t .  T h e i r  argument 

is tha t  the l i m i t i n g  fa c to r  is not hunting pressure but ra th e r  an in 

creasing shortage o f  deer browse. Simply s t a t e d ,  i f  there is l i t t l e  

deer food, there  w i l l  be few deer ,  hunting o r  no hu nt ing .

* MacMul1 a n , p. 4.
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The f a c t  remains th a t  the herd ,  as a whole ,  has decreased concur

r e n t ly  w ith  Increased a n t l e r l e s s  hunting pressure;  an un for tunate  

coincidence in the eyes o f  the  Department o f  Natura l  Resources, but  

convincing evidence to opponents in t h e i r  arguments ag a in s t  a n t le r le s s  

hunt ing .  The DNR can po in t  to evidence to counter  th is  c la im  th a t  

hunting pressure is the primary cause o f  a decreasing herd .  In the  

Upper Peninsula and in areas where there  are  many hunting clubs a n t l e r 

less hunting pressure has been r e l a t i v e l y  very l i g h t ,  but s t i l l  the  

populat ion  has diminished s t e a d i l y  in these a reas .  This po in t  has thus 

f a r  f a l l e n  mostly on deaf e a rs .  Opponents charge th a t  a n t l e r l e s s  

hunting is the cause o f  herd d e c l in e  even in areas where i t  is not  

heavy. The f a c t  tha t  some a n t l e r l e s s  hunting has been pe rm it ted  makes 

i t  d i f f i c u l t  to re fu te  the  charge.

Another commonly heard quest ion Is t h a t ,  " i f  s t a r v a t io n  is so prev  

a le n t  why i s n ' t  there more evidence in the  form o f  s ta rved  animals In 

the woods?" The Department's response is th a t  there is p len ty  o f  e v i 

dence in the deer yards in northern  Michigan during and immediately  

fo l lo w in g  severe w in t e r s .  U n f o r tu n a te ly ,  the hunters seldom i f  ever  

see th is  evidence because f o r  the  most p a r t ,  they are  in the f i e l d  

only during the deer season which comes in the  f a l l  be fore  any food 

shortages have been exper ienced.  The evidence qu ick ly  disappears by 

spring w ith  scavenger c leanup, and i t  Is as i f  the m o r t a l i t i e s  never  

occurred.

The Department has had many f i e l d  t r ip s  in the  very e a r l y  spring  

into these deer yards to show hunters the a f term ath  o f  severe w i n t e r s ,  

but only a few hunters have had an op p o r tu n i ty  to a t tend  such events .  

Even among those who do a t ten d  there are o f te n  skept ics  who charge
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that the Department has rigged the demonstration area by p la n t in g  dead 

carcasses gathered from elsewhere. Other arguments a lready mentioned 

also are o f te n  enunciated in th is  context  such as: "There 's  p lenty

o f  food; look at a l l  the green p l a n t s . "  Such statements are o f ten  

made during the lush growing season and perhaps w ith  reference to areas 

in which deer cannot yard during the c r i t i c a l  n ine ty  days o f  w in te r .

S t a t i s t i c s  have played an important ro le  in the controversy,  espe

c i a l l y  among the more s o ph is t ic a te d  opponents o f  a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.  

Several key classes o f  data and the methods by which they are derived  

have been t r a d i t i o n a l  ta rge ts  fo r  c r i t i c i s m .  P a r t i c u l a r  a t te n t io n  has 

focused upon the matter  o f  local and sta tew ide  deer population f ig ures  

and upon local  and s tatewide deer k i l l  es t im ates .

I t  should be emphasized th a t  the DNR has been in te re s te d  in th is  

kind o f  in formation fo r  a long time. T h e i r  i n t e r e s t  has not been 

motivated by an attempt to "prove t h e i r  p o in t"  a f t e r  the  f a c t ,  but to 

help in guiding present and fu tu re  management dec is ions .  Carhart  

sp ec i f ies  in broad terms the kinds o f  in formation th a t  are needed fo r  

good management in the statement which fo l lows:^

The f i r s t  step in a management plan fo r  deer is to secure a good
est im ate  o f  the number o f  deer on a given range. This is the
game census. The next step is to determine what kinds o f  foods
are the primary preferences o f  deer in th a t  area and the approx i 
mate c a rry in g  capac ity  o f  those deer foods. Taking a quick glance 
a t  the range and judging food supply by the to ta l  forage is not  
enough. Then plans must be made to br ing the animals and t h e i r  
food supply in to  ba lance,  and mainta in  them there .  F i n a l l y ,  having 
these fa c to rs  wel l  determined, the annual dra in  on the herd popu
la t io n  by hunt ing ,  poaching, p red a to rs ,  and a l l  o th e r  causes must 
be ad justed .  There should be less than the annual increment taken 
where the range is understocked; the  annual increase should be 
k i l l e d  where carry in g  capac ity  is balanced w i th  the herd popu
la t io n s ,  and more than the season's increase i f  the range i f  over
loaded w i th  deer.

^ C a r h a r t ,  p .  190 .
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Such a fo rm ula t io n  as C a rh a r t 's  is most meaningful when one consid

ers  th a t  he was o u t l i n i n g  a general se t  o f  c r i t e r i a  a p p l ic a b le  anywhere. 

That general a p p l i c a b i l i t y  is re in fo rc e d  when i t  is observed th a t  he 

s t a te d  these p r in c ip le s  in a book o f  n a t io n a l  scope ( Hunting North 

American D e e r ) .

The fo l lo w in g  summary o u t l in e s  the actua l  procedures th a t  the

Michigan Department o f  Natura l  Resources uses in s e t t i n g  a n t le r le s s  
1

deer seasons:

Procedure
I .  Data considered in recommending season:

1. Physical data on c o n d it ion  o f  the herd
This In form at ion  is c o l l e c te d  during the c u r re n t  

season; age r a t io s *  a n t l e r  development* hunter  suc
cess, in f luence  o f  weather*  and hunting pressure are  
cons idered.

2.  W in te r  Inspect ion  o f  deer Yards
F ie ld  b i o lo g is t s  spend a high percentage o f  

t h e i r  time during the w i n t e r  examining w i n t e r  deer  
range to  determine the s ta tu s  o f  the number o f  deer  
in r e la t io n  to the amount o f  deer food pres ent .

3. Forest c u t t in g  records
D e ta i led  records are kep t  on the commercial 

f o r e s t  c u t t in g  on s t a t e *  f e d e r a l *  and p r i v a t e  lands.  
These records are  eva lua ted  in respect to t h e i r  d i s 
t r i b u t i o n  and the amount and q u a l i t y  o f  deer food 
provided.  The e f f e c t s  o f  c u t t in g  on the deer range 
are  also e v a lu a te d .

*». D e f i n i t i o n  o f  deer problem areas
Throughout the w in t e r *  the  e x te n t  o f  the deer  

problem area is determined. The problem area can 
be defined as the  t o t a l  range occupied by deer  
during the f a l l  th a t  is in f luenced  by areas o f  food 
shortages o r  crop damage.

5 .  Study o f  deer p r o d u c t iv i t y  ra tes
Through the l a t e  w in t e r  and spr ing  months, 

a c c id e n t a l ly  k i l l e d  does are  autopsied by f i e l d  
personnel to  determine p r i m a r i l y  the reproduct ive  
rates o f  th e  deer in q u e s t io n .  This data is used 
to es t im ate  the s iz e  o f  the coming fawn crop.

David A. Arnold*  Procedures fo r  S e t t in g  A n t le r le s s  Deer Seasons, 
B u l l e t i n  released A p r i l  13* 19^7* by the Game D iv is io n  o f  the  Michigan  
Department o f  N atura l  Resources.
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7.

Population indices
a.  The deer p e l l e t  count

This is a comprehensive survey o f  the 
northern deer range in Regions I and I I  
which measures the overw in ter  deer popu- 
l a t i o n s ,

b . Summer deer counts
This is a count made by a l l  f i e l d  per

sonnel and is done by keeping records o f  
the number o f  hours spent in the f i e l d  from 
May through October ( in  r e la t io n  to the 
number o f  deer seen) .  This provides a mea
sure o f  the trend in the deer population  
and is based on over 50,000 hours o f  
observat ion each year .

c. H i ghway dee r k i 11
Number o f  deer k i l l e d  by cars in re

spect to t r a f f i c  volume and weather condi
t ions is a f u r t h e r  in d ic a t io n  o f  the trend  
in deer numbers.

An e v a lu a t io n  o f  w in te r  losses ( i f  any)
V h e n lo s s e s  appear to be ex tens ive  and manpower 

considerat ions pe rm it ,  a formal s t a t i s t i c a l l y  designed 
dead deer search is conducted. This y e a r ,  however, 
the procedure has been to  have f i e l d  personnel e s t i 
mate the ex te n t  o f  w in te r  losses on the  basis of  t h e i r  
experience and judgment.
Petal 1 ‘ ’ * -  previous y e a r 's  k i l  l

considered. The specia l  season k i l l ,  the regu lar  
season k i l l ,  hunter success in both seasons, hunting  
pressure,  trend in the k i l l ,  and a l l  the re la ted  
matters are considered.
ilopment o f  deer recommendations from the above data:  
F ie ld  b i o l o g i s t s ,  who have the r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  for  
i n i t i a t i n g  the form ulat ion  o f  f i e l d  recommendations, 
c o n t in u a l ly  make p u b l ic  contacts in regard to the 
opinions and information th a t  can be gathered on the 
deer s i t u a t i o n .  They a lso work very c lose ly  a t  a l l  
times with o ther  department persons and people o f  
other  agencies concerned w i th  deer,  such as the U.S. 
Forest Service and the Soil  Conservation Serv ice .  
Meetings are held  with  County Board o f  Supervisors 
or  with  in d iv idua l  members o f  these boards a t  the 
pleasure o f  the boards. Formal contact Is made 
advis ing the local governmental un its  that depart 
ment people are a v a i l a b le .
Departmental meetings are held a t  the d i s t r i c t  level  
to discuss the accumulated data from the w in te r  and 
spring.
Departmental meetings are held a t  the regional level  
to coordinate the recommendations o f  the d i s t r i c t s .

in the hunting T T T T  are
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5. The accumulated data  and the recommendations o f  the  
d i s t r i c t s  and regions are  then considered by the 
s t a f f  and the  recommendation to the Conservation  
Commission is fo rm ula ted .  This is then presented to  
the Commission. (At the Ju ly  meeting th is  y e a r . )
The Commission considers the  departmental recommen
dations and acts thereon.  The Commission then 
presents i t s  ac t io n  to the  In te r im  Committee o f  the 
Legi s 1a tu re .

This procedure has s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  u t i l i z e d  the  manpower re
sources o f  the  Department, has sampled and considered p u b l ic  
opin ion a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  has adequate ly  considered the b io lo g ic a l  
aspects o f  deer management, and has l e f t  the f i n a l  decis ion w i th  
the repres e n ta t iv es  o f  the people.

I t  can be seen from these procedures t h a t  the  Conservation Depart

ment has attempted to implement C arh ar t 's  c r i t e r i a  in d e t a i l .  However, 

Departmental est imates are suspect among those opposed to  a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting regardless o f  the  apparent r i g o r  exerc ised  in developing  

es t im ates .  Few oppo s i t io n  hunters b e l ie v e  th a t  th e re  a re  as many as

600,000 to 800,000 deer in Michigan as the Department asser ts .^  There

is ambivalence in reac t ion  to annual k i l l  f i g u r e s .  Most opposit ion  

hunters b e l ie v e  t h a t  the est imates o f  annual k i l l  by the DNR are  much 

h igher  than the rea l  k i l l  f ig u r e s .  The assumption is tha t  i f  the herd  

is g e t t in g  sm a l le r  and s m a l le r ,  then so is the k i l l .  However, there  is 

another p o in t  o f  view expressed; th a t  i s ,  th a t  the  k i l l  is much h ighe r  

e s p e c ia l l y  f o r  c e r t a in  s p e c i f i c  areas than the published e s t im a te s .  In 

as ser t in g  i t s  c la im ,  th is  group o f  hunters uses the argument th a t  the  

high k i l l  has a c ce le ra ted  the dec l in e  o f  the herd. The degree to  which 

one o r  the o th e r  o f  these th eor ies  is adhered to v a r ie s  from area to  

area and over t im e .  The conclusion however, is unanimous among oppo

s i t i o n  h u n te rs - - t h e  deer herd is being e x te rm in a te d .  These warnings

^M acM ul lan ,  p .  8 .
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o f  herd ex te rm ina t ion  were f i r s t  made in 1941 w i th  the f i r s t  l i b e r a l 

iz a t io n  o f  a n t i - a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting regu la t ions  and have been 

repeated each session since then.

Because o f  the p u b l ic  c r i t i c i s m  o f  Department o f  Natural Resources 

estimates o f  deer p o p u la t io n s , a contrac t  was entered in to  with  the 

S t a t i s t i c s  Research D iv is ion  o f  the Research T r ia n g le  I n s t i t u t e  o f  

Durham, North C a ro l in a ,  e a r ly  in 1966. The co n trac t  c a l le d  fo r  the 

I n s t i t u t e  to  aud it  the methods used by the Department in generat ing  

deer population and k i l l  est imates and to make recommendations fo r  

improving t h e i r  methods. The statement which fo l lows is a pa r t  of  

the summary o f  the f i n a l  report  o f  the In s t i t u t e : ^

We f in d  the procedures used in  those surveys to be te chn i 
c a l l y  sound and appl ied  in workman l i k e  fashion by a competent 
s t a f f .  The Department deserves considerable commendation fo r  
the e f f o r t  i t  has expended on i t s  own i n i t i a t i v e  in apprais ing  
the s t a t i s t i c a l  p rec is ion  and poss ib le  non-sampling e r ro rs  in i ts  
various es t im ates .  In general the  f in d in g  o f  th is  review support  
the Department's own conclusions on the accuracy o f  i t s  es t im ates .  
No c la im  o f  p e r fe c t io n  is made by the Department i t s e l f  nor can 
any review endorse the Department's f ig u res  w ith  tha t  m a n t le - -  
tha t  would be asking fo r  the impossible.

This kind o f  endorsement has probably not had much o f  an e f f e c t  

on the a t t i tu d e s  o f  the average hunter in the woods because most do not  

know about the report  and even i f  they d id ,  they probably would not  

understand the im pl icat ions  o f  such an a u d i t .  The report  has served  

to confirm to DNR b iom etr ic ians  tha t  there  are no inexcusable weaknesses 

in t h e i r  procedures and that  under the present s t a te  o f  the a r t  o f  

making s t a t i s t i c a l  ap p l ica t io ns  to game management da ta ,  they are doing 

an adequate jo b .  To government o f f i c i a l s  who have maintained a neutra l

^Review o f  Procedures fo r  Estimating Deer Populat ion and Deer K i l l  
in Michigan. Final Report by the S t a t i s t i c s  Research D iv is ion  o f  the 
Research T r ia n g le  I n s t i t u t e ,  J u ly ,  1966.
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stance concerning the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting issue, the repo r t  probably  

strengthened t h e i r  confidence in the Department. For those in o f f i c i a l  

c a p ac i t ie s  who have a c t i v e l y  opposed the Department, th is  report  from 

an apparent ly  im p a r t ia l  research body has undoubtedly weakened t h e i r  

claims th a t  complete ly inadequate data has guided past management 

decis ions .

I t  would be a mistake however, to Imply th a t  th is  re p o r t  has 

changed many o f f i c i a l  opponents' minds concerning quest ionab le  popula

t ion  and k i l l  da ta .  One s t a t e  senator  expressed concern about the 

c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the report  i t s e l f  by asking the author  the fo l lo w in g  

qu est ion ,  " I f  somebody paid you $5,000 to judge t h e i r  work,  would you 

t e l l  them t h e i r  work was no good?"' Here a g a in ,  not only is the c r e d i 

b i l i t y  o f  the work c a l l e d  in to  q u es t io n ,  but these expressions m i r r o r  

the skept ic ism  concerning the p ro fess iona l  i n t e g r i t y  o f  the persons 

involved. The seriousness o f  th is  skept ic ism  is brought in to  focus 

when one considers th a t  f a i t h  in the i n t e g r i t y  o f  p ro fe s s ion a ls  is the 

basis upon which a l l  p ro fess ion a ls  are  ab le  to ac t  in b e h a l f  o f  t h e i r  

c l i  e n te le .

Many hunters have p a r t i a l l y  accepted the  p rop o s i t io n  th a t  deer  

food shortages do e x i s t ,  a t  l e a s t  in parts  o f  the s t a t e .  However, 

t h e i r  answer to the problem has been to argue fo r  h a b i t a t  improvement 

and even more commonly, fo r  short  term rel i e f  measures to ca rry  the 

herd through severe w in te rs .  The assumption is th a t  i f  these measures 

were used, no a n t le r le s s  deer hunting would be necessary. Some o f  the

'Telephone in te rv ie w  w i th  Senator Joseph Mack, Ju ly  10, 1968.
Senator Mack was the f i r s t  person to b r in g  the I n s t i t u t e  study to the  
a t te n t io n  o f  the author and h is  strong repu d ia t ion  o f  i t s  res u l ts  
prompted the author  to look in to  the m atte r  o f  hunter  r e je c t io n  o f  
Conservation Department S t a t i s t i c s  in g r e a t e r  d e t a i l .
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more commonly heard recommendations inc lude:  (a)  t rapping animals in

high dens i ty  areas and moving them to lower densi ty  a re a s , (b) feeding  

the herd hay and o th e r  fo rages ,  and (c) mass p lan t ings  o f  p la n t  species  

t h a t  are primary deer foods.

The Department o f  Natural  Resources is quick to p o in t  out th a t  

they have t r i e d  a l l  o f  these techniques w i th  no real success. Fu r ther 

more, a l l  these p ra c t ic e s  have been t r i e d  in numerous o th e r  s ta te s  and 

in every instance they have f a i l e d .  There are severa l  key reasons fo r  

these f a i l u r e s .  Of major co ns idera t ion  is the cost fo r  each o f  these  

methods. I f  any o f  them were used on the sc a le  th a t  is needed, they 

would cost more than the e n t i r e  annual budget o f  the Department fo r  

the management o f  a l l  o f  M ichigan's  na tura l  resources.^ The second 

reason is c lo se ly  ak in  to the f i r s t .  The magnitude o f  the need s t a t e 

wide is so g rea t  th a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  re su l ts  could be achieved through 

these methods w i t h  the funds t h a t  are a v a i l a b l e .  The Department fe e ls  

th a t  these funds could b e t t e r  be used in ba s ic  research where the  

payoffs  are  l i k e l y  to be g r e a t e r .  T h i r d l y ,  in t ro d u c t io n  o f  domestic  

methods in to  a w i ld  s e t t i n g  is u s u a l ly  doomed to f a i l u r e  because o f  

an i n a b i l i t y  to adapt or  compete; e_ .£ . , p la n t in g  nursery t r e e  stock  

in the w i ld  or  p rov id ing  forage fo r  an excessive number o f  an imals .

The Department's view is th a t  such measures amount to "a t reatment  

o f  symptoms ra th e r  than causes" and th a t  the on ly  r e a l i s t i c  approach 

is to " f i t  the herd to the range" and not v ice  versa.^

' For a d e t a i l e d  d iscussion o f  what has been done in the area  o f  
a r t i f i c i a l  feeding and deer h a b i t a t  improvement see Jenkins,  1959,  
pp. 65-69 and B a r t l e t t ,  1950, pp.

^Jenkins,  1959» P» 68.

^ B a r t l e t t ,  1950, p . M .
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One o f  the weaker arguments th a t  ts heard p e r i o d i c a l l y  Is th a t  

natu re .sho u ld  be allowed to  take I t s  course— In o th e r  words the deer 

herd should not be managed. This o f te n  amounts to a subterfuge  f o r  

opposing a n t l e r l e s s  h u n t in g .  I t  appears th a t  some people fo rg e t  or  

do n 't  know th a t  Michigan o r i g i n a l l y  had a very marginal deer herd,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  in what is now thought o f  as deer country .  I f  l i t t l e  o r  

no thought is given to deer range management, th a t  country  w i l l  re v e r t  

back to a deer wasteland except where condit ions  a c c i d e n t a l l y  occur  

tha t  are  conducive to  deer h a b i t a t .

A l a s t  p o in t  which is very commonly espoused is t h a t  does are  

much e a s ie r  to  k i l l  than bucks. The conclusion o f  those who a f f i r m  

th is  po in t  is th a t  on ly  meat hunters a re  "doe s h o o te rs ."  This idea 

was endorsed by the  Game, Fish and Forest F i r e  Department o f  the  

Department o f  the  P ub l ic  Domain Commission, the predecessor o f  the 

Conservation Department (now Department o f  N atu ra l  Resources),  between 

1915 and 1920 in t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  push to  have a n t l e r l e s s  deer shooting  

banned. The fo l lo w in g  quote is exemplary,^

Buck shooting requires t rue  sportsm anlike  s k i l l .
Hunting does is l i k e  shooting cows In a barnyard.

The statement is both t ru e  and f a l s e .  Given one buck and one doe there  

Is no evidence th a t  a hunter  w i l l  be more l i k e l y  to k i l l  the doe than 

the buck. On the o th e r  hand, the hunt ing  pressure on bucks where does 

are pro tec ted  is tremendous. Even when a n t l e r l e s s  deer are  legal  game,

^Quoted in the B iennia l  Report o f  the S ta te  Game, F ish ,  and Forest  
F ire  Department o f  the P u b l ic  Domain Commission, 1915*1916. This s t a te  
ment among others was made by Mr. John B. Burnham, Pres ident  o f  the  
New York S ta te  League f o r  the  P ro te c t io n  o f  Fish and Game, and was 
o r i g i n a l l y  published In " R e c r e a t io n ,"  1915.
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hunters us ua l ly  p r e f e r  to shoot a buck. The average hunter  w i l l  pass

up several  shots a t  does in the  hope o f  g e t t in g  a buck. They o f te n

shoot a doe only  as a l a s t  r e s o r t .  Only a very small percentage o f
1

bucks l i v e  to be th ree  years o l d ,  w h i te  the percentage o f  does th a t  

l i v e  through a season is q u i te  high even where "doe hunt ing" Is a l lowed.  

T h e re fo re ,  i f  a hunter  has a perm it  the l i k e l i h o o d  o f  h is  k i l l i n g  a doe 

is much g r e a te r  than the p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  g e t t in g  a buck. In conclusion ,  

the p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  k i l l i n g  a doe and the ease o f  k i l l i n g  one when 

compared to bucks should not be confused; they are  two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s .

The Point  o f  View o f  the Department o f  Natura l  Resources 

Standing out in bold r e l i e f  from the expressed a t t i t u d e  o f  many 

hunters is t h e i r  behav io r .  Each year  about twice as many sp ec ia l  

a n t le r le s s  deer  hunting permits are ap p l ie d  fo r  as a re  a l l o c a t e d .  Obvi

o u s ly ,  many hunters who p a te n t ly  oppose a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting apply  

f o r  permi t s .

One example o f  t h is  inconsistency between a t t i t u d e  and behav ior  

can be seen in an in c id e n t  th a t  occurred dur ing  the  1965 season. The 

in c ide nt  occurred on Bois Blanc (pronounced Bob Lo) Is land in the  

S t r a i t s .  In one sp ec ia l  p a r t y ,  seven hunters were asked a t  the com

p le t io n  o f  t h e i r  hunt whether they had spec ia l  p e rm i ts .  The fo u r  who 

had k i l l e d  a n t l e r l e s s  animals r e a d i ly  admit ted the f a c t  and showed 

the permits .  The o th e r  three who had not k i l l e d  an a n t l e r l e s s  animal

V o r  a d e t a i l e d  ana lys is  see Michigan Deer . 1950, pp. 19“ 2 1 , 32-  
33, and 40,  Michigan V / h i t e t a i l ,  1959, pT 1*6, White t a i l s .  1935. P.
46. — — _

2
In c ident  r e la t e d  to the au thor  by David A. A rno ld ,  game b i o l o g i s t ,  

Michigan Department o f  Natura l  Resources, in a personal in te rv ie w  Feb
ruary 23, 1966.
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said th a t  they did not have permits and, fu r therm ore ,  th a t  they did  

not b e l iev e  in "doe h u n t in g ."  The l icense f i l e s  were l a t e r  checked 

and i t  was found th a t  in f a c t  a l l  seven had a n t le r le s s  perm its .  I t  

is a common r e f r a i n  o f  hunters to say,  "Yes, I 'm apply ing fo r  a doe 

permit  so tha t  i f  I ge t  one I can te a r  i t  up and keep a 'doe shooter '  

from g e t t in g  i t . "  There is strong in d ic a t io n  that  many o f  these 

permits are not a c t u a l l y  torn up, u n t i l  a f t e r  the season c loses.

Another observat ion th a t  is c o n s is te n t ly  borne out Is th a t  the 

s ize  o f  the season's k i l l  depends on the weather during the f i r s t  

three days o f  the season. I f  the weather is wet o r  unusually  co ld ,  

the woods are less l i k e l y  to be f u l l  o f  hunters than are  the cabins 

and bars. I f  the weather is warm and d ry ,  o r  i f  there is a l i g h t  

t rack ing  snow, the woods are  f u l l  o f  hunters and consequently the 

k i l l  is almost c e r t a in  to be h ighe r .  I t  should be emphasized th a t  

i t  is the f i r s t  th ree  days o f  the season th a t  are c r i t i c a l .  F i f t y  

to s ix ty  percent o f  the k i l l  in an average season occurs during those 

three days. I f  there  is a small k i l l  on those days i t  cannot be made 

up. I t  Is a lso  l i k e l y  that  wet weather a f fe c ts  the movement o f  the 

deer as wel l  as the hunters .  Thus, the e f f e c t  is compounded.

Another f a c t o r  which seems to a f f e c t  hunting success is hunter  

p ro f ic ie n c y .  C er ta in  outdoor s k i l l s  are  h e lp fu l  and even necessary 

fo r  productive hunting.  There is evidence tha t  th is  p ro f ic ie n c y  is 

decreasing as measured by the to ta l  percentage o f  the hunter popu

la t io n  that  is successful during any given season. Perhaps th is  is 

due to the f a c t  th a t  more and more hunters come from urbanized areas 

and tha t  the average age o f  the hunter  population is g e t t in g  younger.  

These observations he lp  to e x p la in  some o f  the hunting pa t te rns  tha t



have been observed as Department o f  Natural  Resources o f f i c i a l s  have

flown over various areas.  For example, there  are instances where

dozens o f  hunters were seen w i t h i n  h a l f  a m i le  o f  a road, w h i le  only

a few hundred yards f u r t h e r ,  a number o f  deer and on ly  one o r  two

hunters were seen.^ Such pa t te rns  can be exp la ined  most r e a d i ly

e i t h e r  as a fe a r  o f  g e t t in g  l o s t ,  a lack o f  knowledge o f  the f a c t

th a t  deer movement is in f luenced by heavy hunting pressure ,  or

la z in e s s .  Any o f  these reasons, i f  ad m it ted ,  would tend to ta rn ish

the s e l f - im a g e  o f  these would-be Daniel Boones. Research from North

Caro l ina  documents the observat ion  tha t  hunter  p r o f ic ie n c y  is c o r re -
2

la ted  to the d is tan ce  from a road th a t  one hunts.

Hunters,  in g e n e ra l ,  apparen t ly  hunted c lo s e r  to access on the  
Uwharrie W i l d l i f e  Management area than on the  western a reas ,  
showing a decided p re ference  f o r  " c l o s e - i n "  zones. They k i l l e d  
approximately  81 percent o f  t h e i r  deer w i t h in  600 f e e t  o f  the  
nearest  road o r  t r a i l ,  a zone conta in ing  64 percent o f  the area  
Hunting pressure dimin ished ra p id ly  beyond 600 f e e t ,  w i th  on ly  
19 percent o f  h a rves t  s c a t te re d  over  the remaining 36 percent  
o f  the a rea .  No deer was k i l l e d  beyond 1800 f e e t  from road o r  
t r a i 1.

In c o n t r a s t ,  hinters in the mountains appeared to  be more 
unifo rm ly  d i s t r i b u t e d .  Here they harvested 5k percent o f  t h e i r  
deer w i t h i n  600 fe e t  o f  the nearest  access, a zone c o n ta in in g  
62 percent o f  the a re a .  At the same time the zone from 601 to  
1200 f e e t  contained on ly  22 percent o f  the  area but accounted 
fo r  30 percent o f  k i l l s ;  the  1201-2400 f e e t  zone contained 14 
percent o f  the area and accounted fo r  14 percent o f  the  t o t a l  
k i l l .  A few deer in the mountains were k i l l e d  more than 2400 
fe e t  from the nearest  road o r  t r a i l .

According to  loca l  game managers, the  Uwharrie is h e a v i ly  
used by hunters from nearby c i t i e s  whereas a la rg e  percentage  
o f  hunters on the western areas are  rura l  res idents  who spend

Observations made by Mr. Gene Gazlay,  A ss is ta n t  D i r e c t o r ,  
Michigan Department o f  Conservat ion ,  during a seminar held a t  
Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  on February 23, 1966.

2
George A. James, e t  a l . "A Key to B e t t e r  Hun t in g - F o r e s t  Roads 

and T r a i l s , "  W i l d l i f e  Tn' North C a ro l in a .  March, 1964.



much o f  t h e i r  l iv e s  in the o u t - o f - d o o r s .  I t  is suspected th a t  
d i f fe re n c e s  In hunting hab i ts  between urban and rura l  hunters  
may account f o r  the d i f fe r e n c e s  ( in  success) between piedmont 
and mountain areas .

Perhaps the most s i g n i f i c a n t ,  but le a s t  t e s t a b l e ,  o f  In f luences  

on hunter a t t i t u d e s  Is what might be termed a Bambi syndrome. This  

condit ion  is c h a ra c te r iz e d  by a hesitancy o f  the p u b l ic  to  a l low  a 

resource to be managed as a resource,  in o th e r  words to op t im ize  

outputs r e l a t i v e  to  the inputs used, because o f  the p e r s o n i f ic a t io n  

o f  a member o f  the sp ec ies .  Smokey the Bear and Bambi are  both con

ceptual images th a t  have created almost as many management problems 

as they have a l l e v i a t e d .  Much o f  the oppo s i t io n  to a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting seems to be in many Instances as much an aversion to shooting  

the female (Bambi's mother) and the  young (Bambi) as i t  Is a p o s i t i v e  

m otivat  ion fo r  herd increase through p ro te c t in g  does. The o th e r  

side o f  the coin has been expressed th u s ly :

Perhaps i t  is f a r  fe tched to suggest th a t  some hunters seek 
an o u t l e t  in the f i e l d  f o r  an expression o f  m as c u l in i ty  which 
would be upset or  d is tu rb ed  by a doe season. To put i t  c ru d e ly ,  
and however unreasonably, some hunters may w e l l  be looking fo r  
a d i r e c t  c lash w i th  another male.  They can f in d  th is  in hunting  
bucks even though the deer are  somewhat a t  a d isadvantage. They 
could not f in d  i t  w h i le  hunting f o r  a n t l e r l e s s  deer o r  d e e r - o f -  
e i t h e r - s e x .  Such an a t t i t u d e ,  i f  i t  e x i s t s ,  is beyond the o r d i 
nary means o f  persuasion open to use by the  D iv is io n  o f  Fish 
and Game.^

The ro le  which the "Bambi syndrome" has played in the  a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting issue is both very rea l  and very s i g n i f i c a n t .  The p ic tu re  

in Figure I and t h e  newspaper s to ry  quoted below give some in d ic a t io n  

o f  th is  in f lu e n c e .

V a u l  T i l l e t t ,  Doe Day (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers Uni
v e rs i ty  Press, 1963)» p. 11



Figure 1. The famous picture of George The Orphan Fawn which has crystal l ized so much opposition 
to the Antlerless Deer Hunting Policy
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Outdoor E d i to r  Reveals Doe shooting Propaganada P ic tu re  Was A Fake1
How the above p i c t u r e ,  th a t  is c re d i te d  w i th  being the most 

potent p iece o f  propaganda in the Conservation D e p t . 's  past a n t i 
doe shooting campaign, has b a c k f i re d  now th a t  s p ec ia l  a n t i e r l e s s  
deer seasons are  deemed a d v is a b le — and how most i r o n i c a l l y ,  the 
p ic t u r e  is in r e a l i t y  a fa k e ,  was revealed re c e n t ly  by outdoor  
e d i t o r  Kendrick Kimball in  The D e t r o i t  News.

"M ich igan 's  g r e a te s t  outdoors p i c t u r e  is coming in to  sharp 
focus again a t  the conclusion o f  the Dec. 1 spec ia l  'any deer '  
season,"  Kimball w ro te .

"The p i c tu r e  Is a t e a r - j e r k e r  o f  prowess. f t  has probably  
produced a g r e a te r  e x t r a c t io n  o f  lachrymose f l u i d  from the eyes 
than a peck o f  Bermuda onions in p rep a ra t io n  f o r  cookery,  o r  the  
death o f  L i t t l e  Eva in "Uncle  Tom's C ab in ."

"The p ic tu r e  is th a t  o f  George the "orphan fawn."
" I t  was snapped years ago in the Ogemaw S ta te  Game Refuge 

by W a l te r  E. H as t ings ,  p ioneer photographer o f  the S ta te  Con
s e rv a t io n  Department. I t  represents what Is termed by the knights  
o f  the lens as a s imulated pose. I t  po r t rays  a scene th a t  could  
have happened. Simulated is a weasel word f o r  phony. To put i t  
b r u t a l l y ,  the p ic tu r e  was a fake .

Good P ic tu re  Worth 1,000 Words
" I t  reveals a fawn presumably cuddled c lose to  i t s  dead 

mother. The im p l ic a t io n  is th a t  someone k i l l e d  the mother and 
the fawn, b e r e f t  o f  p a re n ta l  c a re ,  snuggled up c lose to her  in 
her dying moments, knowing no o th e r  p lace  to go, and no o th e r  
guidance.

"Mr.  Hastings had no de s ire  to  "shoot" an untrue p i c t u r e .  A 
dead doe was found in the refuge.  A sh or t  d is tance  away was a 
fawn, whose leg had been c r ip p le d  by buckshot. A conservat ion  
o f f i c e r  placed the fawn beside the dead doe, and Mr. H as t ings ,  as 
a m at te r  o f  ro u t in e ,  t r ip p e d  the s h u t t e r .

"The p ic tu re  as an in c id e n ta l  th ing  came In to  the educat ion  
d i v is io n  o f  the department and was pounced upon immediately .  
Thousands o f  copies were sent o u t .  The p ic tu r e  was reproduced 
In  pa in t ings  in scores o f  bars throughout the n o r th ,  and b u i l t  
tremendous sentiment a g a in s t  shooting does o r  fawns.

"There is an o ld  saying th a t  a good p i c t u r e  is more expres
s iv e  than 1,000 words. That o f  George proves i t .

"George the 'orphan fawn' is not f o r g o t t e n .  A F l i n t  couple  
erec ted  a monument to him a t  the re fuge .  I f  the  S ta te  Conser
v a t io n  Department asks the L e g is la tu re  next  spr ing  fo r  continued  
a u t h o r i t y  to control  the deer herd the  lawmakers a re  c e r t a i n  to 
see the p i c t u r e .  And they probably w i l l  be moved by i t .

"No sportsman would shoot a fawn. But th ere  is an o ld  joke  
in the North Country which removes some o f  the curse from such 
an a c t .  A couple are seated a t  d inne r .

1 Story quoted from Michigan O u t -o f -D oo rs ,  February,  1955*
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"Says the w i f e :  'Anybody who would shoot a poor innocent
l i t t l e  fawn should be hanged. Pass the lamb stew, d e a r i e . 1"

Paquin Explains  
C. A. "Frenchy" Paquin, the then c h i e f  o f  the department's  

education d i v i s i o n ,  was asked by the Michigan Out-Of-Doors e d i t o r  
fo r  comment on the  c o n t ro v e rs ia l  p i c t u r e .

"Kimball was e n t i r e l y  c o r r e c t "  he w ro te .  "He t o l d  the s to ry  
p r e t t y  much as i t  happened. W alt  no t  only  took black and w h ite  
s t i l l s ,  but movies as w e l l ,  and we used the shot in a movie,  
showing the fawn making vain attempts to get up. Tear  J e rk e r .  
Reason I played i t  up so b ig  a t  the time was because i t  was a 
h e l l  o f  a good p iece o f  propaganda f o r  p ro te c t in g  does.

"Now tha t  the Department is advocating shooting does under 
c e r t a in  co n d i t io n s ,  they have to s t a r t  t e a r in g  down the s a n c t i t y  
o f  the doe. T h a t 's  p r e t t y  much true  o f  a l l  conservat ion propa
ganda— you have to o v e rs e l l  something to put i t  o v e r .  We had 
to make the pu b l ic  b e l ie v e  that  i t  is not shooting i t s  own mother  
when k i l l i n g  a female deer.  The l a t e  Bal ine  Brennon was in 
charge o f  the Ogemaw Refuge a t  the time Walt  got the p i c t u r e .
And as Kim says he raised the  fawn which grew up in to  q u i te  an 
animal u n t i l  I t  was shot [by a poacher] .

George is s t i l l  very much a l i v e  In the  minds o f  many deer hunters  

as is a t te s te d  to by the o f f i c i a l  l e t te r h e a d  o f  the Northern Michigan 

Deer Hunter 's  Associa t ion which is reproduced in Figure 2 .

Htadqaartm:

Michigan Deer Hunters' Association Inc. 0scod04tdrigw  48750

RETURN REQUESTED

f D s

DO YOU WANT INIS t

Mr. Louis Moncrlsf 
Depsrtnent of Resources 
Development Roon 303 K 
Natural Resource Building 
Michigan State University 
Bast Lansing, Michigan b6823

Figure 2.  A le t te rh e a d  e xem pl i fy ing  the emotional appeal o f  the 
A n t le r le s s  Deer Hunting Issue
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The Resea rch P rob 1em

In at tempting to study the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting issue several  

research designs were considered. Each o f  these would have contr ibuted  

to the knowledge necessary fo r  more i n t e l l i g e n t  management o f  the 

resource. But perhaps more important ,  a v a r ie ty  o f  th e o re t ic a l  l inkages  

were a v a i la b le  fo r  study w i th  each o f  these designs. The three designs 

l i s t e d  below were most prominently considered:

1. An ana lys is  o f  bu re auc ra t ic  percept ion o f  and react ion  to 

the th re a t  o f  pu b l ic  in t ru s io n  in to  t h e i r  professional  

b a i 1iw ick .

2. An ana lys is  o f  the a t t i tu d e s  and motivat ions o f  opinion  

leaders who in f luence  t h e i r  peer groups in support o f  or  

opposit ion to the Conservation Department's deer management 

program.^ This design would most l o g i c a l l y  u t i l i z e  a purposive

sample o f  group leaders and other  hunters and non-hunters who

are known to take a leading ro le  in advocating a v a r ie t y  o f  

points o f  view.

3. An ana lys is  o f  the a t t i t u d e s ,  leve ls  and sources o f  i n f o r 

mation, and behavior  o f  a random sample o f  deer hunters  

concerning the quest ion o f  what methods should be used in 

managing the deer herd in Michigan.

Design number three was chosen to be used in th is  study because i t

was f e l t  that i t  o f fe red  the g re a tes t  immediate payoff  fo r  the amount

^Mr. John A. Anguilm, Chief o f  the Law Enforcement D iv is io n ,  sug
gested th is  approach to the author in a personal memorandum dated  
July  30, 1968. I m p l i c i t  in h is  communication are the ideas tha t  the 
ro le  o f  non-hunters can be considered in th is  design and secondly tha t  
a b e t t e r  understanding o f  these opin ion leaders " w i l l  In d ica te  a l in e  
o f  ac t ion  necessary to  acquaint in te re s te d  persons w i th  the deer manage
ment expectat ions and g o a ls ."



o f  research resources a v a i l a b l e .  Secondly, th is  design seems to the 

author to be conceptua l ly  more bas ic  to the  understanding o f  the 

grassroots support o f  and oppos it ion  to  the  Department o f  N atura l  

Resources, I t  is t rue  tha t  the  a t t i t u d e s  and behav ior  o f  th a t  segment 

o f  the hunting p u b l ic ,  which could be termed "average h u n te rs ,"  is 

l i k e l y  to be g r e a t ly  in f luenced by the f i l t e r i n g  process through the 

Department and through local  op in ion lea de rs .  However, the e s t a b l i s h 

ment o f  the ex is te nc e  o f  and the ana lys is  o f  the import o f  these  

in f luences were deemed less important than an i n i t i a l  e x e rc is e  in 

e s ta b l is h in g  parameters.



CHAPTER t I  I

RESEARCH DESIGN FORMULATION

Review o f  the L i t e r a t u r e  

Two ba s ic  types o f  l i t e r a t u r e  were considered In designing th is  

research problem. One class o f  m a te r ia ls  deals w i th  stud ies  in vo lv ing  

hunter  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  and game populat ion c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and the  

r e la t io n s h ip  o f  these c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  to hunter  be hav ior .  The second 

class o f  l i t e r a t u r e  is b a s i c a l l y  s o c io lo g ic a l  In n a tu re .  This second 

source is important In c re a t in g  the th e o r e t ic a l  framework in to  which 

the study is f i t t e d .  I t  is hoped th a t  the th e o r e t ic a l  framework formu

la ted  here in  w i l l  he lp  e x p la in  hunter  behav ior  and not simply describe  

i t .

The l i t e r a t u r e  concerning the hunte r  and hunting f a l l s  b a s i c a l l y  

in to four  c a te g o r ie s :  (1) b io lo g ic a l  stud ies  r e l a t i n g  to game manage

ment; (2) d e s c r ip t iv e  s tud ies  o f  hunter  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  (3) s tud ies  o f  

hunter m o t iv a t io n ;  and (A) s tud ies  concerning the issues re la te d  to  

hunting and game management o r  de a l in g  w i th  p u b l ic  r e la t io n s  o f  n a tu ra l  

resource managing agencies .

B io lo g ic a l  Research L i t e r a t u r e  

W i l d l i f e  management, although o f  r e l a t i v e l y  recent v in tage  as a 

d i s c i p l i n e ,  has been extremely  productive  both in terms o f  the q u a l i t y  

and q u a n t i ty  o f  b i o lo g ic a l  research th a t  has been conducted and pub

l is hed .  However, f o r  purposes o f  th is  s tudy ,  these m a te r ia ls  are  o f

60
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r e l a t i v e l y  minor i n t e r e s t .  Although the f in d in gs  concerning the needs 

o f  northern deer herds have pointed c o n s is te n t ly  to a p a t te rn  o f  manage

ment which Includes the harv es t ing  o f  a n t le r le s s  an imals ,  our task in 

th is  study is not to argue f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  management o r i e n t a t i o n .  

In s tead ,  the expressed purpose o f  th is  study is to  examine the s o c i a l ,  

ps ych o lo g ic a l ,  and p o l i t i c a l  im p l ica t io ns  o f  one deer management t o o l - -  

namely, a n t le r l e s s  deer hunting.

Considering the t r a d i t i o n a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  most resource managers, 

inc lud ing w i l d l i f e  b i o l o g i s t s ,  toward the  physica l  sc iences ,  i t  is 

somewhat s u r p r is in g  to  observe how o f ten  coments have been made con

cerning the need f o r  s o c ia l  s c i e n t i f i c  in q u i r ie s  r e la t e d  to management. 

These comments have been p a r t i c u l a r l y  n o t ic e a b le  in recent y e a rs .  The 

fo l lo w in g  examples w i l l  serve to po int  out th is  concern. In I9 6 0 ,  Mair  

had th is  to  say in h is  c r i t i q u e  o f  the 25th North American W i l d l i f e  

Con fe  rence, *

I am d is tu rb ed  too a t  the apparent complete lack o f  research in to  
the so c ia l  and c u l t u r a l  aspects o f  the w i l d l i f e  conservat ion f i e l d .  
V/e are spending s i g n i f i c a n t  sums o f  money on w i l d l i f e  now and plan  
to spend much more in the f u t u r e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  respect to 
the a l l i e d  f i e l d  o f  r e c r e a t io n .  But there  has been a t  th is  con
ference no mention o f  research in to  the mores o f  peop le ,  t h e i r  
m otiva t ion  and t h e i r  real needs.

Even s t ro n g e r  emphasis is placed upon the importance o f  soc ia l

s c i e n t i f i c  research in the  recommendations enunciated by McNeil a t  the

conclusion o f  h is  b i o l o g i c a l l y  o r ie n te d  study o f  the  deer herd in south-
2

ern Michigan. His f i n a l  recommendation reads as fo l lo w s :

i
W. Winston M a i r ,  "N a tu ra l  Resources and American C i t i z e n s h ip :  a

c r i t i q u e  o f  the 25th North American W i l d l i f e  and Natura l  Resources Con
fe re n c e ,"  I960 .  In the  Transactions o f  the 25th N.A. W i l d l i f e  and 
Resources Conference, pp. 487“^96.

2M c N e i1, 1 9 6 2 ,  p .  110.
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Begin in ten s ive  studies o f  the hu nte r ,  fa rmer,  and recre 
a t i o n i s t s  a t t i t u d e s ,  hu nte r - fa rm er  r e la t io n s h ip s ,  and other  s o c i 
o lo g ic a l  aspects o f  deer management. Human a t t i t u d e s ,  ra ther  than 
h a b i t a t ,  are the  real key to successful deer management in southern  
Mi chIgan.

Dr. Stanley A. Cain in his research report  to the Outdoor Recreation  

Resources Review Commission also points to the need fo r  socia l  sc ien

t i f i c  research.^

Sta te  and Federal agencies should reexamine t h e i r  land-use p o l ic ie s  
and work toward programs that  w i l l  give due regard to  the re q u ire 
ments o f  outdoor r e c r e a t io n ,  inc luding w i l d l i f e ,  game, and hunt ing ,  
and s p e c i f i c  research should be d i re c te d  to such questions as the 
q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  demands o f  the pu b l ic  f o r  outdoor  
recrea t ion  . . . Since game b io lo g is t s  as s c ie n t is t s  do n o t ,  and 
should no t ,  have the r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  form ulat ing  p o l ic y  and 
making re g u la t io n s ,  t h e i r  agencies and commissions should coop
e r a t e  in the development o f  en l igh tened  pu b l ic  opinion on game 
matters to a s s is t  l e g is la to r s  in t h e i r  tasks.  For example bounty 
laws, requirements o f  a r t i f i c i a l  stocking o f  se lec ted  species,  
and c e r ta in  regu lat ions o f  hunting are not compatible w ith  sc ien
t i f i c  game management.

The p ra c t ic e  o f  separat ing  the  po l icy  form ula t ion  ro le  from the edu

cat ion ro le  ("en l ightened publ ic  op in ion")  o f te n  puts agencies in the 

pos i t ion  o f  t r y in g  to defend a po l ic y  which they fee l  is in ap p ro pr ia te .  

Often l e g i s l a t i v e  enlightenment must be achieved before i t  is meaningful  

to attempt to en l ig h te n  the  p u b l ic .  The main po in t  o f  Cain 's  s tatement,  

however, fo l lows the tone of  those prev ious ly  quoted who urge a thorough 

study o f  users as w e l l  as the resource I t s e l f .

Reservations are sometimes expressed about the inappropr ia te  use 

o f  such soc ia l  s c i e n t i f i c  s tu d ie s .  I t  is commonly pointed out that  

what begins as an attempt to gather re le v a n t  socia l  data which can 

help guide management decis ions can e a s i l y  become the  o v e r r id in g  fa c to r

^Stanley A. Cain , Hunting in the United S t a t e s - i t s  Present and 
Future Role, ORRRC Study Report 6 ,  1962, p. 2 ,  recommendation 3.
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In the management o f  the resource.  Don Hayne, who a t  the time repre

sented the U.S. Fish and W i l d l i f e  S e rv ic e ,  expressed alarm a t  th is  

p o s s i b i l i t y  in 1961 in th is  w a y : 1

A broader comment, and perhaps a more c o n t r o v e r s ia l  one,  
would be tha t  we must be very cautious in a t tem pting  to t a i l o r  
our management thoughts and procedures by studies such as th is  
( r e f e r r i n g  to P e t e r l e ' s  study) or  s i m i l a r  s tu d ie s .  I should not  
r e a l l y  say "s tud ies  such as t h i s "  because t h is  study seeks i n f o r 
m at ion .  But i f  we conduct s tud ies  to  determine by p o l ls  the  
wishes o f  sportsmen, then obv ious ly  th is  must be t r e a te d  w i th  
the g r e a te s t  o f  care before i t  is incorporated in to  a management 
program.

This statement amounts to a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  so c ia l  research l im i t a t i o n s  

and is undoubtedly a v a l i d  o b serva t io n .  However, some w i l d l i f e  b i o l o 

g is ts  harbor even s tronger  misgivings about the ro le  o f  so c io lo g ic a l  

research in w i l d l i f e  management research. This skep t ic is m  was ve r 

b a l i z e d  w i th  regard to  the present study by a b i o l o g i s t  in Michigan
2

when the study was in i t s  fo rm at ive  s tage .

Personal Opinion: I th in k  the Department o r  any o f  i ts  employees
( in  research) ought to be extrem ely  cautious about g e t t in g  involved  
in any more "people b io log y"  than is a b s o lu te ly  necessary. I t ' s  
a symptom o f  bad sc ience ,  is n o n -o p e ra t to n a l , and does l i t t l e ,  i f  
any good. I th in k  our p u b l ic  r e la t io n s  e f f o r t s  ( regard ing  doe 
shooting) o f  the past several  years w i l l  be jeopard ized  by these 
kinds o f  q u e s t io n n a ire s .

This se c t io n  can be summarized w i th  the observat ions t h a t :  (1)

b io lo g ic a l  l i t e r a t u r e  is not d i r e c t l y  germane to th is  research; and (2)  

the op in ion o f  most pro fess iona l  b i o lo g is t s  seems to be th a t  more 

socia l  s c i e n t i f i c  data would be h e lp fu l  in e v a lu a t in g  a l t e r n a t i v e s  in 

game management. However, conclusion 2 is not an unanimous op in ion .

Response by Don W. Hayne o f  the Fish and W i l d l i f e  Service to a 
paper by Tony V. P e t e r le  e n t i t l e d  "The Hunter-Who Is He ,"  from t ra n s 
actions o f  the 26th North American W i l d l i f e  and Natura l  Resources Con
fe re nce ,  1961, p. 265.

2
Quoted from a memorandum e v a lu a t in g  the q u e s t io n n a i re  which was 

used In th is  study o f  hunter a t t i t u d e s  toward a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  
August 23 ,  1968.
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Hunter Character!s11cs L i t e r a t u r e

Several studies  have probed f o r  answers concerning the fo l lo w in g  

types o f  questions: who hunts , where do they hunt ,  what do they hunt,

and g e n e r a l ly ,  how do they fe e l  about game management and the management 

agency? I t  is obvious from the  emphasis o f  hunter  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c

import.  However, they do y i e l d  va luable  in formation th a t  can co n t r ib u te  

to studies at tempting to ask "why" the p u b l ic  re la t e s  as they do to 

the management programs o f  the various s t a te s .

The Bureau o f  Sport F isheries  and W i l d l i f e ,  In cooperation w ith  

the Fish and W i l d l i f e  S erv ice ,  has sponsored three f is h in g  and hunting  

surveys (1955» i9 6 0 ,  1965) to f ind  out about p a r t ic ip a n t s  and t h e i r  

sports .  The 1955 survey was conducted by Crossley Surveys w h i le  the  

l a t t e r  two surveys were administered by the Bureau o f  the Census. Some 

o f  the f ind ings o f  the most recent survey th a t  a re  re levan t  to our  

study w i l l  be presented here .

There were 6 ,5 66 ,000  big game hunters in the  United States In 

1965. These hunters spent a t o t a l  o f  $4 18 ,764 ,000 ,  o r  a mean o f  $64 

each. They hunted a t o t a l  o f  43*848,000 days, or  an average o f  about

6 .5  days per hunter.^

The fo l low ing  tab le  Indicates  th a t  hunting is overwhelmingly a 

man's s p o r t .  The age d i s t r i b u t i o n  data a ls o  in d ica tes  tha t  the per 

centage o f  the population which hunts big game is f a i r l y  normally  

d i s t r ib u t e d ,  w ith  the peak being about 7 .6  percent o f  the population  

between ages 25 and 34.

studies that  they are b a s ic a l ly  d e s c r ip t iv e  and have l i t t l e  th e o re t ic a l

1965 National Survey o f  Fishing and Hunting, U.S. Government
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Table 3.  Number o f  b ig  game hunters by sex, age, and place o f  
residence in 1965

Character!  s t  i cs

Total  No. o f  
Persons 12 & 
Over in U.S.

Tota l  No. o f  
Persons Who 

Hunted3 Hunted Big Game
thousands Thousands Percent Thousands Percent

U.S. T o ta l 141,928 13,583 9 . 6 6 ,566 4 .6

Sex:
Men 67,508 12,804 19.0 6 ,1 1 7 9.1
Women 74,420 779 1.0 446 .6

Age:
12-15 years 14,634 1,302 8 .9 401 2 .7
16-17 years 6,920 929 13 .4 394 ' 5 .7
18-24 years 18,916 2 ,338 12 .4 1 ,034 5 .5
25-34 years 21,444 2 ,963 13 .8 1 ,632 7 .6
35-44 years 23,740 2 ,588 10.9 1 ,294 5 .5
45-64 years 38,694 2,904 7 .5 1,535 4 .0
65 and over 17,500 559 3 .2 276 1.6

P1 ace o f  Res Idence: 
In standard  
metropoli  tan
areas 93 ,053 6 ,200 6 . 7 3 ,078 3 .3

Not in standard  
metro areas:

Non-farm 41,349 6 ,026 14.6 2 ,869 6 .9
Farm 7.526 1 ,356 18.0 619 8 .2

a lnc1udes persons who hunted small game and waterfowl as w e l l  as 
b ig game.

In a d d i t io n ,  c e r t a i n  trends are  d i s c e r n ib le  in comparing the  data  

from the 1955, I960 ,  and 1965 surveys.  In an attempt to ge t  a p ic t u r e  

o f  the scope o f  hunting n a t i o n a l l y ,  some o f  the more a p p ro p r ia te  

f ind ings  are given in the fo l lo w in g  ta b le .

Hunting as a sp or t  seems to have s t a b i l i z e d  o r  is d e c l in in g  

according to the d i f fe re n c e s  between th e  t o t a ls  fo r  number o f  hu n te rs ,

1 I b i d . .  pp. 49 ,  51.
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Table 4 .  Comparison o f  major f ind ings  o f  the 1955, I 9 6 0 ,  and 1965 
n a t io n a l  surveys o f  hunting!

Maior Findinqs
■ — TT O T

Thousands
i 9S0

Thousands
1965

Thousands

Number o f  hunters  
Smal1-game 
Bi g-game 
Waterfowl

1 1.78^* 
9 ,822  
4 ,4 1 4  
1 ,986

14,637
12,105
6 ,277
1,955

13,583  
10,576  
6,566  
1 ,650

Expenditures o f  hunters  
Smal1-game 
Bi g-game 
Waterfowl

$936,687
494,033
323,909
118, 7*15

$1 ,161 ,242  
726,1 18 
345,694  

89.431

$1 ,121 ,13 5  
615,234  
418,764  

87,136

Number o f  re c rea t io n  days 
spent hunting  

Smal1-game 
Bi g-game 
Waterfowl

169,423  
118,630  

30,834  
19,959

192,539
138,192

39,190
15,158

185,819
128,448
43 ,845
13.526

Passenger miles t ra v e le d  
by automobile f o r  hunting  

Smal1-game 
Bi g-game 
Waterfowl

6 ,0 7 2 ,2 9 6
3 ,0 94 ,974
2 ,2 2 2 ,3 7 3

754,949

7 .6 12 ,61 5
3 ,9 62 ,02 0
2 ,9 9 8 ,1 7 8

652,417

8 ,365 ,881
4 ,0 1 0 ,4 9 9
3 ,7 18 ,76 7

636,615

p a r t i c i p a n t  expen d i tu res , and number o f re c re a t io n  days spent in the

i960 and 1965 surveys.  However, hunters do seem to be t r a v e l i n g  f a r t h e r

to do t h e i r  hunt ing .  At the same time big game hu n t in g ,  which Includes  

deer hu n t in g ,  has increased c o n s is t e n t ly  according to a l l  four  i n d i 

cators o f  growth (number o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  e x p e n d i tu re s ,  re c re a t io n  days 

and miles t r a v e l e d ) .  In each class there  was an increase from 1955 to  

i960 and again from I960 to 1965. On the  o th e r  hand, w ater fow l  and 

small-game hunting have both experienced a d e c l in e  o r  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  in 

most growth In d ic a to r  data c lasses .  In f a c t ,  waterfowl hunting has

1 I b i d . ,  p. 65.



s t e a d i ly  decreased according to a l l  measures since 1955. Small-game 

hunting s t a t i s t i c s  increased in a l l  classes between 1955 and I960,  but 

then decreased in a l l  classes o f  data except miles t rav e led  between i 960 

and 1965.

Several o ther  s t a t i s t i c s  o f  the National Surveys w i l l  be appropr i 

ate fo r  comparison w i th  the data generated in th is  study in l a t e r  

chapters .

Studies o f  g re a te r  d e t a i l  than the National Survey have been 

conducted in several  d i f f e r e n t  regions and s t a te s .  One of  the more 

extensive  studies was done re ce n t ly  in s i x  northeastern s ta tes  in t ry in g  

to describe the socia l  and economic c h a r a c te r is t i c s  o f  hunters and 

f ishermen. '  This study u t i l i z e d  a mailed quest ionnaire  to 10,000 re 

spondents in New York, Maine, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and 

West Vi r g in ia .

D if ferences in earnings and in unemployment rates among the states  

seem to be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e la te d  to the responses o f  the sportsmen to 

s p e c i f i c  questions. "Earnings were h ighest in New York, fo llowed re 

sp ec t ive ly  by Pennsylvania, Maine, New York,  Vermont, and Massachusetts.

Seventy-two percent o f  the hunters had a ru ra l  background w h i le  

59% were a t  le a s t  high school graduates. Incomes averaged $7,058 among 

the respondent sample, with 39% o f  the sample being w h ite  c o l l a r  workers 

Thir ty -seven percent o f  the hunters were less than 30 years o f  age.

" in  comparison--only 30 percent o f  the fishermen were in th is  group."  

This may p a r t i a l l y  exp la in  th e  h igher  average income o f  almost $300

'Malcolm I .  Bevins, e t  a l . ,  C h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  Hunters and F isher
men in Six Northeastern S ta te s .  Ag. Experiment S ta t io n  B u l l e t in  656 
l)n i ve rs i ty  o f  Ve rmon t , Bur l ing ton , Vermont, 1968.
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fo r  fishermen. As w i th  the Nationa l  Survey, about 95% o f  the hunters  

were males. However, there were p r o p o r t io n a te ly  more women who hunted 

in the more rura l  s t a t e s .  A number o f  o th e r  f in d in gs  o f  a more d e t a i l e d  

nature  concerning general c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  hunters w i l l  be used l a t e r  

f o r  comparison w i th  the f in d in gs  o f  th is  study.

W i l l i a m  Davis conducted an economic study o f  hunting and f is h in g  

in 1965 in Ar izona .^  However, his most o r i g i n a l  c o n t r ib u t io n  to  

knowledge was in the  area o f  m ot iva t ion  ra th e r  than in economic mea

surement. The m ot iva t iona l  aspect o f  the study w i l l  be examined more 

thoroughly under the m ot iv a t io na l  study subheading below. Dav is 's  

study also made a s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r ib u t io n  in the  area o f  research  

concerning hunter  a t t i t u d e s  toward and knowledge o f  the resource man

agement agency. No unique c o n t r ib u t io n  was made in the  area o f  iden

t i f y i n g  the general a t t r i b u t e s  o f  the hunte r  popula t ion  in t h is  Arizona  

study.

In 1964, a "Hunter  Preference Survey" was conducted in New Hamp- 
2

s h i r e .  The data reported by the survey does not c o n s t i t u t e  an in -depth  

analys is  at a l l .  However, one species pre ference  index was used which 

demonstrated more s o p h is t ic a t io n  than a simple s in g le  response tabu

l a t i o n .  This index ind ica ted  that  deer were p re fe r re d  by almost 3 to 

1 when compared to  the next most p r e f e r re d  species o f  game.

P e te r le  did a w id e ly  c i t e d  study o f  Ohio hunters in I96 0 .  His  

f indings were l a t e r  published in two a r t i c l e s .  in h is  a r t i c l e  e n t i t l e d

^Wil l iam C, Davis , Values o f  Hunting and F ish ing in Arizona in 
1965 (Tuscon: U n iv e rs i ty  o f  A r izo n a ,  19®7).

2Harcold C. L a c a i1 lade,  New Hampshire Hunter  Preference Survey 
1964. Game Management and Research D iv is io n  o f  the New Hampshire Fish  
and Game Department, 1968.
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"The Hunter-Who Is He," P e te r le  attempts to do j u s t  what the t i t l e  

im pl ies;  i . e . ,  describe the Ohio hunter in d e t a i l . ^  His f ind ings are  

ty p ica l  o f  those found in the  prev ious ly  c i t e d  studies with  the excep

t ion th a t  he more e f f e c t i v e l y  demonstrates c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  d i f fe ren ces  

between hunters o f  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  game. He found that  "deer hunters  

began t h e i r  hunting experiences e a r l i e r  than the o ther  types o f  hunte rs ."  

Also, he ind icates  th a t  deer hunters in contras t  to some o th er  kinds o f  

hunters p r e f e r  to hunt with  several  companions ra th e r  than j u s t  one or  

two. This f in d in g  is consistent  w ith  f indings from o ther  studies and 

ind icates the h igh ly  socia l  nature  o f  deer hunting.

P e te r le  summarizes some o f  his f ind ings In his a r t i c l e  "Character

i s t i c s  o f  Some Ohio Hunters" by comparing hunters to the general male

population of  Ohio and by comparing a t t i t u d e s  expressed by hunters o f
2the various socio-economic le v e ls .

The occupational areas o f  farm, s e rv ic e ,  lab or ,  and c r a f ts  were 
represented more f req uen t ly  among the hunters than were the  
c l e r i c a l ,  s a le s ,  opera t io ns ,  managerial and profess ional  areas 
. . . .  Only about o n e - t h i r d  have read any technical  books about 
w i l d l i f e  but f re q u en t ly  read outdoor magazines. They favor  w i l 
derness p re s e rv a t io n ,  know how to contact t h e i r  game p ro te c to r ,  
usual ly  hunt w i th  the same companions from year  to y e a r ,  and 
ob jec t  to any Infr ingement o f  the r ig h t  to own firearms . . . .  
Hunters who favor  a sound b io lo g ic a l  approach to game management 
probably are not from a rura l  background . . . .  The l icense  buyer 
who fe e ls  that  to  stock game is the only  way to  improve his sport  
probably was never a member o f  any such group as the Boy Scouts,  
Future Farmers o f  America, Grange, o r  I zaak Walton League.

This a r t i c l e  contains a d e t a i l e d  catalog o f  o ther  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i 

cant re la t io n s h ip s  th a t  w i l l  be mentioned l a t e r  a t  re levan t  junctures

^Tony V. P e t e r l e ,  "The Hunter-Who Is He,"  Transactions o f  the 26th  
North American W i l d l i f e  and Natural Resources Conference, 196).

2
Tony V. P e t e r le ,  " C h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  Some Ohio Hunters ,"  The 

Journal o f  W i l d l i f e  Mangement, Vol .  31, no. 2 ,  A p r i l  1967, pp. 375“ 389.
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In o rder  to compare the re s u l ts  o f  the research in Ohio w i th  the study 

o f  Michigan deer hunters .

Hunter M o t iva t io n  L i t e r a t u r e  

There has been a g re a t  deal o f  t h e o r iz in g  as to  why hunters hunt,  

but there has been very l i t t l e  e m p ir ic a l  research to c l a r i f y  the m a t te r .  

Much th a t  has been w r i t t e n ,  e s p e c ia l l y  in sportsmen's magazines and o th e r  

such p u b l ic a t io n s ,  is very romantic ized and sensat iona l  in n a tu re .  Since  

much o f  th is  m a te r ia l  is o f  l i t t l e  value and s ince the sub jec t  o f  par 

t i c i p a n t  m o t iva t io n  is not c e n t r a l  to the  problem which is addressed in 

th is  research ,  only cursory treatment w i l l  be given to hunte r  m o t i 

v a t io n .  Such s u p e r f i c i a l  examination o f  m o t iv a t io n  should not be I n t e r 

preted as imply ing th a t  a t t i t u d e s  and behav ior  are not r e la te d  to 

m o tiv a t io n .  M o t iva t ion  undoubtedly is an important independent v a r i a b l e .  

I t  was simply not poss ib le  in the context  o f  th is  study to de lve  in to  i t  

as much as i t  deserves.

Many researchers o f  re c rea t io n  r e la t e d  behav ior  seem to assume 

th a t  i f  they can descr ibe  a s e t  o f  socio-economic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  

recrea t ion  p a r t ic ip a n t s  in r e l a t i o n  to be hav io r ,  then they have- -as

i f  by magic— exp la ined  a se t  o f  causal l in kag es .  For example:

The f i r s t  se t  o f  analyses (Table 1) attempted to r e l a t e  the  
h u nte r 's  bas ic  s o c ia l  and economic status  to h is  i n t e r e s t  and 
success in hunting as a s p o r t .  Age, m a r i ta l  s t a t u s ,  occupat ion ,  
income, educa t ion ,  age a t  time o f  f i r s t  hunt,  and type o f  game 
hunted were a l l  tes ted  to  determine how they in f luenced (emphasis 
added) the number o f  days spent a f i e l d  and the  t o t a l  k i l l . 1

In the a r t i c l e  from which th is  quote is taken ,  one is l e f t  to

i n t e r p r e t  fo r  h im se l f  the meaning o f  the  phrase "determ ine how they

in f lu e n c e ."  To s t a t e  the reader 's  dilemma from another p e rs p e c t iv e ,

"Even i f  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n s h ip s  are demonstrated

1 I b i d . .  p .  381 .



between c e r t a i n  so c ia l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and p a r t i c i p a n t  m ot iva t io n  and 

at t?  tudes--so  what?" Are there  any t h e o r e t ic a l  po in ters  th a t  would 

p r e d ic t  these re la t io n s h ip s ?  What lo g ic  is used to a f f i r m  tha t  the  

r e la t io n s h ip s  are not spurious? The answer to both these questions is 

none. This lack o f  t h e o r e t ic a l  concern is almost unanimous in the  

published so c ia l  research d e a l in g  w i th  re c re a t io n  which the author  has 

reviewed. Perhaps th is  d is rega rd  is a product o f  paroch ia l  ism, on the 

p a r t  o f  r e c re a t io n  researchers who are u n w i l l in g  o r  un tra ined  to 

recognize th a t  re c re a t io n  is a s e t t i n g  fo r  a v a r i e t y  o f  behav ior  which 

we g e n e ra l ly  term " r e c r e a t io n "  and th a t  many o f  the  same behavior  pro

cesses and m ot ivat ions  which are  associated w i th  re c re a t io n  concern 

psycho log is ts ,  s o c i o l o g i s t s ,  s o c ia l -p s y c h o lo g is ts , and o th e r  soc ia l  

s c i e n t i s t s  who have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  s tudied  these pa tte rns  in d i f f e r e n t  

s e t t in g s ,  such as the home, the jo b ,  the  educat ional  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  e t c .  

in f a c t ,  i t  is probably a t e s t a b le  p ro p o s i t io n  to asser t  tha t  there  

are no motives,  a t t i t u d e s ,  o r  values which a re  unique to r e c r e a t io n .

In terms o f  the goals which researchers can most p ro d u c t iv e ly  set  

fo r  themselves and kinds o f  problems which o f f e r  the g r e a te s t  pa yo f f  

In e x p la in in g  human b e h a v io r ,  R. K. Merton argues e f f e c t i v e l y  the case 

fo r  developing and te s t in g  what he c a l l s  "middle range t h e o r i e s . " '

His discussion is designed p r im a r i l y  to argue aga inst  the  grandiose,  

all -encompassing kinds o f  th eor ies  which are  d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not impos

s i b l e ,  to t e s t .  In c o n t ra s t  th is  discussion is designed to use his  

ideas o f  theory b u i ld in g  to  expose a common f a l l a c y  on the o th e r  

extreme o f  m acro - the ory , j_. e^., o f  t e s t in g  no theory a t  a l l .  One o f

V  K. Merton, Social Theory and Socia l  S t ru c tu re  (New York:
The Free Press,  1957)» pp. ^“ 12.



72

Merton's most persuasive po ints  is th a t  m a c ro - th e o r is ts  have produced 

l i t t l e  t a n g ib le  evidence o f  p r o d u c t iv i t y  in s p i t e  o f  a l l  t h e i r  specula

tions,, Carry ing th is  analogy o f  contras ts  one step f a r t h e r ,  w i th  a l l  

o f  our minute d e s c r ip t iv e n e s s ,  re c re a t io n  researchers have but l i t t l e  

to show f o r  the e f f o r t s .

No s tud ies  which deal w i th  hunting w i l l  be c i t e d  as an ideal type 

of  t h e o r e t ic a l  model fo r  researching m ot iv a t io n  because the author knows 

o f  none tha t  deserve such a c i t a t i o n .  However, Davis makes a good, i f  

adm it ted ly  p r e l i m in a r y ,  s t a r t  in a t tem pting  to e x p la in  hunter  m o t iv a t io n .  

He found th a t  hunters t y p i c a l l y  begin to p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h e i r  e a r ly  

teens. Upon f u r t h e r  in v e s t i g a t i o n ,  he found th a t  an overwhelming major

i t y  o f  hunters were introduced to the sp or t  by a c lose r e l a t i v e .  By 

means o f  a s e r ie s  o f  open ended ques t ions ,  he e l i c i t e d  a s e r ie s  o f  

statements concerning the  various values der ived  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

Table 5 depic ts  the re s u l ts  from his  two surveys.

Table 5.  Motives s a t i s f i e d  by hunt ing  and f i s h in g  in 1956 as compared 
w ith  I960*

Frequency o f  Reasons Given 
and Percentage Total

T5F5 HTSo
Times Times

Types o f  Motives Mentioned Percent Mentioned Percent

Recreation 1728 37 1740 41
Bodily  hea l th 466 10 996 23
Aes th e t  i c 483 1 1 552 13
Associ a t  ion 639 14 467 11
Economlc 708 15 212 5
In t e l l e c t u a l 467 10 127 3
Character 100 2 85 2
Relig ious and o th e r 36 1 85 2

Tota l 4636 100 4244 100

^ D a v is ,  p .  44 .
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He in te rp re ts  these comparative data thus ly :

The d i f fe ren ce s  between 1965 and i 960 are be l ieved  in some cases 
to be more apparent than real  * due probably to d i f fe ren ces  in 
e d i t o r i a l  In t e r p r e t a t i o n .  In the judgment o f  the researcher,  the  
1965 pa t te rn  is s i m i l a r  to i9 6 0 . The t rue  economic va lues,  fo r  
example, probably l i e  somewhere between the 19&5 and the I960  
percentages.

The author a m p l i f ies  each o f  these points a b i t  In his a n a ly s is ,  but he 

does not r e la t e  these values to any th e o re t ic a l  p ropos it ions .

Game Management Controversies L i t e r a t u r e  

Several important studies have been done on controvers ies  and 

publ ic  r e la t io n s  problems associated w ith  deer management. These 

studies have been due to ,  perhaps as much as anything e l s e ,  pub l ic  

pressures exerted against  the managing agencies. Pub l ic  pressures have 

a t  times forced these agencies to react to  widespread c r i t i c i s m  and one 

aspect o f  th is  react ion has been to encourage and a t  times to fund re

search to study hunter  a t t i tu d e s  and behavior that  is re la te d  to  d i f 

fe re n t  management issues. Among the  more co n trov ers ia l  issues o f  th is  

type are:  a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing ,  hunter- landowner re la t io n s h ip s ,

bounty payments, and lack o f  general support fo r  resource management 

agency programs.

The problem o f  lack o f  pu b l ic  understanding or  support has prompted 

many a r t i c l e s  and profess iona l  papers which have speculated as to causes 

and s o lu t io n s .  G i lb e r t  has w r i t t e n  a book on pub l ic  re la t io n s  with  

immediate a p p l ic a t io n  to resource management agencies.^ Ear ly  in the 

book, he makes the as tu te  observation concerning h i s t o r i c a l  ideologies  

in resource management th a t ,

' d . L. G i l b e r t ,  Publ ic  Relations In Natural Resources Management 
(M inneapolis ,  Minn: Burgess Publishing Co., 1964).
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During th is  per iod  (1900-1935) conservat ion c h i e f l y  meant pro tec 
t io n  ra th e r  than "wise use."  As Les P e n g e i ly ,  an a r t i c u l a t e  
e x t e n s lo n is t  in Montana, re c e n t ly  commented, "conservat ion  was 
l i k e  a boomerang. We l ik e d  the new idea o f  management, but we 
had sold the o ld  ideas o f  p re s erv a t io n  and p r o te c t io n  so w e l l  
t h a t  we c o u ld n ' t  throw them away. In o th e r  words we did such 
a good job o f  ' s e l l i n g '  males-only  seasons, a r t i f i c i a l  propagation  
and s to ck in g ,  bounties on p re d a to rs ,  and r e s t r i c t e d  hunting th a t  
many people simply w i l l  not accept anyth ing co n tra ry  as being  
good management."'

This ana lys is  describes the s i t u a t i o n  very w e l l  in Michigan w i th  regard  

to  a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing .  Between 1915 and 1921 the predecessor o f  

the Conservation Department (now the Department o f  N atura l  Resources) 

in t h e i r  appeals fo r  p u b l ic  support o f  a law to p r o h i b i t  a n t le r l e s s  

deer hunting (a form o f  s t r i c t  p re s e rv a t io n )  implied t h a t  such a pro

h i b i t i o n  was in h e re n t ly  b e n e f i c i a l . Such impl. ications were re in fo rc ed  

by the Conservation Department during the e a r l y  years o f  the new De

partment.  .Many problems have been crea ted  because th is  ov e rs ta ted  

im p l ic a t io n  was accepted and has p e rs is te d .  When e c o lo g ic a l  changes 

occurred or  condit ions  developed where hunt ing  pressure was not the 

l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r ,  the c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the Department's new arguments 

f o r  supporting a n t l e r l e s s  deer  hunting were open to qu est ion .

Obta in ing laws compatible  w i th  s c i e n t i f i c  game management seems 

to be a widespread problem w i th  regard to  various types o f  game. Cain 

found in his survey o f  problems encountered by w i l d l i f e  management

agencies that  l e g i s l a t i v e  support fo r  s c i e n t i f i c  management is a
2

problem in 42 s t a te s .  I t  is an important problem in 23 o f  those 

s ta te s  and a very serious c o n s t ra in t  in 4 o th e rs .

 ̂G i I b e r t ,  p. 4.
2

ORRRC Report No. 5» p. 44.
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G i lb e r t  makes some In t e r e s t in g  observations as to why he fe e ls  th a t

w i l d l i f e  managing agencies are p a r t i c u l a r l y  vu lnerab le  to inadequate  

p u b l1c support.

Problems o f  human management seem to be g re a te r  In w i l d l i f e  manage
ment than any comparable na tura l  resource profess ions.  W i l d l i f e  
managers do not know, o r  have contro l  o f ,  t h e i r  users as do the  
fo re s te rs  and range managers. Pub l ic  i n t e r e s t  in hunting and 
f is h in g  is inherent and Is g re a te r  than in harvest ing  fo re s t  and 
range crops. W i l d l i f e  harvesters  are  more numerous than range 
and fo re s t  ha rv es te rs .  With g re a te r  numbers, and o f ten  a lack  
o f  professional  i n t e r e s t ,  hunters may be less experienced and 
may have fewer scruples than users o f  o th e r  na tu ra l  resources.  
P o l i t i c a l  in f luence appears to  be s tronger  in w i l d l i f e  agencies 
than in range and fo re s t  agencies. In the p as t ,  w i l d l i f e  workers 
of ten  have been less q u a l i f i e d  fo r  t h e i r  Jobs, due to less 
s t r in g e n t  employment q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  than profess ional  fo r e s t e r s .  
Also ,  hunters and fishermen, more than stockmen and timber c u t t e r s ,  
use lands that  are not p u b l ic ly  owned and are thus less subject  
to agency c o n t r o l .  Law enforcement problems c e r t a i n l y  are 
g re a te r  in w i l d l i f e  management than In fo r e s t r y  and o th e r  a l l i e d  
profess i o n s . '

I f  G i l b e r t ' s  Ins ights  are c o r r e c t ,  and there is every in d ic a t io n  th a t  

they a r e ,  then i t  is c le a r  tha t  w i l d l i f e  management agencies are con

t i n u a l l y  walking a p o l i t i c a l  t ig h t ro p e .

The focus o f  our study is upon controvers ies  dea l ing  w ith  a n t l e r 

less deer hunt ing ,  but before reviewing studies o f  th is  issue we sh a l l  

review two studies deal ing  w ith  hunter- landowner r e la t io n s h ip s .  This 

is a problem in almost a l l  parts  o f  the country and in a l l  types o f  

hunting because a great deal o f  the to ta l  hunting occurs on p r iv a te  

land not owned by the hunters .  Barclay s tudied the a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  

p r iv a te  lands fo r  hunting in Pennsylvania in 1966. Of the s ix teen  

v ar iab les  he te s te d ,  he found th a t  the "educational le v e l"  o f  the

^ G i lb e r t ,  p. 13.
2

J, S. B arc lay ,  " S ig n i f ic a n t  Factors In f luenc ing  the A v a i l a b i l i t y  
o f  P r iv a t e ly  Owned Rural Land to the H unter ,"  M.S. Thesis in the De
partment o f  W i l d l i f e  Management a t  Pennsylvania S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,
1966,
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landowners was the only c o n s is te n t ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  in f lu e n c e .  He ampli 

f i e d  th is  f in d in g  by p o in t in g  out t h a t :

The data in d ic a te  th a t  landowners In the  study area are becoming 
b e t t e r  educated, have fewer local  t i e s  and are less sympathetic  
toward hunt ing .  Such landowners do have a heightened ap p re c ia t io n  
f o r  t h e i r  " r ig h t s "  as landowners, are  cognizaht o f  the values o f  
t h e i r  p ro p e r ty ,  and are i n t o l e r a n t  o f  in d is c r im in a te  use o f  t h e i r  
land by o th e rs .

He closes his  study w ith  the warning t h a t  the owners' a b i l i t y  to w i t h 

stand " t h e  p re d ic te d  increases in hunter  numbers and economic w eight  o f  

urba n iza t ion  w i tho u t  ass is tance is d o u b t f u l . "  Although th is  study is 

d e s c r ip t iv e  in n a tu r e ,  i t  nonetheless represents a good p re l im in a ry  

e f f o r t .

Dice c o n tr ib u te d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  to  a b e t t e r  understanding o f  hu n te r -  

1 andowner r e la t io n s h ip s  in Michigan in h is  doctora l  d i s s e r t a t io n  in 

1967. His .use o f  several research design techniques which are common 

to socia l  research but which are seldom ap p l ied  to resource development 

research, is p a r t i c u l a r y  noteworthy. He used an exper imental  design 

in which he exposed one group o f  sportsman club members to a s e r ie s  o f  

in fo rm at ive  le c tu re s  de a l in g  w i th  h u n t e r - 1andowner r e la t io n s h ip s .  

A t t i t u d i n a l  changes which took place fo l lo w in g  the treatment were 

compared w i th  the exper ience o f  a c a r e f u l l y  supervised contro l  group 

in o rde r  to i d e n t i f y  the e f f e c t  o f  the  t rea tm e nt .  The fo l lo w in g  con

cepts were proposed as poss ib le  components o f  the  a t t i t u d e s  f o r  which 

attempts were made to induce changes:

Tl b i d . . p. 92.
2

Eugene Dice,  "The In f luence  o f  an Educational Awareness Expe
r ience on Components o f  Psychological  P o s i t i o n , "  Doctor o f  Education  
d is s e r t a t io n  from the U n iv e rs i ty  o f  M ichigan,  1967.



The premise th a t  p o s i t io n  is r e a l l y  a p r o f i l e  o f  component v a r i 
ables provides a bas ic  s t r u c t u r e  w i th  which the assumed components 
may be i d e n t i f i e d .  Five have been i d e n t i f i e d  fo r  th is  s tudy .
These inc lude:  an id eo lo g ic a l  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  understanding the
issue,  a d is p o s i t io n  to a c t ,  a percept ion  o f  the fa c ts  involved  
wi th the is s u e .

A major hypothesis  o f  the study was tha t  " i f  p o s i t io n s  o f  groups and 

in d iv id u a ls  regarding a na tura l  resource issue can be descr ibed as 

being d i f f e r e n t  then p o s i t io n  may be regarded as a measurable dimen

s io n ." ^  He found th a t :

In the present in v e s t ig a t io n ,  i t  was s p e c i f i c  to the component 
s t r u c tu r e  th a t  the three dea l in g  w i th  b e h a v io r ,  i . e . ,  d is p o s i t io n  
to a c t ,  percept ion  o f  a p p ro p r ia te  a c t io n ,  and percept ion  o f  f a c t s ,  
were not as c r i t i c a l  to change and issue so lv in g  In the needs o f  
space age community and resource development as were the  time  
bound a t t i t u d e s  toward change and opinions toward the te chn ica l  
advice r e l a t i v e  to change by ta le n te d  e x p e r t s . 3

As is e a s i l y  d i s c e r n i b l e .  Dice Is p r i m a r i l y  in te r e s t e d  in c o g n i t iv e  

processes o f  educating f o r  resource development. N e v e r th e les s ,  several  

o f  the concepts which he used are  d i r e c t l y  a p p l ic a b le  to  th is  i n v e s t i 

ga t io n .

To d a te ,  T i l l e t t ' s  study in New Jersey is the only  behav iora l  and 

a t t i t u d i n a l  study th a t  has focused e x p l i c i t l y  upon an a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting controversy.  T i l l e t t ' s  work is a l t o g e t h e r  a q u a l i t a t i v e  d i s 

course de a l in g  p r im a r i l y  w ith  the s p e c i f i c  events and people who were 

a p a r t  o f  th a t  un fo ld ing  issue In his s t a t e .  Since T i l l e t t  is a 

p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t ,  i t  Is not s u r p r is in g  th a t  h is  purpose is to study  

the p o l i t i c a l  im p l ic a t io n s  o f  p u b l ic  p o l ic y  formation and implementation
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using th is  issue as a case s tudy .  A statement in h is  conclusions

captures the  essence o f  h is  purpose:

While  th is  case began w i th  a narrow focus on the  problems . . . 
concerned w i th  deer in the s t a t e  o f  New J e rs e y , i t  ends w ith  an 
issue which cuts across ne ar ly  every aspect o f  present-day  
American p o l i t i c a l  l i f e :  How to cut the lead t ime between d i s 
covery and a p p l ic a t io n  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  knowledge? . . .  I f  noth ing  
e l s e ,  th is  study documents the inadequacies o f  th e  i n t e r e s t  
group theory o f  American pol i t lc s -w h e th e r  t h a t  theory is con
s id ered  in i t s  d e s c r i p t i v e ,  norm at ive ,  or  o p e ra t io n a l  a s p e c ts J

The th ru s t  o f  h is  t r e a t i s e  leads to c e r t a i n  normative conclusions—

one major conclusion being tha t  the clash and c o n f l i c t  o f  specia l

i n t e r e s t  groups in th is  p a r t i c u l a r  issue are  not "good" because they

did not p r o t e c t  the  " p u b l i c 's  i n t e r e s t s . "  However, nowhere in h is

discourse does the author  a t tempt to  s p e c i fy  the causes fo r  the

p o l i t i c a l  courses which happened to evolve  w i t h in  the i n s t i t u t i o n a l

s t r u c t u r e  which e x is te d  as compared to o th e r  poss ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e

forms. He ra ises  no quest ion  as to the sources o f  the a t t i t u d e s

evidenced by the members o f  the d i f f e r e n t  f a c t i o n s ,  o r  as to how these

a t t i t u d e s  were disseminated to  the var ious segments o f  the popu la t ion

which held  the d i f f e r e n t  v iews,  o r  a g a in ,  why the d i f f e r e n t  groups

behaved as they d i d ,  o r  o f  even a more b a s ic  dimension, why some were

predisposed to ac t io n  w h i le  o th e r  groups were n o t .  Any o r  a l l  o f  these

quest ions ,  i f  s u c c e s s fu l ly  researched, could c o n t r ib u te  to a g r e a t e r

understanding o f  the  s p e c i f i c  behav ior  which T i l l e t t  descr ibed .  Of

even g r e a te r  importance is the p o s s i b i l i t y  tha t  concepts and in s igh ts

o f  a more g e n e r a t Iz a b le  na ture  might be generated which could be

tested under a v a r i e t y  o f  c o n d i t io n s .  Since no such fo rm ula t ions  were

ev ident  from T i l l e t t ' s  book, the primary value to t h i s  study is in i ts

^T11l e t t ,  p.  116.
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ins Ights--some o f  which seem i n t u i t i v e l y  to have relevance to  meaningful  

t h e o r e t ic a l  p ro p o s i t io n s '  which one might wish to develop and t e s t .

Conceptual Foundations

Two p o la r  and undoubtedly o v e rs ta te d  and much s i m p l i f i e d  models 

are summarized below. Each o f  these models could conceivably  be used 

as a s t a r t i n g  po in t  in a study o f  the form at ion  and c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n  o f  

a t t i tu d e s  toward a n t le r le s s  deer hunt ing .  L i k e ly  em p ir ic a l  r e a l i t y  

l i e s  somewhere between these extremes. Various s e l e c t i v e  c h a ra c te r 

i s t i c s  from these two p re l im in a ry  models w i l l  probably prove meaningful  

in a u n i f i e d  model which h o p e fu l ly  w i l l  be developed from th is  study .

Once conception is th a t  a t t i t u d e s  toward the deer resource and 

i t s  management are  deeply embedded in the c u l t u r a l  t r a d i t io n s  o f  the  

s t a t e .  These a t t i t u d e s  are passed from generat ion  to generat ion  and 

are f a i r l y  s ta b le  over many y e a rs .  For the in d iv id u a l  , h is  a t t i t u d e s  

are almost an expression o f  a value o r i e n t a t i o n  ra th e r  than t h a t  o f  a 

loose ly  he ld  se t  o f  opinions o f  l i t t l e  consequence o r  importance to  him.

The o th e r  model conceives the  hunte r  as being b a s i c a l l y  uninformed 

and dependent upon in form at ion  sources o f  various kinds in o rder  to  

form h is  opinions concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  This model 

assumes a less in tense emotional commitment to the  resource which in 

turn prompts the hunter  to be more passive in seeking in fo rm a t io n .

^Bereleson and S te in e r  have d e f ined  theory as "an i n t e l l e c t u a l  
cre a t io n  e x p la in in g  the sum o f  the observed f a c t s ,  by means o f  a 
general p r i n c i p l e  from which these observat ions can be deduced as 
consequences. Theory fu r therm o re ,  provides the gu id e l in e s  f o r  fu tu re  
research ."  Bernard Berelson and G. A. S t e in e r  "Methods o f  In q u i r y , "  
in Human Behavior:  An Inventory o f  S c i e n t i f i c  Findings (New York: 
H arcourt ,  Brace and World, I n c . ,  19&A), pp. 15“ 33- I m p l i c i t  in the 
above d e f i n i t i o n  Is the idea th a t  these concepts must be t e s t a b le .
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Under the assumptions o f  th is  model c o in c id e n ta l  exposure to  various  

in form ation  sources plays a s i g n f i l e a n t  r o le  in the in formation which 

the hunte r  has a t  hand and upon which he bases h is  op in io ns .  In turn  

exposure to d i f f e r e n t  sources w i l l  vary among d i f f e r e n t  populat ion  

groups so th a t  a t t i t u d e s  can be pred ic ted  i f  two things are  known:

(1) The d i f f e r e n c e  in source and amount o f  in form ation  th a t  are a v a i l 

able  to various so c ia l  aggrega tes , and (2) the message th a t  is be ing ,  

conveyed by each in form at ion  source.

Several observat ions were mentioned e a r l i e r  which tend i n d i r e c t l y  

to support each o f  these two models.

I t  was noted in Chapter I that  there seem to be regional v a r i a 

tions in the amount and degree o f  e x i s t i n g  opposit ion  to  the  Department 

of  Natura l  Resources' a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y .  One ex p la na t ion  

tha t  was suggested in the e a r l i e r  discuss ion was th a t  hunting g e n e ra l ly  

is more important to  the res ident  populat ion  in the  northern  tw o - th i rd s  

o f  the s t a t e  than in southern Michigan as measured by the propor t ion  

o f  the  t o t a l  populat ion which buys a l ic e n s e .  I t  does not n e c e s s a r i ly  

fo l  low tha t  hunting is less important to in d iv id u a l  hunters In southern  

M i ch i gan.

I t  is known from numerous studies  as w e l l  as from everyday 

observat ion  th a t  not conforming to commonly held a t t i t u d e s  o f  one's  

peer group o f te n  induces sanc t ion s ,  whether s u b t le  o r  obvious. In a 

sense such sanctions are an attempt to induce the non-conformist  to 

conform. I t  is reasonable to expect that  where hunting is not so 

Important to the  popu la t ion  as a whole,  more d i v e r s i t y  o f  op in ion  

would be t o le r a te d  w i th o u t  sa nc t ion .  Thus one would expect opposit ion
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to be less In tense in Ingham County than in the northern counties  

because in t e r e s t  g e n e r a l ly  is not so widespread.

This fo rm u la t io n  i n d i r e c t l y  lends support to the f i r s t  model 

sketched above.

We a lso  observed in the e a r l i e r  discussion th a t  there  appear to  

be a t t i t u d i n a l  d i f fe re n c e s  among d i f f e r e n t  socio-economic s ta tu s  (SES) 

groups. I t  appears tha t  people in h igher  s ta tus  groups tend to support  

the DNR's p o s i t io n  concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting more than do the 

lower s ta tus  groups. Since these observat ions are  based on the  unstruc

tured observat ions and impressions o f  many peop le , we propose to  

c a r e f u l l y  t e s t  th is  p ro p o s i t io n  to see i f  a r e la t io n s h ip  between s ta tus  

and a t t i t u d e s  does e x i s t .

As one poss ib le  e xp la na t io n  fo r  such a r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  we can hy-  
• ✓ 

pothesize tha t  the var ious s ta tus  groups depend on d i f f e r e n t  sources

fo r  in form at ion  which they accept as c r e d ib le  concerning deer manage

ment. I f  hunters from d i f f e r e n t  socia l  groups are exposed to d i f f e r e n t  

in formation sources and In turn to d i f f e r e n t  messages, then these groups 

would be expected to have d i f f e r e n t  a t t i t u d e s .  Such a fo rm u la t io n  I f  

proven would lend support to the in format ion  source model ( the  second 

model o u t l in e d  above).

Another v a r ia b le  which may e x p la in  the d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  Is 

educat ion .  The hypothesis  seems reasonable th a t  pro fess ional  people  

and others w i th  high education w i l l  have a g re a te r  p re d is p o s i t io n  to  

support the judgment o f  p ro fess ion a ls  w i t h in  the DNR than w i l l  less  

educated hunte rs .  The author suspects,  however, th a t  education w i l l  

not e x p la in  a l l  the d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  and that  a t i g h t e r  data  

f i t  w i l l  be achieved by consider ing  the e f f e c t  o f  education In concert
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w ith  those parts  o f  the models form ulated  above which prove to be 

vi ab le .

Communications and A t t i tu d e s  

Katz and L a z a rs fe ld  e f f e c t i v e l y  demonstrated in Personal In f luence  

th a t  personal re la t io n s h ip s  act  as an in te rv e n in g  v a r ia b le  between mass 

media and audience response in the  form o f  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior .^  

According to t h e i r  f in d in g s ,  which have since been corrobora ted ,  there  

is a " tw o-s tep  f low  o f  communications" between the source and r e c e iv e r .  

The important l i n k  between the source and the r e c e iv e r  was dubbed 

"opin ion leaders"  by the au thors .  They e x p la in  the ro le  o f  the op in ion  

leaders in the  two-step f low o f  communications in th is  way.

1. In te rperso na l  r e la t io n s h ip s  seem to be "anchorage" po ints  fo r  
in d iv id u a l  o p in io n s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  hab its  and va lue s .  That i s ,  
i n t e r a c t in g  in d iv id u a ls  seem c o l l e c t i v e l y  and continuously  to 
generate and m ain ta in  common ideas and behav ior  pa t te rn s  which 
they are  r e lu c ta n t  to  surrender  o r  modify u n i l a t e r a l l y  . . .
2 .  In terpersona l  r e la t io n s  imply networks o f  in terpersona l  
communications, and th is  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  seems to be re le v a n t  f o r  
(mass media) campaign e f fe c t iv e n e s s  in severa l  in te r lo c k in g  ways: 
The " tw o -s te p  f low" hypothesis suggests , in the f i r s t  p la c e ,  th a t  
these in terpersona l  networks are  l in k e d  to mass media networks
in such a way th a t  some peop le ,  who are r e l a t i v e l y  more exposed,  
pass on what they see and h e a r ,  or  read to o thers  w ith  whom they 
are in contac t  who are  less exposed. Primary groups, in o th e r  
words, may serve as channels f o r  mass media transmission; th is  
might be c a l l e d  the re la y  funct ion  o f  in te rpersona l  r e l a t i o n s .  
Secondly,  i t  is im p l ie d ,  person-to-person In f luences may co inc ide  
with  mass media messages and thus e i t h e r  counteract  o r  re in fo rc e  
t h e i r  message. This might be c a l l e d  the reinforcement fu n c t io n ;  
and, there  is s u b s ta n t ia l  reason to suspect,  when reinforcement  
is p o s i t i v e ,  the communications in quest ion is l i k e l y  to be 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  e f f e c t i v e .

^Elihu Katz and Paul L a z a r s f e ld ,  Personal In f luence  (New York:  
The Free Press,  1955) .

2 i b i d . ,  pp. 4 4 -4 5 .



An example o f  such a two-step f low o f  communication Is the method by 

which people decide who to  vote fo r  in p o l i t i c a l  e l e c t i o n s .  The re su l ts  

o f  one o f  the f i r s t  modern s tud ies  which produced ev idence o f  the  e x i s 

tence o f  opinion leaders is published in The People 's  Choice .^ The 

research in d ica ted  th a t  there  were i n f l u e n t i a l s  in a l l  s t r a t a  o f  s o c ie ty  

who expose themselves to in form ation  needed to  make p o l i t i c a l  decis ions  

and then in f lue nce  t h e i r  less exposed peers by r e la y in g  t h e i r  conclu

sions to them. This  evidence tended to weaken the w ide ly  he ld  mis

conception th a t  represented the vot ing  p u b l ic  as atomized in d iv id u a ls  

who a l l  make decis ions on how they should vote from t h e i r  personal and 

in d iv id u a l  In t e r p r e t a t io n s  o f  mass media in fo rm a t io n .

At th is  p o in t ,  i t  may be l o g i c a l l y  questioned as to what the  

concepts discussed above have to  do w i th  the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting  

controversy.  We propose now to r e l a t e  the issue and these concepts.

But f i r s t  a q u a l i f i c a t i o n  must be s t a t e d .  The p r in c ip le s  developed 

by Katz and L a zars fe ld  probably have d e f i n i t e  l i m i t a t i o n s  in t h e i r  

a p p l ic a t io n  to th is  s tudy .  The authors made i t  c le a r  t h a t  they were 

at tempting to  minimize the In f luence  o f  the s o c i a l i z a t i o n  and o ther  

complex e f f e c t s  which are deeply embedded In human p e r s o n a l i t i e s  and 

behav ior .  T h e i r  th in k in g  is s ta te d  in the  fo l lo w in g  way:

There is no doubt,  f o r  instance ,  tha t  what our parents to ld  us 
in e a r ly  childhood has an e v e r la s t in g  in f luence  on our ad u l t  
l i f e  In terms o f  the b e l i e f s ,  p re ju d ic e s ,  hab i ts  and fears  w ith  
which we approach every s i t u a t i o n  . . . .  We, however, take  
these general a t t i t u d e s  fo r  granted and s h a l l  be concerned only  
w ith  minor v a r ia t io n s  on th is  basic theme o f  op in ion and a t t i t u d e  
fo rm at ion ,  as they are  played out over r e l a t i v e l y  sh or t  periods

*P. L a z a rs fe ld ,  B. BereIson, and Goludet,  The People 's  Choice.
(New York: Columbia U n iv e rs i ty  Press, \ $ 5 k ) .
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o f  time. Thus, we w i l l  not be concerned w ith  why a man has 
Republican opinions i f  he has held them fo r  a long time; but i f  
he has changed them q u i te  r e c e n t ly ,  we w i l l  be.^

This is p re c is e ly  where the basic  emphasis described in Personal I n f l u 

ence d i f f e r s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the focus of  th is  study. Undoubtedly,  

many people have been inf luenced in t h e i r  th ink ing  concerning a n t ie r le s s  

deer hunting by a c lu s t e r  o f  complex inf luences perhaps over a period  

o f  many years .  We have se t  as one of  our goa ls ,  as described e x p l i c i t l y  

in the hypotheses s ta ted  below, the task o f  examining the formation o f  

these deeper seated a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions .  This o b je c t iv e  contrasts  

sharply  w ith  the studies which deal w ith  decisions concerning product 

purchases o r  choices o f  en te r ta inm ent .  Obviously , the mechanics o f  

decid ing which soap to buy is a less complex decis ion process than 

decid ing whether a n t le r le s s  deer should be shot o r  not .

Now to the  matter  o f  the re la t io n s h ip  between in terpersonal i n f l u 

ence and a t t i t u d e  formation concerning a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.  Hie  

DNR is charged w i th  the r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f  managing most o f  th e  s t a t e  

owned o r  c o n tro l le d  na tura l  resources, includ ing the deer herd. The 

agency is c e n t r a l i z e d  in Lansing as are most o th er  s ta te  agencies.  

However, the  DNR has strong grass roots contact  w i th  the pu b l ic  through 

i ts  several  hundred f i e l d  personnel who l i v e  in a l l  parts  o f  the  s t a t e .  

The s i t u a t i o n  w ith  regard to a n t le r le s s  deer hunting is best descr ibed,  

however, by po in t ing  out that  only a small percentage o f  these f i e l d  

workers are engaged in f u l l - t i m e  jobs invo lv ing  deer herd management. 

There fore ,  i t  is l i k e l y  that  the to ta l  force o f  a c t iv e  advocates o f  

the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  w i th in  the Department is q u i te  sm al l .

V a t z  and L a z a rs fe ld ,  p. 162.
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There is a lso evidence th a t  many Department employees, e s p e c ia l l y  

a t  non-pro fess iona l  l e v e l s ,  f o r  years d id  not support a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting themselves a f t e r  i t  was in troduced on a broad s c a le  in 1352. 

Probably such a group o f  employees s t i l l  e x is ts  w i t h i n  the Department.  

One exp la na t ion  f o r  such behavior  may be t h a t  these i n d iv id u a ls '  d e s i re  

fo r  local  community acceptance outweighs the b e n e f i ts  o f  id e n t i f y in g  

w ith  the  values and a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  employei— in th is  case, the  

DNR and i t s  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l i c y .

G e n e ra l ly ,  the aggressive f r o n t - l i n e  advocates o f  a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting p o l ic y  w i t h i n  the Department are  the  p ro fess ion a l  game b i o lo 

g is ts  and b io m e tr ic ia n s  located  p r i m a r i l y  w i t h in  th e  Game and Research 

and Development D iv is io n s .  Strong support is provided by the D iv is io n  

o f  In formation  and Education and by the  top a d m in is t r a t iv e  s t a f f  o f  

the Department w i th  secondary support  given by the p ro fe s s io n a ls  w i t h in  

the o th e r  D iv is ion s  such as Parks,  F is h ,  and F o re s t ry .  To summarize 

the p o in t ,  a l though the DNR is a la rg e  agency, I t  is u n l ik e ly  that  i t s  

message concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing  has been w id e ly  spread by 

i t s  employees through f a c e - t o - f a c e  contac t  w ith  the deer hunting  

pub l i e .

This leads to a second p o in t— th a t  the DNR is dependent upon mass 

media and group contacts to present i t s  case and t h a t ,  by a l l  measures,  

they have done a good job through these media. As prev iou s ly  mentioned,  

almost a l l  the mass media support the  Department and almost a l l  the 

general conservat ion and business o rg a n iz a t io n s  do not represent a 

cross sect ion  o f  the s t a t e  p o p u la t io n ,  o r  o f  the hunting populat ion  

e i t h e r ,  fo r  th a t  m a t te r .  A l l  these groups have a d is p ro p o r t io n a te  

number o f  p ro fess ion a l  members and /or  members from h ig h e r  SES groups.
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Because the DNR has been able to concentrate upon such groups and 

because they have had r e l a t i v e l y  easy access to these groups to present  

the Department's case, important support has been won. i t  has a lready  

been hypothesized tha t  th is  access is a v a i la b le  because o f  the p re d is 

po s i t ion  o f  these leaders and group members to accept or  a t  le a s t  l i s t e n  

sym pathet ica l ly  to the DNR's po int  o f  view because o f  the Department's  

professional c r e d e n t ia ls .

With th is  s t r a t e g i c  mass media and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support ,  i t  is 

a l to g e th e r  f i t t i n g  to ask why such a s i g n i f i c a n t  percentage o f  Michigan 

deer hunters ,  estimated a t  k8% in 1967, continue to oppose a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting a f t e r  a t  l e a s t  16 years o f  g e t t in g  used to the idea? I t  

is a t  th is  po in t  th a t  the idea o f  a "two-step f low  o f  communications" 

seems re le v a n t .

I t  is ev ident  th a t  fo r  many hunters ,  t h e i r  hunting pa r ty  is a 

primary soc ia l  group in terms o f  s t a b i l i t y ,  closeness o f  the members, 

and commitment to the group. Because o f  the high regard th a t  many 

hunters have f o r  t h e i r  hunting group or  hunting c lu b ,  they w i l l  tend 

to conform to the a t t i t u d i n a l  expectat ions of  the group. According 

to Katz and L a z a rs fe ld ,  th is  conformity is not n e c e s s a r i ly  achieved 

a t  the expense o f  independent th ink ing  o r  by the suppression o f  

previously  he ld  opinions on the part  o f  the conform ist .  For most 

issues o r  su b je c ts ,  a preponderance o f  the members o f  most socia l  

groups, inc lud ing those in te res ted  in hunting,  w i l l  have n e i th e r  the 

access to re levant  in formation nor the in te r e s t  to  seek i t .  The 

in formation needed to form  and support opinions is gathered,  i n t e r 

preted and then disseminated by opinion leaders to the  o th e r  group 

members. Needless to say,  these opinion leaders are o f te n  s e le c t iv e
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in the k in d ,  amount, and source o f  in formation  they are w i l l i n g  to  

re ce iv e .  Even more im portant ,  they are o f ten  very s e l e c t i v e  in the  

in form at ion  th a t  they pass on to  o th e r  group members a f t e r  they have 

in te r p r e te d  i t .

These op in ion leaders usua l ly  have some unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

th a t  endows them w i th  a s p ec ia l  measure o f  c r e d i b i l i t y  to the group.  

The ro le  o f  op in ion  leader  is usua l ly  confe rred  upon a person because 

of  some advantage such as spec ia l  t r a in in g  or  unique access to i n f o r 

mation sources in c lu d in g ,  in th is  case, mass media. These specia l  

c re d e n t ia ls  a l low  the  o ther  members to accept h is  in t e r p r e t a t io n s  

w ith o u t  ser ious ch a l lenge .

The above s t a te d  propos it ions  lead to the p o s tu la t io n  th a t  the 

strength o f  hunting group re la t io n s h ip s  w i l l  be a key p r e d ic to r  o f  

a t t i t u d e s  toward a n t le r le s s  deer hu n t ing .  I t  is hypothesized th a t  

hunters w i th  strong hunting group t i e s  and who are  from a lower soc io 

economic s ta tu s  leve l  w i l l  not on ly  tend to consider  hunting more 

important to them than w i l l  t h e i r  counterpar ts  from h ig h e r  SES l e v e ls ,  

but they w i l l  consider  hunting success as a symbol o f  s ta tus  w i t h in  

t h e i r  group. These a t t i t u d e s  w i l l  in t u r n ,  prompt o r  in t e n s i f y  oppo

s i t i o n .

However, th e re  are undoubtedly thousands o f  hunters who do not  

hunt w i th  a spec ia l  group. There are probably a lso  severa l  thousand 

hunters who hunt only  by themselves or a t  most w i th  one o r  two o th e r  

people. I f  the data from th is  study is c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the res u l ts  

found in a number o f  o ther  s t a t e s ,  these two groups o f  deer hunters
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w i l l  be a m in o r i ty ,  because deer hunting involves d e f i n i t e  socia l  as 

well  as recrea t ion a l  m ot ivat ions .^  On the o th e r  hand, id e n t i t y  w ith  

and commitment to the group has probably diminished from what I t  was 

two. o r  three decades ago. A t  one time deer hunting was a major endeavor 

in th a t  almost everyone who hunted was a member o f  a deer camp some

where and each in d iv id u a l  usual ly  stayed in the woods f o r  up to one or  

two weeks. The dura t ion  of  the average hunt has probably decreased 

markedly because o f  the good t ran sp o r ta t io n  system which al lows a 

hunter to t rav e l  anywhere in the s ta te  in a matter  o f  hours. A lso ,  the 

strong urban o r ie n t a t io n  of  many hunters probably predisposes them to 

not want to stay away from modern conveniences fo r  very long a t  a time.  

In a d d i t io n ,  many loners or  small hunting p a r t ie s  are the re s u l t  o f

hourly  workers who cannot take time o f f  from work and th ere fo re  hunt

only a f t e r  work o r  fo r  a day or  two on weekends.

These people , w i thout  a strong primary group id e n t i t y  with

respect to deer hu nt ing ,  must depend e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  upon the mass 

media fo r  information concerning a n t le r le s s  deer hunting o r  upon in f o r 

mation passed on to them through some soc ia l  c o l l e c t i v i t y  o f  which they 

are a p a r t ,  such as t h e i r  work group or  some orga n iza t ion  in which they 

hold membership. I f  i n t e r e s t  in hunting and status achieved through 

hunting success are  associated w i th  SES, we would expect a la rg e r  

proport ion o f  lower s tatus in d iv id ua ls  to hunt and to base t h e i r  

s a t is f a c t io n  upon the success which they and t h e i r  acquaintances 

achieve. Thus we would expect people from lower sta tus  groups to 

depend upon information from t h e i r  socia l  peers w h i le  h igher s tatus

' p e t e r l e ,  "The Hunter-Who Is He" p. 263; Davis,  Vai ues o f  HuntIng  
and Fishing in Arizona In 1965. p. 5k.



in d iv id u a ls — because fewer o f  t h e i r  acquaintances hunt ,  because success 

per se Is not as important to them, and because they are more p re d is 

posed to respect the e x p e r t is e  o f  pro fess iona l  game managers— w i l l  be 

more dependent upon the mass media fo r  t h e i r  in fo rm at io n .

Regional d i f fe re n c e s  become a f a c t o r  not so much from a micro 

in f luence  w i t h in  s p e c i f i c  groups, but from the macro e f f e c t  o f  the  

socia l  m i l i e u .  The e f f e c t  can most r e a d i l y  be seen in the opposit ion  

found w i t h in  the two northern regions o f  Michigan. I t  is expected  

that  there w i l l  be ge n e ra l ly  less support among a l l  SES le v e ls  in the 

northern tw o - th ird s  o f  the s t a t e  as compared to the same groups in the 

southern t h i r d  o f  Michigan.

Summary

In essence th is  research problem involves the de term inat ion  the 

ro le  o f  primary so c ia l  in f lu e n c e s ,  the  mass media and secondary r e f e r 

ence groups in the  formation o f  opinions and a t t i t u d e s  concerning  

a n t le r le s s  deer hu n t ing .

An Assumption

Information concerning a n t le r le s s  deer hunting is the primary  

basis upon which opin ions toward the issue o f  whether a n t le r le s s  deer  

should o r  should not be shot are formed (as opposed to personal obser

va t ion )  .

Hypotheses 

Regional D i f fe rences  

1. Hunters from Ingham County, as a group, w i l l  be most support ive  o f

the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  when compared to hunters from

the o th e r  coun t ies .  Alpena hunters w i l l  be le a s t  s u p p o r t ive .



S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c es  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the 

degree o f  a l i e n a t io n  (powerlessness) regarding the governmental  

process among hunters who oppose the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting  

p o l ic y .  Alpena hunters w i l l  manifest  the g re a te s t  amount o f  

a l i e n a t i o n ,  and Ingham hunters w i l l  manifest the le a s t  a l i e n 

a t io n .

S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties In the  

importance o f  success in k i l l i n g  a deer to ind iv idua l  hunters .  

The importance o f  success w i l l  be most ev ident among hunters  

from Alpena County and le a s t  ev id e n t  among Ingham County 

hu n te rs .

S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the  

status symbolism associated wi t h  success in the minds o f  

hunters .  Hunting success w i l l  have the s trongest  s tatus sym

bolism fo r  Alpena hunters and the le a s t  s tatus symbolism fo r  

Ingham hunters.

S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the 

importance o f  hunting to the hunters .  The hunting experience  

w i l l  be most important to Alpena County hunters and le a s t  

important to Ingham County hunters.

S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the 

proport ion o f  peers who hunt.  Alpena hunters w i l l  have the 

la rge s t  proport ion of  peers who hunt wh i l e  hunters from Ingham 

County w i l l  have the sm al lest  proport ion o f  peers who hunt.  

S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ces  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in hunter  

perception o f  the proport ion o f  peer group opposit ion to 

a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.  Alpena County hunters w i l l  perceive



the l a r g e s t  p roport ion  o f  peer group opposit ion  to  a n t le r le s s  

deer hunt ing  w h i l e  Ingham County hunters w i l l  pe rc e iv e  the  

l e a s t .

G. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in hunter

exposure to  in form at ion  concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting

der ived  from mass media. Alpena hunters w i l l  be le a s t  exposed 

to  mass media in form at ion  wh i l e  Ingham hunters w i l l  be most 

exposed to mass media in form at ion  sources.

Socio-Economic Status (SES)

Hunters from the  h ighest  SES l e v e l , as a group, w i l l  be most sup

p o r t iv e  o f  the  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  when compared to 

the o th e r  SES groups. Low SES hunters w i l l  be le a s t  su pp or t ive .

A. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the th ree  SES groups

in the degree o f  a l i e n a t i o n  regarding the  governmental process 

among hunters who oppose the  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l i c y .

Low SES hunters w i l l  m an ifes t  the g r e a te s t  degree o f  a l i e n a t i o n ,  

and high SES hunters w i l l  m anifes t  th e  le a s t  a l i e n a t i o n .

B. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in the

importance o f  success in k i l l i n g  a deer to in d iv id u a l  hunters .  

The importance o f  success w i l l  be g r e a te s t  among low SES hunt

ers and le a s t  important to  high SES hu n te rs .

C. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in the

status  symbolism which is assoc ia ted  wi t h  hunting success in 

the minds o f  hunters .  Hunting success w i l l  have the  s t ro nge s t  

sta tus  symbolism fo r  low SES hunters and the le a s t  s ta tus  

symbolism f o r  high SES hunters .



D. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in the

importance o f  hunting to  the hu n te rs .  The hunting exper ience

w i l l  be most important to low SES hunters and le a s t  important  

to  high SES hunters .

E. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among SES groups in the

propor t ion  o f  peers who hunt .  Low SES hunters w i l l  have the

la rg e s t  p ro p o r t io n  o f  peers who hunt w h i l e  high SES hunters  

w i l l  have the sm a l le s t  p rop or t io n  o f  peers who hunt.

F. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among SES groups in hunter

percept ion  o f  the proport ion o f  peer group o p p o s i t io n  to 

a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  Low SES hunters w i l l  perce ive  the  

g r e a te s t  p rop or t io n  o f  peer group oppo s i t io n  to the p o l ic y  

w h i le  high SES hunters w i l l  pe rc e ive  th e  le a s t  o p p o s i t io n .

G. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups f o r

sources o f  in form ation  concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .

Low SES hunters w i l l  have the l e a s t  exposure to  mass media 

in form at ion  concerning the  issue w h i l e  high SES hunters w i l l  

be most exposed to mass media in form at ion  sources.

Ingham County hunters w i l l  have the la rg e s t  p rop or t io n  o f  high

SES hunters wh i l e  Alpena County w i l l  have the la r g e s t  p roport ion

o f  low SES hunters.

A. The d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  among the hunters o f  the three

counties w i l l  be expla ined by the  d i f fe re n c e s  in the pro-

* p o r t io n  o f  hunters from the th re e  SES groups in the th re e

c o u n t ie s .



CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION AND 
SOME GENERAL FINDINGS

The In terv iew  Schedule 

Ear ly  in the form ulat ion  o f  th is  s tudy ,  i t  was decided to focus 

on the a t t i t u d e s  and behavior o f  a c ross-sect ion  o f  Michigan deer hunt

ers regarding a n t le r le s s  deer hunting, A p re l im in ary  in te rv ie w  sched

ule was prepared in the f a l l  o f  1967, and a f t e r  two re v is io n s ,  was 

administered as a p r e te s t  to t h i r t y - t w o  randomly se lected f i re a rm  deer  

l icense buyers in Jackson and Ingham count ies .  These p r e t e s t  i n t e r 

views concentrated upon te s t in g  the r e la t io n s h ip  between socio-economic  

status and the a t t i tu d e s  and behavior associated w i th  a n t le r le s s  deer  

hunting. The resu l ts  ind ica ted  th a t  there was a f a i r l y  s trong s t a t i s 

t i c a l  assoc ia t ion  between a t t i tu d e s  and socio-economic s ta tu s  as 

measured by chi square te s ts .

This p r e te s t  In te rv ie w  schedule did not conta in very many questions  

designed to e l i c i t  data concerning information sources and reference  

groups because the relevance o f  such information was not apparent a t  

that  time. Based on the resu lts  o f  th is  i n i t i a l  e f f o r t ,  a number of  

items was e l im in a te d  and others were added to f i l l  the data gaps. At 

th is  e a r ly  stage i t  was not possib le  to t e s t  fo r  the magnitude o f  

regional d i f fe re n c e s  because the p r e t e s t  was confined to one area o f  

Southern Michigan.
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In the spr ing  o f  1968 a concerted e f f o r t  was made to  r e f in e  the 

instrument and to determine a se t  o f  p la u s ib le  hypotheses to t e s t  

which might account f o r  the d i f fe re n c e s  in expressed a t t i t u d e s .  A f t e r  

concluding th a t  re fe re nce  groups and sources o f  In form at ion  might be 

the ex p lanatory  concepts o f  g r e a te s t  f r u i t f u l n e s s ,  a b a t t e r y  o f  ques

t ions were introduced to  exp lore  these r e la t io n s h ip s .  A f t e r  f u r t h e r  

p re te s t in g  using a n o n -p r o b a b l is t ic  sample o f  respondents from Lansing  

and a f t e r  review by several  f a c u l t y  members a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty  

and pro fes s io n a ls  o f  the  Department o f  Natura l  Resources, the in te rv ie w  

schedule was completed and ready f o r  a d m in is t ra t io n  in August o f  1968.

The Sample counties

Very e a r l y  in the development o f  the study i t  became apparent th a t  

i t  was not f e a s i b l e  to choose a sample o f  hunters from throughout the 

s t a t e  because o f  a l im i t e d  research budget.  Because reg iona l  d i f fe re n c e s  

may be an important v a r i a b l e ,  i t  was f e l t  th a t  i t  would be necessary to 

include a t  l e a s t  one county from each o f  the regions.  This meant th a t  

only one county could be used in two regions and poss ib ly  two counties  

in the o th e r  reg ion.  This l i m i t a t i o n  complicated the s e le c t io n  o f  the 

counties because i t  has o f te n  been observed by those close to the issue  

tha t  there are s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e s  w i t h i n  the regions 

as w e l l  as among them. Thus, i f  the  counties were chosen on the  basis  

o f  a s t r a t i f i e d  random sample w ith  such a small sample o f  c o u n t ie s ,  

there would be ser ious quest ion as to the representa t iveness  o f  any 

one county f o r  i t s  regions.

I t  was dec!ded, a f t e r  c o n s u l ta t io n  w i th  severa l  p ro fess iona l  

s t a t i s t i c i a n s  who are a lso  knowledgeable about the geography and 

demography o f  M ichigan,  to  purpostvely  s e l e c t  the counties from which
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MARQUETTE

ALPENA

Figure 3. Survey study counties and Michigan Department o f  Natural  
Resources a d m in is t r a t iv e  regions

the respondent sample would be chosen. The fo l lo w in g  c r i t e r i a  were 

used:

1. Urban and Rural -  No county se lec ted  should have an urban or  

a ru ra l  populat ion g r e a te r  than 85% o f  the t o t a l .



2, Hunter Success -  D i f f e r e n t  areas o f  a region d i f f e r  as to t h e i r  

deer ha rv es t  p r o d u c t i v i t y .  Counties should be chosen which 

f a l l  in the median range o f  animals harvested per season— n e i 

ther  areas in which a very high proport ion  o f  hunters k i l l  a 

deer each year  nor areas in which a very small p ropor t ion  o f  

hunters are successful should be included.

3. In te rv iew ers  -  T h i r d l y ,  a c o l le g e  or u n iv e r s i t y  should be 

located in the v i c i n i t y  In order  th a t  lo ca l  in te rv ie w e rs  w i l l  

be a v a i 1 a b le .

1*. Representat iveness -  The counties to be included In the sample

should t y p i f y  t h e i r  regions w i th  regard to economic c o n d i t io n s ,  

land-use ,  populat ion d e n s i ty ,  and popu la t ion  s iz e  f o r  the  

region i t  is to represent .  An example o f  an area th a t  was 

considered but l a t e r  r e je c te d  as being a ty p ic a l  o f  the region  

was Grand Traverse in the northern  Lower Peninsu la .

On the basis o f  these c r i t e r i a ,  Marquette County was chosen to represent  

the Upper Peninsula and Alpena was s e lec te d  f o r  the northern Lower 

Peninsula? Southern Michigan's  re p re s e n ta t iv e  county was more d i f f i c u l t  

to choose. Ingham County was f i n a l l y  chosen because o f  i t s  median s iz e  

which allowed the urban and the ru ra l  to c o - e x is t  in c lose  p ro x im i ty .

I ts  c e n tra l  lo ca t io n  w i t h in  the  Lower Peninsula  was a lso  a f a c t o r .  

Apparently Ingham County hunters d isperse more in a fan-shaped p a t te rn  

as they go north to hunt than hunters from some o f  the o th e r  urban 

cente rs .  For example, D e t r o i t ,  F l i n t ,  Saginaw and Bay C i ty  hunters  

seem to concentrate  on the eastern  s id e  o f  the northern  Lower Peninsula  

and hunters from the Grand Rapids area  t ra v e l  north and d isperse in a 

p a tte rn  tha t  is much more concentrated in the northwestern and western
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areas o f  the s t a t e .  I f  the  lo c a t io n  in which a person hunts a f f e c t s  

his a t t i t u d e  toward a n t l e r l e s s  deer hu n t ing ,  i t  was f e l t  tha t  the more 

dispersed p a t te rn  o f  Lansing hunters would tend to  hold th is  v a r ia b le  

constant which in turn would a l lo w  f o r  g r e a t e r  g e n e r a l i z a t io n  from the 

study r e s u l ts .

On the o th e r  hand, severa l  p ro fess ion a ls  w i t h in  the Department o f  

Natural Resources w i th  whom the m atte r  o f  the sampling frame was 

discussed f e l t  th a t  the presence o f  the s t a t e  government agencies In 

Lansing would modify a t t i t u d e s  in a fa v o rab le  d i r e c t i o n  through more 

contact w i th  Department personnel .  This po in t  was considered but was 

re je c te d  because o f  a lack o f  evidence o f  a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  o f  such 

an in f luen ce  on a t t i t u d e s  in the  p r e te s t  in te rv ie w s .  This observa t ion  

seems to have been f u r t h e r  supported by the f a c t  th a t  on ly  two people 

out o f  the 108 in the Ingham sample th a t  were in terv iew ed were reported  

to have said something to the in te rv ie w ers  which ind ica ted  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

contact  w ith  Department personnel .

The Respondent Sample

The Department o f  Natura l  Resources cooperated in the study by 

drawing a sample o f  133 deer hunters from each o f  the three counties  

o f  Ingham, Alpena and Marquette .  In o rde r  to have a chance o f  being 

included in the s tudy ,  the respondents had to res ide in one o f  these 

three counties and had to  have purchased a f i r e a rm  deer l ic ens e  in 

1967.

The data reported in th is  study were o b ta ined  from th is  sample 

o f  hunters .  The fo l lo w in g  statement describes in p rec ise  terms the  

procedures th a t  were fo l lowed in s e le c t in g  the th re e  county sub- 

samples.
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We f i r s t  is o la te d  a l l  carbon copies o f  l icenses  sold and 
returned by a l l  l ic e n s e  agencies located in the th re e  counties o f  
i n t e r e s t ,  M arquette ,  Alpena, and Ingham. License numbers d i s t r i b 
uted by the Department to  agencies in each county are consecut ive .  
The numbers we sampled from were not s o l i d l y  consecutive w i t h in  
a county because o f  unsold l icenses o r  unreturned l ic e n s e  copies.  
Licenses reordered by dea lers  were not included in the  universe  
since they were d i s t r i b u t e d  on an a s k e d - fo r  basis  from l e f t  over  
high-numbered l icenses and thus were not e a s i l y  found in f i l e s  
o f  carbon cop ies .  Some few res idents  o f  these counties probably  
purchased l icenses  in o th e r  counties and thus had no chance o f  
being included in the sample. L ik e w is e ,  many l icenses sold by 
agencies located  w i t h in  a county are so ld  to  res idents  o f  o th e r  
count ies .

Every l ic e n s e  number d i s t r i b u t e d  to l ic e n s e  agents in a 
county o f  i n t e r e s t  (reorders  excepted) was given an equal chance 
o f  s e l e c t i o n .  This was done by: (1) s u b t r a c t in g  the l a s t
l ic e n s e  number d i s t r i b u t e d  in the  previous county from the l a s t
l ic e n s e  number d i s t r i b u t e d  in the county o f  i n t e r e s t ,  g iv in g  a 
to ta l  o f  the number o f  l icenses d i s t r i b u t e d  to the county; (2)  
s e le c t in g  a random number from the book A M i l l i o n  Random D i g i t s , 
prepared by the Rand C orpo ra t ion ,  between one and the t o t a l  
number o f  l icenses  d i s t r i b u t e d ;  (3) adding the l ic en s e  number 
from the la s t  l ic ens e  d i s t r i b u t e d  in the  previous county to  the
s e le c te d  random number; (A) lo c a t in g  the ac tua l  1 I cense by 
number and determ in ing i f  the chosen l ic en s ee  is a re s id en t  o f  
the county; (5)  repeat ing  the s e le c t io n  process u n t i l  app rox i 
mately 133 names have been se le c te d  f o r  each country .  1

Conducting the In terv iew s  

The research was timed so as to begin about October 1 and to be 

completed be fore  November 15. By th a t  t im e ,  the 1967 season had been 

completed almost a y e a r  e a r l i e r .  I t  was f e l t  th a t  In th is  length o f  

time the success or  lack  o f  success o f  the  respondents during the 1967 

season would be diminished enough so that  o v e r a l l  a t t i t u d e s  would not  

be a f fe c te d  unduly by one season. I t  was a ls o  hoped th a t  the e x c i t e 

ment o f  the inpending 1968 season (which was to begin November 15) 

might induce g r e a te r  cooperat ion from the respondents.

The sampling procedure was formulated by and c a r r ie d  ou t  under the 
d i re c t io n  o f  Louis Hawn, B iom etr ic ian  in the  Research and Development 
D iv is io n ,  Department o f  Natura l  Resources. Ju ly  1968. One hunte r  from 
another county was in a d v e r te n t ly  included in the  Alpena sample and l a t e r  
had to be de le ted  making a to t a l  o f  132 names f o r  the Alpena sample and 
a to t a l  o f  398 f o r  the three county sample.
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The research plan was designed so that  as many In terv iew s as pos

s ib le  would be completed In each county during the f i r s t  two weeks tha t  

in terv iews were scheduled f o r  the county. The plan c a l le d  fo r  a staggered  

weekly schedule o f  in te rv ie w  i n i t i a t i o n  and te rm ina t ion  as depicted  

g r a p h ic a l ly  beicw.

Oct.  k Oct. 11 Oct. 18 Oct.  25 Nov. 1

Ingham C o . ________________________ ______________

Alpena Co. --------------------------------------------------------------------

Marquette Co. ----------------------- ----------------------

Such a schedule allowed time for  a fo l low-up o f  the in terv iews  

that had not been completed during the two weeks a l l o t t e d  f o r  each 

county and before the deer season began.

Response and Non-response

There was a t o ta l  o f  398 respondents included In the sample. 

Completed usable in terv iews amounted to  336, or  about 85% success fo r  

the t o t a l  sample. This  was a lower ra te  o f  completion than was i n i 

t i a l l y  expected s ince a personal in te rv iew  technique was being used. 

However, much o f  the respondent a t t r i t i o n  can be accounted fo r  by the 

fa c t  th a t  the names were obta ined from 1967 deer l ic ense  forms which 

were more than a year  o ld  by the time the in terv iew s were conducted. 

During th is  period a number o f  hunters moved, died, o r  fo r  o th e r  reasons 

were not a v a i la b le  fo r  in te rv ie w .

Response and non-response d i f f e r e d  s u b s t a n t ia l l y  f o r  the Upper 

Peninsula and the two regions o f  the Lower Peninsula as the 

fo l low ing  ta b le  In d ic a te s .  Approximately 90% o f  the  in terv iews  

in the Marquette sample were completed w h i le  only about 81%
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Table 6. In terv iews completed and reasons f o r  uncompleted in terv iew s  
by county

Status o f  the In te rv ie w 1 ngham Alpena Marquette Total
3 o f  
Total

1. Completed In te rv ie w 108 109 119 336 84 .5
2. Moved and unable to  

f o 11ow up 10 11 I 22 5 .5
3. Mi 1 i ta ry 2 4 3 9 2 .0

4. Died 2 2 2 6 2 .0
5. Unable to  contact 5 3 3 11 2 .5
6. Contacted but unable 

to in te rv ie w 4 2 4 10 2 .5
7. Unaccounted fo r 2 1 1 4 1 .0

Total 133 132 133 398 100.0

were completed In the o th e r  two coun t ies .  The major v a r i a t i o n  seems 

to have been caused by d i f fe re n c e s  In m o b i l i t y .  Only one person had 

moved from Marquette and was not a v a i l a b l e  to be in te rv ie w e d .  On the 

o th e r  hand, the res idents  o f  Alpena and Ingham counties were much more 

mobile .  I t  was not poss ib le  to In te rv ie w  I I  people in Alpena because 

they had moved out  o f  the county. Two others had moved out o f  the  

county, but fo l low-ups a t  t h e i r  new homes re su l ted  in completed i n t e r 

views. As might be expected ,  severa l  Ingham res iden ts  had made i n t r a 

county moves whose new addresses could not be determined. A lso ,  a 

number o f  people had moved to new addresses in o th e r  counties and could 

not be fo l lowed up. In each o f  the th re e  counties approximately  the

same number o f  respondents were u n in te rv iew a b le  in every category o f

reasons f o r  incomplete in terv iew s except m o b i l i t y .

One f a c t o r  should be noted because i t  was one which was not

expected to appear.  The respondents were s u r p r i s i n g l y  co op era t iv e  in
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t h e i r  w i l l in g n e s s  to be in te rv ie w e d .  Only th ree  people In the t o t a l  

sample e x p l i c i t l y  refused to  be in te rv ie w ed .  An i n i t i a l  assumption 

th a t  respondents would not be th is  coopera t ive  probably cost the study 

severa l  completed in te rv ie w s  in Ingham County. In Ingham County, the 

in te rv ie w ers  were In s t ru c te d  not to  telephone f o r  an appointment u n t i l  

they were unsuccessful in  making a t  le a s t  one unannounced contact  a t  

the door. About h a l f  way through the Ingham County in terv iew s the  

p o l ic y  was changed so as to a l lo w  the in te rv ie w e rs  to c a l l  fo r  ap

pointments because the respondents were not a t tem pt ing  to  avoid the 

In te rv ie w s .  Consequently, the in te rv ie w ers  In Ingham County requ ired  

many more t r i p s  to  accomplish the same number o f  in te rv ie w s  as in the 

o th e r  two co un t ies .  The in te rv ie w ers  In Lansing took longer to com

p le te  t h e i r  in te r v ie w s ,  were more t i r e d ,  and had lower morale near  

the end o f  the in te rv ie w  phase o f  the research than the in te rv ie w ers  

in the o t h e r  loca les  a t  the same stage due to  these e x t r a  demands th a t  

were made o f  them. There was no evidence tha t  making appointments 

had any adverse a f f e c t ,  al though t h is  can be p a r t i a l l y  ex p la ined  by the 

f a c t  th 3 t  the respondents a l rea dy  knew th a t  the In te rv ie w e rs  were 

coming s ince  they had received a l e t t e r  announcing th a t  they had been 

chosen to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the study.

Approximately  s i x t y  in te rv ie w ers  were used in th e  three count ies .  

For the most p a r t ,  they were students from Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i t y ,  

Alpena Community C o l le g e ,  and Northern Michigan U n iv e r s i t y .  The 

q u a l i t y  o f  the in terv iew s was g e n e ra l ly  good, al though a few o f  the  

Alpena in te rv ie w s  were somewhat sub-par .  This can be a t t r i b u t e d  to  

the f a c t  tha t  most o f  the in te rv ie w e rs  in Alpena were second year  

students In a two year  co l leg e  as compared to  upper classmen



102

In te rv iew ers  a t  the o th e r  two schools .  The number o f  In terv iew s com

p le ted  per in te r v ie w e r  ranged from 20 to 1. In a l l ,  th e re  were ap

prox im ate ly  *»5 in te rv ie w ers  who could be termed product ive  In th a t  

they completed 5 o r  more in te r v ie w s .  The average among these produc

t i v e  In te rv iew ers  was approximate ly  7 per person.

General Findings

Enough in formation  is a v a i l a b l e  on the c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  deer  

hunters from a number o f  s tud ies  from various areas o f  the country to  

o f f e r  a general comparison w i th  the re s u l ts  o f  th is  research. One 

possib le  measure o f  the r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the data reported in th is  study 

w i l l  be fo r  the  re s u l ts  o f  the d e s c r ip t iv e  data on the  respondents in 

the Michigan study to be s i m i l a r  to the resu l ts  o f  comparable data in 

other  s tu d ie s .  I t  does not n e c e s s a r i ly  f o l lo w ,  however, th a t  i f  there  

are s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  between Michigan hunters and hunters from 

other  areas th a t  th is  ind ica tes  th a t  there is a lack o f  data  r e l i a b i l i t y .  

I t  may simply in d ic a te  t h a t  there  are real d i f fe re n c e s  between the  

various hunter popu la t ions .

I t  w i l l  a lso  be our purpose In th is  se ct ion  to compare and c o n tra s t  

the general so c ia l  and economic c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  the hunter  popula

tions from Ingham, Alpena, and Marquette  counties w i th  those o f  the  

general populat ions from the same count ies .  The U.S. Census data and 

the data from th is  study w i l l  be used to draw comparisons and contras ts  

between these two populat ion types .

Sex

Very few women hunt .  In our random sample o f  deer hunters from 

Ingham, Alpena and Marquette c o u n t ie s ,  seventeen in terv iew s were
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completed w i th  women, o r  about f i v e  percent o f  th e  t o t a l  completed 

In te rv ie w s .  A somewhat h ig h e r  percentage o f  the t o t a l  sample o r i g i n a l l y  

drawn were women but a s m a l le r  percentage o f  these in te rv ie w s  were 

completed. Part  o f  th is  lack o f  In te rv ie w  success was due to a h e s i 

tancy on the p a r t  o f  several  women to  be in te rv iew ed because, as they 

put I t  to the in te r v ie w e r s ,  " I  do n ' t  know enough about hunting to be 

i n te rv i  ewed."

This small percentage of female hunters corresponds to the resu l ts  

o f  several  o th e r  s tu d ie s .  In the Nat iona l  Survey o f  F ishing and Hunting  

in 1965, I t  was found tha t  about 5% o f  the t o t a l  hunte r  popu la t ion  were

women.^ In a major study in the northeaste rn  U.S. about 35% o f  a l l
2

hunters were males. In P e t e r l e 's  study o f  Ohio hunters about 1% o f
3

the returned quest ionna ires  were from female hunters .

Age

The age d i s t r i b u t i o n  fo r  the three  counties is g iven in Table  7.

The average age Is approximately 39 years .  This compares w i th  Ohio
L

hunters who were approximately  35 years o ld  and w i th  hunters from the  

northeastern  U.S.'* whose average age was 38. I t  should be noted w ith  

reference to these two s tud ies  c i t e d  tha t  the data a re  f o r  hunters who 

hunt a l l  types o f  game.

^Nat iona l  Survey o f  F ishing and Hunting fo r  1965, p. 17.
2

Bevins,  e t  a l . ,  C h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  Hunters and Fishermen in S ix  
Northeastern S t a t e s , p . 1 5.

^ P e te r le ,  "The Hunter-Who Is He,"  p. 259.
L

P e t e r l e ,  " C h a r a c t e r is t ic s  o f  Some Ohio H u n te rs ,"  p. 380.

^ B e v i n s ,  p .  16.



104

Table 7. Age d i s t r i b u t i o n  by county

Ingh am 'A 1 pen a Marquette Comb i ned ^ o f  Com
Groupings No. % No. % No. % Tota l bined Tota l

10-19 12 11 15 14 12 10 39 12

20-29 24 22 20 18 26 22 70 21

30-39 27 25 24 22 26 22 77 23

40-49 15 14 26 24 19 16 60 18

50-59 20 19 14 13 21 18 55 16

60-69 9 8 8 7 1 1 9 28 8

70-79 0 0 2 2 4 3 6 2

80-89 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 N e g l ig ib le

Total 108 100 109 100 119 100 336 100

The o ld e r  average age f o r  deer hunters may be p a r t i a l l y  exp la ined  

by the conclusion th a t  an i n t e r e s t  in hunting o f  various types o f  small 

game evolves in to  an i n t e r e s t  in hunting b igger  game such as deer.  

Perhaps ra b b i t  hunting and such l i k e  furn ishes a t r a i n i n g  ground f o r  

fu tu re  deer hunters .  Also in some s ta te s  inc lud ing Mich igan,  there Is 

a minimum age of  14 f o r  deer  hunters but no minimum age f o r  small game 

hunters.  This would a ls o  c re a te  some d i s p a r i t y  between the average 

age o f  the two groups o f  hunters .  I t  is not known i f  there  are  age 

regu la t ions  in the s ta te s  c i t e d  above which would in f lu e n c e  the average  

age o f  the hunters o f  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  game.

Race

The r a c ia l  composition o f  the hunter  sample which was in terv iew ed  

in Michigan was overwhelming w h i te .  Less than o n e - h a l f  o f  one percent  

o f  a l l  those in te rv iew ed were classed as non-white by the in te r v ie w e r s .  

This f in d in g  co inc ides  w ith  the re s u l ts  o f  P e t e r l e 's  survey which
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ind icated  th a t  on ly  about two percent o f  a l l  hunters in Ohio were non- 

whi tes s '

The ta b le  below shows the ra c ia l  composition o f  the hunter  popu

la t io n  and the general populat ion o f  p o te n t ia l  hunters fo r  the three  

counties included in th is  study.

Table 8. Racial composition by county

County
Wh I te Other 1 ndetermi nate^

No. % No. No. %

1ngham
Hunters _ 104 97 2 1. 5 2 1.5
General Pop. NA 96 NA k NA NA

A1pena
Hunters ^ 109 100 0 0 0 0
General Pop. NA 99.9 NA • 1 NA NA

Marquette •
Hunters 1 16 98 0 0 3 2
General Pop. NA 96 NA k NA NA

NA » Not ap p l ic a b le

As can be seen from th i s t a b le ,  the proport ion o f wh i te and non-

white  residents when compared to w h ite  and non-white hunters d i f f e r s

'•'The Hunter-Who Is H e ,"  p. 259.
2

The ra c ia l  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  several  respondents were not known 
due to the f a i l u r e  o f  the in te rv ie w e r  to in d ic a te  whether the re 
spondent was w h ite  or non-white in the appropr ia te  space on the i n t e r 
view schedule.

3
U.S. Census o f  P o p u la t ion . I9 6 0 ,  Vol.  2 k , p. 155.

** l b i d . . p. 153.

5 l b i d . ,  p.  157.
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s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on ly  f o r  Marquette County. The A% non-white  popu la t ion  

f o r  Marquette  consists  p r i m a r i l y  o f  American In d ians .  By chance,  

ap paren t ly  none o f  these persons were drawn in the study sample fo r  

Marquette County.

Hunting Experience  

Some in d ic a t io n  o f  the exper ience and perhaps even the p r o f ic ie n c y  

o f  the hu n te r  popu la t ion  may be furn ished by knowing how many years  

Michigan hunters have hunted. I t  should be added th a t  i t  cannot be 

asserted a t  th is  p o in t  th a t  there ts a d i r e c t  r e la t io n s h ip  between 

exper ience and s k i l l ;  however, I t  is worthw hi le  to check the  exper ience  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  fo r  th is  sample and compare i t  w i th  the amount o f  expe

r ience o f  hunters from o th e r  s tu d ie s .

Data from two o th e r  s tud ies  fu rn is h  a basis fo r  comparison.

Table 9 .  Length o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f o r  hunters from severa l  s tud ies

Length o f  P a r t i c i p a t t o n a

Study
10 years  
o r  less 1 1-20

0
 

tn1CM

Over
30 Total  %

1. Michigan Deer
Hunters A2% 28% 16% 1 A% 100

2. A r i z .  Big-Game
Hunters 1 A0 33 1A 1A 100

3. NE Hunters2 30 28 18 2A 100

aThese data a re  not s t r i c t l y  comparable because Davis aggregated  
his data as fo l lo w s :  Under 10 y rs ;  10-19; 20 -29 ;  30 and ov er .  This
causes his  data f o r  the I0 th  year  to be aggregated in column two, whereas 
the tenth  year  data Is aggregated in column one fo r  the o th e r  two s t u d ie s .  
The same d i s p a r i t y  e x is t s  fo r  the 20th year  and the 30th y e a r .

^Davis , Values o f  Hunting and F ishing in Arizona in 1965, p. 12. 
2

B e v i n s ,  p .  2 9 .
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The number o f  years o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by Michigan and Arizona  

hunters is q u i t e  s i m i l a r .  In c o n t r a s t ,  the proport ion o f  hunters with  

less than ten years experience in the Northeast is much lower than in 

the o th e r  two areas w h i le  the proport ion o f  hunters with  more than 20 

years experience is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  fo r  the NE. These d i f fe rences  

are d i f f i c u l t  to  exp la in  except to  speculate that  perhaps fewer young 

adults are ta k in g  up hunting in the h e av i ly  urbanized NE than in the  

other  two less cosmopolitan regions.

I t  is i n te r e s t in g  to  note the apparent d i f fe ren ces  in the  amount 

of hunting experience in the three  regions in Michigan. The fo l low ing  

ta b le  depicts these d i f fe r e n c e s .

Table  10. Length o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by county

County
10 Years 
or Less 11-20 21-30

Over
30 Total %

Ingham k3% 33% 15% 3% 100

A1pena 38 26 19 17 100

Marq ue t te 39 26 15 20 100

In th is  matte r  o f  hunting exper ience ,  Alpena and Marquette Counties 

are very s i m i l a r .  However, the data from Ingham County d i f f e r s  from 

that o f  the o ther  counties in t h a t  the proport ion o f  hunters w ith  less 

than 20 years is much higher w h i le  the proport ion w i th  more than 30 

years experience is much lower.

Occupation

In coding the occupation categories o f  the respondents in the 

Michigan Deer Hunter A t t i t u d e  Survey, the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system o f  the
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U.S. Bureau o f  the  Census' was used. Table 11 reports the data from 

Michigan and compares i t  w i t h  data from s i m i l a r  s tu d ie s .  The more e la b 

o ra te  ca tegor ies  as used in the U.S. Census were co l lapsed  in to  White 

C o l l a r ,  Blue C o l l a r ,  Farming, and Miscel laneous groupings in th is  t a b l e .

Table 11. Occupation o f  respondents f o r  several  s tudies

Occupat i on

Michigan
Deer

Hunters
Ohio2

Hunters

3
Ari zona 
Hunters

North-  
eas te rn4  
H un te rs

N a t io n a l
Survey"*

Wh i te Co11 a r 
Profess i onal 
Techni cal 
Manageri al 
C ler i  cal 
Sal es 
Servi ce

32% 26% 40% 39% 35%

Blue C o l la r  
Crafts  
Foreman 
Ope rators  
Laborers

52 56 45 42 51

Fa rm
Farme rs 
Farm Managers 
Farm Laborers

3 6 4 7 9

Other
Ret i red
Unemployed
Housewives
Widows
Students

13 12 10 12 5

Total 100 100 100 100 100

This system o f  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is discussed in d e t a i l  in Charles H. 
Backstrom and G ,  P. Hursh, Survey Research (Chicago: Northwestern Uni
v e r s i t y  Press, 1965) ,  p. 9 9 .

2"The Hunter-Who Is H e ,"  p. 260.

^Davis, p. 13.
2*

Bev ins, p. 21.

' ’N a t i o n a l  S u r v e y ,  p.  5 8 .
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There are marked d i f fe re n c e s  in the proport ion  o f  b lue c o l l a r  and 

w hite  c o l l a r  workers among some o f  these hunter  populat ions but there  

is l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  farm and miscellaneous popu la t ions .  

Part  o f  the v a r i a t i o n  can be e x p la in e d  by not ing  the fa c t  th a t  in the  

Michigan and Ohio s tudies  the respondents were asked to in d ic a te  t h e i r  

s p e c i f i c  job and t h e i r  responses were l a t e r  coded in to  a ppropr ia te  

c a te g o r ie s , w h i le  in the Northeastern  study the respondents were asked 

to c l a s s i f y  t h e i r  jobs themselves as to whether they were w h i te  c o l l a r ,  

blue c o l l a r ,  e t c .  I t  is very poss ib le  t h a t  blue c o l l a r  workers could  

have given an exaggerated op in ion o f  t h e i r  job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  when 

they were asked to  c l a s s i f y  themselves. I f  th is  response behav ior  d id  

occur ,  t h is  f a c t  could e x p la in  the h ig h e r  p rop or t io n  o f  persons w ith  

job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  as blue c o l l a r  in Michigan and Ohio. On the o th e r  

hand, there may be real  d i f fe r e n c e s  in the  number o f  people who are  

a t t r a c t e d  to hunting from the various job type groupings from d i f f e r e n t  

regions. Or i t  could be t h a t  th e re  is a l a r g e r  p ropor t ion  o f  w h i te  

c o l l a r  to b lue c o l l a r  workers from which to draw hunters in the North

east  and Arizona as contras ted  w i th  Michigan and Ohio.

At th is  p o in t  the  occupationa l  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  the  hunter  popu

la t io n s  in the th re e  Michigan counties under study w i l l  be compared 

with  the occupational c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f o r  the general male populat ion  

fo r  t h e i r  re sp e c t iv e  count ies .

Table 12 ind ica tes  th a t  there  are  few d i f fe r e n c e s  between the  

hunter  and the general male populat ions in the  three count ies .  The 

major d i f fe re n c e s  are in the " C ra f ts  and Foremen" ca tegor ies  in Ingham 

and Marquette Counties and between "O p era t ive s "  in Alpena County. P a r t  

o f  th is  d i f f e r e n c e  can perhaps be exp la ined  as a funct ion  o f  the



Table 12. Occupational characterist ics of the hunter sample and the general male population for 
Ingham, Alpena, and Marquette Counties

Percentage of the Total in Each Occupational Class3

Occupat ion
Ingham

(Hunter)
Ingham1

(General)
Alpena

(Hunter)
Alpena2

(General)
Marquette

(Hunter)
Marquette3 

(General)
1. Prof. ,  Tech. 9% 16% 6% 8% 9% 11%
2. Farm & Farm Mgr.
3. Managers, O f f ic ia ls ,

k 2 k 6 0 1

£■ Proprietors 10 10 13 11 3 10
4. Clerical 1 7 3 6 3 5
5. Sales 7 8 6 5 3 k
6. Crafts & Foremen 33 19 2k 22 32 20
7. Operatives
8. Private Household

19 20 15 21+ 27 29

Workers 0 Neg. 0 Neg. 0 Neg.
9. Service

10. Farm labor and
7 8 8 k 9 8

Foremen 0 1 1 ] 0 1
11. Laborers 1 A 4 2 2 6
12. Other 8 5 17 11 12 5

Totalb 99* 100% 101% 100% 100% 100%
a l t  should be kept in mind that the data for the general population was collected in I960 while the 

deer hunting study was done in 1968.

^Deviations from 100% are due to errors in rounding.

^U. S. Census of Population, p. 311.

2 l b i d . . p. 309.

P. 313.
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vagaries o f  coding. For many respondents, i t  was d i f f i c u l t  to determine  

whether they should be classed as craftsmen or  op era t iv es  based on t h e i r  

d e scr ip t ion s  o f  t h e i r  occupat ions .  P a r t  o f  the d i f f e r e n c e  Is probably  

a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  chance d i f fe re n c e s  in the sample. However, I am not 

w i l l i n g  to discount these apparent d i f fe re n c e s  a l t o g e t h e r .  This consis 

te n t  o v e r - r e p r e s e n ta t io n  among craftsmen and foremen and under

repres en ta t io n  among o p e ra t iv es  in these hunter  samples may lend support  

to  the p rop os i t ion  tha t  th ere  are pockets o f  s trong I n t e r e s t  in hunt ing  

among c e r t a in  socio-economic classes and a le s s e r  I n t e r e s t  among o th e r s .  

I t  has a lready  been asserted  in Chapter I I I  tha t  d i f fe re n c e s  in i n t e r e s t  

in hunting may in f luence  the a t t i t u d e s  among members o f  these various  

groups.

S i m i l a r l y  the "P ro fe ss io na l  and Techn ica l"  p a r t  o f  the work fo rce  

is under-represented in the hunter  populat ion in Ingham County and the  

"Manager, e t c . "  category is a lso  under-represented  In the  hunter  popu

l a t i o n .  These d i f fe r e n c e s  support th e  e a r l i e r  a s s e r t io n  th a t  w h i te  

c o l l a r  workers may be less committed to deer hunt ing  as a group than 

are blue col I a r  workers in the same count ies .

I n come

Almost a l l  the m a jo r  hunter  s tud ies  reviewed fo r  th is  sect ion  

have data on the annual income o f  hunte rs .  However, i t  is d i f f i c u l t  

to develop comparisons because o f  two reasons. F i r s t ,  i t  is very  

d i f f i c u l t  to compare absolute  leve ls  o f  income from various studies  

because the data were g e n e r a l ly  c o l le c te d  in d i f f e r e n t  ye ars .  When 

the studies are  conducted more than one o r  two years a p a r t ,  compar

isons are not very meaningful because o f  annual income increases in 

excess o f  5% in the l a s t  few ye ars .  Secondly, inconsis tenc ies  in
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aggregating data present serious problems. For example, in the  Nat iona l  

Survey o f  Hunting and Fishing conducted by the Bureau o f  the Census and 

in the data from th is  study o f  Michigan deer hunters aggregation took 

the  fo l low ing  form: Less than $3000; $4000-5999; $6000-7999; $8000-

9999;$10000-14999; $15000 and over .  On the  o th e r  hand many o f  the o th e r  

studies aggregated a t  d i f f e r e n t  break p o in ts ,  , $7000-8999. These 

d i f fe re n c e s  in recording and repo r t ing  data make i t  impossible to mean

i n g f u l l y  compare data among studies and points to a need fo r  es tab 

l is h in g  standardized gu ide l ines  (p re fe ra b ly  o f  na t iona l  scope) fo r  

recording data from these kinds o f  s tu d ies .

The fo l lo w in g  tab le  displays data from the National Survey and 

from our Michigan data .  Also included is the aggregated data from the 

U.S. Populat ion Census fo r  I960 fo r  Ingham, Alpena and Marquette  

Count i e s .

Table 13. Income d i s t r i b u t i o n  fo r  two studies

Income Categories

Data from Various Studies
Michigan 

Deer 
H un te  rs

National Survey 
o f  Hunting

Census Data fo r  
the Three Mich.  ̂

Counties Combined

Less than $3000 k% 13% 15%
$3000-5999 4 32 36
$6000-7999 19 16 22
$8000-9999 27 16 13
$10000-14999 28 13 11
Over $15000 8 4 4
Not ascerta ined 5 6 -

Total 100 100 101

^National Survey , p. 62.
2

U.S. Census o f Populat io n , I9 6 0 ,  pp. 327, 325 , and 329.
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Bearing in mind that  the data in Table  13 were c o l l e c t e d  in 1968,  

1965* and I9 6 0 ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  pronounced d i f fe r e n c e s  are apparent .  The 

data from the Nat iona l  Survey o f  F ish ing  and Hunting and the  general U.S, 

Census data fo r  the three Michigan counties is q u i t e  s i m i l a r .  However,  

the Income d i s t r i b u t i o n  fo r  Michigan deer hunters is r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from th e  o th e r  two groups. I f  the data were depic ted  on a d i s t r i b u t i o n  

curve,  the Michigan d i s t r i b u t i o n  would be skewed to the l e f t  w h i le  the 

curves f o r  the o th e r  two s tud ies  would be skewed to the r i g h t .  This  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the data seems to in d ic a te  th a t  deer hunting in  

Michigan a t t r a c t s  a d i s p r o p o r t io n a te ly  la rge  number o f  h igher  income 

p a r t i c i p a n t s .

Now we s h a l l  see i f  there  are s u b s ta n t ia l  d i f f e r e n c e s  f o r  income 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  among the count ies .

Table 1**. The income d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  the deer hunters and general  
populat ions o f  Ingham, Alpena and Marquette Counties

Less
Than $3000- $6000- $8000- $10000- Over

Count i es___________ $3000 5999 7999 9999 14999 $15000 To ta l

Ingham
Deer Hunters 3% 6% 12% 26% 40% 13% 100%
General Pop. 13 32 22 14 13 5 99

A1pena
Deer Hunters 4 13 21 30 26 6 100
General Pop. 18 39 24 10 7 2 100

Marquette
Deer Hunters 5 10 28 28 23 6 100
General Pop. 19 46 20 8 5 2 100
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As w ith  the previous t a b le ,  the data  in d ica te  that  the lower income 

groups are markedly under-represented in the hunting population and the 

h igher  income groups are s u b s t a n t ia l l y  over -represented .  But again these 

d i f fe re n ce s  should be taken ca u t io u s ly  because the data are not abso

l u t e l y  comparable. These data d i f f e r  markedly from the resu l ts  o f  o ther  

s tu d ies .  For example, in the Ohio study I t  was found that  only  8$ o f  

hunters earned more than $900o' w h i le  in the Michigan study 38% earned 

more than $10000. The main d i f fe r e n c e  In the two studies was t h a t ,  in 

Ohio hunters o f  a l l  types o f  game were sampled in d is c r im in a te ly ,  w h i le  

in Michigan the study focused upon deer hunters .  I f  data were a v a i la b le  

Just f o r  deer hunters in Ohio, even though deer hunting is not as impor

tan t  as in Michigan, the income d i s t r i b u t i o n  might be q u i te  s im i l a r .

I t  seems l i k e l y  th a t  the key v a r ia b le  here is not the s t a te  o f  residence 

but the game which the hunter  seeks.

The c o n tras t  in data between Arizona and Michigan is somewhat less 

pronounced but is nonetheless very e v id e n t .  In Arizona 22% o f  the 

hunters and fishermen in Davis ' study earned more than $10000 as con- 

t r a i l e d  w ith  the 38% fo r  Michigan. This high income le v e l  fo r  Michigan 

deer hunters may fu rn ish  a clue as to where to  check f i r s t  In our  

analys is  in Chapters V and V I .

Education

Since the level  o f  income fo r  Michigan hunters is h igher than 

would have been expected i f  hunters were a t t r a c t e d  p ro p o r t io n a te ly

'"The Hunter-Who Is He,"  p. 259.
2

D a v i s ,  p .  15.
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from a l l  income s t r a t a *  i t  is not unreasonable to  expect educat ional  

le v e ls  to  be g r e a t e r  f o r  the hunter  popu la t ion  than f o r  the general  

po p u la t io n .  This can be expected because the two va r ia b le s  are usua l ly  

very c lo s e ly  r e la t e d .  I f  In f a c t  we do f in d  th a t  there are major d i f 

ferences in education*  then we can be somewhat more co n f id e n t  th a t  the  

income d i f fe re n c e s  discussed above are r e a l .  The lo g ic  involved is 

th a t :  (1)  s ince  Income and education have been found to have an ex

tremely high d i r e c t  c o r r e l a t i o n  in study a f t e r  study* and (2)  s ince  

educat ional  le v e ls  are not as dynamic as income in a f i v e  to  ten year  

per iod*  we can assume tha t  i f  there are  s u b s ta n t ia l  d i f fe r e n c e s  in the 

educational lev e ls  as w e l l  as the income le v e ls  f o r  the same data* then 

real d i f fe re n c e s  probably e x i s t  in both v a r i a b l e s .

Now we s h a l l  check th is  p ro p o s i t io n .  The fo l lo w in g  ta b le  d isplays  

the data from the Michigan study and from the I960 U.S. Census o f  

Popula t ion .

Table 15* Educational le v e ls  fo r  the general popu la t ion  and f o r  the  
hunter  populat ion f o r  Ingham* Alpena and Marquette Counties

County and 
Populat ion j 
Represented

Grade
School

Some 
H {gh 

School

H i gh 
School 

Grad.
Some 

Col lege

A o r  More 
Years o f  
Col lege Total

Ingham
H un te rs 21 % 15% 36% 20% 9% 101%
Gen-. Pop. 30 19 25 11 16 101

A1pena
Hunters 25 15 44 13 3 100
Gen. Pop. 51 18 21 4 5 99

Marquette
Hunters 21 29 34 10 7 101
Gen, Pop. 40 21 25 7 8 101

S t a t i s t i c s  reported f o r  t h e  general male populat ions o f  Ingham* 
Alpena and Marquette Counties are from the i960 U.S. Census o f  Popu
l a t i o n . V o l .  24* pp. 303* 301, and 305» r e s p e c t iv e ly .
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The problem o f  comparing I960 data w ith  1968 data is s t i l l  present  

but th is  time we can be a l i t t l e  less concerned fo r  the reasons d i s 

cussed above. This ta b le  depicts very c l e a r l y  a general p a t te rn  in 

which the proport ion  o f  hunters who d id  not f i n i s h  high school is 

under-represented , w h i le  high school graduates and those w ith  some 

co l lege  are  over -represented  In comparison w i th  the general popu la t ion .  

The co n tras t  between Ingham County and the o th e r  two counties fo r  

respondents with  four o r  more years o f  co l le g e  is q u i te  in te r e s t in g  

and perhaps important .  In Ingham County these h igh ly  educated hunters 

are g r e a t ly  under-represented w h i le  in the o ther  two counties t h e i r  

representa t ion  in the hunting population is s i m i l a r  to t h e i r  repre

se nta t ion  in the general popu la t ion .  This f in d in g  a lso lends support

to the as ser t ion  in Chapter I I I  th a t  g re a te r  general i n t e r e s t  w i l l  be
1

shown f o r  hunting in the northern regions even among groups fo r  which 

hunting is less important because o f  the g e n e ra l ly  h igher  value placed  

upon hunting.  In th is  case, i t  has been hypothesized th a t  hunting  

w i l l  be less important among higher  socio-economic s ta tus  groups o f  

which education is one in d ic a to r .  This hypothesis w i l l  be tes ted  in 

Chapter V I .

The ta b le  a lso  ind ica tes  that the ecuat ional lev e l  fo r  the 

general male population is highest in Ingham County and followed in 

order by Marquette and Alpena Counties.  The median value fo r  the 

number o f  years o f  education fo r  the general male populat ion is 12.1 

fo r  Ingham County fo l lowed by 10.5 and 9 .0  fo r  Marquette and Alpena

* In th is  case the proport ion o f  the hunting population to the 
general populat ion fo r  each SES group is used temporar i ly  as a proxy 
fo r  i n t e r e s t .
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Counties,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .^  The median le v e l  o f  education Is approximately  

12 years f o r  deer hunters in Ingham County w h i le  in Alpena and Marquette  

Counties average number o f  years the education f o r  deer hunters is 

approximately  12 .5  and 12 y e a rs ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .  The data a ls o  tends to 

support the Idea th a t  people w i th  less education are  less l i k e l y  to  be 

deer hunters than res idents  w ith  more educa t ion .

S umma ry

The hunter  populat ions f o r  Ingham, Alpena and Marquette seem to be 

very s i m i l a r  to the  general populat ion  w i th  respect to age, occupation  

and race. For s e x , 1 ncome and e d u c a t io n , the  hunter  popu la t ion  d i f f e r s  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from the general popula t ion  f o r  the three coun t ies .

About 5% o f  the  Michigan deer hunters in terv iew ed in th is  study were 

women. Deer hunters were somewhat b e t t e r  educated than the general  

populat ion  from t h e i r  coun t ies .  The most pronounced d i f f e r e n c e  was 

in income although the d i f fe re n c e s  are  diminished cons iderab ly  because 

o f  the time v a r i a b l e .  The approximate median incomes were as fo l lo w s :

Table 16. Median income o f  deer hunters and general popula t ion  fo r  
Michigan counties

Populat ion Sampled 1ngham A1pena Marquette

Deer Hunters $10,530 $8,995 $8,835
2

General Populat ion 6,715 5,691 5 , m

*U.S. Census o f  

2 1 b i d ,  pp. 327,

P o p u la t io n ,  pp. 303.  

325. and 329.

301,  and 305.
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The re s u l ts  o f  th is  study o f  Michigan deer hunters were found to 

be very s i m i l a r  to the f in d in gs  o f  o th e r  hunte r  s tud ies  In terms o f  

hunter  sex,  age and race.  S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  were apparent f o r  

the number o f  years hunted, d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i t h in  occupation types and 

income. The income o f  Michigan deer hunters was much h igher  than the 

n a t io n a l  average f o r  hunters .  The Michigan, Ohio and the Nat iona l  

surveys were q u i t e  s i m i l a r  in the p rop or t io n  o f  blue c o l l a r  and w h ite  

c o l l a r  workers .  On the o th e r  hand, Arizona and the Northeastern  U.S. 

had a much s m a l le r  rep re s e n ta t io n  o f  blue c o l l a r  workers than in the 

o th e r  th ree  s tu d ie s .

The f in d in gs  taken to g e th e r  seem to in d ic a te  t h a t  the  g re a te s t  

d e v ia t io n  from the expected is re la te d  to  income, education and hunting  

exper ience .  These v a r ia b le s  w i l l  be c e n t ra l  to our a n a l y t i c a l  focus 

in Chapters V and V I .



CHAPTER V

TESTING THE HYPOTHESES 

An Assumption

I t  is necessary to  make an assumption regard ing the  a n a l y t i c a l  

model to be developed in th is  chapter  in o rd e r  to begin the development.  

The assumption, which was pre v iou s ly  s ta te d  in Chapter I I I ,  is th a t  

most hunters are  dependent on a v a r i e t y  o f  secondary in form at ion  sources 

in o rde r  to form opinions concerning whether a n t l e r i e s s  deer should be 

shot o r  not .  This contras ts  w i th  an a l t e r n a t i v e  assumption t h a t  hunters  

p e rs o n a l ly  see enough in the f i e l d  to a r r i v e  a t  what ,  to them, seems to  

be v a l i d  conclusions; and to a r r i v e  a t  these conclusions w i th o u t  con

s u l t a t i o n  w i th  any o th e r  person o r  exposure to any o th e r  in formation  

source.  This a l t e r n a t i v e  assumption is re je c te d  on the  grounds th a t  

most hunters probably see very l i t t l e  deer h a b i t a t  except during  

hunt ing  season. Even then f o r  most hunters i t  is only  fo r  a few days 

and only during one season. For those hunters who have f i r s t h a n d  

knowledge o f  the co n d i t io n  o f  the deer h a b i t a t ,  i t  is inconceivab le  

th a t  they would not t e s t  t h e i r  ideas in the g ive  and take o f  conver

sa t ion  w i th  o th e r  hunters and th a t  they would not be exposed to a 

v a r i e t y  o f  fa c ts  and points  o f  view from mass media and o t h e r  i n f o r 

mation sources. Each exposure to  in form at ion  could and probably would 

in f lu e n c e  and modify o r i g i n a l  s e l f  conceived o p in io n s ,  i f  such opin ion  

formation pa t te rn s  based on personal observa t ion  e x i s t  in the f i r s t  p lace .

119
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Our th e s is ,  which must take the form o f  an assumption because 

adequate data  are  not a v a i l a b l e  to te s t  i t  e m p i r i c a l l y ,  is th a t  almost  

no hunters form t h e i r  op in ions s t r i c t l y  o r  even p r im a r i l y  from what 

they have seen w h i le  hunting o r  w h i le  they are in the o u t -o f -d o o rs  fo r  

o th e r  reasons. According to th is  assumption personal observat ions  

have the a f f e c t  o f  c o n f i rm ing ,  o r  in some instances ,  a l t e r i n g  opin ions  

which were o r i g i n a l l y  formed by in form at ion  from and a t t i t u d e s  o f  h is  

peers and from in form ation  v ia  various o th e r  sources.

There is one b i t  o f  data  from th is  study which I n d i r e c t l y  sheds 

some l i g h t  on the hunte rs '  percept ion  o f  hunter  o p p o r tu n i t ie s  to make 

v a l i d  observat ions and then to make meaningful in t e r p r e t a t io n s  o f  

what they have seen. The respondents were asked the q u e s t io n ,  "106.  

Please t e l l  which group l i s t e d ,  in your  o p in io n ,  knows the most about  

the deer herd.  (THEN ASK THE RESPONDENT WHICH GROUP IS SECOND, THIRD, 

FOURTH, ETC. ACCORDING TO KNOWLEDGE AB I L1TY. ) 1,1

1. Expert  hunters _____

2. Conservation Department b i o lo g is t s  _____
3. Foresters  and others who work In the woods _____

if. Sportsman's club o f f i c i a l s  _ _ _ _

5. Business men who have an o p p o r tu n i ty  to  t a l k  to many d i f f e r e n t
hunters _____

According to  hunter  rankings e x p e r t  h u n te rs ,  b io lo g is t s  and 

fo re s te rs  were given the h ighes t  rankings o v e r a l l .  Data fo r  the f i r s t  

th ree  rankings f o r  each o f  the th ree  were as fo l low s :

Ranki ng 
) 2 3

Expert  hunters 62 82 ] \ k
CD b i o lo g is t s 178 76 41
Foresters  and o th e r  woodsmen 87 li»0 71

^See quest ion 106 In the In te rv ie w  Schedule in Appendix A.
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C le a r ly  hunters rank hunters (e x p e r t  hunters a t  th a t )  as t h i r d  

most knowledgeable. Thus i n d i r e c t l y  i t  can be reasoned th a t  s in c e ,

(1) hunters see themselves as less knowledgeable than two o t h e r  ob

s e rv e r  groups which have more in t im a te  contact  w i th  the resource,  and

(2) s ince  almost a l l  hunters have an op in ion  concerning the a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting p o l i c y ,  one could conclude th a t  hunters a re  more h e a v i ly  

dependent upon secondary in formation  than ,  fo r  example, b i o l o g i s t s .

The la rg e  volume o f  re jo inders  and r e p l i e s  to published work and the 

r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  s tud ies  to v e r i f y  the f in d in gs  o f  co l le a g u e s ,  t e s t i f i e s  

to  the f a c t  th a t  b i o lo g is t s  are  very dependent upon one another f o r  

v a l i d a t i o n  o f  in d iv id u a l  conclusions.

Data Analysis

In ana lyz ing  these data i t  was decided t h a t  ex te n s iv e  use should 

be made o f  indices to te s t  the  hypotheses s ta te d  In Chapter I I I .  Ze ise l  

suggests th a t  indices are va lua b le  in measuring a t t r i b u t e s  fo r  which 

one response to  a s in g le  quest ion  would not serve as an adequate i n d i 

ca to r .^  Such indices are p a r t i c u l a r l y  important  when t r y in g  to measure 

such a t t r i b u t e s  as socio-economic s ta tu s  (SES) o r  t r y in g  to assign a 

s in g le  value fo r  each respondent on a r a t in g  sca le  f o r  m u l t i -d im ens iona l  

behavior  such as ,  fo r  example, p o l i t i c a l  a c t iv is m .  An index o f  p o l i t i 

cal a c t iv is m  would l i k e l y  include a measure o f  vo t ing  behav io r ,  but

^Hans Z e i s e l ,  Say I t  With Figures (New York: Harper and Row, 1957)
pp. 91 -12 7 .  In Chapter V Ze ise l  aiscusses in d e t a i l  Index development 
and the four problems commonly associated  w ith  In d e x -b u i ld in g .  These 
problems involve v a l i d i t y ,  u t i l i t y ,  economy and c l a r i t y .  Throughout 
the ana lys is  which fo l lo w s ,  where indices have been used, c a re fu l  a t t e n 
t io n  has been given to Z e i s e l ' s  suggestions and warnings. Chapters 
V I I I  and IX were a lso  very h e lp fu l  in the ac tua l  a n a ly s is  o f  t a b u la r  
d a ta .  Extensive use was a lso  made o f  A. E. Maxwell ,  Analyz ing Q u a l1- 
t a t i v e  Data (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc .  19 6 1) f o r  the actual
a p p l1 c a t  ion o f  contingency ana lys is  techniques to th is  study.
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would undoubtedly include o th e r  th ings such as a c t i v i t y  in p o l i t i c a l  

campaigns, and attempts to in f lue nce  governmental dec is ions .

A t t i t u d e  Toward A n t le r le s s  Deer Hunting Po l icy  

Hunter op in ion surveys teve been conducted r e g u la r ly  by the DNR 

s ince  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting was I n s t i t u t e d .  On a sh or t  mailed  

q u es t io n n a i re  which is sent out each year  to a randomly s e le c te d  

sample o f  deer hu n te rs ,  the question is asked: "We would l i k e  your

op in ion about hunting a n t le r le s s  deer. Do you t h i n k * i t  is necessary  

to shoot a l im i te d  number o f  does and fawns, as w e l l  as bucks in some 

pa rts  o f  Michigan?" The fo l lo w in g  ta b le  depicts  the res u l ts  between 

1956 and 1966.

Table  17. Hunter opin ions between 1956 and 1966^

Response I??6 W
Year

'?H
Yes 47 .4 4 7 .2 6 0 .3 6 0 .8 4 2 .5 52 .9
No 4 6.1 4 7 .8 37.1 35.8 5 5 .4 4 6 .2
No Answer 6 .5 5 .0 2 .6 3 .4 2.1 .9

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966
<*> <*) (%) (%) (%)

Yes 57 .3 6 5 .2 70 .0 42 .4 4 7 .7
No 41.1 31 .0 29.1 54 .6 49 .2

No Answer 1.6 3 .8 .9 3 .0 3.1

^L. A. R y e l , "Deer Hunter Opinion Survey, I 966" Michigan Depart
ment o f  Conservation Research and Development, Report No. 119, 1967.
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Ryel observes t h a t *  "Hunter responses each ye ar  have been c lo s e ly  

re la t e d  to the na ture  o f  the var ious deer seasons. There is a high 

s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  ( . 89) between buck k i l l  and the percent  o f  

"yes" re p l ie s  fo r  the 11 surveys."^

The same quest ion was asked in th is  study.  The response was:

Yes -  6 5 .^%; No -  29.9%; No Response -  **.7%. This  d i s t r i b u t i o n  had a 

much h igher  p roport ion  o f  "yes" responses than f o r  most years o f  the 

DNR surveys.  However, the two groups o f  da ta  are  not s t r i c t l y  compa

rab le  because the respondent sample is much sm al le r  f o r  th is  study and 

is r e s t r i c t e d  to three  counties w h i le  R ye l 's  data is from a random 

sample o f  hunters from throughout the s t a t e .  A lso ,  the sample fo r  

th is  study unduly weights the a t t i t u d e s  o f  U.P. and northern  Lower 

Peninsula  hunters because only  about o n e - t h i r d  o f  the respondents were 

from southern Michigan but the ac tua l  p rop or t io n  o f  hunters from that  

area is much la r g e r  than o n e - t h i r d .  (See Table 2 ,  page 25.

i t  is somewhat mis leading to  i n t e r p r e t  the "yes" response as an

endorsement o f  the p o l i c y .  This response simply ind ica tes  th a t  th is  

proport ion  o f  respondents agrees t h a t  under c e r t a in  u n sp ec i f ied  

condit ions  does and fawns should be shot .  A probe quest ion was 

included in the in te rv ie w  fo r  th is  study to measure in g r e a te r  depth 

the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the respondents who in d ica ted  " y e s ."  The probe 

question asked which o f  the fo l lo w in g  responses best f i t t e d  the  

respondent's o p in io n .

29.9% 0 .  A "no response in the quest ion above.

6.5% 1. More a n t le r le s s  deer be taken than In the l a s t  few years .

1 I b i d .
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36.8% 2.  Less a n t l e r l e s s  deer be taken than In the l a s t  few ye ars .

22.0% 3. About the same number o f  a n t l e r l e s s  deer be taken as In

the la s t  few years .

4.7% 4. No o p in io n .

Total  99.9%

In r e a l i t y  responses 0 and 2 both in d ic a te  disagreement w ith  the 

p o l ic y .  The d i f f e r e n c e  is one o f  degree. The respondents who answered 

"no" to  whether some a n t te r le s s  deer hunting should be allowed are  

extreme in t h e i r  opposit ion .  The second group agrees th a t  some a n t l e r 

less deer probably need to be taken but th a t  the magnitude o f  such k i l l s  

in recent years is g r e a te r  than they are w i l l i n g  to support .  In e f f e c t  

the responses to the two questions when combined y i e l d  an a t t i t u d e  

sca le  as f o l l o w s :

29.9% ~ Strong opposit ion  -  No a n t l e r l e s s  deer should be taken.

36.8% -  Moderate o p po s i t io n  -  fewer a n t le r le s s  deer should be taken.  

22,0% -  Moderate support -  About the same number o f  a n t l e r l e s s *  deer  

should be taken.

6.5% ~ Strong support -  More a n t le r le s s  deer should be ta k e n . *

I t  is l o g i c a l l y  co r re c t  to as ser t  th a t  approximately tw o - th ird s  o f  

the hunters in terv iew ed fo r  th is  study a c t u a l l y  oppose the a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting p o l ic y  as i t  is p re s en t ly  being adm in is tered .

Regional D i f fe rences  

Hypothesis 1. Hunters from Ingham County, as a group, w i l l  be 

most support ive  o f  the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  when compared to

The "moderate support"  and "s trong support" responses were com
bined to form the "support"  category in the  Index o f  A t t i t u d e  Toward 
A n t le r le s s  Deer Hunting.
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the o th e r  reg ions .  Northern Lower Peninsula hunters w i l l  be le a s t  

support!  ve.

The above hypothesis  In e f f e c t  makes two a s s e r t io n s :

(1) S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  e x i s t  among the  counties in the mag

n i tude  o f  support and op pos it ion  to  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .

(2) That  the d i r e c t io n  o f  these d i f fe re n c e s  is in the o rder  o f  

Ingham County most su pp or t ive  and Alpena County le a s t  su pp or t ive .

This hypothesized o rd e r in g  is based upon the discussion in Chapter I 

on a t t i t u d i n a l  d i f fe re n c e s  among the regions.

The f i r s t  im p l ic a t io n  is supported by the data which ind icates  

th a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  do e x i s t  among the th ree  co un t ies .  How

ever , the hypothesized rank o rd e r  o f  support is not supported.

Table 18. - A t t i t u d e  toward a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  by county

A t t i t u d e  Toward ADP 
Strongly  ' Moderately  

Counties Opposed Opposed Support Total
 (%) <£) (%)__________________

Ingham 101

.277 .288 .495 100%

Alpena 105

.276 .467  .257  100%

Marquette  l i 4

.377 .456 .167 100%

Chi Square -  32.3167 4 D . F . ,  P < -  .001
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As hypothes ized ,  Ingham County hunters a re  most su pp or t ive  o f  the 

th ree  groups o f  hunte rs .  In f a c t ,  there  is a g r e a t e r  s t a t i s t i c a l  d i f 

ference between Ingham County hunters and the o t h e r  two counties than 

there  is between Alpena and Marquette Counties '  hunte r  a t t i t u d e s .  On 

the o th e r  hand, Alpena hunters are  somewhat more suppor t ive  than 

Marquette hunte rs .  This observed r e la t io n s h ip  runs counter  to the 

hypothesized r e l a t i o n s h i p .  However, the data in d ic a te  th a t  the hunters  

from both the counties are  overwhelmingly  opposed to  the p o l ic y .

This  f in d in g  n e ces s i ta te s  an a l t e r i n g  o f  the o rd e r in g  o f  counties  

according to support  and oppo s i t io n  in the sub-hypotheses below. The 

main reason f o r  inc lud ing  the sub-hypotheses is to t r y  to e x p la in  some 

o f  the observed d i f fe r e n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  among the count ies .^  Thus, 

we w i l l  expect the independent v a r ia b le s  to have the g re a te s t  a f f e c t  

upon respondents according to the rev ised o rd e r .

Hypothesis 1-A

A. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in 

the degree o f  a l i e n a t i o n  (powerlessness) regarding the  

governmental process among hu n te rs .  Marquette County 

hunters w i l l  m an ifes t  the g r e a t e s t  amount o f  a l i e n a t i o n ,  

and Ingham County hunters w i l l  m anifest  the lea s t  

al i e n a t i o n .

^The in fe rence  should not be made here  t h a t  we are  n e c e s s a r i ly  
r e f e r r i n g  to a c a u s e -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip  when the term ex p la n a t io n  
is used. There is J u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  w i t h i n  the c o n s t ra in ts  o f  the  
research methods used in th is  s tu d y ,  to develop reasonable hypotheses 
based on the assumptions o f  v a r ia b le  independence and dependence and 
to seek to demonstrate d i f f e r e n t  kinds o f  r e la t io n s h ip s  w i t h in  the 
r e le v a n t  conceptual a r r a y .  In s h o r t ,  i t  is perhaps f a i r  to  say th a t  
th is  study Is more an e x e rc is e  in hypothesis  development than o f  
hypothesis  t e s t in g .
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In o rde r  to o b ta in  an in d ic a t io n  o f  the ro le  o f  general p o l i t i c a l  

a l i e n a t io n  in the formation o f  s p e c i f i c  a t t i tu d e s  the  respondents were 

asked, "101.  Does the Federal government represent the in te re s ts  o f  

the pople o r  the i n t e r e s t  o f  the leaders?" The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  re

sponses was:

Number Percent

People 's  in te r e s t  177 .61
Leader's  i n t e r e s t  114 .39

Total  291 1.00

For hunters who b e l ie v e  that  the Federal government serves p r im a r i ly  the  

in te re s ts  o f  na t iona l  leaders ,  a serious lack o f  confidence in the gov

ernmental process can be assumed. A f t e r  a l l ,  the assumption is b u i l t  

in to  our p o l i t i c a l  system tha t  the government should be responsive to  

the c i t i z e n r y .  Powerlessness in achieving responsiveness is c e r t a i n l y  

impl led by the bel i e f  th a t  the Federal government does not serve the 

in te re s ts  o f  the people.

Table 19 ind ica tes  th a t  there are no s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t i s t i c a l  d i f 

ferences in respondent a l i e n a t io n  among the counties .

Table 19. An In d ic a t io n  o f  a l i e n a t io n  among the counties

County Not A |^ n a t e d A1 i^g^ted Total

1ngham 92
.598 .402 100%

A1pena 97
.567 .433 100%

Marquette 102

.657 .343 100%

Chi Square -  1 .7^58,  2 D . F . ,  P > .05
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The data below a lso  In d ic a te  th a t  there  are no s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t l s  

t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  toward the  p o l ic y  between those who are  

a l i e n a te d  and those who are no t .

Table 20. A t t i t u d e  toward the p o l ic y  among the u n a l ie na ted  and the  
a l 1enated

A t t  i tude
Moderately

Oppose Oppose Support Total
(%) (%) (%)

Not a l i e n a t e d

.252 .409 .339

171

100%

Al i enated

.368 .397 .245

106

100%

Chi Square ■ 4 .9 8 3 9 ,  2 D . F . , P > .05

In t h i s  case a trend seems to be e v id e n t ,  however. Those who show 

no evidence o f  a l i e n a t io n  from the government process tend to be more 

supp or t ive  o f  the p o l ic y  w h i le  a l i e n a t e d  respondents seem g e n e ra l ly  to  

be more opposed to the p o l ic y .

Now In o rd e r  to see how a l i e n a t i o n  is i n t e r a c t i n g  w i th  a t t i t u d e  

among the c o un t ie s ,  the two v a r ia b le s  were tested  a g a in s t  each o th e r  

hold ing county constant .  In Ingham County there  seems to be l i t t l e ,  

i f  any, r e la t io n s h ip  between respondent fe e l in g s  o f  a l i e n a t i o n  toward 

the governmental process and the a t t i t u d e s  which he holds toward the 

a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l i c y . '  In Alpena County the d i f fe re n c e s  in 

a t t i t u d e  were not g rea t  but there was some In d ic a t io n  th a t  n o n -a l ie n a te d

' s e e  T a b l e  1 ,  A p pend ix  B.
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people were more support ive o f  the p o l icy  than a l ie n a te d  respondents.^

In Marquette County, however, there was c l e a r l y  a r e la t io n s h ip  between
2

a l i e n a t io n  and opposit ion  to a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.  Hunters who 

showed evidence o f  a l i e n a t io n  were much more l i k e l y  to oppose the 

p o l icy  than non-al ienated hunters in Marquette County.

Summary: There is some evidence o f  a re la t io n s h ip  between a l i e n 

a t ion  toward the governmental process and the a t t i t u d e  which the  

hunter holds concerning whether the s t a t e  should permit  does and fawns 

to be shot. In o th e r  words, i f  the hunter  th inks the Federal govern

ment does not ac t  in his best i n t e r e s t s ,  he is also l i k e l y  to b e l ie v e  

th a t  the s t a t e  is not ac t ing  in his best  in te re s ts  e i t h e r  regarding the 

s t a t e 's  w i l d l i f e  management program. I t  is not very su rp r is ing  to f in d  

tha t  Marquette hunters fe e l  the most a l ie n a te d  from the governmental 

process because th is  is the area o f  Michigan where many people feel  

th a t  t h e i r  in te re s ts  are not represented as f u l l y  by the government as 

are the in te re s ts  o f  o th er  parts  o f  the s t a t e .

Hypothesis 1-B

B. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c es  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the

importance o f  success In k i l l i n g  a deer to Ind iv id ua l  hunters .

The importance o f  success w i l l  be most ev ident  among Marquette

County hunters and le a s t  ev ident  among Ingham County hunters.

An Index o f  the  Importance o f  Success was developed which included  
3

the fo l lo w in g  Items:

Whe Index o f  Importance o f  Success Is discussed in d e t a i l  in 
Appendix C.



66. Would you th in k  more h ig h ly  o f  a fe l lo w -w o rk e r  i f  he got 

a buck during the deer season?

Yes ______ No__ __

107. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) How do you fee l  about i t  when you 

do not ge t  a deer?

1 . Not much bothered.

2 .  Somewhat d isappo in ted .

3.  I fe e l  very d isappoin ted .

4 .  I t  makes me mad.

118. One can get almost as much s a t i s f a c t i o n  from a hunt even i f  

he doesn 't  k i l l  a deer .

1 . Dt s agree.

2 .  P a r t i a l l y  ag ree .

3. Ag r e e .

Responses 6 6 -1 ;  107-3,**; and 118-1 were taken as in d ic a t in g  a hi 

value o r i e n t a t i o n  regarding hunting success. I t  was assumed th a t  re

sponses 107-2 and 118-2 in d ic a te  in te rm e d ia te  i n t e r e s t  w i th  o b ta in in g  

a trophy o f  the hunt w h i le  responses 6 6 -2 ;  107-1 J and 118-3 were 

regarded as In d ic a t in g  tha t  a successful k i l l  was not the pr imary  

measure o f  value der ived  from the hunt.

The r a t io n a l e  f o r  t e s t in g  th is  hypothesis is th a t  i f  a hunter  

attaches g re a t  s ig n i f ic a n c e  to his success in k i l l i n g  a deer then any 

f a c to r  which he perceived as reducing h is  chances o f  success w i l l  

antagonize him. I t  Is po s tu la te d  th a t  these hunters are more l i k e l y  

to oppose a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting and in those cases where opposit ion  

is mutual ,  to  more s t ro n g ly  oppose i t  than o th e r  opponents who at tach  

less value to success.
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When Importance o f  Success is p lo t t e d  fo r  each county, the d i s t r i 

bution is h ig h ly  s i g n i f i c a n t .

Table 21. The importance of success to hunters from the three counties

Importance o f  Success

County
Li t t l e  

Importance 
(%)

Moderately
Important

(%)

H i ghly  
Important  

<%)
Tota l

Ingham 108

.685 .176 .139 100%

A1pena 109

.413 .303 .284 100%

Marquette 119

.403 .261 .336 100%

Chi Square -  24 ,1318 ,  4 D . F . , P < -  .001

Hunting success is most important to Marquette hunters and le a s t  

important to Ingham hunters.

Next,  the re la t io n s h ip s  between a t t i t u d e  and the importance o f  

success is shown.

General ly  those respondents who place a small amount o f  value  

upon success are most support ive and those who place a g re a t  deal o f  

value upon success are g e n e ra l ly  most l i k e l y  to  oppose a n t le r le s s  deer  

hunti ng.

When the importance o f  success to the hunters is re la te d  to hunter  

a t t i t u d e s  toward the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  fo r  each county,  

much o f  the r e la t io n s h ip  observed in Table  22 d isappears .*  The only

* See Tab les  4 ,  5 ,  and 6 , Append ix  B.
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Table 22 .  The e f f e c t  o f  the Importance o f  success upon hunter  a t t i t u d e s

importance o f  
Success

A t t 1tudes

Oppose
<*)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

L i t t l e 157

.242 .389 .369 100%

In term ed ia te 79

oCOcr\m .367 .253 100%

High 84

.381 .**05 .214 100%

Chi Square ■ 10.2043* 4 D.F. , P < -  .05

county in which the importance o f  success seems to a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e s  

toward the p o l ic y  is A lpena . '  Hunters in Alpena who seem to p lace a 

high degree o f  importance upon success are  most l i k e l y  to oppose the  

p o l ic y  and hunters f o r  which success Is a less important p a r t  o f  the  

hunt are  less l i k e l y  to oppose the p o l i c y .

Summary: The importance o f  success to the hunters is a re le v a n t

in f lue nce  o f  oppo s it ion  in Alpena County but does not seem to be a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  in f lu e n c e  In the o th e r  two coun t ies .

Hypothesis 1-C

C. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in 

the s ta tus  symbolism assoc ia ted  w i th  success in the minds 

o f  hunters .  Hunting success w i l l  have the s t ro nge s t  s ta tus  

symbolism fo r  Marquette hunters and the le a s t  s ta tus  

symbolism f o r  Ingham hunters .

' s e e  T a b l e  5» A p p e n d ix  B.



133

To f u r t h e r  probe the question o f  whether the desire  f o r  success 

plays a ro le  in the kind o r  in te n s i ty  o f  a t t i t u d e  toward the p o l ic y  

which is formed, the concept o f  s ta tus  symbolism is considered here .  

What Is i t  about k i l l i n g  a deer which makes such success important to 

so many people? One exp lanat ion  is th a t  the s ta tu s  pos i t ion  o f  hunters

in some peer groups is enhanced by t h e i r  k i l l i n g  a deer.

The respondents were asked the  quest ion ,

"66. Would you th in k  more h ig h ly  o f  a f e 11ow-worker i f  he got 

a buck during the deer season?"

Yes _____ No _____

This in d ic a to r  was considered a ra th er  conservat ive measure o f  

sta tus  symbolism since the respondents were asked about the respect  

they would feel  toward the accomplishment o f  another person. I t  seems 

sa fe  to assume th a t  anyone whose respect fo r  another would be increased  

by th a t  person's success would a lso  fe e l  th a t  h is  own status would be

increased by his hunting accomplishments.

When respondent response to question 66 is used In a contingency  

ta b le  w i th  county o f  residence there are s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  among 

the counties In the status  which is conferred  upon people because o f  

success.

Marquette hunters showed the  h ighest regard fo r  success in 

hunting and Ingham County hunters esteemed hunting prowess the l e a s t .  

However, i t  should be pointed out th a t  less than h a l f  the hunters in 

any o f  the counties were w i l l i n g  to admit th a t  they would th in k  more 

h ig h ly  o f  a successful fe l lo w -w o rk er .  Thus esteem in th is  connection 

Is more a matter  o f  degree than i t  is a matte r  o f  absolute d i f fe r e n c e s .
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Table 23. Status o f  success among the counties

County Status
(*>

L i t t l e  Status  
<*)

Total

1ngham 105

.238 • 0
0

CO 100%

A1pena 109

.  431 .569 100%

Marquet te 117

.487 .513 100%

Chi Square -  15 .6102,  2 D.F. , P < = .001

When a l l  the respondents are  considered to g e th e r ,  the c o n fe r ra l  o f

high s ta tu s  seems to be assoc ia ted  w i th  o p p o s i t io n  to the  p o l ic y  w h i le

fo r  respondents who do not esteem peers more h ig h ly  f o r  t h e i r  success

as a hunte r  tend to be more su ppor t ive  o f  the p o l ic y .^  When the

counties a re  analyzed s e p a ra te ly  s ta tu s  seems to be assoc ia ted  w i th

2a t t i t u d e  as described above, only in Alpena County. i t  seems th a t  

these d i f fe r e n c e s  p e r s i s t  in Alpena County p r i m a r i l y  because i t  Is a 

t r a n s i t i o n a l  county between the o t h e r  two. Ingham County hunters  

g e n e ra l ly  a re  most suppor t ive  o f  the p o l ic y  regardless o f  how they  

fee l  about s ta tu s  w h i le  Marquette hunters tend to oppose the p o l i c y ,  

regardless o f  how they fe e l  about s t a t u s .

Summary: Status consciousness does seem to be r e la t e d  to the

a t t i t u d e  which the respondent has toward a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting even

^See T a b le  7» A p p e n d ix  B.
2

See T a b le s  8 , 9 ,  and 10 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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though the r e l a t i o n s h i p  is masked In two o f  the county sub-popu la t ions .  

I t  is necessary to make an in fe rence  from the data a v a i l a b l e  in o rde r  

to a s s e r t  th a t  s ta tu s  consciousness may prompt some hunters to oppose 

the p o l ic y  because i t  Is perce ived  as a t h r e a t  to the a t ta in m ent  o f  

a d d i t io n a l  s t a t u s .  At b e s t ,  however, such an exp lana t ion  o f f e r s  only  

a p a r t i a l  e x p la n a t io n  fo r  why some hunters oppose the p o l ic y  w h i le  

others do n o t .  The op pos it ion  o f  Alpena hunters is p a r t i a l l y  exp la ined  

by the s ta tu s  a s p i r a t i o n  concept but we must look f u r t h e r  f o r  the 

causes o f  oppo s i t io n  in Ingham and Marquette  Counties.

Hypothesis 1-D

D. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the  

importance o f  hunting to  the hunte rs .  The hunting exper ience  

w i l l  be most important to  Marquette  hunters and le a s t  impor

t a n t  to Ingham County hunters .

An Index o f  Deer Hunter I n t e r e s t  was developed to g ive  some i n d i 

ca t ion  as to  whether the importance o f  hunting to the respondent has 

anyth ing to  do w i t h  the  kind o f  a t t i t u d e  which he has toward Michigan  

deer hunt ing  p o l i c i e s .  The index o f  Deer Hunter I n t e r e s t  is described  

In d e t a i l  in  Appendix D.

This index should be c l e a r l y  d is t in g u is h e d  from the o th e r  indices  

which have been used. The Deer Hunter I n t e r e s t  Index is designed to 

measure the h u n te r 's  commitment to hunting i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  his com

pulsions f o r  g e t t in g  a trophy from the hunt.  In o th e r  words, the hunt  

may be very important to  hunter  even though he does not care whether  

he k i l l s  a deer o r  n o t .  For many people Just  seeing a deer is an 

incomparable t h r i l l .  I t  seemed re le v a n t  at  the o u ts e t  o f  th is  research
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to ask what the e f f e c t  o f  such devotion to hunting would be upon hunter  

a t t i t u d e s  toward the s t a t e ' s  deer hunting p o l i c i e s .

Table 2k shows th a t  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  is 

approximately the same in each o f  the three c o un t ies .

Table 2k.  Deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  in the th re e  counties

County
Deer Hunter I n t e r e s t

Low Medium 
(%) <%)

High
(%)

Tota l

Ingham 108

• 259 .677 .07** 100%

A1 pena 109
• 202 .670 .128 100%

Marquette 119
• 1*»3 ,7k0 .067 100%

Chi Square ■ 8.2531 , k D . F . ,  P > .05

Deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  does seem to a f f e c t a t t i t u d e s ,  however, as

is shown below.

Table 25. The e f f e c t  o f  deer hunte r  I n t e r e s t upon a t t i t u d e s toward
the pol i cy

A t t i tu d e s  Toward the Po i icy
Deer Hunter  

In teres t Oppose
(%)

Moderately  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Low 66

.**39 .212 . 3**9 100%
Med i urn 228

• M 00 vn .**3** .281 100%

High 26

.231 .**23 . 3**6 100%

Chi Square -  12 .0970 ,  k D . F . ,  P < -  .05
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When we look a t  the r e la t io n s h ip  between deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  and

a t t i t u d e s  toward the p o l ic y  among th e  c o un t ies ,  the fo l lo w in g  resu lts

o b ta in :  There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e s  among the

th re e  i n t e r e s t  groups in Ingham County. '  In a l l  i n t e r e s t  groups there

is strong support fo r  the p o l i c y .  In both Alpena and Marquette

Counties s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  are not e v id e n t  in a t t i t u d e s  among
2

the respondents w i th  d i f f e r e n t  leve ls  o f  i n t e r e s t .  In Marquette

County a t rend o f  increased support w i th  increased i n t e r e s t  is
3

ob serva b le ,  however.

Summary: The conclusion der ived  from these data is th a t  hunter

i n t e r e s t  does not play a s i g n i f i c a n t  ro le  in inducing oppos it ion  

a t t i t u d e s  toward w i l d l i f e  harvest  p o l i c ie s  among the  res idents  hunter  

populat ions using the county as the u n i t  o f  a n a ly s is .  In f a c t ,  the 

small amount o f  evidence which e x is t s  suggests there  is increased  

support w i th  increased i n t e r e s t  in the two northern count ies .

Hypothesis 1-E

E. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in the 

prop or t io n  o f  peers who hunt.  Marquette hunters w i l l  have 

the la rg e s t  p ropor t ion  o f  peers who hunt w h i le  hunters from 

Ingham County w i l l  have the s m a l le s t  proport ion  o f  peers who 

h u n t .

The hunters were asked in two d i f f e r e n t  questions to e s t im a te  the 

proport ion  o f  t h e i r  f  e 11 ow-wo rke rs , whom they know, who hunt and the  

proport ion  o f  close f r ie n d s  who hunt.  I t  was f e l t  t h a t  these two

'see Table 11, Appendix B.
2

See Table 12, Appendix B.
3

See T a b l e  13 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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questions would give some in d ic a t io n  o f  the i n t e r e s t  in hunt ing  w i t h in  

two o f  the h u n te r 's  peer groups. I m p l i c i t  in the expe c ta t io n  o f  th is  

hypothesis is the idea th a t  there  is a r e la t io n s h ip  between i n t e r e s t  

o f  peers in the a c t i v i t y  and the a t t i t u d e  which the in d iv id u a l  develops.

Table  26, Proport ion o f  f e l 1cw-workers who hunt among the counties

County
Proport ion  o f  Fellow-■Workers Who Hunt

Smal 1 
( * )

Medi um 
(%)

Large
(%)

Tota l

Ingham 95

.*9 5 .231 .2 7 * 100%

A1pena 100

.130 .2 * 0 .630 100%

Ma rq ue t  te 116

.293 .2*1 . *6 6 100%

Chi Square -  3* .9827» *  D . F . ,  P < -  .001

The hypo thes is ,  as i t  r e la t e s  to fe l  low -w orkers , is g e n e ra l ly  

supported although there  is g e n e ra l ly  g r e a t e r  working group in t e r e s t  

among Alpena hunters than among Marquette h u n te rs .  The d i f fe re n c e s  in 

peer group i n t e r e s t  among close f r ie n d s  f o r  the counties were not as 

gre a t  as fo r  work group peers but nonetheless a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i -  

f i  cant .

Again a somewhat l a r g e r  p rop or t io n  o f  c lose  f r ie n d s  o f  the Alpena 

respondents were hunters than in Marquette which is counter to  the 

hypothesized o rde r .

Thus the hypothesis is supported t h a t  d i f fe r e n c e s  e x i s t  among the 

hunter  populat ions o f  the three  counties in the p rop or t io n  o f  peers who
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Table  27. The p ro p o r t io n  o f  c lose f r ien d s  o f  the respondents who hunt  

from the sample counties

County
Proport ion  o f  Close Friends Who Hunt

Low
(%)

Medium
(%)

H i gh 
(%)

Tota l

Ingham 106

.292 .255 .453 100%

A1pena 108

.120 .241 .639 100%

Marquette 118

.169 .246 .585 100%

Chi Square -  12.277**, 4 D . F . ,  P < -  .05

hunt.  However, the o rder  is not as p re d ic te d .  Ingham County hunters  

have the s m a l le s t  p rop or t io n  o f  f e l  low-workers who hunt w h i le  Alpena 

hunters have the l a r g e s t .  This observa t ion  fo l lows the same p a t te rn  

as Table  2 which gives the prop o r t io n  o f  the t o t a l  po pu la t ion  from 

the three  regions who hunt.

To t e s t  whether there is a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between peer group in t e r e s t  

(as measured by the number peers who hunt)  and the a t t i t u d e s  which the  

respondents hold concerning a n t l e r l e s s  deer h u n t in g ,  the fo l lo w in g  

a t t r i b u t e s  were compared by c o r r e l a t i o n  a n a ly s is :

1. Work group i n t e r e s t  x respondent a t t i t u d e .

2. F r iendsh ip  group i n t e r e s t  x respondent a t t i t u d e .

3. Each o f  the  above hold ing  county co nstan t .
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No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  In a t t i t u d e  were found among the  

various i n t e r e s t  le v e l  groups in e i t h e r  work or  f r ie n d s h ip  groups.^  

When county was held  constant f o r  the v a r ia b le s  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  was 

e v id e n t  f o r  any o f  the  count ies .

Summary: Apparent ly  peer group I n t e r e s t  in hunting per s e ,  has

no bear ing on whether a hunter  supports o r  opposes a n t le r le s s  deer 

hunti  ng.

Hypothesis 1-F

F. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in 

hunter  pe rcept ion  o f  peer groups o p p o s i t io n  to  a n t le r le s s  

deer hunt ing .  Marquette  hunters w i l l  pe rce ive  the la r g e s t  

proport ion  o f  peer group oppos it ion  to a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting w h i le  Ingham County hunters w i l l  pe rce ive  the l e a s t .

The poss ib le  t i e  between the a t t i t u d e s  o f  a person's peers and his  

own a t t i t u d e s  may o f f e r  a very d i r e c t  e x p la n a t io n  f o r  observed d i f 

ferences in respondent a t t i t u d e s  among the  c o u n t ie s .  I t  seems reason

ab le  to expect th a t  a l a r g e r  percentage o f  the  peers o f  Marquette  

hunters w i l l  oppose a n t le r le s s  deer hunting than w i l l  the  peers o f  

Ingham hunters i f  there  is a r e la t io n s h ip  between personal a t t i t u d e s  

and peer group a t t i t u d e s .

The hunters in  the three county sample were asked a s e r ie s  o f  
2

questions concerning whether they had discussed the  a n t l e r l e s s  deer  

hunting  question w i t h  any o f  the fo l lo w in g  types o f  persons:

'see Table 14 f o r  data regard ing  fe l low -w orkers  and Table 15 f o r  
r e s u l ts  fo r  f r i e n d s .

2
The question format is found in Appendix A, quest ion 44.
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1. R ela t ive s 6. Nei ghbors

2. F e l 1ow-workers 7. Immediate fa m i ly

3. Government o f f i c i a l s 8. Hunting companions

4. Conservation Dept, employees 9 . Other hunters

5. Socia l  acquaintances 10. Sportsman club o f f i c i a l s

I f  the respondent in d ica ted  he had ta lked  to any o f  the above types 

o f  people he was asked approximate ly  how many he had discussed the 

controversy w i th  and how many supported the p o l i c y .

In terms o f  peer group in f lu e n ce  on a t t i t u d e  formation* the l i s t  

has been d iv ide d  in to  two groups; (1) those who would l i k e l y  have an 

important ro le  in in f lu e n c in g  the respondents' a t t i t u d e s  and (2) those 

who would l i k e l y  in f luen ce  the respondent in a less d i r e c t  manner, i . e . ,  

those who would e i t h e r  conf irm  e x i s t i n g  opin ions o r  who could in troduce  

a counterpo in t  o f  view but who would not  n e c e s s a r i ly  be in a p o s i t io n  

to ex e rc is e  s o c ia l  pressure to  achieve a t t i t u d e  co n fo rm ity .

The former group inc ludes: r e l a t i v e s ,  fe l lo w - w o r k e r s , ne ighbors,

immediate fa m i ly  and hunting companions. The second group inc ludes:  

government o f f i c i a l s .  Conservation Department employees, soc ia l  ac

qua in tances ,  o th e r  hu n te rs ,  and sportsman club o f f i c i a l s .

When re fe re nce  is made to  the in f lu e n c e  (o r  to the e f f e c t  o f ,  
or to  the impact o f ,  o r  to numerous o th e r  synonyms) o f  a peer group's  
a t t i t u d e s  upon in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  we are not n e c e s s a r i ly  a s s e r t in g  
a d i r e c t  causal r e l a t i o n s h i p .  I t  does, however, seem reasonable to 
i n t e r p r e t  c lose congruence between in d iv id u a l  and group a t t i t u d e s  as 
in d ic a t in g  tha t  an in t e r a c t io n  o f  some kind is o c c u r r in g .  In most 
cases the group a t t i t u d e  can be considered the independent v a r ia b le  
and the I n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e  is reasonably regarded as the dependent 
v a r i a b l e .  This seems lo g ic a l  in l i g h t  o f  the f a c t  th a t  people are  
more l i k e l y  to be in f luenced  to conform to group norms than groups 
are to s h i f t  t h e i r  th in k in g  u n i l a t e r a l l y  to conform to any given  
i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s .
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One o f  the most no t ic eab le  c h a r a c t e r is t i c s  o f  these responses is 

the la rg e  number o f  hunters who had not ta lked  to each o f  the types o f  

persons.

Primary Influences

Number o f  hunters 
who had not ta lked  
to the fo l lo w in g :

R ela t ives  96

Fel low-workers 112

Neighbors 208

Hunting companions 142

Immediate fam ily  181

Primary Sources o f  In f luence  
R ela t i  ves

Secondary Influences

Number o f  hunters  
who had not ta lked  
to the f o 1 low 1ng:

Social acquaintances 203

Other hunters 225

Government o f f i c i a l s  315

Conservation Dept, o f f i c i a l s  250

Sportsman club o f f i c i a l s  181

D e ta i le d  explanat ions w i l l  be given here regarding the ana lys is  

o f  the in f luence o f  the opinions o f  r e la t iv e s  upon ind iv idua l  hunter  

a t t i t u d e s .  For the res t  o f  the  group influences we s h a l l  simply s ta te  

our conclusions w i th  reference to the appropr ia te  tables in the appen

d ix .  The lo g ic  o f  the analys is  is r e l a t i v e l y  s t ra ig h t fo rw a rd  and the 

r a t io n a le  f o r  each group in f luence is the same as th a t  o u t l in e d  fo r  

r e l a t i v e s .
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  fa vorab le  and n e ga t ive  a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e l a t i v e s  

among the counties is s i m i l a r  to the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  respondent a t t i 

tudes toward the p o l i c y .  In Ingham County about o n e - h a l f  o f  those 

in te rv iew ed in d ic a te d  th a t  more than 50% o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e s  supported  

the p o l ic y  w h i le  the o th e r  h a l f  in d ica te d  th a t  more than 50% o f  t h e i r  

r e l a t i v e s  whom they had ta lke d  to  about the p o l ic y  opposed i t .

Table  28. The a t t i t u d e  o f  r e l a t i v e s  toward the p o l ic y  in the three  
count ies

County

A t t i tu d e D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  R e la t iv e s
Major I ty 

Oppose 
(%)

Major! ty  
Support  

(%)
Tota l

Ingham 61

.**92 .508 100%

Alpena 82

.805 .195 100%

Ma rque t te 93

.882 .118 100%

Chi Square -  3 1 .95 28 ,  2 D . F . ,  P < -  .001

However, in both Alpena and Marquette  Counties the r e l a t i v e s  as 

w el l  as the respondents were overwhelmingly opposed.

Now we want to see i f  there is any r e la t io n s h ip  between respondent 

a t t i t u d e s  and the a t t i t u d e s  o f  h is  r e l a t i v e s  toward the issue.

A r e la t io n s h ip  between the two is obvious. When one 's  r e l a t i v e s  

oppose the p o l i c y ,  the In d iv id u a l  is very l i k e l y  to oppose too ,  and 

when h is  r e l a t i v e s  support the p o l i c y ,  he is l i k e l y  to  support I t  a ls o .
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Table 29. The comparison o f  hunter  a t t i tu d e s  w ith  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  
r e ) a t  I ves

D is t r ib u t i o n  o f  
A t t i tu d e s  Among 

Re 1 a t  i ves

Respondent A t t i  tudes

Oppose
( * )

Moderateiy  
Oppose 

(3)
Support

(3)
Total

Major! ty  Oppose 171

.345 .480 .175 1003

M a jo r i ty  Support 56

.107 .286 .607 100%

Chi Square -  39 .8930 ,  2 D .F . ,  P < -  .001

Now the question becomes, "What is the re la t io n s h ip  o f  the counties  

to  th is  observed strong c o r r e la t io n ? "  By holding county constant and 

measuring the e f f e c t  o f  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e la t i v e s  upon in d iv id u a l  a t t i 

tudes, we can determine where the coincidence o f  the two a t t i t u d e  

a t t r i b u t e s  Is high and where i t  is low. Where the ind iv idua l  respon

dents ' a t t i t u d e s  conform c lo se ly  to the predominant a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  

r e l a t i v e s ,  we can assume the l a t t e r  in f luenced the former to one degree 

or  another.  Where they are not very s im i la r  i t  is obvious th a t  the 

a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e la t iv e s  is not a dominant f a c to r  in In f lue nc in g  respon

dent a t t i t u d e s .

Hunters In Ingham County conform to  fam ily  a t t i t u d e s  f o r  the 

most part except that more hunters support the p o l ic y  although t h e i r  

fa m i l ie s  oppose i t ,  than would be expected.

Conformity Is even g r e a te r  in Alpena than in Ingham County.
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Table  30. The re la t io n s h ip s  between respondent and the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  
r e l a t i v e s  regarding a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting in Ingham 
Coun ty

D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f Respondent A t t i  tudes
A t t i tu d e s  Among 

P e la t i  ves Oppose
<%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

<%)
Tota l

M a jo r i t y  Oppose 29

.310 .379 .310 100%

M a jo r i ty  Support 30

. 100 .200 .700 100%

Chi Square ■ 9 .2 5 6 2 , 2 D.F. P < -  .01

Table  31. The r e la t io n s h ip  between respondent and a t t i t u d e s  o f  
r e l a t i v e s  In Alpena County

D is t r ib u t i o n  o f Respondent A t t i  tudes
A t t i  tudes Among 

Rel a t i  ves Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M a jo r1ty Oppose 65

.292 .569 .139 100%

M a jo r i t y  Support 15

.000 .400 .600 100%

Chi Square “  16 .5724 ,  2 D . F . , P < ■ .001

Two fea tu re s  o f  the data add in s ig h t  in to  the problem o f  a na ly z ing  

a t t i t u d e  fo rm at ion .  In the f i r s t  p la c e ,  a t t i t u d e s  are more moderate 

than would have been expected f o r  those hunters who have r e l a t i v e s  

w ith  predominantly opposit ion  views. Secondly, f o r  those hunters whose
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r e la t i v e s  g e n e ra l ly  support the p o l ic y  there is almost a re l ig io u s  

overtone. Where a m ino r i ty  adheres to unpopular b e l i e f s  g r e a te r  s o l i 

d a r i t y  is observed in the group. This is c e r t a i n l y  the case here.  For 

example, nobody opposed the p o l ic y  whose r e la t i v e s  g e n era l ly  support  

i t .

Marquette is a d i f f e r e n t  case. Here in d iv id u a l  conformity to  

fam i ly  a t t i tu d e s  is not as co ns is te n t .

Table 32. The r e la t io n s h ip  between respondent and the a t t i t u d e s  o f  
r e la t i v e s  in Marquette County

D is t r ib u t io n  o^ Respondent A t t i  tudes
A t t i tu d e s  Among 

Rel at  i ves Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M a jo r i ty  Oppose 77

.403 .441 .156 100%

M a jo r i ty  Support 1 1

.273 .364 .364 100%

Chf Square ■ 2 .841 2 ,  2 P. F. , P > .05

In th is  case there Is no apparent s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e In e f f e c t .

Here the non-conformity is among those whose r e la t iv e s  support the 

p o l ic y .  These respondents are almost as l i k e l y  to oppose the po l icy  

as to  support i t .  Perhaps the pressure to conform to the b e l i e f s  

commonly held in the region is more than these hunters can r e s i s t .

Summary: The a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e la t i v e s  toward the p o l ic y  appear

to have a strong in f luence  on the a t t i t u d e  which ind iv idua l  hunters  

demonstrate in the various count ies .
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Fe 11 ow-Wo rke rs

There is a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  among the counties in the pro

p o r t io n  o f  work group peers o f  the respondents which supports and 

opposes the p o l i c y . *  The prop or t io n  o f  respondents w i th  f e l 1ow-workers  

who g e n e ra l ly  support  the p o l ic y  in Ingham County Is almost as g re a t  

as the p rop or t io n  o f  hunters whose work group peers g e n e ra l ly  oppose 

the p o l i c y .  However, in the  o t h e r  two co u n t ies ,  In almost n ine cases 

out o f  te n ,  more than h a l f  o f  the respondent's  fe l  1 ow-wo rke rs oppose 

the pol i c y .

There is a ls o  a strong c o r r e l a t i o n  between hunter  a t t i t u d e s  and 
2

group a t t i t u d e s .  I f  a h u n te r 's  work group g e n e r a l ly  supports the

p o l ic y  then i t  is very l i k e l y  th a t  he w i l l  too.  When the group

opposes the p o l ic y  the hunter  is l i k e l y  to oppose i t  too ,  although a

l a r g e r  number o f  hunters do support the  p o l ic y  In s p i t e  o f  group

op p o s i t io n  than one would expect  given the strong r e la t io n s h ip  between

the two v a r ia b le s .

In o rder  to measure the e f f e c t  o f  work group a t t i t u d e s  upon

respondent a t t i t u d e s  among the c o u n t ies ,  county o f  residence was he ld

constant  and the two a t t i t u d i n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  were run aga inst  each 
3

o t h e r .  The r e s u l t  was th a t  the high degree o f  conformity  between 

in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  and group a t t i t u d e s  tended to d im in ish  in Ingham 

and Marquette Counties and disappeared a l t o g e t h e r  in Alpena. As in 

the general t a b l e ,  the a t t i t u d i n a l  deviants  In Alpena were In large  

measure supporters whose fe l lo w -w o rk ers  g e n e ra l ly  oppose the p o l i c y .

*See Table 16, Appendix B.
2

See Table 17» Appendix B.

^See T a b le s  1 8 - 2 0 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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Summary: The a t t i t u d e s  o f  f e l 1ow-workers do not seem to have a

s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on the formation o f  in d iv id u a l  hunter  a t t i t u d e s  

among the co u n t ies .

Neighbors

As w i th  p rev iou s ly  discussed groups, the p rop or t io n  o f  the

respondent's neighbors who support p o l ic y  is very c lose to  the

prop o r t io n  who oppose the p o l ic y  in Ingham County w h i le  in the

o th er  two counties the p rop or t io n  o f  hunters w i th  a m a jo r i ty  o f

neighbors who support the p o l ic y  is very sm a l l .  *

As b e fo r e ,  when the respondents from the  three  counties are

lumped together  and the congruence between group and in d iv id u a l
2

a t t i t u d e s  is observed the r e la t io n s h ip  is q u i t e  s t ro ng .  However, 

when the counties are analyzed s e p a ra te ly  Ingham Is the only county 

in which t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  p e r s i s t s .  One reason f o r  the lack o f  

s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n i f i c a n c e  in the two northern count ies  is because very  

few o f  the hunters questioned support the p o l ic y  and n e i t h e r  do most 

o f  t h e i r  ne ighbors.

Summary: The in f lue nce  o f  neighbor a t t i t u d e s  upon in d iv id u a l

a t t i t u d e s  appears to be n e g l i g i b l e .

Immediate Family

This quest ion was intended to be more group s p e c i f i c  than the 

e a r l i e r  quest ion concerning the a t t i t u d e  o f  r e l a t i v e s .  This  group 

involved p r i n c i p a l l y  p a re n ts ,  spouses and c h i ld r e n .  As would be

' s e e  T a b l e  2 1 ,  A p p en d ix  B.
2

See T a b l e  2 2 ,  Append ix  B.
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expected ,  the hunters and t h e i r  c lose fa m i l i e s  agreed w i th  one another  

very c o n s is te n t ly  about the p o l ic y  both when respondents from the three  

counties were combined^ and when they were analyzed s e p a ra te ly .

Summary: There is s trong  agreement between the respondents and

t h e i r  c lose  r e l a t i v e s  concerning the p o l i c y .  However, I t  Is d i f f i c u l t  

to r a t i o n a l i z e  a dependent- independent r e l a t io n s h ip .  I t  is d i f f i c u l t  

to  t e l l  whether the respondent In f luenced  his c lose fa m i ly  to form 

the op in ion  which they hold o r  whether they in f luenced him in his  

a t t i t u d e ,  or  bo th .  Since most o f  the respondents were heads o f  

households who undoubtedly have g re a t  in f lu e n c e  w ith  t h e i r  spouse 

and c h i ld r e n  and some in f lu e n c e  upon t h e i r  p a re n ts ,  i t  is probable  

th a t  in many instances in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e  is the independent v a r ia b le  

In th is  s o ic a l  group and group a t t i t u d e  is the dependent v a r i a b l e .

This is opposite  to the d i r e c t i o n  o f  in f lu ence  which has been r a t i o 

n a l i z e d  f o r  the o t h e r  r e la t io n s h ip s .

Hunting Companions

I t  was expected th a t  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  hunting companions would

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in f lu e n c e  in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s ,  when th is  study was
2

being planned. The re s u l ts  conf i rm  th is  hunch. In f a c t ,  i t  appears 

th a t  there  is g r e a te r  congruence between in d iv id u a l  and group a t t i t u d e s  

than fo r  any o th e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  analyzed.

Government O f f i c i a l s

The In t e n t  o f  t h i s  quest ion was to see I f  the respondent had any 

notion  o f  how his  e le c te d  o f f i c i a l s  f e l t  about the p o l ic y .  The

*S ee  T a b le  2 3 ,  A p p en d ix  B.
2

See T a b le s  2 4 - 2 7 »  A p p e n d ix  B,
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th in k in g  here was not so much th a t  the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  government o f f i 

c i a l s  had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in f luenced  respondent a t t i t u d e s  but th a t  such 

knowledge might o f f e r  some measure o f  support to the respondent who 

perceives the a t t i t u d e  o f  h is  in t im a te  re fe rence  groups as being  

q u i t e  v a r i a b l e .  I t  turned out th a t  o n ly  a minute percentage o f  the 

hunters had ta lk e d  to  a government o f f i c i a l  concerning the issue and 

there  was no evidence th a t  these discussions had a s i g n i f i c a n t  

in f lue nce  on the personal convic t ions  o f  the  h u n te rs . '  I t  Is no te 

worthy t h a t  almost tw ice  as many o f  the respondents who had ta lk ed  

to an o f f i c i a l  were to ld  by the  o f f i c i a l  th a t  he opposed the p o l icy  

as were to ld  th a t  he supported i t .

Summary: Not enough evidence is a v a i l a b l e  to say c o n c lu s iv e ly

whether the a t t i t u d e s  o f  government o f f i c i a l s  have i n f 1 u e n c e d  those 

hunters who have ta lk ed  to  them, but i t  does seem to be a fa c t  th a t  

very few people could have been in f luenced by them in any personal  

way concerning the p o l ic y .

Department o f  Natura l  Resources Employees

Again a primary in f luence  is not expected to be p resent  in the 

r e la t io n s h ip s  between a DNR employee and hunters .  However, in those 

cases where a hunter  has been to ld  by an employee th a t  he pe rson a l ly  

opposes the p o l ic y  i t  could not help but in f lue nce  his a t t i t u d e  

regardless o f  what prompted the employee to d isagree w i th  the p o l i c y .

More than k0% o f  the hunters in d ica te d  t h a t  most o f  the DNR 

employees th a t  they had ta lk e d  to opposed the  p o l i c y .  In Marquette

' s e e  T a b le  2 8 ,  A p pend ix  B.

2
See T a b le  2 9 ,  A p pend ix  B.
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a m a jo r i ty  o f  the hunters who had ta lk e d  to an employee cla imed th a t  

more than 50% o f  the  employees opposed the p o l i c y .

Summary: Although many people f e l t  th a t  a m a jo r i ty  o f  Department

o f  Natura l  Resources employees tha t  they had ta lk e d  to  opposed the  

p o l i c y ,  there  Is l i t t l e  evidence a v a i l a b l e  to  assess the In f luence  o f  

such percept ion  on the formation o f  a t t i t u d e s .

Social Acquaintances

G e n e ra l ly ,  the a t t i t u d e  o f  the respondent is q u i te  s i m i l a r  to 

those o f  h is  s o c ia l  acquaintances.^ However, the data in d ic a te  th a t  

the e f f e c t  is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  less uniform when each county is considered  

s e p a r a t e l y .

Summary: The a t t i t u d e s  o f  in d iv id u a l  respondents do not seem to

have been unduly in f luenced by the p o s i t io n  taken by t h e i r  so c ia l  

acquai n tances .

Other Hunters

In a d d i t io n  to those whom he hunts w i t h ,  many hunters l i k e l y  have

ta lk e d  to o th e r  hunters in b a rs ,  s t o r e s ,  and o th e r  meeting p a lce s .  The

data in d ic a te  th a t  most o f  the hunters the respondents have ta lk e d  to
2

oppose the p o l i c y .  A pparen t ly ,  hunters who support the p o l ic y  are  

not very t a l k a t i v e  to s trangers  about t h e i r  support .

Summary: There is no evidence t h a t  these conversat ions w i th

o th e r  hunters have had any real  e f f e c t  on a t t i t u d e s  o f  th e  in d iv id u a ls .

^See T a b l e  3 0 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
2

See Table 31» Appendix B.
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Sportsman Club O f f i c i a l s

Only a small number o f  hunters have ta lk e d  to  hunting club o f f i 

c i a l s .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y  enough, the club o f f i c i a l s  whom Ingham County 

hunters have ta lke d  to g e n e r a l ly  support the p o l ic y  w h i le  the club 

o f f i c i a l s  whom hunters from the o th e r  counties have ta lk e d  to over

whelmingly oppose the p o l i c y . *  S i g n i f i c a n t  impact from these conver

sat ions is not in d ica ted  by the data, however.

Sub-Hypothesis Summary

S i g n i f i c a n t  in f lu e n c e  on personal a t t i t u d e s  seems to e x i s t  in 

r e l a t i o n  to the a t t i t u d e s  o f :  1) r e l a t i v e s ,  and 2) hunting companions.

I t  seems p l a u s ib le  a lso  th a t  when a DNR employee t e l l s  a hunter  

th a t  he opposes the p o l ic y  t h a t  t h is  has s i g n i f i c a n t  in f lue nce  p a r t i c 

u l a r l y  in r e in f o r c in g  o p po s i t io n  a t t i t u d e s .  The data are  not very  

i l l u m in a t i n g  on th is  p o i n t ,  however. There is a lso  strong congruence 

o f  a t t i t u d e  between the hunters and t h e i r  immediate f a m i l i e s .  I t  is 

d i f f i c u l t  to argue e i t h e r  way as to which is the  Independent v a r i a b l e ,  

however.

Hypothesis 1-G

1-G S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the counties in 

hunter  percept ion o f  support o r  opposit ion  to a n t l e r l e s s  

deer hunting by the mass media. Marquette hunters w i l l  

pe rc e iv e  the mass media as being less support ive  w h i le  

Ingham County hunters w i l l  perce ive  the mass media as most 

su ppor t ive  o f  th e  p o l i c y .

*See Table  32, Appendix B.
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The respondents were asked three questions (90 ,  92 ,  9*0 concerning  

t h e i r  exposure to d i f f e r e n t  types o f  mass media which o f te n  contain  

d e ta i l e d  in formation concerning deer hunting.  The media included news** 

papers, radio and t e l e v i s i o n ,  and hunting magazines. Each question was 

fo l lowed by questions (91 ,  9*t”A, 96) asking the respondent whether the 

media th a t  he was exposed to supports or  opposes a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.

By looking a t  exposure to media, and percept ion o f  media p o s i t ion  

in r e la t io n  to the in d iv id u a l 's  a t t i t u d e ,  some measure o f  whether the 

media has had any real In f luence  on a t t i t u d e  might be in fe r re d .  In 

other  cases, where congruence is e v id e n t ,  respondent s e l e c t i v e  percep

t ion  ra th e r  than actual  media p o s i t ion  may be what is being observed.

There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c es  among the three  counties  

in exposure to any o f  the three  forms o f  mass media. For magazines and 

radio and t e le v i s io n  there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c es  in the re

spondents' perception o f  the media's support and opposit ion  to the 

p o l ic y .^  However, there  is some evidence th a t  respondents who oppose 

the p o l icy  tend to  b e l ie v e  th a t  t h e i r  local newspaper opposes the po l icy

w h i le  hunters who support the p o l icy  g e n e ra l ly  tend to perce ive  t h e i r
2

newspaper as supporting the p o l ic y .

When the r e la t io n s h ip  between mass media support and opposit ion  

and In d iv id ua l  a t t i t u d e s  is analyzed fo r  each county, perception o f  

mass media p o s i t io n  seems to have very l i t t l e  to do w ith  the a t t i t u d e  

which the respondent has in te r n a l i z e d  concerning the p o l ic y .

Summary: The mass media apparently  have played an i n s i g n i f i c a n t

ro le  In the formation o f  hunter a t t i t u d e s  toward hunting p o l i c i e s .

^See T ab les  33 and 35 ,  Append ix  B.
2

See T a b le  3**, Appendix  B.



CHAPTER VI

TESTING THE HYPOTHESES CONTINUES

Socio-Economic Status  

The socio-economic s ta tu s  Index consists  o f  th re e  a t t r i b u t e s :  

educa t ion ,  oc cupat ion ,  and income. For each one o f  these a t t r i b u t e s  

respondents were placed in to  one o f  th re e  c lasses:  h ig h ,  medium and

low according to the fo l lo w in g  data aggrega t ions .

Table  33. Socio-economic s ta tus

A t t r i b u t e Low Medt um High

Education 0-11 grades High school grad- Col lege grad -

Occupation^

some col lege grad work

C l e r i c a l , s a l e s , Farmers and farm P r o f . ,  teachers
o p e r a t iv e s ,  farm managers, c r a f t s  managers, o f f i 
workers ,  la b o r  men , fo remen, c i a l s ,  p r o p r i -
ers s e rv ic e  workers 

except household
e to  rs

To ta l  Annual Less than $ 8 , 0 0 0 - $ 9 ,999 $10,000 o r
Family 1ncome $7,999 above

In combining the  da ta  to form the index the fo l lo w in g  c r i t e r i a  were

used:

(1) I f  the respondent has the same r a t in g  on two or  more v a r i 

a b le s ,  assign him to th a t  SES group.

These occupational ca tegor ies  were de r iv ed  on the basis o f  d is 
cussion In 0 ,  D, Duncan and P. M. B lau ,  The American Occupational  
S tru c tu re  (New York: John W i le y ,  1967) 520 pages; and R. Bend I x  and
S. M. L ip s e t ,  C lass.  S ta tu s ,  and Power (New York: The Free Press,  1966) 
w i t h  spec ia l  a t t e n t i o n  to  pp. 309-33**.

15**
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(2) I f  respondent has a d i f f e r e n t  r a t in g  on each o f  the three  

v a r ia b le s ,  assign him to the medium SES group (Example: High Income,

Medium occupat ion ,  Low education -  assign to medium SES).

(3) I f  data is not a v a i l a b l e  f o r  one v a r i a b l e ,  assign the  

respondent an SES r a t in g  according to  the fo l lo w in g  c r i t e r i a :

Low + High = Medium

Low + Medium = Medium

Medium + High = High*

(4) I f  data are  not a v a i l a b l e  f o r  two v a r i a b l e s ,  assign the 

respondent according to the va lue fo r  the v a r ia b le  th a t  Is known.

Using these c r i t e r i a ,  every respondent (336) was assigned to an 

SES ca tegory .  C r e d i b i l i t y  is added to the index by no t ing  the f a c t  

t h a t  data were a v a i l a b l e  fo r  a l l  three v a r ia b le s  f o r  308 respondents.  

Twenty-seven o f  the respondents w i th  missing data d id  not respond to  

ohe quest ion .  Most o f  these non-responses had to do w i th  income.

Only one respondent did not respond to two quest ions .

I t  can be demonstrated w i th  regard to th is  index t h a t  no one 

v a r i a b l e  could unduly a f f e c t  the respondents o v e r a l l  SES r a t in g  even 

i f  the respondent were assigned to the inaccurate  s ta tu s  group

The decis ion to w eight  the respondents toward the upper end o f  
the continuum In the l a t t e r  two combinations above was based on the 
assumption th a t  i f  the respondent has achieved a h igher  s ta tus  ac
cording to one a t t r i b u t e  th a t  th a t  a t t r i b u t e  is the b e t t e r  in d ic a t o r  
o f  h is  o v e r a l l  s t a tu s .  The assumption is de fe n s ib le  because personal 
normative goals in the United S tates  usual ly  include the emphasis on 
g e t t in g  as much education as p o s s ib le ,  g e t t in g  a good job th a t  w i l l  
increase people 's  respect fo r  you, and making as much money as possi
b l e .  I f  a person achieves more o f  one than another  then he would t r y  
to  use the h igher  achievement a t t r i b u t e  to advantage w h i le  t r y in g  to 
reduce the e f f e c t  o f  the  low achievement a t t r i b u t e s .  In seeking to  
o p t im ize  his ranking in the so c ia l  o rder  the in d iv id ua l  would by 
d e f i n i t i o n  be exposing h im s e l f  to a d i f f e r e n t  s o c ia l  context  which 
might s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in f lue nce  his  pe rs pec t ive  fo r  forming his  a t t i 
tudes and b e l i e f s .
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according to one o f  these a t t r i b u t e s .  For example, I t  is obvious th a t  

a l l  sa les  personnel in r e a l i t y  should not be lumped together  f o r  ana

l y t i c a l  purposes. A c l e r k  in a dime s t o r e ,  who as a high school drop

out makes $ 4 ,00 0 ,  should not be aggregated w i th  a pharmaceutical sa les  

man who is a co l leg e  graduate w i th  perhaps some graduate work who 

makes $25,000 per ye ar .

The f l e x i b i l i t y  and, I b e l i e v e ,  the v a l i d i t y  o f  the index can be 

demonstrated by using the examples above. Even though the pharmaceuti  

cal salesman is assigned to  the low status group o c c u p a t io n a l ly ,  he is 

assigned a high s ta tus  va lue  fo r  both income and e d u c a t io n . and, thus,  

would be assigned to the high SES group when the v a r ia b le  values are  

combined. On the  o th e r  hand, the sales c le r k  above is assigned a low 

sta tus  value f o r  SES as prescr ibed  by the f a c t  th a t  he has a low score 

on each o f  the three v a r ia b le s  Independently .

S tatus D i f fe rences

Hypothesis 2 . Hunters from the h ighest  socio-economic s ta tus  

leve l  w i l l  be most support ive  o f  the  a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  

when compared to the o th e r  SES groups. Low SES hunters w i l l  be le a s t  

support!  ve.

The data bear out the hypothesis .  C le a r ly  there Is a strong  

as s oc ia t ion  between SES and a t t i t u d e s  toward a n t le r le s s  deer hu nt ing .  

With each increase in the SES lev e l  a g r e a te r  proport ion  o f  hunters  

support the Department o f  Natural  Resources p o l i c y .  Also n o t ic e  th a t  

In the " s t ro n g ly  opposed" column, strong oppo s it ion  decreases w i th  

each increase in SES l e v e l .  This ind ica tes  th a t  there  Is a moderating  

e f f e c t  o f  some kind associated w i th  increased SES.
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Table 34. A t t i t u d e  toward a n t le r le s s  deer hunting po l icy  among the SES 
groups

SES

A t t i  tude
Strongly
Opposed

(%)

Moderately
Opposed

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Low 119

.429 .403 .168 100%

Medi urn 146

.288 .390 .322 100%

H i gh 55

.127 .346 .527 100%

Chi Square -  28 .39 61 ,  4 D . F . , P < -  .001

Hypothesis 2 - A.

A. S ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the three SES groups 

in the degree o f  a l i e n a t io n  regarding the governmental process 

among hunters who oppose the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y .  

Low SES hunters w i l l  manifest  the  g re a te s t  degree o f  a l i e n 

a t ion  and high SES hunters w i l l  m anifest  the least a l i e n a t io n .

The in f luence  o f  a l i e n a t io n  on a t t i tu d e s  seems l i k e  a f r u i t f u l  

concept to consider in r e l a t i o n  to SES groups as wel l  as among the  

counties .  As the d i re c t io n a l  hypothesis above in d ic a te s ,  i t  was ex

pected th a t  respondents from the low SES group would fe e l  the g rea tes t  

a l i e n a t io n  (powerlessness) w ith  respect to p o l i t i c a l  processes. In 

tu rn ,  i f  a l i e n a t io n  n e g a t iv e ly  in f luences a t t i t u d e s  toward s p e c i f i c  

governmental p o l ic ie s  inc luding "doe11 hunt ing ,  i t  was expected that  

low SES respondents would most oppose the p o l ic y  as demonstrated In
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the previous hypothesis .  The c r i t e r i a  f o r  l in k in g  a t t i t u d e  to a l i e n 

a t io n  Is to e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  increased oppo s i t io n  Is c o r r e la te d  w i th  

increased a l i e n a t i o n ,  p r e f e r a b ly  fo r  the hunter  populat ion  as a whole,  

but n e c e s s a r i ly  f o r  one o r  more SES groups. Table 35 does not support  

the Idea th a t  a t t i t u d e s  o f  a l i e n a t i o n  vary among the d i f f e r e n t  SES 

groups.

Table  35. A l ie n a t io n  among d i f f e r e n t  SES groups

A t t i t u d e  Regarding P o l i t i c a l  Processes 
SES Unal ienated  A l ie n a te d  Tota l
 (%)___________________(%)

Low

.610 .390

Med i urn

.612 .388

High

.596 .l»0*»

Chi Square ■ 0.01(03, 2 D . F . ,  P > .05

Also i t  has a l ready  been shown in the discussion o f  a l i e n a t i o n  

among the counties in sub-hypothesis  1-A th a t  a l i e n a t i o n  apparen t ly  

does not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in f lu e n c e  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the hunting popula

t io n  as a whole (Table 19 in Chapter V ) .  When the th re e  SES groups 

are analyzed s e p a ra te ly  f o r  the e f f e c t  o f  a l i e n a t i o n  on a t t i t u d e  s t i l l  

no r e la t io n s h ip  can be discerned.^  As a check on these r e s u l t s ,  those

^See T a b le s  3 6 - 3 8 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.

105

100%

131*

100%

52

100%
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who s t rong ly  or  moderately oppose the po l ic y  were is o la ted  out and a 

check on the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  a l i e n a t io n  among the  SES groups was made. 

S t i l l  there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  so the resu lts  above were 

considered p a r t i a l l y  r e a f f i r m e d . 1

Summary: Apparently the presence o r  lack o f  respondent a l i e n 

a t ion  toward the p o l i t i c a l  process contr ibutes  very l i t t l e  to the 

observed d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  toward the p o l ic y  among the various  

SES groups.

Hypothesis 2-B.

B. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren c e s  w i l l  e x is t  among the SES groups in 

the importance o f  success in k i l l i n g  a deer to the in d iv idua l  

hunters.  The importance o f  success w i l l  be g re a te s t  among 

low SES hunters and le a s t  Important to high SES hunters .

The Index o f  Importance o f  Success w i l l  be he lp fu l  in analyz ing  

th is  hypothesis as i t  was in analyz ing hypothesis 1-B. Table 36 

ind icates  th a t  there  is no s i g n i f i c a n t  assoc ia t ion  between the socio

economic status  and the importance o f  success to the hunters.

A trend can be detected in s p i t e  of  the  lack o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig 

n i f ic a n c e .  The proport ion o f  hunters who view success as being o f  

l i t t l e  importance decreases w i th  decreasing SES w h i le  among hunters  

who place a high value on success the proport ion  decreases w ith  

increasing SES. Simply s ta te d  there  is some in d ica t io n  th a t  success 

is most Important to low SES respondents and le a s t  important to high 

SES respondents.

' s e e  T a b le s  39“ ^ 0 ,  Append ix  B.
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Table  36. The importance o f  
SES groups

success to respondents from the va r i ous

Level o f  Importan ce o f  Success

SES
L i t t l e

Importance
<*>

Moderately
Importance

(%)

Very
Important

(%)
Tota l

Low 126

.436 .262 .302 100%

Med 1 um 154

.500 .260 .240 100%

High 56

.625 .179 .196 100%

Chi Square = 6 .0 0 1 0 ,  4 D . F . , P > .05

Persons who h ig h ly  esteem success are somewhat more l i k e l y  to  

oppose a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting than are  the  hunters who are i n d i f f e r e n t  

to success. When the SES groups are  analyzed i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  respondent  

o r i e n t a t i o n  to  success seems to  have no r e la t i o n s h i p  to a t t i t u d e  in any 

o f  the th ree  groups. '

Summary: The importance o f  success does not seem to c o n t r ib u te

much to the observed d i f fe r e n c e s  among SES groups in t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  

toward the p o l i c y .

Hypothesis 2-C.

C. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in

the s ta tus  symbolism which is assoc ia ted  w i th  hunting success 

in the minds o f  hu n te rs .  Hunting success w i l l  have the

' See T a b le s  4 l - 4 3 »  A p p e n d ix  B.
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s t ro n g e s t  s ta tus  symbolism f o r  low SES hunters and the le a s t

s ta tu s  symbolism f o r  high SES hunte rs .

D i f fe re nces  do, in f a c t ,  e x i s t  among the SES groups in the s ta tu s  

symbolism assoc ia ted  w i th  hunt ing  success . '  The low SES group a t t r i b 

utes the g r e a t e s t  p rop or t ion  o f  deference to success w h i le  the high  

SES group, on the whole ,  is le a s t  impressed by hunt ing  success. When 

the e f f e c t  o f  s ta tu s  symbolism is measured a g a in s t  a t t i t u d e  fo r  the

three  SES groups only the medium SES respondents seem to be s i g n i f i -
2

c a n t ly  in f luenced  in t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  by s ta tu s  a s p i r a t i o n s .  Low SES 

hunters g e n e r a l ly  oppose the  p o l ic y  regardless o f  how they fe e l  about

s ta tu s  w h i le  high SES respondents are less l i k e l y  to oppose the p o l ic y

regardless o f  whether o r  not success has any s ta tus  connotations to 

them.

Summary: Although s ta tu s  symbolism is assoc ia ted  w i th  a t t i t u d e ,

th^se re s u l ts  in d ic a te  t h a t  on ly  a small p a r t  o f  the observed d i f f e r 

ences In a t t i t u d e  among the SES groups can be exp la ined  by d i f fe r e n c e s  

in s ta tus  symbolism a t t r i b u t e d  to success by the d i f f e r e n t  SES groups.

Hypothesis 2-D.

D. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in

the importance o f  hunting to  the hu n te rs .  The hunting

exper ience w i l l  be most important to  low SES hunters and le a s t

important to  high SES hunte rs .

No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  in deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  are d i s c e r n ib le
3

among the SES groups. However, I t  seems meaningful to go f u r t h e r  and

'see Table 44, Appendix B.
2

See T a b le s  4 5 - 4 7 ,  A p p e n d ix  B

^See T a b le  4 8 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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consider  the  r e la t io n s h ip  between deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  and a t t i t u d e s .  

We p re v io u s ly  noted in hypothesis  1-D th a t  there  is a tendency f o r  

hunters w i th  the  g r e a te s t  i n t e r e s t  to support the p o l ic y  w h i le  hunters  

w ith  the l e a s t  i n t e r e s t  are  g e n e ra l ly  less s u p p o r t iv e .  However, when 

the three SES groups are analyzed s e p a r a t e ly ,  th e re  is l i t t l e  evidence  

t h a t  in t e r e s t  plays much o f  a ro le  in pred isposing hunters to support  

o r  oppose the p o l ic y .^

Summary: Deer hunter  i n t e r e s t  seems to be r e la t e d  to a t t i t u d e s ,

but f t  does not a s s is t  much in e x p la in in g  the observed d i f fe re n c e s  in 

a t t i t u d e  among the SES groups.

Hypothesis 2 -E .

E. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among SES groups in the

p rop or t io n  o f  peers who hunt.  Low SES hunters w i l l  have the

la rg e s t  p rop or t io n  o f  peers who hunt w h i le  high SES hunters

w i l l  have the s m a l le s t  p roport ion  o f  peers who hunt.

Both f e 11ow-workers and r e l a t i v e s  were considered w i th  respect to

t h e i r  importance as re fe rence  groups f o r  respondents from the SES

groups. The p ro p o r t io n a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  peer group hunting a c t i v i t y

was approximately  the same among the  SES groups f o r  both f e l  low-workers
2

and f o r  c lose  f r i e n d s .  Thus, the hypothesis  is not supported. This 

does not t e l )  us, however, whether peer group i n t e r e s t ,  as measured 

by the prop or t ion  o f  peers who hunt ,  has anyth ing to do w i th  the  kinds 

o f  a t t i t u d e s  which are  formed by the respondents.

^See T a b le s  ^ 9 ~ 5 1 , A p p e n d ix  B.
2

See T a b le s  5 2 - 5 3 *  A p p e n d ix  B.
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When the amount o f  peer group a c t i v i t y  fo r  the two types o f  peer  

groups Is measured ag a in s t  In d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  hold ing SES constant ,  

none o f  the s i x  ta b les  d isp lay  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e .

Summary: A pparent ly ,  peer group in t e r e s t  does not fu rn ish  much 

o f  an in d ic a t io n  as to  why people fe e l  the way they do about a n t le r le s s  

deer hunt ing .

Hypothesis 2 -F .

F. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe r e n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among SES groups In hunter  

percept ion  o f  the proport ion  o f  peer group opposit ion to  

a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  Low SES hunters w i l l  pe rce ive  the 

g re a te s t  p roport ion  o f  peer group o p po s i t io n  to a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting w h i le  high SES hunters w i l l  perce ive  the le a s t  

oppos i t io n .

We have a l ready  discussed the in f lu ence  o f  peer groups a t t i t u d e s  

upon in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  w i t h i n  the counties in th a t  p a r t  o f  Chapter V 

e n t i t l e d  "Hypothesis 1 - F . "  In th is  se c t io n  we w i l l  analyze the same 

in f luences among the various SES groups.

Primary Sources o f  In f luences

Re1 a t i v e s . There do not appear to be any s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i 

cant d i f fe re n c e s  among hunters from the three SES groups In the pro

p o r t io n  o f  r e l a t i v e s  who support or  oppose the p o l ic y .^  However, there  

is c l e a r l y  a trend o f  a l a r g e r  proport ion  o f  r e l a t i v e s  support ing the  

p o l ic y  w ith  each increase in s ta tus  l e v e l .  When the e f f e c t  o f  group 

a t t i t u d e s  on in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  is considered f o r  each SES group,  

the fo l lo w in g  r e la t io n s h ip s  were observed:

' s e e  T a b l e  54 *  A p p en d ix  B.
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1, For low and medium SES respondents th e re  is s i g n i f i c a n t  con

fo rm i ty  o f  in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  w i th  group a t t i t u d e s . ^

2.  High SES respondents tended to be more su pp or t ive  o f  the po l icy
2

regardless o f  how t h e i r  r e l a t i v e s  f e l t  about the p o l i c y .

Summary: Among low and medium SES groups the a t t i t u d e s  o f  r e l a 

t iv e s  seem to play an important ro le  in in f lu e n c in g  o p in io ns .  However, 

among the high SES group no s i g n i f i c a n t  in f lu e n ce  is apparent.

Fe11ow-Workers. I t  was found t h a t  the amount o f  support and oppo

s i t i o n  among r e l a t i v e s  is not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  among the three  

sta tus  groups. However, when fe l  low-workers are  considered ,  we f in d
3

t h a t  there are  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  among the groups. These 

f in d in g s  do not come a l t o g e t h e r  as a s u r p r is e .  A person's r e l a t i v e s  

l i k e l y  would come from various socio-economic l e v e l s ,  w h i le  on the  

o th e r  hand, i t  is l i k e l y  th a t  a person's  work peers g e n e r a l ly  have 

about the same ed uca t io n ,  income, and occupational s ta tu s  as the  

respondent; thus ,  by d e f i n i t i o n  they would be from the  same s ta tus  

group. I t  has a l ready  been demonstrated t h a t  among the respondents,  

high SES persons were most l i k e l y  to support the p o l ic y  and low SES 

persons were le a s t  l i k e l y  to  support i t .  Thus, i f  a person's work 

peers are from the same SES group and SES in f luences  a t t i t u d e s ,  then 

we would expect a person's work peers to  have many o f  the same a t t i 

tudes as the respondents.

When SES is held constant and the groups are c a r e f u l l y  analyzed,  

the data In d ic a te  th a t :

'see Tables 55~5<>» Appendix B.
2

See Tab le  57,  Appendix B.
3

See T a b l e  58» A p p e n d ix  B.
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1. Low and medium SES respondents tend to  conform to the a t t i 

tudes o f  t h e i r  work g rou p . '

2 .  High SES persons, however, tend to support the p o l ic y  In s p i te
2

o f  the a t t i tu d e s  o f  t h e i r  f e 11ow-workers.

Summary: Among low and medium SES groups the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  f e l lo w -

workers seem to have strong in f luence on the a t t i tu d e s  o f  the ind iv id u a l  

hunters .  On the o th e r  hand, very l i t t l e  in f luence  Is apparent among 

high SES groups.

Neiqhbors. There are no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe ren ce s  in the a t t i tu d e s
3

o f  the neighbors o f  the three SES groups. In a l l  cases, these neigh

bors are ge n e ra l ly  opposed to a n t le r le s s  deer hunting.

As prev ious ly  noted in the discussion o f  neighbors In hypothesis 

1 -F ,  g e n era l ly  respondents tend to  agree w i th  the m a jo r i ty  opinion o f  

the! r ne ighbors .

• As be fo re ,  by holding SES constant ,  we can see the in te ra c t io n  

between in d iv id ua l  and group a t t i t u d e s  more c l e a r l y .  As in the an a l 

ysts  o f  the in f luence  o f  r e la t iv e s  and f e 11ow-workers, the low and the 

medium SES respondents g e n era l ly  tend to conform to the consensus a t t i 

tude o f  t h e i r  neighbors. Again, however, high SES persons tend to be 

more support ive o f  the po l icy  in s p i te  o f  widespread opposit ion among 

neighbors.

Summary: Among low and medium SES groups the a t t i t u d e s  o f  respon

dents seems to be associated w i th  the a t t i t u d e  of  neighbors, w h i le  the

l See Tables 59 -60 ,  Appendix B.
2

See Table 61 ,  Appendix B.

^See Table 62 ,  Appendix B.
L

See T a b l e  2 1 ,  Appendix  B.
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a t t i t u d e  o f  neighbors does not seem to a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e s  among high 

SES groups p e r c e p t ib ly .

immediate Family .  As one might expect there  is a high degree o f  

congruence between fa m ily  and in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  both f o r  the group 

as a whole and fo r  each SES group. I t  remains d i f f i c u l t ,  however, to  

r a t i o n a l i z e  the m at te r  o f  which is the independent v a r i a b l e  and which 

is dependent.

Summary: C le a r ly  there is a r e la t io n s h ip  between fa m i ly  and 

in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  but i t  is not known In the case o f  th is  p o l ic y  

which in f luences which o r  to what degree some kind o f  c y c l i c  i n t e r 

a c t io n  occurs.

Hunting Companions. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the in d iv id u a l  

h u n te r 's  a t t i t u d e  and the a t t i t u d e  o f  th is  hunting companions is 

s t ro n g e s t  o f  a l l  the r e la t io n s h ip s ,  when cons ider ing  Tow and medium 

SES groups.^ In the high SES group we f in d  a g a in ,  as we c o n s is te n t ly  

have p r e v io u s ly ,  th a t  hunters from high SES groups tend to be more 

s u ppor t ive  o f  the p o l ic y  In s p i t e  o f  the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  hunting  

compan Io ns .

Summary: Among low and medium SES respondents, the a t t i t u d e s  o f

hunt ing  companions tend to e x e r t  g re a t  in f lu e n c e  on hunte r  a t t i t u d e s .  

On the o th e r  hand, the a t t i t u d e s  expressed by high SES respondents 

seem to be independent o f  hunting companion a t t i t u d e s .

Secondary Group inf luences

Government O f f i c i a l s . Apparent ly  the a t t i t u d e s  expressed by 

government o f f i c i a l s  which the  respondents from the var ious SES groups

^See T a b le s  6 3 - 6 5 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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have ta lk e d  to have played a small r o l e ,  i f  any, in in f lu e n c in g  opinions  

regarding the p o l i c y .  Two fa c to rs  are the basis fo r  th is  conclusion:

1. Very few hunters have ta lked  to  such o f f i c i a l s ,  and

2 .  There is very l i t t l e  congruence between the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the 

hunters and the a t t i t u d e s  o f  th e  government o f f i c i a l s  th a t  

they have ta lk e d  to.

Department o f  Natura l  Resources Employees. There is some evidence  

o f  a r e la t io n s h ip  between hunter  a t t i t u d e s  and the a t t i t u d e s  expressed
i

by Department o f  Natura l  Resources employees w i th  whom the hunters have 

ta lk e d .  When th is  in f luen ce  is analyzed in more d e t a i l  by ho ld ing  SES 

constant the f in d in gs  are v a r i a b l e .  Among low SES hunters t h e i r  re

sponses in d ica te d  th a t  more than h a l f  the employees w i th  whom the  

m a tte r  had been discussed opposed th e  p o l i c y . '  There was l i t t l e  v a r i 

a b i l i t y  o f  a t t i t u d e  between respondents who had ta lk e d  to su ppor t ive  

employees and those who had ta lke d  to  employees who opposed the p o l ic y .  

G e n e ra l ly ,  low SES respondents oppose the p o l ic y  regardless o f  the 

p o s i t io n  o f  the employee o r  employees th a t  they had ta lked  t o .  One 

e x p la n a t io n  f o r  the  high amount o f  employee o p p o s i t io n  which th is  

group reported might be th a t  they were t a l k i n g  to  local DNR employees 

o f  non-p ro fess iona l  s t a t u s .  I t  is to  be expected th a t  many hunters  

from the two northern  counties would know such employees p e rs o n a l ly .

The type o f  employee th a t  the respondent had ta lke d  to cannot be

a s c er ta in e d  because such d e t a i l e d  in form at ion  was not requested o f
o

th e  respondents. Among high SES groups the reverse was t r u e .  Almost

' s e e  T a b le  6 6 ,  A p pend ix  B.
2

See T a b le  6 7 ,  A p p en d ix  B.
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a l l  these respondents reported  support  f o r  the p o l ic y  by the employees 

they had ta lk ed  to regardless o f  the respondent's  personal a t t i t u d e .

I t  seems reasonable to suggest th a t  such respondents might have ta lk ed  

w ith  a p ro fess iona l  employee In some capac i ty  which would put the 

hunter  in more impersonal contact  w i th  the employee.

The medium SES respondents seem to have been in f luenced by the  

a t t i t u d e s  which were expressed by the employees th a t  they had ta lked  

w lth .^  Such in f lue nce  Is in fe r re d  because o f  the observa t ion  t h a t  

hunters who have ta lk ed  to employees who g e n e ra l ly  support the p o l ic y  

tend to  support  i t  themselves w h i le  those who have ta lk ed  to employees 

who ge n e ra l ly  oppose the p o l ic y  a ls o  g e n e ra l ly  oppose i t  themselves.

Summary: There appears to be some in f lu e n c e  on hunter  a t t i t u d e s

when the employees which the respondents ta lke d  to  express an opinion  

concerning the p o l i c y .  I suggest t h a t  p a r t  o f  th is  in f luence  is 

predisposed by the kinds o f  employees which the hunter  knows persona l ly  

o r  in a d v e r te n t ly  meets. Low SES hunters would be more l i k e l y  to know 

non-pro fess iona l  employees s o c i a l l y  w h i le  high SES hunters would be 

more l i k e l y  to know p ro fess ion a l  employees s o c i a l l y .  On the  o th e r  

hand, i t  seems reasonable th a t  employees who ta lke d  to hunters whom 

they did not know would be more l i k e l y  to defend the p o l i c y .

Social Acquaintances. The s o c ia l  acquaintances o f  the low SES 

hunters g e n e ra l ly  oppose the p o l ic y  w h i le  the s o c ia l  acquaintances o f  

high SES hunters g e n e ra l ly  support the p o l i c y .  In both cases, the 

respondents g e n e ra l ly  agreed w i th  t h e i r  peers.  On the o th e r  hand, the 

acquaintances o f  medium SES persons were more v a r ia b le  in t h e i r  support

^See T a b l e  6 8 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.



169

and o p p o s i t io n .  In th is  case in f luence  is c l e a r l y  d i s c e r n ib le  because 

I f  most o f  t h e i r  peers tend to support the p o l ic y  so do they ,  but I f  

most peers oppose, the respondent is l i k e l y  to  a lso .

Summary: Socia l  acquaintances seem to  e x e r t  the g r e a te s t  r e f 

erence group in f luence  in those s i t u a t io n s  where a v a r i e t y  o f  a t t i t u d e s  

concerning the p o l ic y  are he ld  by the respondents1 more in t im a te  peers.

Other Hunters . There a re  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  among the 

th re e  SES groups in the a t t i t u d e s  which o th e r  hunters have expressed  

to them. I t  seems th a t  the overwhelming m a jo r i ty  o f  the more vocal  

hunters which the respondents had discussed the  p o l ic y  w i th  are opposed 

to  i t . 1 Hunters do seem to have been more exposed to a t t i t u d e s  s i m i l a r  

to t h e i r  own when they have ta lk e d  to o th e r  hunte rs .  When the hunters  

are  analyzed according to SES groups the on ly  group which seems to 

have been in f luenced  by the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the hunters which they have 

in a d v e r te n t ly  met from time to time are those in the low SES group.

Sportsman Club O f f i c i a l s . Sportsman club o f f i c i a l s  seem to  have 

had l i t t l e  in f lu e n ce  on hunte r  a t t i t u d e s  among the d i f f e r e n t  SES groups 

even though most o f  the o f f i c i a l s  which the respondents had ta lk e d  to 

oppose the p o l i c y .

Summary o f  sub-hypothesis 2 -F ;  High SES respondents tend to 

support the p o l ic y  even though in almost a i l  cases a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  

peers from the various groups analyzed oppose the p o l i c y .  In c o n t r a s t ,  

most o f  the peers o f  low and medium SES hunters oppose the p o l ic y  and 

g e n e r a l ly  the hunters in terv iew ed from these groups do too.

The most I n f l u e n t i a l  peer groups appear to be: r e l a t i v e s ,  f e l l o w -

w o rk e rs a n d h u n t in g c o m p a n  i ons . Department o f  Natural Resources

' See T a b l e  6 9 ,  A p p e n d ix  B.
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employees and socia l  acquaintances a lso  seem to have some secondary 

in f lue nce  perhaps in the dimension o f  conf irm ing a t t i t u d e s  ra th e r  

than in the fo rm at ive  stages o f  a t t i t u d e  development. Neighbors, gov

ernment o f f i c i a l s  and o th er  hunters which the hunters have ta lk e d  to 

seem to have l i t t l e  impact on personal a t t i t u d e s .

Hypothesis 2-G.

G. S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c e s  w i l l  e x i s t  among the SES groups in 

h unte r  percept ion  o f  support o r  oppo s i t io n  to a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting by the mass media. Low SES hunters w i l l  

perce ive  the mass as being iess support ive  w h i le  high SES 

hunters w i l l  be most l i k e l y  to p e rc e ive  the mass media as 

su pport ive  o f  the p o l ic y .

The hypothesis is not supported. There are  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f 

ferences among the SES groups in exposure to the th ree  media consid

e red— newspapers, radio  and t e l e v i s i o n ,  and sports  magazines. When 

the In f luence  o f  the media on in d iv id u a l  a t t td u e s  is considered ,  as 

reported in hypothesis  1-G, on ly  the p o s i t io n  which newspapers are  

perceived as having taken seems r e la t e d  to  In d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s .

When each SES group is analyzed i n d i v i d u a l l y  w i th  regard to the  

e f f e c t  o f  mass media upon a t t i t u d e s ,  very l i t t l e  in f lu e n ce  is d is 

c e rn ib le  except among the medium SES hunters who perce ive  t h e i r  local  

newspapers as support ing o r  opposing a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  Respon

dents In th a t  SES group who support the p o l ic y  are  more T ike ly  to 

b e l ie v e  t h a t  t h e i r  loca l  newspaper supports the p o l ic y  w h i le  opposit ion  

hunters have a tendency to perce ive  t h e i r  newspaper as opposing the 

po l i  c y .



Summary: Although some s e l e c t i v e  percept ion  seems to be o c cu rr in g

w ith  regard to mass media in fo r m a t io n , the mass media do not appear to 

be having much o f  an in f lu ence  on the kind o f  a t t i t u d e  which is deve l 

oped by respondents in the d i f f e r e n t  SES groups.

Hypothesis 3. Ingham County hunters w i l l  have the la rg e s t  propor-
i

t io n  o f  high SES hunters w h i le  Marquette County w i l l  have the la r g e s t  

p rop ort io n  o f  low SES hunters .

Table  37 supports the hypothesis.

Table  37* SES d i s t r i b u t i o n  among the counties

Coun ty
SES

Low
(%)

Med I urn 
(%)

High
(%)

Total

1ngham 108

.269 .518 .213 100%

A1pena 109

.3^9 .495 .156 100%

Marquette 119

.496 .370 .134 100%

Chi Square ■ 13 .5209 , 4 D . F . ,  P < .01

Hypothesis 3“ A.

A, The d i f fe re n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  among the hunters o f  the three  

counties w i l l  be exp la ined  by the d i f fe re n c e s  in the propor  

t io n  o f  hunters from the th ree  SES groups in the three  

c o u n t ie s .
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This hypothesis can be tes ted  by hold ing SES constant and te s t in g  

fo r  d i f fe re n c es  in a t t i t u d e  among the th ree  counties .  I f  d i f fe ren ces  

p e r s is t  among the counties when SES is he ld  constant then hypothesis 

3-A would be re jec te d .

For the low and medium SES groups the s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe re n c es  

noted in the ta b le  above p e r s is t .

Table 38. A t t i tu d e  toward the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  by 
county fo r  low SES respondents

A t t i tu d e  Toward AOP
Strongly  

County Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

1ngham 26
.500 .15** . 3**6 100%

A1 pena 38
.316 .500 . 184 100%

Marquette 55
.**73 .454 .073 100%

Chi Square ■ 14.8774, 4 D, F . , P < -  .01

Tabie 39. A t t i t u d e  toward the  po l icy  by county fo r  medium SES 
respondents

A t t i t u d e Toward ADP
Strongly  

County Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

<%)
Support

(%)
Total

1 ngham 52

.231 .231 .538 100%

A1pena 51
.29* .**71 .235 100%

Ma rq ue t te 43
. 349 .488 .163 100%

Chi Square ■ 18.5885» 4 D. F . ,  P < -  .001
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These two tab les  demonstrate t h a t  the  d i f fe r e n c e s  in a t t i t u d e  

among the  counties is not j u s t  an a r t i f a c t  o f  an unequal SES d i s t r i 

but ion  among the coun t ies .  However, among the high SES respondents 

the d i f fe re n c e s  among the counties d isappear.

Table  40. A t t i t u d e  toward the p o l ic y  by county w i t h in  the high SES 
group

County

A t t i t u d e Toward ADP

Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
T o ta l

1 ngham 23
.130 .30 h .565 100%

A1 pena 16

.125 .375 .500 100%

Marquette 16

.125 .375 .500 100%

Chi Square •  0.30*»*», M D . F . ,  P > .05

The f a c t  th a t  no d i f fe re n c e s  are found w i t h i n  the high SES group

among the counties  perhaps ind ica tes  th a t  these people are reaching to

the same general s t im u l i  f o r  a t t i t u d e  format! on. Regardless o f  whether

the s t im u l i  are the same o r n o t ,  obv ious ly  the re s u l ts  are the same--

they g e n e ra l ly  support the p o l ic y .



CHAPTER VI I

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Concl us Ions

This study has attempted to  answer two b a s ic  quest ions:  Who sup

ports  and who opposes the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l i c y ,  and more 

im p o r ta n t ly ,  why do the various hunters fe e l  the way they do about the 

pol i cy?

Two b as ic  independent v a r ia b le s  were considered in studying these 

q u est ion s ,  region o f  residence and socio-economic s t a t u s .  I t  has been 

e s ta b l is h e d  by th is  study th a t  a t t i t u d e  formation regarding the p o l ic y  

is very much a s o c ia l  and s o c ia l -p s y c h o lo g ic a l  phenomenon. Based on 

where the hunter  l i v e s  and the soc ia l  contex t  w i t h i n  which he c i r c u 

l a t e s ,  h is  a t t i t u d e  toward the p o l ic y  can be p re d ic te d  w i th  a r e l a t i v e l y  

high degree o f  accuracy.

The f a c t  th a t  southern Michigan hunters are  much more support ive  

o f  the DNR than e i t h e r  Upper Peninsula  hunters o r  hunters from the  

northern  lower Peninsula  seems to be p a r t i a l l y  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to h igher  

ed uca t iona l  l e v e l s ,  a more a c t i v e  economic c l im a te  and an urban 

atmosphere which requires g r e a te r  d i r e c t  dependency upon governmental  

a c t i v i t y  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  in a l l  spheres o f  l i f e .  In c o n t r a s t ,  a 

general d i s t r u s t  o f  s t a t e  and fe d e ra l  government is e v id e n t  in the 

Upper Peninsula  and th is  d i s t r u s t  seems to be assoc ia ted  w i th  

s p e c i f i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l i c y .

17*
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C le a r ly  more Is involved in a t t i t u d e  formation than simply the  

fac ts  and perce ived fa c ts  r e la t e d  to th is  resource development contro

versy.  There was l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  in the ac tua l  leve l  o f  knowledge 

o f  the in d iv id u a l  hunters concerning the deer resource in Michigan and 

the a t t i t u d e  which they h e ld .  In o th e r  words, the leve l  o f  b io lo g ic a l  

and ec o lo g ica l  in form at ion  which the hunter  knew about was not i t s e l f  

a good p r e d ic t o r  e i t h e r  o f  support o r  o p po s i t io n  f o r  the p o l i c y .  The 

mediating f a c t o r  seemed to  be e m o t io n a l ly  and s o c i a l l y  based. For 

ins tance ,  except f o r  high SES h u n te rs ,  regard less o f  the  reg ion ,  th ere  

was a c lose c o r r e l a t i o n  between in d iv id u a l  a t t i t u d e s  and the a t t i t u d e s  

o f  severa l  pr imary groups w i th  which they were as s o c ia te d ;  imme

d ia te  fa m i ly  and o t h e r  c lose r e l a t i v e s ,  f e l  low-workers and hunting  

companions. Other contacts such as ne ighbors ,  p u b l ic  and agency 

o f f i c i a l s  and secondary so c ia l  acquaintances had l i t t l e ,  i f  any,  

i n f  1 uence.

The f a c t  th a t  some hunters tend to take t h e i r  hunt ing  more s e r i 

ously d id  not seem to  in f lue nce  a t t i t u d e s  much except in the northern  

lower Peninsu la  where the general importance o f  hunt ing  and e s p e c ia l l y  

the importance o f  success in g e t t in g  a deer seemed to be c lo s e ly  

c o r re la te d  to a t t i t u d e  toward the p o l i c y .  The more important hunting  

and hunting success were to the respondents, the  more l i k e l y  they were 

to oppose the p o l i c y .  Fu r ther  a n a ly s is  seemed to in d ic a te  th a t  a 

sta tus  funct ion  was associated w i th  hunt ing  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  w ith  

hunting success. Apparent ly  fo r  many hunters s ta tu s  is conferred by 

success and many o f  them see the a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  as a 

th re a t  to t h e i r  oppo rtu n i ty  to be successful thus d im in ish ing  t h e i r  

s t a t u s .
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With regard to a n t le r le s s  deer hunting,  the mass media seem to 

have played a r e l a t i v e l y  in s i g n i f i c a n t  ro le  in in f luenc in g  a t t i tu d e s  

although newspapers do seem to  have been important in disseminating  

fac ts  which were used to re in fo rc e  a v a r ie t y  o f  points o f  view.

In some cases soc ia l  circumstance is the dominant v a r ia b le  w h i le  

in o ther  cases region o f  residence is more important in in f luenc ing  

a t t i t u d e s .  High SES hunters tend to support the po l icy  regardless o f  

the county in which they l i v e .  On the o th e r  hand, i t  appears that  the 

a t t i t u d e s  o f  various socia l  s t r a t a  is more homogeneous in Alpena than 

in the o ther  two count ies .  Apparently  the regional  inf luence is domi

nant in the northern Lower Peninsula . I t  appears th a t  SES Is the domi

nant independent v a r ia b le  in f lue nc in g  a t t i t u d e s  in Ingham County. In 

Marquette both the regional in f luence  and SES seem to be c o n tr ib u t in g  

some a f f e c t  to the observed r e la t io n s h ip s .  Greater  opposit ion region

a l l y  is the cons is ten t  pa t te rn  in Marquette ,  but c le a r ly  h igher  SES groups 

have a more moderate pos i t ion  toward the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y .

In conclusion, I t  is ev ide n t  th a t  a two-step f low o f  communication 

is o p era t iv e  in the formation o f  a t t i tu d e s  concerning th is  issue; d i f -  

ferehces in the a t t i t u d e s  held being based on c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the source,  

r e c e p t iv i t y  based on the degree o f  c o n f l i c t  w i th  prev ious ly  held con

v ic t io n s  and previous sources and types o f  in form at ion ,  and the degree 

o f  t r u s t  o f  p rofess iona l  e x p e r t is e .

Recommendat i ons

One o f  the most s u rp r is in g  response d i s t r ib u t io n s  o f  the study 

resu l ted  from the qu est ion ,  "108.  Does the Conservation Department 

cla im  the deer herd is increas ing ,  decreasing, o r  is s t a b i l i z e d  fo r  

the S ta te  as a whole?" The d i s t r i b u t i o n  was:
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Number Percent

1. Increasing
2. Decreasing
3. Has s t a b ! 1i zed
4. Don11 know 

No response
Total

114 
38 

144 
38

33 .9
11.3
42 .9
11.3

2 .6
336 100.0

Only about ten percent o f  the  respondents knew t h a t  the  Department 

o f  Natura l  Resources claims th a t  the deer herd as a whole Is decreasing.  

In l i g h t  o f  th is  b i t  o f  in fo rm a t io n ,  I t  Is not s u r p r is in g  th a t  many 

people are so dubious o f  th e  i n t e g r i t y  and/or  the p ro fess io n a l  compe

tence o f  the Department's game b i o l o g i s t s .  Much o f  the antagonism o f  

hunters toward the  DNR would be b lunted  i f  I t  were made c le a r  th a t  the 

Department is not t r y in g  to  i n s i s t  th a t  the herd is increas ing  when i t  

is common knowledge tha t  in many areas the herd is down s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

from what i t  was twenty years ago.

In t a lk in g  w i th  numerous DNR pro fes s io n a ls  I t  Is very c l e a r  th a t  

the f a c t  Is recognized th a t  the herd Is g e n e ra l ly  d e c l in in g .  However, 

from the vantage p o in t  o f  Joe Q. Average C i t i z e n  i t  may not be c l e a r  

th a t  th is  Is the p o s i t io n  o f  the Department, Except f o r  two o r  three  

p u b l ic a t io n s  o f  r e s t r i c t e d  c i r c u l a t i o n  and one p u b l ic a t io n  o f  f a i r l y  

widespread d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  I d o n ' t  remember having read o r  heard o f  th is  

o f f i c i a l  conclusion in any in formation  source.

Recommendation 1: The Department o f  Natura l  Resources should make
a concerted e ^ / o r t  to make i t  c l e a r  to the p u b l ic  through every  
means a t  i t s  disposal th a t  the  f a c t  is recognized th a t  in many 
areas o f  the s t a t e  the deer herd is d im in is h in g .

Once th is  p o in t  is c l e a r l y  made then the a i r  w t 11 be c leared  so

th a t  the Department can proceed to e x p la in  the  causes o f  the  herd 's

d im inut ion .  U n t i l  th is  is done hunters w i l l  continue to rage th a t  the

DNR o f f i c i a l s  are " f o o l s " ,  o r  worse, " l y in g  m a n ip u la to rs ."
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The most e f f e c t i v e  medium f o r  t e l l i n g  the s to ry  o f  Michigan deer  

herd management is through personal co n tac t  w ith  the p u b l ic .  The prob-  

lem is th a t  w i th  a comparat ively  small s t a f f  o f  b io lo g is t s  and o th e r  

competent p ro fes s io n a ls  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to  reach a s i g n i f i c a n t  number 

o f  people.

Recommendation 2 : A c a r e f u l l y  planned attempt should be made to
expand p u b l ic  group contacts among the low and medium SES segments 
o f  the popu la t ion  which would be missed in the e a s i l y  a c ce s s ib le  
groups such as c i v i c  c lu b s ,  conservation groups, and groups rep
resent ing  the  business community.

Suggested groups would include union l o c a l s ,  hunting c lu b s ,  open 

forum meetings in northern Michigan communities, and perhaps even church 

groups a t  s o c ia l  ev en ts ,  e t c .  In s h o r t ,  the case needs to be presented  

to those segments o f  the populat ion  where the g re a te s t  cynic ism is 

ev i  d e n t .

Obviously ,  such presenta t ions  would need to be made by persons who 

could e f f e c t i v e l y  po rt ra y  the ec o lo g ic a l  s i t u a t i o n  and who could handle  

h o s t i l e  re a c t io n s .  Such a program could probably be most e f f e c t i v e l y  

executed as an in format ion  and education fu n c t io n .

Since s ta tu s  seems to p lay an important r o le  in the development o f  

a t t i t u d e s  toward the p o l i c y ,  perhaps one o f  the e f f e c t i v e  means o f  

generat ing  g re a te r  understanding f o r  the p o l ic y  is to encourage i n t e r 

ested hunters and hunting groups to  a s s is t  the DNR in numerous ways.

Recommendation 3. Invo lve  hunters through various means such as 
in h a b i t a t  and w i l d l i f e  populat ion  reconnaissance and as as s is ta n ts  
a t  checking s ta t io n s  and in o t h e r  f i e l d  work th a t  would b r in g  them 
in to  d i r e c t  contact  w i th  the resource management s i t u a t i o n .  Such 
involvement should be in v i te d  w i th o u t  regard to support o r  oppo
s i t i o n  to the p o l ic y .

Special p u b l ic  and personal recogn i t ion  should be given f o r  such 

assistance so th a t  i t  too can f u l f i l l  the same kind o f  d e s i r e  f o r  

rec o gn i t ion  and s ta tus  which hunting success generates .  A conservat ion
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aide program should be a t  le a s t  as f e a s i b l e  as r e c r u i t i n g  vo lun teer  

fi remen o r  c i v i l  defense v o lu n ta ry  personnel .  The s ta tu s  f u l f i l l m e n t  

funct ion  is very e v id e n t  in these l a t t e r  two programs. Two b e n e f i ts  

are poss ib le  from such a program. F i r s t ,  va lu a b le  in form at ion  and 

assis tance would become a v a i l a b l e  and, second, g r e a t e r  exposure to  

b io lo g ic a l  and ec o lo g ic a l  r e a l i t y  f o r  these hunters should generate  

support fo r  the p o l ic y  to the degree t h a t  i t  is supported by re a d i ly  

observable f a c t s .

One o f  the more ser ious problems is a lack  o f  support o f  the 

p o l ic y  among many DNR employees. This lack o f  s o l i d a r i t y ,  in my 

judgment, does much to counterbalance the in form at ion  and education  

programs o f  the Department. Two o f  the leading opponents o f  the  

p o l ic y  who were in fo rm a l ly  in terv iew ed  in the p re l im in a ry  stages o f  

th is  research mentioned o p pos it ion  from w i t h in  the  Department as sig** 

n l f i c a n t  evidence to  them th a t  the p o l ic y  is in a p p ro p r ia te .  Numerous 

respondents a lso in d ic a te d  t h a t  they knew employees who d id  not support  

the  p o l i c y .  In looking a t  the  s i t u a t i o n  through the eyes o f  a p a r t i a l l y  

informed c i t i z e n s ,  ser ious damage would be done to the p o l ic y  image by 

employee c r i t i c i s m  whether th e  c r i t i c i s m  came from a mechanic In a 

motor pool ,  o r  a radioman In f i r e  p ro te c t io n  o r  a la b o re r  In the  Parks 

D iv is io n .

Recommendation 4 : A ser ious at tem pt should be made to  inform as
many employees as poss ib le  o f  the reasons behind the o f f i c i a l  
p o s i t io n  o f  the Department regarding the p o l i c y .

This could be done through h a l f -d a y  seminars and f i e l d  t r i p s .  Such 

e f f o r t s  should include employees w i th  l i t t l e  regard f o r  whether they 

work d i r e c t l y  w i th  w i l d l i f e  o r  no t .  Special  e f f o r t  w i th  non

pro fe ss ion a ls  might be p a r t i c u l a r l y  f r u i t f u l .
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A d m it te d ly ,  such a program would be expensive and only  p a r t i a l l y

successful but i t  could pay s i g n i f i c a n t  d ividends by increas ing  team

s p i r i t  by making these quas i- informed employees fe e l  th a t  they are  more

a p a r t  o f  an informed inner c i r c l e .

The DNR p re s e n t ly  makes a sp ec ia l  e f f o r t  to work w i th  the county

boards o f  supervisors in e s ta b l i s h in g  a n t l e r l e s s  perm it  quotas f o r  the

various areas o f  the s t a t e .

Recommendation 5 : Such a program o f  in te n s iv e  contact  w i th  key 
leaders should be expanded to include Informal contact  w i th  
important op in ion  leaders in a l l  areas o f  the s t a t e .

Such a program would at tem pt to present the Department's case in

a f a c e - t o - f a c e  s i t u a t i o n  which would o f f e r  a rea l  o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r

extended in f luence  i f  the op in io n  lea d e r  could be helped to understand

the DNR's p o in t  o f  view.

The f in a l  recommendation is perhaps in many ways the most d i f f i c u l t

to implement.

Recommendation 6 : A concerted at tem pt should be made to work more
c lo s e ly  on a personal basis w i th  l e g i s l a t o r s  who nominal ly  oppose 
the p o l ic y  o r  who are r e l a t i v e l y  uninformed about the cond it ions  
which have prompted the p o l ic y .

In th is  recommendation s t re s s  is l a i d  upon the personal na ture  o f  

such e f f o r t s .  L i t t l e  w i l l  be accompl i shed where p u b l i c i t y  is involved  

f o r  e i t h e r  p a r ty .  L e g is la to rs  need votes and some b e l ie v e  o p p o s i t io n  

to DNR programs produces vo tes .  T h e re fo re ,  I t  is ad v is ab le  not to hold  

hearings o r  even small group forums w i th  these people .  Even working  

w ith  a small group o f  such l e g i s l a t o r s  is not l i k e l y  to prove e f f e c t i v e  

because o f  the re inforcement o f  res is tan ce  among the l e g i s l a t o r s .  An

o th e r  p o s i t i v e  b e n e f i t  might a ls o  come from such I n t e r a c t i o n .  The DNR 

may a lso  rece ive  h e l p f u l ,  and perhaps even much needed In form at ion  in 

designing more e f f e c t i v e  management programs in th e  f u t u r e .  However,
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i t  is f u l l y  recognized th a t  such e f f o r t s  would probably  be wasted w i th  

the severa l  l e g i s l a t o r s  who have b u i l t  t h e i r  careers in p u b l ic  s e rv ic e  

mainly on o p po s i t io n  to the a n t le r le s s  deer hunting p o l ic y  and o th e r  

DNR p o l i c i e s .  L i t t l e  e f f o r t  beyond what has a l rea d y  been expended 

w ith  these people can probably be j u s t i f i e d  given the l i m i t e d  resources  

and monumental task w i th  which the Department is confron ted .
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APPENDIX A 

DEER HUNTER ATTITUDE SURVEY

In te rv ie w e r

Respondent _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

County

D a te

H e l l o ,  is (PROSPECTIVE RESPONDENT'S NAME) home? (TO RESPONDENT) I

am p a r t  o f  a research team from Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs i ty  in te rv ie w in g

hunters In the (INGHAM -  ALPENA -  MARQUETTE) a re a .  You probably remem

ber re c e iv in g  a l e t t e r  l a s t  week from the research d i r e c t o r .  May I ask  

you a few questions?

1. In most years which o f  the fo l lo w in g  hunt ing  l icenses have you 

bought?

1. Small game l ic e n s e  _ _ _  4. Bear l ic en s e  fo r  e a r l y  season

,2.  Archery deer l icense  5. Duck stamp

3. F irearm deer l ic e n s e  ____

2. Have you bought a deer l ic ens e  f o r  the 1968 season?

Yes

No ____ Do you in tend to buy one? Yes __ No ___  Don 11 know ___

(GO TO QUESTION U)

3. Have you a p p l ie d  f o r  an a n t l e r l e s s  deer permit  f o r  the 1968 season? 

Yes No
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How good a hunter  would you say tha t  you are compared to o ther  

hunters you know?

1 . Above average _ _ _

2. Average _ _ _

3. Below average _

What e f f e c t  do you th in k  the Conservation Department's present deer 

management p rac t ices  w i l l  have on the deer herd? _ _ _ _ _

How many deer have you k i l l e d  In a l l  since you have been hunting in 

Michigan? _ _ _ _ _ _ _  (number)

1 , How many bucks ^_ __

2. How many does _____

How of ten  have you app l ied  in the past fo r  an a n t le r le s s  permit  when 

they were a v a i l a b l e  in the area where you hunt?

1. Every time _ _ _ _  3. Sometimes _____

2. Most o f  the time _____ A, Never _____ (GO TO QUESTION 10)

Could you g ive  me the approximate number o f  times you have appi led 

fo r  an a n t le r le s s  permit?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  (number)

How many times have you received one?

_________  (number) (GO TO QUESTION 11)

Why haven ' t  you appl ied fo r  one?
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11. Do you usua l ly  hunt in any s p ec ia l  county o r  counties? No

Yes

1.

_____ (ORDER ACCORDING TO TIME SPENT HUNTING)

Nea res t  commun i ty Coun ty

2.
Nearest community County

3.
Nearest community County

12. Do you th ink  th ere  is s u f f i c i e n t  food during  the w i n t e r  in the  

a rea (s )  in which you usua l ly  hunt every year  to support the deer  

populat ion  there?

Yes _____ No _____ Don't  knew______

13. In your o p in io n ,  do most o f  the loca l  people in areas where you 

have hunted support o r  oppose a n t l e r l e s s  hunting?

Most support i t  _______

About 1 /2  support and 1/2 oppose _ _ _ _

Most oppose i t  

Don11 know _______

lA. When you go deer hu n t in g ,  are you usua l ly  gone from home over  

night? No _____

Yes _____

On an average t r i p  how many consecutive days are you usua l ly  gone 

from home?
(number)

How many such t r ip s  do you take in an average season?
(number)

15. How many days during an average deer season do you hunt?
(number)
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16. Could you t e l l  me how mahy deer the Conservation Department e s t i 

mates are l e g a l l y  k i l l e d  each year .  (QUESTION APPLIES TO PAST FEW 

YEARS)

(number) Don't  know ____  (GO TO QUESTION 19)

17. Do you agree w i th  t h e i r  estimate? Yes _____ No ___

18. How many would you es t im ate  are k i l l e d  each year  as compared to 

t h e i r  estimate? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

19. Approximately how many years have y>u hunted deer in Michigan?

(number)

20. Of a l l  the people you persona l ly  know who hunted deer th is  past  

season (1967)*  how successful were they in g e t t in g  a deer?

Above average ______

About average ______

Below average _____

21. From your own knowledge, how successful do you th ink  Michigan 

hunters in general were th is  past season? (1967 season)

Above average _____

About average _____

Below average _____

22. V/hat was the la s t  year  that  r e a l l y  stands out in your mind as a 

bad season?

1.   _______
(date)
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2. C an ' t  remember the year  _____

About how many years ago was i t?  _ _ _ _ _  (number)

What makes you th in k  o f  it as a good season?

3. Don 't  know o f  a s p e c i f i c  good y e a r .  _____

24. While  h u n t in g ,  i f  you had not seen any deer and your hands were so

cold th a t  even w i th  gloves on you c o u ld n ' t  keep them out o f  your

pockets fo r  very long a t  a t im e ,  would you fee l  th a t  i t  was worth

w h i le  to keep hunting?

Yes _____ No _____

25. Do you sometimes c a r ry  a compass when hunting? Yes _____ No_______

26. Would you l i k e  your son(s) to grow up to be a h u n te r (s )?

I have no sons

Yes _____ No _____

I f  makes no d i f f e r e n c e  to me _ _ _ __

27. Have you ever  hunted b ig  game in any o th e r  s t a t e  o r  province  

besides Michigan? No _____  (GO TO QUESTION 28)

Yes _____

Which s t a t e  (s) 
LIST STATES

1. Yes __ No ____  Don' t know _____

THEN ASK 
Does (s t a t e )

2. Yes No __  Don' t know _____

permit  any 
a n t le r le s s  
hunt i ng?

3. Yes __ No __ ___ Don * t know
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28. Do you know o f  any s ta te s  which do not a l low  any a n t l e r l e s s  hunting7

(S ta te )  (S ta te )

Don ' t  know _____

29. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) In your o p in io n ,  which o f  the  fa c to rs

l i s t e d  on the  card k i l l s  the most deer each year? (AFTER HE 

INDICATES WHICH KILLS THE HOST GET HIM TO RANK THE REST).

1. Disease _____  4.  I l l e g a l  k i l l  o f  deer

2. Legal k i l l  o f  a n t le r l e s s  deer 5« Legal k i l l  o f  bucks

3. S ta rv a t io n  _____ 6. Predators (coyotes,

wolves o r  dogs) _______

30. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) The Conservation Department claims there

are more deer in some parts  o f  Michigan than there  is necessary 

w in te r  food fo r  them. How do you fe e l  about th is?

1. Strong ly  agree _____ S trong ly  d isagree _____

2 .  Ag ree ______ 5. Don11 know _____

3. Disagree

31. Why do you th in k  the Conservation Department makes these claims?

32. In your opinion are more deer k i l l e d  i l l e g a l l y  in season or  out o f  

season?

1. In season _____ 3. About the same number k i l l e d
in and out o f  season _____

2, Out o f  season _____
4* D o n ' t  know
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33* Who do you th in k  k i l l s  more i l l e g a l  deer in the area where you 

hunt* local  people o r  hunters who d o n ' t  l i v e  in the  area?

Local _____ Outsiders _____ No op in ion _ _ _ _

3*t. Some people say the l e g i s l a t u r e  should have the f i n a l  say as to 

hunting ru les in Michigan* w h i le  others  say the Conservation  

Department should decide*  and some fe e l  lo ca l  governing bodies*  

such as County Boards o f  Superv isors*  should decide.  Who do you 

f e e l  should decide?

1. L e g is la tu re  ______ 3. Local governing body __ __

2 .  Conservation Dept. _____ 4 .  No op in ion  _____

35. I t  has been proposed th a t  the l e g i s l a t u r e  pass a law a b o l is h in g  

a n t l e r l e s s  deer hu nt ing .  Do you th in k  they should? Yes _____

No _____

36. Do you th in k  the l e g i s l a t u r e  w i l l  pass such a law? Yes _____

No _____

37* I f  you saw someone th a t  you p e rs o n a l ly  know shoot a deer out  o f  

season* would you repo rt  him i f  he would not  f in d  out th a t  i t  was 

you who reported him? Yes _____ No _____ I t  depends on who i t  

i s _____ Don 11 know _____

38. The hunting o f  a n t l e r l e s s  deer in Michigan has been a c o n tro v e rs ia l  

s u b je c t  in the p a s t .  Some hunters have engaged in various a c t i v 

i t i e s  to support o r  oppose a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunt ing .  Have you 

taken any o f  the l i s t e d  act ions on th is  issue? (PROBE FOR SUCH 

THINGS AS WHEN, WHERE, WHO, WHAT RESULTS WERE OBTAINED, AND ASK 

FOR RESPONDENT'S EVALUATION OF WHETHER IT DID ANY GOOD OR NOT)
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W r i t in g  o r  t a lk in g  to a l e g i s l a t o r

2. W r i t in g  or  t a lk in g  to the Conservation Department

3. W r i t in g  to the governor

4. Signing a pe t i  t ion

5. Donating money

6. Making a speech o r  conducting a meeting

7. Try ing to persuade your f r ien d s  to your v iewpoint

(ASK IF FRIEND WAS NEUTRAL OR OPPOSED TO HIS VIEWPOINT)

8.  P a r t i c i p a t in g  in a demonstration

9 ,  None _____ (PROBE: IS THERE ANY SPECIAL REASON WHY YOU HAVEN'T?)

( I F  NONE, GO TO QUESTION 42)

( I F  THEY DID ANY OF THE ABOVE ASK:)

39. Did you take your ac t ion  as an in te re s te d  In d iv id ua l  o r  were you

act ing  as a member o f  an o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  group?

 1. Group (ASK NAME OF GROUP) _________________ ________________
(name)

(GO TO 40)
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2.  In d iv id u a l  

(MENTION WHATEVER HE MENTIONED ABOVE AS HAVING DONE)

As an in te r e s te d  i n d i v i d u a l ,  did any group o r  In d iv id u a l  encourage 

you to  do i t?

No _____ (GO TO QUESTION 42)

Yes Who was i t?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(ASK NAME OF ORGANIZATION AND ITS REPRESENTATIVE'S RELATIONSHIP TO 

RESPONDENT, OR IF IT WAS AN INDIVIDUAL NOT REPRESENTING A GROUP 

ASK HIS RELATIONSHIP TO THE RESPONDENT)

( I F  AN INDIVIDUAL GO TO QUESTION 41)

40 .  (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) D i f f e r e n t  as soc ia t ions  in te re s te d  in th is  

issue have used d i f f e r e n t  means to express t h e i r  op in ions .  Which 

o f  the fo l lo w in g  a c t i v i t i e s  were used by the  as soc ia t ion  you 

belonged to?

1, C o l le c t in g  money _ _ _  5. S igning p e t i t i o n s  ______

2 ,  Hold ing p u b l ic  meetings _____ 6. Making p u b l ic  statements

3. Having demonstrations _____ ^ Other — —

4. W r i t in g  to  governmental o f f i c i a l s  ______

41. Did i t  ( they)  fa v o r  o r  oppose a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting?

1. Favor _ _ _

2, Oppose _____
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k2.  Do you know anybody around here who usua l ly  knows a l o t  about deer  

hunting?

No (GO TO QUESTION kk)Yes

How do you happen to  know them?

Have you ever  asked them fo r  in form at ion  o r  advice? Yes No

Do you know whether they support o r  oppose a n t le r le s s  deer hunting?  

Support Oppose _____ Don't  know _____

How s t ro n g ly  would you say they fe e l  about a n t le r le s s  deer hunting?  

Strongly  support i t  _____

Moderately support i t  

Moderately  oppose i t  _ _ _

Strong ly  oppose i t  _____

hk.  Have you ta lk e d  to any o f  the fo l lo w in g  about the a n t le r le s s  deer  

controversy? (Did they oppose o r  support a n t l e r l e s s  hunting?)

How What percentage:
Many Support i t  Oppose i t

1. R e la t ive s  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _

2. Fel low-workers _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _

3. Government o f f i c i a l s  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _

it. Conservation Dept, employees _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

5. Social acquaintances _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _

6.  Neighbors _______  ____________ __________

7. Immediate fam ily
(w i fe  and c h i ld r e n )

8. Hunting companions

9 .  Other hunters
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10. Sportsman club o f f i c i a l s  

11 . Other ______________________

45. (HAND RESPONDENT A CARD) The card I have j u s t  handed you contains  

a number o f  opin ions concerning the s i z e  o f  the deer herd in 

r e l a t i o n  to the range. Please t e l l  me the number o f  the statement  

th a t  best expresses your a t t i t u d e  about the s u b je c t .

_____ 1. The deer herd is j u s t  the r i g h t  s i z e  f o r  the range.

2.  The deer herd is too small  fo r  the range.

_ _ _ _  3. The deer herd is too la rg e  f o r  the range.

_ _ _ _  4.  I d o n ' t  agree w i th  any o f  the above.

5 .  No op in io n .

46. Have you ever  at tended a meet ing,  h e a r in g ,  o r  deer yard demon

s t r a t i o n  sponsored by the Conservation Department to  discuss deer

2.  No

47. We would l i k e  your op in ion about hunt ing  a n t l e r l e s s  deer .  Do you 

th in k  i t  is necessary to shoot some does and fawns, as w e l l  as 

bucks, in parts  o f  Michigan?

No

Yes __ (HAND RESPONDENT A CARD)

48. Which number on the card best  f i t s  your opinion?

1. More a n t l e r l e s s  deer be taken than in the l a s t  few years .
2. Less A n t le r le s s  deer be taken than in the l a s t  few years .

_____ 3. About the same number o f  a n t le r le s s  
l a s t  few ye ars .

deer be taken as in the

_____4. No op In i on.

hunting p o l ic ie s ? ______

1. Yes _____

I f  y e s : How many?
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49. Have you always held  your present op in ion  about an t i e r  less deer  

hu nt ing ,  or  did you have a d i f f e r e n t  op in ion  in the past?

1. Always had same op in ion

2. Held d i f f e r e n t  op in ion _ _ _

What in f luenced  you to change your mind the most?

1. A t e l e v i s i o n  o r  radio  program

2. A newspaper or  sports magazine a r t i c l e  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3. What I pe rs on a l ly  have seen in na ture  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4 .  Another person persuaded me _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

How do you happen to know th is  person

Could you t e l l  me where he got h is  in format ion  to base 

his  op in ion  upon?

5.  Other (s p e c i fy )  ____________________________________________

50. I f  you were to hear something on the rad io  or  t e l e v i s i o n  or  read 

something in a newspaper o r  in a sports magazine th a t  was co n tro 

v e r s ia l  about deer h u n t in g ,  would you want to t a l k  i t  over  w i th  

somebody be fore  you made up your mind?

Yes NO

1. Who (WHAT IS THEIR RELATIONSHIP)?

2.  Sex ______ Age   Occupation

51. Compared to o th e r  hunters you know are you more or  less l i k e l y  

than most to be asked your advice or  in format ion  about:

1. Good places in the s t a t e  to hunt.  More _____ Less _ _ _

2. Hunting r e g u la t io n s .  More _____ Less _____
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3. The best  k ind o f  hunting gear to buy. More _____ Less _____

4 .  Whether the hunting o f  a n t l e r i e s s  deer should be p e rm it te d .

More __ Less _____

52. Do you us ua l ly  go alone or do you go w i th  o thers  on deer hunting  

t r i  ps7

1. Alone _____  (GO TO QUESTION 56)

2 .  With o th e r  persons _____

How many others
(number)

53. Do the same people go in your pa r ty  almost every  year? Yes _ _ ^  

No _____

5k,  I would l i k e  to ask you about the people who hunt in th is  group. 

How many are r e l a t i v e s
(number!

Could you g ive  me t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  to you

How many are f e l  low-workers
(numbe r)

How many are  f r ien d s  who do not work w i th  you
(number)

How did  you happen to ge t  to know these f r ie n d s

55. Does the group usua l ly  hunt as a u n i t  o r  in d iv id u a l ly ?

U n i t  _______ I n d iv id u a l l y  _______ I t  va r ie s  _ _ ___ _

56. About what percentage o f  your f e 11ow-workers th a t  you know 

p ers ona l ly  are  deer hunters? (percentage)

57. About what percentage o f  your close f r i e n d s ,  not in c lud ing  people 

t h a t  you work w i t h ,  are deer hunters? __________  (percentage)
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58. Can you t e l l  the d i f f e r n c e  between the tracks made by a buck or  a 

doe7 No _ _ _ _

Yes ______ How do you t e l l  the d i f fe re n c e?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

59. Do you persona l ly  know o f  anyone e ls e  who can t e l l  a buck trac k  

from a doe track? No _____

Yes _____ How does he t e l l  the d i f fe re n ce ?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

60. I 'm  going to read a l i s t  o f  outdoor rec re a t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  In 

which o f  these types o f  r e c re a t io n  do you ra th e r  f req u e n t ly  

p a r t  i ci pate?

Snow s k i in g  __________ Fishing _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Tennis _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1 ce f is h in g  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Camping _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  H ik ing _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Swimming (not in pools) _ _ _ _ _  Gol f  ing

Boating o r  canoeing ____________ Skeet shooting _ _ _ _

Bow and arrow hunting _ _ _ _ _  Snowmobiling _ _ _ _ _

V i s i t i n g  s t a t e  and na t io na l  parks _ _ _ _ _ _

Others (speci fy)

61. I f  the deer season were longer,  do you th ink  you would:  

Hunt less _______

Hunt about the same ______

Hunt more

62. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) The card I have j u s t  handed you contains  

th ree  groups o f  three statements each. Let us suppose th a t  these 

fa c ts  were published in a local  newspaper concerning the areas in
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which you hunt.  P lease t e l l  me the one statement in each group 

which would discourage you the most and the  one which would 

discourage you the l e a s t .

Hunting cond it ions  are crowded th is  season.

Low game populat ions are  p re d ic te d .

Hunting fo r  a deer o f  e i t h e r  sex is not pe rm it ted  in 

th a t  a rea .

An Increas ing  number o f  hunters have been shot in the 

l a s t  few seasons in th a t  area .

E ar ly  hunte r  success is very low.

The l ic ense  fee is doubled to $ 1 0 .0 0 .

S le e t  and ra in  are p re d ic te d .

A la rge  number o f  deer were reported  to have s tarved  

the w i n t e r  b e fo r e .

Regulat ions p re s c r ib e  s h o r te r  hunting hours.

6 3 . Do you plan your hunting t r i p s  "weeks in advance"? Yes No

6A. Would i t  embarrass you to come home to your fa m i ly  w i th o u t  a deer? 

Yes No _____

6 5 . Do you know where o r  how to contact  the game p r o t e c t o r  who is

employed by your county? Yes _ No _ _ _ _

66. Would you th in k  more h ig h ly  o f  a fe l lo w -w o rk e r  i f  he got a buck

during deer season? Yes No

67 . Do you f r e q u e n t ly  r e c a l l  hunting experiences when ta lk in g  w i th

fr ien ds?  Yes No
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68. Do you toad your own shotgun s h e l ls  o r  r i f l e s h e l ls ?  Yes _____

No ____ Sometimes _____

69. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) On what type o f  land do you us ua l ly  hunt

deer?

_____ 1. Your own farm o r  p ro p e r ty .  _____ 7. Don' t  know

_____ 2. S ta te  owned land.

_____3. F e d e ra l ly  owned land.

_____*». P r iv a t e  hunting c lu b .

_____5. P r i v a t e l y  owned f o r e s t  a reas .

_____6. P r iv a t e  farm land.

70. Would you say th a t  the owner o f  the property is a good f r ie n d  o f

yours? Yes No

71. When you (o r  I f  you were to ) b r in g  a deer home, would you and/or  

your fa m i ly  e a t  most o f  I t  o r  would you g ive most o f  I t  to others?  

_____ Family would e a t  I t

_____ Give i t  away

_____ Eat about h a l f  and g ive  about h a l f  away 

_____ C ou ldn ' t  say u n t i l  I k i l l  one

72. In your op in ion is the summer deer range la r g e r  than the w in t e r  

deer range in Northern Michigan? No _____ Don 't  know

Yes _____

Could you make an es t im a te  as to what percentage o f  the to ta l

summer range Is used as w i n t e r  range in Northern Michigan

_____________ Don' t  know
(percentage)
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73. At what age d id  you begin to hunt w i th  a gun? ____ 

Jk,  Do you own a cabin f o r  vacat ion ing? Yes ______ No

Now I would l i k e  to ask you some questions about y o u r s e l f .

75. How long have you l i v e d  in the ' '  area?
(Lans ing-A lpena-M arquet te )

1. 2 years o r  less _____ k,  11 to 20 years __

2 .  3 to 5 years _____ 5 .  21 o r  more _____

3. 6 to 10 years _____ 6.  A l l  o f  my l i f e  _____

76. Where were you brought up? ( In  o r  near what town) _____________

77. When you were growing up did you l i v e  mostly in a town o r  in a 

ru ra l  area? Town _____ Rural a rea  _____

78. What year  did you complete in school?

1. 6 years o r  less 5.  Some c o l leg e  _____

2 .  7 th -9 th  grades _____ 6 .  F in ished co l le g e  ______

3.  Some high school _____ 7.  Some graduate work _____

k.  Finished high school _____ 8. F in ished graduate degree or
p ro fess ion a l  degree _____

79. Did you a t tend  a c i v i l i a n  trade  o r  s p e c ia l i z e d  t r a i n i n g  school?

No

Yes __ For how many years
(number)

What type o f  t rade  o r  s p e c ia l i z e d  t r a i n i n g  school?
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80. (HAND CARD TO RESPONDENT) Would you p lease t e l l  me the number on 

th is  card th a t  corresponds to your fa m i ly 's  to ta l  annual income?

1. Under $3,000 _____ 5 .  $10,000 -  $14,999 _____

2. $3 ,000 -  $5 ,999 _____ 6 .  $15,000 -  $24,999 _____

3. $6 ,000 -  $7 ,999  _____ 7. $25,000 and over _____

4. $8 ,000 -  $9 ,999 _____

( IF  INTERVIEWING A WOMAN ASK ABOUT HUSBAND OR FATHER IN QUESTIONS 

81 -  86)

81. What is your main occupation? ________________________________________

I f  r e t i r e d ,  what was your occupation before  ret irement?

82. Do you r e g u la r ly  work a t  two d i f f e r e n t  paid jobs? Yes No __

83. Are you o f te n  unemployed f o r  a week o r  more a t  a time? Yes ______

No _____

84. As a r e s u l t  o f  your work o r  your  t r a i n i n g  are you a member o f  a 

union o r  p ro fess ion a l  o rga n iza t ion ? Yes I No

8 5 . What is i t s  name?

86. Do most o f  the members o f  your (p ro fes s io n a l  o r g a n iz a t io n )  ( lo ca l  

union) oppose o r  support a n t l e r l e s s  deer hunting?

1 . Oppose _____

2. Support _ _ _ _

3. Don11 know _____

87. How o f t e n  d id  you discuss p u b l ic  a f f a i r s  o r  governmental matters  

w ith  f r ie n d s  during the  l a s t  year?

1. Often 2.  Once in a w h i le  3. Not a t  a l l
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88. Have you attended any meetings during the past two (2) o r  three

years in which p u b lic  a f f a i r s  o r  governmental m atters were a

major su b je c t o f  co ns id era t io n *  such as c i t y  c o u n c il*  board o f  

superv isors* o r  school board meetings? Yes _____ No .

89. Have you ever done anything to t ry  to in f lu e n ce  any type o f

governmental d e c is io n* such as w r i t in g  a l e t t e r  or s ign ing  a

p e t i t io n ?  Yes _____ No _____

(BEFORE CHECKING IF YES ASK SPECIFIC ACTION. IF NO RESPONSE 

CHECK NO.)

90. Do you take o r  buy a newspaper? No

Yes How o fte n  do you read i t?

1. Da i 1 y _____

2. About once o r  tw ice a week _____

3. From time to time _____

Seldom _ _ _ _

91. Does the newspaper you read oppose o r  support a n t le r le s s  deer

hunt i ng? 1. Support _____ 2. O ccasionally  _____ 3. Never _____

92. Do you read any news magazines* such as Time o r  Newsweek?

1. Regularly  2 . O ccas ionally    3. Never _____

93. How fre q u e n tly  do you l is te n  to news programs on radio or  

te le v is  ion?

1. Nearly  every day _ _ _ _  3. From time to time ___

2. About once a week 4. Never
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Sk.  Do you l i s t e n  to  rad io  and te le v is io n  programs s p e c i f i c a l l y  

concerned w ith  hunting o r  outdoor l i f e  In general?

3 . Never1. R egularly  2 . O cc as io n a lly  _ _ _ _

Do you know I f  any o f  these radio  o r  te le v is io n  programs on o u t

door l i f e  have taken a p o s it io n  o f  support o r  o p p o s it io n  con

cern ing  a n t le r le s s  deer hunting?

Yes _____ No _________ Don ' 1 know _____

Support (names) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Oppose (names) _______________________________________________________

95. What about magazines s p e c i f i c a l l y  concerned w ith  hunting? Do you 

read th is  kind o f  magazine?

3. Never1. R eg u lar ly  _____ 2. O ccas io na lly

96. Do any o f  these magazines support o r  oppose a n t le r le s s  deer  

hunt i ng?

1. Oppose (names) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2 . Support (names)

3- Don 't know _ _ _

97 . To your knowledge have any o f  the s t a te  le g is la to r s  who represent  

your d i s t r i c t  taken a p o s it io n  on a n t le r le s s  deer hunting?

NoYes

Do you remember t h e i r  names? Do they fa v o r  o r  oppose i t?

Names Favor Oppose
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9 8 . Are you a re g is te re d  voter?

Yes _____ Do you in tend  to vote in th e  p r e s id e n t ia l  e le c t io n  in  

November? Yes _____ No _____ H aven 't decided _____

No _____ Do you remember why you d id  not re g is te r?  _____________

Don11 know _____

99 . Do you u s u a lly  th in k  o f  y o u r s e l f  as a Democrat, an Independent, 

a Republican, o r  what?

1. Democrat _ _ _

2 , Republican _____

3. Independent

4 . Other

I f  independent, toward which p a rty  do you 

lean? 1 . Democrat _____

2 . Republican _____

3 . O ther __________

100. Have you ev er been a c t iv e  in a p o l i t i c a l  campaign? That i s ,  have 

you e v e r  worked fo r  a cand idate  o r  p a r ty ,  c o n tr ib u te d  money, o r  

done any o th e r  a c t iv e  work?

Yes No

101. Does the Federal government represent th e  in te re s ts  o f  th e  people  

o r  the in te r e s t  o f  the leaders?

1. The p e op le 's  in te re s ts  _____

2 . The le a d e rs ' in te re s ts  _____

3. O ther _________________________________________________

102. In your op in ion  what percentage o f  Michigan deer hunters a re  opposed 

to  a n t le r le s s  deer hunting? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  (percentage)
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103* Do you  t h i n k  t h a t  most h u n t e r s  who say th e y  a r e  opposed to

a n t l e r l e s s  d e e r  h u n t i n g  a p p ly  f o r  an a n t l e r l e s s  d e e r  p e r m i t ?

No _____ Don 11 know _____

Yes _____

Why do you suppose they apply even though they say they are  

opposed? — — — — —

Is th e re  any o th e r  reason? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ — — —— — — —

Anything e lse?  (PROBE HARD) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

10*». How many guns do you have th a t  are  used f o r  deer hunting
(number)

105. What type o f  guns are they?

1. Shotguns ________ (number) gauge _________

2. R i f le s  __________ (number) c a l ib r e  _ _ _ _ _

106. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) Please t e l l  me which group l i s t e d ,  in 

your o p in io n ,  knows the most about the deer herd . (THEN ASK 

RESPONDENT WHICH GROUP IS SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH, ACCORDING TO 

KNOWLEDGE ABILITY) .

1. Expert hunters _ _ ___

2 . Conservation Dept, b io lo g is ts  _____

3. Fo resters  and o thers  who work in the woods ______

*t. Sportsman's club o f f i c i a l s  _ _ _ _

5 . Business men who have the o p p o rtu n ity  to t a lk  to th e  many

d i f f e r e n t  hunters



107* (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) How do you f e e l  a b o u t  i t  when you do n o t

g e t  a deer?

1. Not much bothered _____

2 . Somewhat d isappointed _____

3. I fe e l very d isappoin ted  _____

k.  I t  makes me mad _ _ _ _

Whom does i t  make you mad a t :

5. Other __________

108. Does the Conservation Department c la im  the deer herd is in creas in g ,  

decreas ing , o r  Is s t a b i l i z e d  fo r  the s ta te  as a whole?

1. Increasing _____ 3. Has s ta b i l iz e d  _____

2. Decreasing _____ **. Don't know _ _ _ _

109. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) This card is f o r  the next k question s .

What k ind o f  job do you th ink  the S ta te  is doing w ith  parks and 

recrea tion?

1. Excel le n t

2. Good _____

3. Adequate _____

k . Poo r _____

5. Bad _____

110. What k ind  o f  job do you th in k  the S ta te  is doing w ith  its  f is h in g  

programs?

1. E x c e lle n t  i». Poor
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111. What kind o f  job  do you th in k  the S ta te  is doing w ith  i t s  fo re s ts 7

1. E x c e lle n t  _

2 . Good _____

3. Adequate _____

4 . Poor _____

5 . Bad _____

112. What kind o f  job do you th in k  the S ta te  is doing w ith  the deer

herd?

1. E x c e lle n t  _ _ _ _

2 . Good _____

3 . Adequate _ _ _ _

A. Poor _____

5 . Bad _ _ _

113. What did i t  cost you to hunt deer in Michigan la s t  year? _

I ' l l  read o f f  a l i s t  o f  items you may have purchased o r  spent some

money on to  he lp  you e s tim a te  th e  to ta l  c o s t .  Which o f  the items

did you spend the most money on?

1. Food and beverages

2 . Lodging

3. Cl o th i  ng

4 . S h e lIs

5. Guns

6 . License fee

7. Gas and o i l  fo r  your ca r

8 . Costs to process and fre e ze  your deer

9 . Entertainm ent
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114. I f  you wanted to know about something concerning the a n t le r le s s  

deer hunting controversy where would you go f i r s t  to get in fo r 

mation?

1 . Friends ______

2. Members o f  your fa m ily  _____

3. Newspapers _____

4. Sports Magazine

5. Fel 1 ow-workers _____

6. Conservation Department _____

7. Other

Now I want to give you some statements and I want you to in d ic a te  whether 

you d isag re e , p a r t i a l l y  agree , agree.

115* S c ie n t i f i c  stud ies  should form the basis fo r  a game management

program. Disagree _ _ Pa r t i a l l y  agree _____ Agree _ _ _

No opin ion _____

116. Stocking deer is one o f  the best answers to having more game to 

shoot a t .  Disagree _____ P a r t i a l l y  agree _____ Agree ____

Mo op i n i on _____

117. Most deer would d ie  o f  o ld  age i f  man d id  not hunt them.

Disagree _ _ _ _  P a r t i a l l y  agree Agree No opinion _____

118. One can get almost as much s a t is f a c t io n  from a hunt even i f  he 

doesn 't k i l l  a deer. Disagree _ _ _  P a r t i a l l y  agree _____

Agree _____ No opinion _____



119.

120.

121 .
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I would ju s t  as soon shoot a doe as a buck i f  they were the same 

s iz e .  Disagree ______ P a r t i a l l y  agree _ _ _ _  Agree _____

No opin ion

Game b io lo g is ts  a re  as im portant to w i l d l i f e  management as doctors  

are to  m edicine. D isagree _____ P a r t i a l l y  agree ■

Agree _____ No op in ion  _____

How do you fe e l  about th is  statem ent: I would w i l l i n g l y  pay an

increased deer l ic en s e  fee  i f  assured the money would be used f o r  

w i l d l i f e  research and management. Disagree _____

P a r t i a l l y  agree _____ Agree No op in ion
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INTERVI EWER'S OBSERVATION SHEET

1. Sex

1 . Male 

2, FemaIe

2. Race

1 . Wh i te

2 . Neg ro

3. Other

Did the respondent seem: (C i r c le  a p p ro p r ia te  d e s ig na tion s )

T r u t h f u l ............................................ I

Evas i v e ............................................2

U n tru th fu l .................................  3

Could not be
d e te r m in e d .................................

How would you ra te  the hunting  knowledge o f  the respondent. 

Very knowledgeable . . . .  1

Knowledgeable ........................  2

Not very knowledgeable . . 3
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APPENDIX B

TABLES FOR CHAPTER V

Appendix Table 1. A t t i tu d e  toward the p o lic y  among the u n a lie n a ted
and the a l ie n a te d  in Ingham County

A t t i tu d e
Moderately

Oppose Oppose Support T o ta l
(A) (%) (*>

U nallenated 51

.255 .216 • vn 100%

A1 lenated 35

.286 .257 .457 100%

Ch I Sq uare ■ 0 .4 4 3 8 , 2 D .F . ,  P > .0 5

Appendix Table 2. A t t i tu d e  toward the p o l ic y  among th e  u n a lie n a te d  
and the a l ie n a te d  in Alpena County

A t t i  tude

Oppose
(%)

M oderately  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
T o ta l

Unallenated 54

.259 .426 .315 100%

A1 lenated 39

.282 .564 .154 100%

Chi Square -  3 . 3 0 9 8 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Appendix Table 3* A t t i tu d e  toward the  p o l ic y  among the un a lienated
and the a l ie n a te d  in M arquette County

A t t  i tude
M oderately

Oppose Qpjaose Support T o ta l
(%) (%) ( * )

U nali enated 66

.2*12 .5**5 .212 100%

A1 ienated 32

.563 .313 .125 100%

Chi Square -  9.7**60, 2 D .F . ,  P< -  .01

Appendix Table  A. The e f f e c t  
a t t  i tudes

o f  the importance o f  
in Ingham County

success upon hunter

A t t  i tude
Importance  
o f  Success Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
T o ta l

L i t t l e 68

.250 .235 .515 100%

In te rm e d ia te 18

.389 .111 .500 100%

High 15

.267 .333 .A00 100%

Chi Sq uare  -  3 . 1 5 1 7 *  4 D . F . , P > . 0 5
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A p p en d ix  T a b l e  5 .  The e f f e c t  o f  t h e  Im p o r ta n c e  o f  success upon h u n t e r
a t t i t u d e s  In  A lp e n a  County

1mportance 
o f Success

A t t i  tude

Oppose
{%)

M oderately
Oppose

<%)
Support

(%)
Total

L I t t l e 43

.140 .488 .372 100%

In te rm e d ia te 31

.452 .419 .129 100%

High 31

.290 .484 .226 100%

Chi Square ■ 10 .9022 , 4 D . F . , P< -  .05

Appendix Table 6 . The e f f e c t  
a t t ! tu d e s

o f  the Importance o f  success 
in Marquette County

upon hu nter

A t t i tu d e
Importance 
o f  Success Oppose

(%)

tfo de ra te ty
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

L i t t l e 46

.326 .522 .52 100%

In te rm e d ia te 30

.300 .467 .233 100%

High 38

.500 .368 .132 100%

Chi Square -  4 .5 3 2 7 ,  4 D . F . , P > .05
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Ap p en d ix  T a b l e  7 .  The i n f l u e n c e  o f  s t a t u s  sym bol ism  upon h u n t e r
a t t i  tu d e

A t t i  tude
Status  

Val ue Oppose
(S)

M oderately
Oppose

( * )
Support

(%)
Tota l

Important

.411 .387 .202

124

100%

Not Important

.245 .396 .359

192

100%

Chi Square ■ 13 .0531 , 2 D. F. , P< ** .01

Appendix Table  8 . The in f lu e n c e  
a t t i  tude

o f  s ta tu s  symbol Ism upon hunter

A t t i  tude
Status Moderately

Val ue Oppose Oppose Support Tota l
(%) (%) (%)

Important 24

.333 .250 .417 100%

Not Im portant 75

.267 .227 .507 100%

Chi Square -  0 . 6 3 2 0 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  9 *  The I n f l u e n c e  o f  s t a t u s  sym bo l ism  upon h u n t e r
a t t i t u d e s  in  A lp e n a  County

A t t i  tude
Status  

Val ue Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
To ta l

Important

.413 .435 .152

46

100%

Not Im portant

.169 .492 .339

59

100%

Chi Square - 9 .2 3 7 4 ,  2 D . F . , P< » .01

Appendix Tab le  10. The in f lu e n c e  o f  s ta tu s  symbolism upon hunter  
a t t i tu d e s  in Marquette County

A t t i  tude
Status  

Val ue
Moderately  

Oppose Oppose 
(%) (%)

Support
(%)

Tota l

Im portant 54

.444 .407 .148 100%

Not Im portant 58

.293 .517 .190 100%

Chi Square  -  2 . 7 6 0 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > .0 5
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A p p en d ix  T a b l e  11.  The i n f l u e n c e  o f  d e e r  h u n t e r  i n t e r e s t  upon a t t i t u d e s
in  Ingham County

Hunter  
1 n te res  t

A t t i tu d e

Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

Low 39

.256 .128 .615 100%

Med ium 58

.276 .293 .431 100%

High 4

.500 .250 .250 100%

Chi Square ■ 5 .6 7 7 0 ,  4 D .F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Tab le 12. The in f lu e n c e  o f  hunter in te r e s t  upon a t t i tu d e s  
in Alpena County

A tt  i tude
Hunter 

In te  re s t Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

Low 13

.385 .231 .385 100%

Med 1um 85

.247 .529 .224 100%

High 7

.429 .143 .429 100%

Chi Square  -  7 . 2 3 8 0 ,  4 D . F . , P > . 0 5
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Appendix Table 13. The in f lu e n c e  o f  h u n te r  in t e r e s t  upon a t t i tu d e s  in
M arquette County

A t t i  tude
Hunter 

1 n te re s t Oppose
($)

M oderately
Oppose

($)
Support

($)
To ta l

Low 25

.400 .560 .040 100$

Medi um 87

.368 .437 .195 100$

H tgh 2

.500 .000 .500 100$

Chi Square ■ 5 .8 8 0 7 , 4 D .F. » P > .05

Appendix Table 14. The r e la t io n s h ip  between 
the p ro p o rt io n  o f  f e l lo w -

respondent a t t i tu d e s  
workers who hunt

and

P ro portion  o f A t t  i tude
Fel 1 ow-Workers 

Who Hunt Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

($ )
Tota l

Low 87

.333 .322 .345 100$

Medi um 71

.282 .451 .268 100$

High 138

.290 .435 .275 100$

Chi Square  -  3 . 6 9 5 2 ,  4 D . F . , P > . 0 5
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Appendix Table 15* The r e la t io n s h ip  between respondent a t t i tu d e s  and
the p ro p o rt io n  o f  c lose f r ie n d s  who hunt

P orportion  o f A t t t  tude
Close Friends  

Who Hunt Oppose
( * )

Moderately  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Low 63

.317 .33 3 .3 *9 100%

Med t um 78

.321 .372 .308 100%

High 175

.303 .417 .280 100%

Chi Square ■ 1 .7 39 9 , 4 D.F. , P > .05

Appendix Table  16. The p o s it io n  o f  fe l  low-workers toward the p o lic y  
among the counties

P o s It io n  o f Fel low-Workers

County
M ajori ty  

Oppose 
(%)

Major I ty  
Oppose 

(%)

To ta l

Ingham 64

.563 .438 100%

A1pena 75

.893 .107 100%

Marquette 85

.882 .118 100%

Chi Square  -  2 9 . 6 1 8 8 ,  2 D . F . , P< -  .001
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  17 .  The e f f e c t  o f  w ork  p e e r  group a t t i t u d e s  upon h u n t e r
a t t i  tudes

P oli cy Pos i t lo n A t t i  tude
o f  Fe llo w -  

Worke rs Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M a jo r i ty
Oppose

.312 .503 .185

173

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.205 .227 .56 8

44

100%

Chi Square » 2 6 .9 7 0 9 , 2 D.F. , P< -  .001

Appendix Table 18. The e f f e c t  o f  
a t t i  tudes in

work group a t t i  tudes upon 
Ingham County

hu nter

Pol 1cy Pos i t lo n A t t i  tude
o f  F e llow -  

Worke rs Oppose
( * )

M oderatley
Oppose

<%)
Support

(%)
Total

M ajor! ty  
Oppose

.314 .371 .314

35

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.231 .115 .654

26

100%

Chi Square -  7 . 8 4 9 2 ,  2 D. F . ,  P< -  . 0 5
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A p p en d ix  T a b le  19.  The e f f e c t  o f  work group a t t i t u d e s  upon h u n t e r
a t t i t u d e s  in A lpena  County

P olicy  P os it ion A tt  i tude
o f  Fe llow -  

Worke rs Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Majori ty  
Oppose

.242 .561 .197

66

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.125 .375 .500

8

100%

Chi Square « 3 .7 3 5 0 , 2 D .F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table 20. The e f f e c t  
a t t i  tudes

o f  work group a t t i tu d e s  upon hunter  
in Marquette County

Po 11 cy Pos 111 on A tt i tu d e
o f  Fe llow -  

Workers Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support Total 

(%)

Majori ty  
Oppose

.375 .514

72

.111 100%

MaJori ty  
Support

.200 .400

10

.400 100%

Chi Square = 5 . 9 9 5 5 *  2 D . F . ,  P< ® . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  2 1 .  The p o s i t i o n  o f  n e i g h b o r s  toward  th e  p o l i c y  among
t h e  c o u n t i e s

Coun ty

P o s it io n  o f  Neighbors
M ajori ty  

Oppose 
(%)

M ajori ty  
Support 

(3)
To ta l

1ngham 23

.522 .478 100%

A1pena 45

.800 .200 100%

Ma rq u e tte 59

.881 .119 100%

Chi Square « 12 .8507 , 2 D . F . , P< -  .01

Appendix Tab le  22. The e f f e c t  
a t t i  tudes

o f  the a t t i t u d e  o f nei ghbors upon hunter

A t t i tu d e
P o lic y  P o s It io n  

o f  Neighbors Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.347 .531 .122

98

100%

M ajori ty 
Support

.154 .346 .500

26

100%

Chi Square  «  1 8 . 4 4 9 4 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< «  .001
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Appendix Table 23* The re la t io n s h ip  between in d iv id u a l and fa m ily
a t t i tu d e s  concerning the p o licy

Pol 1cy Pos i t io n A t t i  tude
o f  Immediate 

Fami1y Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.351 .495 .155

97

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.182 .182 .636

44

100%

Chi Square ■ 33 .3930, 2 D .F . ,  P< -  .001

Appendix Table 24. The e f f e c t  o f  the a t t i tu d e s  o f  hunting  
upon hunter a t t i tu d e s

compan ions

Pol icy ^os 1 tio n A t t i  tude
o f  Hunting  
CompanIons Oppose

<%>

Mode ra te \ y 
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.361 .541 .098

122

100%

Majori ty 
Support •

.180 .246 .574

61

100%

Chi Square -  48 .1872 , 2 D .F . ,  P< = .001



231

A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  2 5 .  The e f f e c t  o f  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h u n t i n g  companions
upon h u n t e r  a t t i t u d e s  in Ingham County

Po1 i cy Pos11 i on A t t i tu d e
o f  Hunting  
Companions Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.389 .500 .111

18

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.216 .162 .622

37

100%

Chi Square ■ 13 .3343 , 2 D. F . , P< *  .01

Appendix Table 26. The e f f e c t  
upon hunter

o f  the a t t i tu d e s  o f  hunting  
a t t i tu d e s  in Alpena County

compan ions

Pol Icy Pos i t io n A t t i  tude
o f  Hunting  
Companions Oppose

(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.283 .565 .152

46

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.067 .333 .600

15

100%

Chi Square  -  1 2 . 1 4 3 7 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< -  .01
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A p p e n d ix  T a b le  2 7 .  The e f f e c t  o f  th e  a t t i t u d e  o f  h u n t i n g  companions
upon h u n t e r  a t t i t u d e s  in  M a r q u e t t e  County

Poti cy Pos i t  ion A t t 1tude
o f  Hunting  
Compan i ons Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
To ta l

M a jori ty 
Oppose

.414 .5 3 * .052

58

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.222 .444 .333

9

100%

Chi Square ■ 7.7571 ► 2 D. F. , P< » .05

Appendix Table 28. The r e l a t i  
government 
w ith  whom

onship between the  
o f f i c i a l s  and the  

they had ta lk e d

a t t  i tudes 
a t t i  tudes

expressed by 
o f  hunters

P o li cy P o s It io n A t t i  tude
o f  Government 

O f f i c i a l s Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

M a jori ty  
Oppose

.167 .750 .083

12

100%

M ajori ty 
Support

.167 .500 .333

6

100%

Chi Square  -  1 . 8 7 5 0 ,  2 D . F . ,  p > .0 5
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A p p en d ix  T a b l e  2 9 .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a t t i t u d e s  e x p re s s e d
by em ployees  o f  t h e  DNR and t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h u n te r s
w i t h  whom th e y  had t a l k e d

Po11cy Pos111on A t t i  tude
o f  Cons. Dept. 

Emp1oyees Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.357 .536 .107

28

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.135 .405 .459

37

100%

Chi Square » 10 .42 02 , 2 D .F . ,  P< -  .01

Appendix Table  30. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the a t t i tu d e s  
s o c ia l  acquaintances and the a t t i tu d e s  
w ith  whom they have ta lk e d

expressed by 
o f hunters

Pol I cy f»os 1 t lo n A t t i tu d e
o f  Socia l 

Acquaintances Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
T o ta l

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.326 .511 .163

92

100%

Ma J o r I ty  
Support

.313 .219 .469

32

100%

Chi Square  -  1 3 . 8 3 7 0 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< -  .001
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Appendix Table  31. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the a t t i tu d e s  o f  o th e r
hunters whom the respondents have ta lk e d  to and 
the respondents1 a t t i tu d e s

Po 1 i cy Pos 11 i on A t t  i tudes
o f  Other  
Hunters Oppose

(%)

M oderately
Oppose

<%)
Support

(%)
Total

M a jo r ! ty  
Oppose

.329 .471 .200

85

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.176 .294 .529

17

100%

Chi Square ■ 8 .1 2 1 0 , 2 D .F . ,  P< -  .05

Appendix Table 32. The p o lic y  p o s it io n  
who have ta lk e d  to 
counties

o f  sportsman club o f f i c i a l s  
respondents from the various

P o lic y  P o s it io n  o f  Club O f f i c ia ls
H a jo r i  ty M ajori ty

County Oppose Support Total
(%) (%)

Ingham 9

.222 .778 100%

A1pena 13

.923 .077 100%

Marquette 26

.962 .038 100%

Chi Square -  2 5 . 4 1 8 3 ,  2 D .F .  , P< -  .001
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Appendix Table 33* The r e la t io n s h ip  between th e  p o s it io n  toward the
p o lic y  which the magazines th a t  the hunters read 
have taken and h u n te rs ' a t t i tu d e s

Magazi ne 
Pol Icy  

Pos i t  i on

A t t i  tude

Oppose
(* )

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

Oppose 24

.333 .458 .208 100%

Support 33

.152 .333 .515 100%

Don 11 Know 253

.332 .387 .281 100%

Chi Square ■* 4 D .F . , P > .05

Appendix Table 34. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the  
p o lic y  taken by the newspaper 
read and hu n te rs ' a t t i tu d e s

p o s it io n  toward the  
which the hunters

Newspaper A t t i  tude
Po1i cy 

Pos I t lo n Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
To ta l

Oppose 32

.469 .375 .156 100%

Support 73

.288 .260 .452 100%

Don * t  Know 212

.297 .439 .264 100%

Chi Square  -  16 .0751  , 4 D . F . ,  P< -  .01
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Appendix Table 35. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the p o s it io n  toward the
p o lic y  taken by local ra d io  and te le v is io n  s ta t io n s  
and hu n te rs ' a t t i tu d e s

Radio and TV A t t i tu d e
Pol icy  

Pos i t  ion Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(*>
Tota 1

Oppose

.*♦**0 .**80 .080

25

100%

Support

.212 .308 .**81

52

100%

Chi Square ■ 1 2 .19 60 , 2 

TABLES

D .F . ,  P< -  .01 

FOR CHAPTER VI

Appendix Table 36. A t t i tu d e  toward the p o lic y  among the unalienated
and the a l ie n a te d  In the low SES group

A t t i  tude
Moderately

Oppose Oppose Sqpport Total
(%) <»' (%)

Una 1lenated 60

.333 .500 .167 100%

A1i enated 39

.513 .333 .15** 100%

Chi S q aure  -  3 . * *2 0 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5



A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  3 7 .  A t t i t u d e  toward  t h e  p o l i c y  among th e  a l i e n a t e d  and
u n a l l e n a t e d  in  th e  medium SES group

A t t i tu d e
M oderately

Oppose Oppose Support T o ta l
(%> (%) (%)

Una 11 enated

.250 .38 8 .363

80

100%

A1ienated

.319 . * 0 * .277

*7

100%

Chi Square m 1 .1 9 5 * , 2 D . F . , P > .05

Appendix Table 38. A t t i  tude 
high SES

among the u n a lie n a ted  
group

and a l ie n a te d in the

A t t i  tude

Oppose
(%)

ta>de r a t e ly  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

U nalienated 31

.097 .290 .613 100%

A1 ienated 20

.200 .*5 0 .350 100%

Chi Square  -  3 . * 7 0 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Appendix Table  39. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  a l i e n a t i o n  among the SES
groups fo r  those who s t ro n g ly  oppose the p o l ic y

SES Unal ienated A l ie n a te d Total

Low 40

.500 .500 100%

Hedlurn 35

LA• .429 100%

High 7

.429 .571 100%

Chi Square ■ 0 .6 6 3 5 ,  2 D .F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table 40. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  a l i e n a t i o n  among the SES 
f o r  those who moderately  oppose the p o l ic y

groups

SES Unal ienated A l ie n a te d Tota l
(%) <%)

Low 43

.698 .302 100%

Medi um 50

.620 .380 100%

High 18

.500 .500 100%

Chi Square  -  2 . 1 7 2 6 ,  2 D . F . , P > . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  4 1 .  The e f f e c t  o f  the  im p o r ta n c e  o f  sucdess upon
a t t i t u d e s  in t h e  low SES group

importance  
o f  Success

A t t i  tilde

Oppose
<%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
T o ta l

Li t t l e 52

.365 .423 .212 100%

In te rm e d ia te 31

.516 .387 .097 100%

High 36

.444 .389 .167 100%

Chi Square -  2 .6 7 1 8 ,  4 D.P. P > .05

Appendix Tab le  42. The e f f e c t  
a t t i t u d e  In

o f  the importance o f  success upon 
the medium SES group

A t t i t u d e
Importance 
o f  Success Oppose

<%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

L i t t l e 70

.229 .371 .400 100%

in term e d ia te 39

.333 .359 .308 100%

High 37

.351 .459 .189 100%

Chi Sq uare  -  5 * 6 4 4 3 *  4 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  4 3 .  The e f f e c t  o f  the  im p o r ta n c e  o f  success upon
a t t i t u d e  in t h e  h ig h  SES group

A t t i t u d e
1mportance 
o f  Success Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose Support 

(%) (%)
Total

L i t t l e 35

.086 .371 .543 100%

1nterm edia te 9

.111 .333 .556 100%

High 11

.273 .273 .455 100%

Chi Square » 2 .7 0 2 7 ,  4 D. F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table  44. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s ta tus  va lue among the 
groups

SES

Status Value
SES Important

(%)
Not Important

(%)
Tota l

Low 124

.476 .524 100%

Med i um 153

.346 .654 100%

High 54

.315 .685 100%

Chi Sq uare  -  6 . 3 4 4 5 ,  2 D . F . , P< -  . 0 5
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Appendix  T a b le  45 .  The e f f e c t  o f  s t a t u s  symbolism upon a t t i t u d e s  among
low SES respondents

A t t i  tude
Status  
Val ue Oppose

( %)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

( %)
Total

Important

.509 .361* .127

55

100%

Not
1mportant

,3 * 9 .444 .206

63

100%

Chi Square ■ 3 .3262 ,  2 D .F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table 46. The e f f e c t  
medium SES

o f  status symbolism upon a t t i tu d e s  
respondents

among

A t t i  tude
Status  
Val ue Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Important 52

.385 .442 .173 100%

Not
Important 93

.226 . 366 .409 100%

Chi Square  m 9 . 1 8 1 8 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< ■ . 0 5



Appendix Table 47 ,

24?.

The e f f e c t  o f  s ta tu s  symbolism 
high SES respondents

upon a t t i tu d e s among

A t t i  tude
Status M oderately
Value Oppose Oppose Support T o ta l

<*) (%) (%)

1mportant 17

.176 .294 .529 100%

Not
Important 36

.111 .389 .500 100%

Chi Square ■ 0 .6 8 2 3 ,  2 D.F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table 48. Deer hunter in te r e s t  among the SES groups

Deer Hunter In te r e s t
SES Low

(%)
Medium

(%)
high
(%)

Tota l

Low 126

.175 .770 .056 100%

Medi urn 154

.266 .695 .039 100%

High 56

.268 .732 .000 100%

Chi Square  -  6 . 5 0 4 8 ,  4 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Append ix  T a b le  4 9 .  The e f f e c t  o f  d e e r  h u n t e r  i n t e r e s t  upon a t t i t u d e s
among low SES h u n te r s

A t t i  tude
Hunter

In te r e s t Oppose
(%)

Moderate ly  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Low

.429 .333 .238

21

100%

MedIum

.418 .440 .143

91

100%

High

.571 .143 .286

7

100%

Chi Square -  3 .6 2 0 9 ,  4 D . F . , P > .05

Appendix Table  50. The e f f e c t  o f  deer hunter in t e r e s t  upon 
among medium SES hunters

a t t i  tudes

A t t i  tude
Hunter

In te r e s t Onpose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Low 41

.317 .317 .366 100%

Med i um 99

.273 .434 .293 100%

H i gh 6

.333 .167 .500 100%

Chi Square  ■ 3 . 1 6 2 5 *  4 D . F , * P > . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b l e  51*  The e f f e c t  o f  d e e r  h u n t e r  i n t e r e s t  upon a t t i t u d e s
among h ig h  SES h u n te r s

A t t i  tude
Hunter

In te r e s t
Moderately  

Oppose Oppose 
(%) (%)

Support
(%)

T o ta l

Low 15

.200 .133 .667 100%

Med’ um 40

.100 .425 .475 100%

H i gh 0

100%

i*hi Square -  4 .3 0 3 6 ,  4 D . F . , P > .05

Appendix Table 52 . The 
the

proport ion  o f  fe l low -w orkers  who 
SES groups

hunt deer among

P roport ion  of. Fel low-Workers Who Hunt
SES Low

(%)
Med Ium H1gh

(%) (%)
Total

Low 116

.293 .276 .431 100%

Med!um 142

.317 .211 .472 100%

High 53

.283 .226 .491 100%

Chi Sqaure -  6 . 1 4 8 4 ,  4 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Append ix  T a b l e  5 3 .  The p r o p o r t i o n  o f  c l o s e  f r i e n d s  who h u n t  d e e r  among
the  SES groups

Proportion o f Close Friends Who Hunt
SES Low

(%)
Med i um 

(%)
High

<%)
Total

Low 125

.136 .304 .560 100%

Med Ium 151

.245 .185 .570 100%

High 56

.174 .286 .536 100%

Chi Square ■ 8 .6730 , 4 D . F . , P > .05

Appendix Table  54. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  
respondents from

o f  p o s i t io n  o f  r e la t i v e s  o f  
the three SES groups

Pos i t  i on

SES
Major! ty  

Oppose 
(%)

M a jo r i ty
Support

(%)
Total

Low 90

.811 .189 100%

Medi um 107

.738 .262 100%

High 38

.684 .316 100%

Chi Square -  2 . 7 3 3 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Appendix Table  55.  The r e la t io n s h ip  between the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  low SES
hunters and the predominant a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e s

A t t i t u d e
R e la t i  ve 's  

Pos i t  i on Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Major i  ty 
Opposed

.435 .493 .072

69

100%

M a jo r i ty
Support

.118 .353 .529

17

100%

Chi Square ■ 21 .75 45 .  2 D. F . ,  P< -  .001

Appendix Table 56. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the a t t i t u d e s  
SES hunters and the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r

o f  medium 
re l  a t  i ves

A t t i t u d e
R e la t iv e 's  

Pos11 i on Oppose
(%)

Mocierately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

Majori  ty  
Oppose

.329 .474 .197

76

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.115 .269 .615

26

100%

Chi Square  -  1 6 . 2 7 7 7 .  2 D . F . , P< = .001
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A ppend ix  T a b l e  57« The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h ig h  SES
h u n te r s  and the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e s

A t t i  tude
Re 1 a t  i v e 1 s Moderately

Pos i t  i on Oppose
(%)

Oppose
(%)

Support
(%)

Total

Majori ty 26
Oppose

.154 .462 .385 100%

Majori ty 12
Support

.000 .250 .750 100%

Chi Square = 4 .9 6 9 2 ,  2 D .F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table  58. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  
hunters from the

o f  p o s i t io n  o f  fe l lo w  
three SES groups

-workers o f

Po 11 cy Pos11 ton o f  F e l 1ow-Worke rs

SES
Majori ty 

Oppose 
(%)

Major! ty 
Support 

(%)
Total

Low

.878 .122

82

100%

Medi um

.775 .225

111

100%

High

.667 .333

30

100%

Chi Square  = 6 . 8 4 6 3 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< -  . 0 5
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A p pend ix  T a b le  5 9 .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  low SES
h u n t e r s  and th e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  f e l 1o w -w o rkers

P o licy  P o s it io n A t t i tu d e
o f  F e llow -  

Wo rke rs Oppose
(%)

M oderately
Oppose

(30
Support

(30
Tota l

M ajori ty  
Oppose

.**00 .**86 .11**

70

100%

M ajori ty  
Support

.**00 .200 .**00

10

100%

Chi Square =* 6 . 3 1»92f 2 D . F . , P< = .05

Appendix Table 60. The r e la t io n s h ip  between the a t t i t u d e s  o f  medium 
SES hunters and the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  f e l lo w -  
workers

Pol icy  P os i t io n  
o f  Fe l lcw -  
Wo rke rs

A t t i  tude

Oppose
(30

Moderately  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Tota l

Majori  ty 83
Oppose

.277 .506 .217 100%

Majori ty 23
Support

.130 .217 .652 100%

Chi Square  -  1 5 . 9 2 5 1 .  2 D . F . ,  P< -  .001
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A ppend ix  T a b le  6 1 .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h ig h  SES
h u n t e r s  and t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  t h e i r  f  e  11 ow-wo rke  rs

Pol i  cy Pos i t  ion A t t i  tude
o f  Fe l low-  

Workers Oppose
(%)

Moderately  
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Majori ty  
Oppose

.150 .550 .300

20

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.100 .300 .600

10

100%

Chi Square ■ 2 .5 1 7 8 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table 62. The p o s i t io n  o f  neighbors among the: SES groups

Po 1 i cy Pos i t  i on of  ̂ Neighbors
Majori ty Majori  ty

SES Oppose Support Total
(%) (%)

Low 55

.855 .145 100%

Medi um 53

.774 .226 100%

High 18

.667 .333 100%

Chi Square  -  3 . 1 4 7 9 *  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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Ap p en d ix  T a b le  6 3 . The e f f e c t  o f  th e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h u n t i n g  companions
upon h u n t e r  a t t i t u d e s  among low SES respo ndents

Poli  cy Pos11 ion At t i  tude
o f  Hunting  
Companions Oppose

<*>

Moderately
Oppose

(*>
Support

(%)
Total

Majori ty  
Oppose

.396 .528 .075

53

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.556 .000 .444

9

100%

Chi Square = 13.3378, 2 D . F . , P< -  .01

Appendix Table  64. The e f f e c t  o f  the a t t i t u d e s  
upon hunter  a t t i t u d e s  among

o f  hunting  
medium SES

compan ions 
respondents

Pol icy Pos i t ion A t t  i tude
o f  Hunting  
Companions Oppose

(%)

Moderately  
Oppose 

(S)
Support

(%)
Total

Majori ty 
Oppose

,4oo .560 .040

50

100%

Major i ty 
Support

.118 .324 .559

34

100%

Chi Square  => 2 9 .8 7 5 1  * 2 D .F .  , P< »  .001
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A p p e n d ix  T a b le  6 5 .  The e f f e c t  o f  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h u n t i n g  companions
upon h u n t e r  a t t i t u d e s  among h ig h  SES respo ndents

Po1i cy Pos i t  i on A t t i t u d e
o f  Hunting  
Companions Oppose

(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(%)
Total

Major i  ty 
Oppose

.158 .526 .316

19

100%

Majori ty 
Support

.059 .235 .706

17

100%

Chi Square ■ 5 .4 7 7 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > .05

Appendix Table  66. The e f f e c t  o f  
ment employees 
whom they had

the a t t i t u d e s  o f  Conservation  
upon the a t t i t u d e s  o f  hunters  

ta lk e d  from the low SES group

D epart -  
wi th

Pol icy  P os i t ion A t t  i tude
o f  Cons. Dept. 

Employees
Moderate! y 

Oppose Oppose 
(%) (%)

Support
(%)

T o ta l

Majori ty 
Oppose

.455 .455 .091

1 1 

100%

Majori ty  
Support

.286 .571 .143

7

100%

Chi Square  -  0 . 5 3 4 3 ,  2 D . F . ,  P > . 0 5
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A p p e n d ix  T a b le  6 7 .  The e f f e c t  o f  the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  C o n s e r v a t i o n  D e p a r t 
ment em ployees  upon t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  h u n t e r s  w i t h
whom th e y  had t a l k e d  f rom t h e  h i g h  SES group

Poli  cy Pos i t io n A t t i  tude
o f  Cons. Dept.  

Employees Oppose
(%)

Moderately
Oppose

(%)
Support

(S)
Total

Majori  ty  
Oppose

.000 .750 .250

*

100%

Majori  ty 
Support

.000 .500 .500

12

100%

Chi Square ™ 0 .7 6 1 9 ,  2 D. F . , P > .05

Appendix Table  68. The e f f e c t  o f  the  a t t i t u d e s  o f  Conservation Depart
ment employees upon the a t t i t u d e s  o f  hunters w i th  
whom they had ta lk e d  from the medium SES group

Po11cy Pos i t  i on A t t i  tude
o f  Cons. Dept.  

Employees Oppose
(%)

Mode ra t e 1y 
Oppose 

(%)
Support

(S)
Total

Majori ty  
Oppose

.385 .538 .077

13

100%

Majori ty  
Support

. 118 .29 * .588

17

100%

Chi Square -  8 . 6 0 2 2 ,  2 D . F . ,  P< -  . 0 5
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Appendix Table  6 9 . The p o l ic y  p o s i t io n  o f  " o th e r  hunters"  w i th  whom
the respondents from the various SES groups have 
t a lk e d

SES

P o l i t y  Pos 1t  Ion o f  ir<5tT7er Hunters"
Major i  ty 

Oppose 
(%)

Major! ty  
Support 

(%)
Total

Low 41

.854 .146 100%

Med 1 urn 51

.824 .176 100%

High 16

.813 .183 100%

Chi Square -  0 .2 0 7 2 ,  2 D .F . ,  P > .05
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APPENDIX C

INDEX OF THE IMPORTANCE OF SUCCESS TO 
THE RESPONDENT

The fo l lo w in g  items were used in the index o f  the Importance o f  Success 

66. Would you th ink  more h ig h ly  o f  a f e 11ow-worker i f  he got  

a buck during the deer season?

Response D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Yes 129 (38.4%)

No 202 (60.1%)

No response 5 ( 1.5%)
To ta l  336 (100%)

I f  the respondent in d ica ted  " y e s ,"  he was assigned a va lue o f

" 2 , "  f o r  o th e r  responses a value o f  "0 "  was assigned.

107. (Hand respondent card) How do you fe e l  about i t  when you

do not ge t  a deer?

Response D i s t r i b u t i o n

I . Not much bothered 166 (49.4%)
2. Somewhat d isappoin ted 139 (41.4%)

3. 1 fe e l  very d isappointed 15 ( 4.5%)
4. 1t  makes me mad 9 ( 2.7%)
5. Other 5 ( 1.5%)
6 . No response 2 ( .6%)

Tota l  336 (100.1%)

I f  the respondent ind ica ted  a "3»" "A ,"  o r  "5"  he was assigned  

a value o f  "L. I f  the response was a " 2 , "  he was assigned a value o f  

J_. I f  h is  response was " I , "  he was assigned a 0_ va lue .

118. One can get almost as much s a t i s f a c t i o n  from a hunt even 

i f  he doesn! t  k i l l  a deer.
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Response D is t r ib u t io n
1. Disagree

2. P a r t i a l l y  agree

3. Ag ree
4. No opinion

Total

272 (81.0%) 

45 ( 3.0%)
45 (13.4%)

9 ( 2.7%)
336 ( 100. 1%)

I f  a "1" was coded a value o f  2_was assigned. I f  the coded 

value was "2" a was assigned. A l l  o ther  responses were given a 

0̂  va lue.  The lo g ic  fo r  assigning the s p e c i f i c  values is discussed 

in the t e x t .

The maximum possible  value fo r  the combined items is 6 and the 

minimum is 0_. The respondent was assigned a h igh ,  moderate, or  low 

ra t in g  on the IMS index according to the fo l low ing  c r i t e r i a :

Low

H igh
Moderate

(3 -  6 ) 
(2 ) 
(0 - 1)

Total

No. o f  Respondents 

86 (25. 6%)
83 (24.7%)

167 (49.7%)
336 (100%)
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APPENDIX D

INDEX OF DEER HUNTER INTEREST

The Index o f  Deer Hunter In t e r e s t  contains three in d ic a to r s ;  

number o f  days the respondent hunts during an average season, whether  

he reads p e r io d ic a ls  re la te d  to hunting,  and i f  so, how o f te n  he reads 

them, and t h i r d l y ,  what I c a l l  a sub-index o f  p o te n t ia l  hunting  

opportun ity  which w i l l  be discussed below.

15. Number o f  days hunted.

The respondents were assigned to  a h ig h ,  medium o r  low class r e l a t i v e  

to th is  v a r ia b le  according to the fo l low in g  c r i t e r i a .

Low -  1 - 5  days

Medium -  6 - 1 0  days

High -  over 10 days

95. Reading hunting p e r io d ic a ls .

Low -  Never reads such p e r io d ic a ls

Medium -  Occas iona l ly  reads such p e r io d ic a ls

High -  Regular ly  reads hunting p e r io d ic a ls

P o te n t ia l  hunting op po r tu n i ty .

I t  was f e l t  th a t  some measure o f  the actual amount o f  deer hunting  

the respondent has done r e l a t i v e  to the amount he could t h e o r e t i c a l l y  

have done would furn ish  one measure o f  his i n t e r e s t .  In o th e r  words, 

i f  a hunter is k5 years o l d ,  he could under Michigan law have hunted 

fo r  31 years .  I f  he did not take up hunting u n t i l  he was AO o r  i f  

he hunts only one year  out o f  every f i v e  y e ars ,  then th is  could be 

taken as one in d ic a to r  o f  h is  i n t e r e s t .  Granted a hunter could take
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up the sp o r t  a t  35 and become ex trem ely  e n t h u s ia s t ic  but as Davis has

documented^ th is  seldom is the case.

The equat ion developed was as fo l lo w s :

Number o f  years hunted „  ̂ ,1 u-  ............  a P o te n t ia l  hunting opp o rtu n i ty
Age -  1k

The range o f  values poss ib le  were .0  -  1 .0 ,  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  

such values c lu s te re d  in to  a t r i -m o d e l  p a t t e r n .  These th re e  c lu s te rs  

were d iv id e d  in to  th ree  classes according to  the fo l lo w in g  c r i t e r i a :  

Low -  . 0  -  .55

Medium -  .56  -  .86

High -  . 8 7 - 1 . 0

At th is  p o in t  the method o f  combining the th ree  values fo r  the  

th ree  in d ic a to rs  becomes e x a c t ly  the same as th a t  employed in the  

SES Index.

C r i t e r i a  fo r  combining values in to  one index:

1. I f  the respondent has the same r a t in g  on two or  more

v a r ia b le s  then assign him to th a t  c la s s .

2 . I f  the respondent has a d i f f e r e n t  r a t in g  on each o f  the

th re e  v a r ia b le s  assign him to the medi um c la s s .

3. I f  data is not a v a i l a b l e  f o r  one v a r ia b le  then assign to

a class according to the fo l lo w in g  c r i t e r i a  fo r  know va lues:  

Low + High -  Medium 

Low + Medium ■* Medium 

Medium + High = High

 ̂Davi s , p. 11.
2

Fourteen is the minimum legal age f o r  deer hunting in Michigan.
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I f  data is a v a i la b le  f o r  on ly  one v a r ia b le  then assign th a t  

value c lass to  the respondent.

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  according to  the index is :

Response D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Low -  67 (1 9 .9 3 )

Medium -  239 ( 7 1 .1 * )

High -  30 ( 9 . 0 * )

T o ta l  336 (100*)


