
lHE UNTVERSTTY OF MANÏTOBA

ATTTTUDES TOWARD VdTLDLTFE:

DEVELOPMENT AND TESTTNG OF MEASUREMENT SCALES

by

GLADYS PIRT

A PRACTTCUM

SUBT4TTTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDÏES

TN PARTTAL FULFTLMENT OF THE REQUTREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

OF MASTER OF NATURAL RESOURCES IqANAGEMENT

NATURAL RESOURCE INSTTTUTL

WTNNIPEG, MANTTOBA

MAY 1976



ATTITUDES TOT'iAND

DEUELOPNß}IT AND TESTING OF

W'ILDLIFE:

}ÆASURE}ENT SCAI,ES

by

GLADYS PTRT

A disscrtation submitted to

the UniversitY of Munitobir

of the tlegrce of

the Faculty of Grartuate Studies of

in purti:rt fulfillment of the rcquirements

U¡STUN OF NATIJR.AI NESOIIRCE MANAGE}ffi\IT

@ tlg77'

\.r ¡ !tv tlf:'¡'ftli ll

Per¡rrlssio¡i l¡as beon gratttcti to tlte LTBRARY OF TllU UNlvUlì'

stry oF MANtrollA to lcntl or sclt c'pies of this dissertiltion' to

the NATIONAL LTBRARY OI'r CANADA to nricrofilm this

eiisscrtutio¡tandtolendorscllcopicsoftlrefilnr,andUNlVtjtìSITY

MICROFILMS to publish i¡¡r abstruct of tl¡is dissertation

The autrror reserves other pubticutiorr riglrts, untl neither the

dissertation nor extensivc cxtracts tion it ttray be printed or otlter-

wisc reproduced without tl¡c autl¡or's writtcn pcrmission'



ABSTRACT

Wildlifeisanatura]-resourcethatisofinLerest

tomanyManitobans'butpeopleareevidencingthatthey
prefer Lo relate to this resource in divergent ways'

This study applies the principles and methods of

attitude theory to develop a survey questionnaire capable

of meásuring attitudes t'oward wildlife'

Since,'wildlifeattitudel?isnotaunidj.nrensional

concept,separatescaleshavebeenconstructedtomeasure

directionandintensityofProtectiveness,Appreciation

and Anti-Consumptive orientations'

Thescaleshavebeenrefinedthroughpre-testand

pilot studY Procedutr€s'
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CHAPTER T

TNTRODUCTTON

wildlife has been of substantial interest to many

Manitobans throughout our history. While the historícal

role of wild animals and birds aS essential sources of

food and fibre has now faded, interest in wildlife has not

correspondingly waned. Wildlife management evolved to

control "pest" species that posed a threat to crops and

livestock, to manage furbearers for the protection and

enhancement of the trapping industry, and to maintain game

species and habitat for recreational sport-hunting. 
,

In relatively recent times, two trends have appeared

which complicate the pattern of traditional wildlife

management.:

A. RECREATTONAL CONFLICTS

The first trend is the growing popularity of outdoor

recreation. t¡Jith increased leisure time and mobility, and

the advent of better road systems and higher incomes t

greater numbers of people are increasing their conLact with

the natural environment through participation in such outdoor

recreational experiences as camping, picnicking, boating and

snowmobiling. As early as 7967, delegates at the I'Resources

for Tomorrow'f Conference in Montreall reiterated their

acknowledgement that the publíc I s use of renewable resources t

'J.. Canada, canadian wildlif e service; ^l,Jild1if e in l"lan I s

lrlorld; cat. no. R66-2365; Ottawa, 7964'
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such as v/ildlife, bras increasing at a greater rate than our

population growth.

orientations toward wildlife are of diverse

expression, ranging from active pursuit for the purposes of

sport-hunting or photography, to incidental enjoyment. In

common is the feature of dependency upon the natural environ-

ment for provision of a recreation site'

lnJhile to some outdoor recreationists the presence of

natural topographyr flora and fauna, is irrelevant to the

pleasure of the recreational experÍ-encer others depend on

such phenomena to contribute to the pleasure of the activity'

Back-packers, canoeists, cross-country skiers, hi-kers and

snowshoers, for example, deliberately seek nature-preserved

sites; campers, cyclists, sightseers and picnickers tend to

select areas that have been at least slightty modified to

provide Public amenities.

Multiple-use planning for public land frequently gives

rise to conflict among recreationists, particularly when the

pursuit of an activity by certain users preclude simultaneous

enjoymentbyothersr,oFdiminishesthequalityoftherecrea-

tional experiences for Some users. Power-boating and canoeing'

for exampler ñây be perceived as incompatible due to the noise.

of motors and disruption of aquatic life; terrestrial

recreation vehicles may also be perceived as disruptive of

tranquility and destructive of natural vegetation so that

hikers¡ ctross-country skiers and snowshoers may consider that

their activities are 5-ncompatible with snowmobilers, trail-
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bíkers and aIl-terrai-n-vehicles. Of late, there has been

indicatíon that sport-hunting may be incompatible with

other recreational activities in particular, with wildlife-

watching and nature Photography.

B. ATTITUDTNAL CONFLICTS

During early settlen¡ent, the necessity of using wild

creatures for food and fibrer and of protecting self and

chattels from harm, was met by hunting and trapping. Meat-

hunting is a protected right of natlve Manitobans to this

day. Sport-hunting during season continues to be a popular

form of recreation in the province2 and fur-trapping is a

Source of income for many Manj-tobans each year, particularly

in the northern part of the pto'rÍ-nce.3

There is some evidence to suggest, however, that a

philosophic inclination toward protectiveness of wildlife

now exi-sts to some degree among Manitobans. Examples of

such regard have been manifested by expressions against

spring-hunting of black-bear, disfavour with the practice

of sport-hunting in provincial parks, and concern over the

use of leg-hold traps in harvesting furbearers. The Pres€F-

vation of wildlife habitat has also received public attentiont

particularly in association with potential envj'ronmental

interferences engendered by hydro transmission lines, oil

pipelines and re-routing of natural waterways'

Environmental
37, !974.Department. of Mines, Resources and

; Ànnual RePort, Year ending March
2. Manitoba,

I*lanagement

l.þLo.a



It is not known r.vhether such outcroppings of

protectiveness are indicative of the more generalized

phenomena of itanti-huntingt' and rranti-trappingtt Sentj-mentS.

The prevalence of such wildlife-empathetic stances among

the public has not been gauged.

TMPLTCATIONS FOR WTLDLTFE MANAGEMENT

In order for resource managers to effectively provide

for recreatj-on demands, to resolve conflicting demands and

to react to concerns expressed by t.he public, familiarity

is needed with the witdlife clientele. Knovrledge about the

extent or prevalence of a protective attitude toward wildlife

among the general publÍc, and development of attitudinal

trends leaning toward non-consumptive uSe of wi1d1ife, could

provide criteria by which management might estimate support

or non-support for policies affecting wildlife welfare.

Similarly, the knowledge that the public at large is apathetic

or non-appreciati-ve of rvildlif e, could assist in delineating

the size of the wildlife clientele in relation to the total

population of the Province.

Additionally, it r,úould be useful to know whether

there are any common social characteristics underlying

divergent perspectives on wildlifer so that trends in wild-

life orientation might be predicted as social charcteristics

change over time.
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Disclosure of public attitudes toward the wildlife
resource would not, of course, represent a mandate for
perpetuation or reform of current or proposed wildlife
policies. urtimatelyr decisions must be based on sound

biologicar and environmentar information, and wiLl have

reference to both economical and potiticar phÍlosophy.

Such knowledge could, however, identify specific areas

where programs are apt to meet with poor pubric reception,
and could illustrate need for pubric rerations efforts
communication and education in advancing management r s

objectives. Hendee and Schoenfeld4 aptly express this
sent.iment: "A generat5-on âgor wildlife managers began with
the job of producing something to shoot or catch. ft
seemed to them that once they collected a body of scien-
tific knowledge about game crops and cropping, alr wourd

be wel1. ...I,r/iser now, wildlife managers recognize that
public attitudes and actions can effectivery control wild-
life programs. so the need for thuman engineeringr and the

social-science research that must precede Ít is voiced in
growing volume and intensity.'t

4. Hendee, John c. and clay schoenferd (eds. ); Human Dimen-
sions in Wildlife Programs; !.iashington, D.C.@fþffi-9.
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THE PROBLET{

rs it possible to find out how people feel about

wildlife? We wish to know not only the different attitudes

that people might have, but also how intense the attitude

is and whether recreational conflicts and social charact-

eristics might contribute to the direction and strength of

the sentiment. The problem is one of developing a survey

instrument capable of measuring wildlife attitudes.

THEORETTCAL FRAMEWORK

The predisposition to think, fee1, perceive and

behave toward an object is encompassed in the concept of
ilatti.tude", vrhich is def ined operatS-onally to represent
ttboth an orientation toward or ahray from some object, coñ-

ceptr otr si-tuation and a readiness to respond in a pre-

determined manner to these or related objects, concepts,

or situations. "5

The presumption that an attitude can be measured

has considerable support. Social attÍLudes have been re-

searched and reported since the 7920s; they have been

extensively applied and have been of practical assistance

to many fields of inquiry. Babbie (L973) summarizes the

status of attitude measurement by noting that there is stiIl

broad disagreement on the point that an attitude may be

measured in rrabsolutet' terms, but littIe disagreement that

5. Hilgard, Ernest R. and Atkinson, Richard C.i Introduction
to Psvchology. 4th ed.; New York: Harcourtr Brace &
l¡ior1d, Inc,, 1953, p.583.
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it can be measured in ftrelativen terms - which is to say

that it must have some comparison standard.6 Just as it

would not be possible to conclude that a person who has

five automobile collisions per year is rfaccident-proneI

unless one can compare his accident rate to that of some

referent group such as "a11 driversil - it is similarly

invalid to deduce that a person istthostilen if he obtains

a score of rr9tr on a L0-point tthostj.lity scalet'. The latter

person can, however, be described as more hostile, or less

hostile, than other people who have participated in. the

same or an equivalent survey, providing that the measurement

tools are reliable and accurate.

In order that an attitude (e.g., "pro-huntingt') may

be reflected in behavior (e.9., buying a hunting licence,

going out hunting, shooting a game animal) it must first

be motivated and an opportunity must be available. Just as

all persons who favour legal abortion are not potential

users of this servicer So all persons rvho approve of hunting

are not apt to go hunting themselves, and all persons who

disapprove of hunting will not protest against hunting in

a formal sense.

Motivation and opportunity are dynamic co,'tcepts7. As

they change, the characteristics of the users of a resource

Babbie, EarI R. i Survev Research i'lethods; Belmontr Cali-
fornia: l,Jadsworth-Publi-hing Company, Inc. ; !973.
Niepoth, tr,Jil1iam; rfUsers and Non-users of Recreation and
Park Serviceslt, in David Gray & Donald A. Pelegrinor eds.
@n the Recreation and Park Movement; h/m C.

6.

,

lo



I

also change. While the study of clientele groups at one

point in time has merits, long-range resource planning can

be enhanced by general population studies which disclose

potential users of the resources How people rvill wish to

use a resource, should they become recreational participants

or resource-users, can be inferred from their attitude

toward the resource object.
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RESEARCH OBJECTTVES

7. To construct a survey tool capable of
(a) differentiating attitudes toward wildlife
(b) investigating socio-demographic commonalities or

differences among persons reflecting diverse wild-
life attitudes.

2. To refine the survey tool through pre-test procedures.

3. To test the survey tool as an instrument appropriate

to gauge wildlife attitudes among the general public

through pilot test procedures.

Assumptions

that people will tell the truth about their feelings

toward wildlife when participating in the survey.

that attitudes can be conceptualized as existing in

degrees along a continuum, rather than as a dichotomy

of ttpresentrr or nabsentrr.
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CHAPTER TÏ

PREVTOUS STUDIES

The wildlife literature contains only scanty research

on the measurement of attitudes. It is, however, not

uncomrnon for investigators to include some attitudinal-

type questions in user surveys. The investigation of

hunters in l¡JisconsinrB for example, included a section on

"attitudestr wherein opinions were poÌled on a number of

hunting issues, including game laws and enforcement.

In South Dakota, a research project l¡/as undertaken

to specifically ínvestigate whether the general population

was opposed to hunting, after a general referendum in

7g72 voted against continuation of the mourning dove hunting

season (67% negative vote).9 The sample consisted of O.25

percenL of the households in South Dakota, and heads of

households r¡rere personally interviewed. On the basis of

this survey, it was concluded that |tThere is no widespread

anti-hunting or anti-hunter sentirnent Ín South Dakota."10

g. K1essig, Lowell L. and James B. Hale; A Profile of.
Vrlisconsin Hurylg; Tech. Bul1. #60; Madison, lrlisconsin
ffiResources; 1,972.

9. Rosonke, Jerome R., Robert T. !'tagner, RoberL M. Dimit
and Raymond L. Linder; "Attítudes of South Dakota
Residents Toward Hunting, Hunters and Game Officials";
Paper presented to: t¡iidwest Sociological Meetingt
Omaha, Nebraska, Apri1, 1974.

70. Ibid., p.:t.1.
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Unfortunately for purposes of critical analysis, the

reliability and validity of the measuring instrument were

not reported, nor trras there an explanation of an obviously

high rate of non-response (474 schedules v/ere completed) ¡

nor of why heads of households were selected to represent

the South Dakota population.

Shaw and Gilberttl designed a 20-item questionnaire

to gauge the attitudes of college students tovrard hunting.

The questionnaire was pretested on 2O0 students, and after
three revisions was administered to 937 other sLudents in
colleges and universities across the United States. It is
noLed that 75% of all students expressed some degree of

anti-hunting or anti-hunter sentimenL,. In fact, 34% of

the males and 55% of the females surveyed rated their anti-
hunting sentiment on the strong end of a a 7-point scale.

The authors conclude that tt"..the student survey did not

reinforce the hypothesis that philosophicaÌ opposition
poses a major threat to sport hunting.t' 72 Presumably,

the students are opposed to hunting on pragmatic rather than

idealistic grounds, ãlthough the data have not been handled

in a fashion that would support this conclusion. The

authors also observe that there are two distinct components

'J"1-. Shaw, Dale L. and D.L. Gilbert;'httitudes
Students Toward Huntingtr; Transactions of
Ninth North American l{ildlife and Natural
Conf erence, It{arch , L974.

!2. $!5!.r p.t.61.

of College
the Thirty-
Resources
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comprising a negative attitude toward sport-hunting: these

are an ttanti-huntingtt sentiment and an rranti-huntertl

sentiment. The anti-hunter sentiment, it is claimedt

It...reflects negative attitudes toward the conduct of Some

individuals who participate ín the hunt."13 This deduction

does not stem from statistical analysis of datar but the

suggestion merits some consideration in further invest-

igations of anti-hunting attitudes.

Ericksonl4" d"rreloped a Q-sort instrument to

determine some types of attitudes about wildlife. His

sample consisted of 49 persons randomly select.ed from a

list of people who volunteered their names at sporting

good stores, garden stores and pet shopsr âs well as

recruited contacts from a local county fair" Two distinct

"wiId1i-fe-typest' emerged from his analysis, which he

labeled ttprotectionistrr and trreductionisttt. Ericksonrs

purpose in wishing to categorize and label rvildlife

attitudes was to help facilitate communicatj-on of wildlife

ecology and management concepts to the public by identify-

ing tftargetrt audiences.

1-3. Shaw and Gil,bert; e!. qLL., p.L61.

!4. Erickson, Da.¡id L. 'fAttitudes and Communications about
Wildlifetti Transactions of the Thirty-Fifth North
American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference;
March , !9'70.
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Hendee, Catton, Marlow and Brockmanl5 developed a

tth/ildernismfr scale to measure the rrwilderness-puristft

tendencies of visitors to the wilderness. The scaLe was

used in surveying 2500 campers in the Pacific Northwest

and showed differences in response between "wilderness-
puristsrt and Itnon-puriststt.

Although the Wildernism ScaIe (originally 60 items,

reduced after pretest to 30) was assumed to be uni-

dimensional, Herbeleint6 has re-analysed the data from

the Hendee et al study and reports that as many as seven

unj-dimensional scales might be contained within the larger

instrument. Heberlein further extracted a 14-item scale

measuring "artifactual-ismrr preference for such artifactual

aspects of wiLderness as campsites with plumbing and equipped

bathing beaches and reported that r'... all rneaningful

inferences in the Hendee data could be made equally well

using the shorter, unidimensional, and conceptually more

integrated artifactualism scale ."77

15. Hendee, J.C., tlr.R. Catton, Jr., L.D. Marlow and C.F.
Brockman; 'rlrlilderness Users in the Pacific Northwest
Their Characteristics, Vðlues, and Management Preferencesr?;
Port1and, Oregon: PacÍfic Northwest Forest and Range
Experiment Station; U.S.D.A. Forest Service Research Paper
PNW-61, L968.

16. Heberlein, Thomas A. ; rfSocial Psychological Assumptions
of User Attitude Surveys: the Case of the Wildernism
Scalett; J. of Leisure Researchr 5, 1973.

77. Ibid., p.26.
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The lnstitute for Northern Studies, University of

Saskatchewan, undertook a 3-year investigation for the

Canadian l{ildlife Service of rr...the current and future
social and economic needs, requirements and aspirations of

society for the migratory bird resourc".,,18 one phase of
the research involved designing a questionnaire to

study the preferences of the general public for bird-oriented
recreational activities. A random sample of 3066 (0.85 per-

cent) of Èhe households in Saskatchewan were selected to
particiapate, and 694 (22.6 percenÈ) returns were used in the

analys5-s, Results showed that 33 percent of the sample were

interested in bird hunting, 34.L percent r¡/ere j-nterested in
bird studying, and 87.3 percent were inÈerested in bird

observation.

Although 66.L percent of the sample were either negati-ve

or indifferent about participating in bird hunting activities,
Schwei t="r79 cautions that this does not indicate an anti-
hunting sentÍment in Saskatchewan,tt.., ê.s respondents were

asked to express an opinion only on their ov/n potential part-

icipation in any specified activity."

L8. Schweitzer, Doug; "Socio-Economics in Migratory Bird t¿lan-
agement'r; Paper prepared for the 37th Federal-Provincial
lVildlife Conference; Ottawa, Ontario; July 10, 7973.

19. Schweibzer, Douglas H. o David A. Scott, Arthur W. Blue
and Jonathan P. Secter; ItRecreati-onal Preferences for
Birds in Saskatchewan'r, in John C. Hendee and Clay
Schoenfeld, eds., Human Dimensions in þJildlife Proqrams;
Washington, D.C., 1,973,' p.45.
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CHAPTER ITI

METHODOLOGY

SCALE CONSTRUCTTON

trAttitudes toward wildliferf proved to be a composite

concept. ft was necessary to reduce the concept into

components, to which simple empirical indicators could be

applied in order that an attempt might be made to quantify

it. Steps in the construction involved:

7. Familiarization with the many opinions regarding wildlife

as expressed in the literature and popular media; exploit-

ation of expert contacts and ohtn obervations.

2. Ennumeration of the subdimensions of I'wildlife attituderr.

These were observed to include (a) dispositions toward

protection of wildlife from extinction, hardship and habitat

loss; (b) elements descriptive of general regard or non-

regard for wildlife, including aesthetic appreciation;
(c) supporti-ve and non-suPportive reactions to consumptive

use of wildlife specifically, sentiments regarding

hunting and trapping.20

Three scales ultimately defined were: !Úildlife-

Protective; lrJildlife-Rppreciative, and Anti-Consumptive-Use.

In order to preserve the unidimensionality of the scales,

the l{ildlife-Appreciative Scale was further separated

20. While (a) might appear to include (c), it was observed
that both supporters and non-supporters of consurnptive
use hetd an interest in protecting wildlife. Logic
dictated that the !'rli1d1ife-Protective attitude be
treated distinctty from the Anti-Consumptive-Use attiLude.
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into statements describing rtgeneraln appreciation ot

wildlife in terms of value to people, danger and distur-

bance and rraesthetic'r appreciation Ín terms of enjoyment

of sight and sound, and the pursuit of such experiences.

Símilarly, the Ànti-consumptive-Use attitude was maintained

as two distinct scales.

The five scales developed were: (i) wildlife-

Protective ( ii ) l^rildlif e-Appreciatlve (General ) ( ii ) Wildlif e-

Appreciatj.ve (Aesthetic) (iv) Anti-Consumptíve (Hunting), and

(v) Anti-Consumptive (Trapping).

3. Specification of empirical indicators which could rep-

resent the five dimensions. Since our interest was to

determine whether a particular perspecLive about wildlife is

held by persons responding to the questÍ.onnaire, this step

entailed creating stat,ements which summarized the perspec-

tive in whole or delineated one of its attributes.

In this manner, persons who indicated that they con-

curred with a speci fic statement representative of , for

example, the dimension [kJildIife-Protectivenesst', are

assumed to be giving a report of wheL.her they hold that
-2Latt].tude.

4. Selecting a scaling technique. It was concluded on the

basis of accumulated observations that persons l¡/ere not

absolutely t'ProtectiveI or "Non-Protective'r, but that the

2!. Kerlinger, Fred N, i Foundations of Behavior?l Research;
New York: HoIt, Rinehart & !,Jinston, Inc. i L964
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protectiveness could vary in strength depending on the

wildlife object being considered. In effect, a continuum

of attitude suggested itself, ranging in degrees irom

negat,i-ve to positive.

To handle this perceived I'intensity" of attitude,

a summated rati.ng scale (Likert-type) was judged to be

most appropriate."r, this technique, persons are asked

to select, for each statement, one of five response

categorÍes ranging from "strongly agree" to I'strongly

disagreett. Lf the statement to which a respondent I'strongly

agrees" is favourable toward¡ ê.Ç.1 l{ildlife Protection, a

score of rt5t' is assigned; if the statement is unfavourable

toward hiildlife Protection, a score of r'1r? is assigned.

Similarly, if a respondent rstrongly disagreesfr with a

statement unfavourable toward Wildlife Protection, a score

of "5tr is assigned; if the statement is favourable tolvard

l{ild1ife Protection, a score of rrttt is given.

Scores ranging from rtltr to trStt correspond to the

five categories of response available for each statement.

To find the ItWildlife-Protectiverf score achieved by any

particular respondent, aII of his weighted responses are

summed. fn this fashion, a person who received a score

of tÎ1n for each item of a 1O-item scale, r,vould have a total

score of tr1Orr on that sca1e.

22. Edwards, AlLen L.; Technigugs of Attitude Scale Construction;
New York: AppJ-eton-Century-Crof ts, Inc. , 7957.
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5. Designing a questionnaire.

À self-admi.nistered mail questionnaire was perceÍved

to be appropriate for the purposes of this attitude inves-

tigation.

The alternative survey method, personal interviewing,
is superior to the mail questlonnaire in some respects, but

has drawbacks consisting of greater expenditures in both

time and money, the risk of interviewer bias, and a greater

imposition on the time and privacy of respond"r,t".23

I¡ihile the major weakness of mail questionnaires lies

in the problem of non-returns, it was anticipated that the

topical nature of the subject area and the use of specific

survey techniques reputed to increase response rut."24

would tend to mitigate this effect.

23. Miller, Delbert C. ;Handbook of Research Design and
Social Measurernent, Znd ed.; New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., t97O.

24. Babbie, .S,.É!. , pp. 16 3-4.
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CHAPTER

PRE-TEST OF QUESTTONTIAIRE

Obiective: Refinement of the research instrument through

administration of a draft questionnaire.

Populati.on: Membership of the Manitoba Wildlife Federation

and Manitoba Naturalists Society. These populations r¡¡ere

purposively selected on the basis of knowledge that the

two clubs (a) have a formalized interest in wildlife, and

(b) consist respectivety (but not exclusively) of persons

oriented toward consumptive utilization of wildlife and

persons oriented toward non-consumptive use. In view of

the nature of the research objectives, the club-members

vrere judged as 1ikely to be reasonably appropriate respon-

denLs for the questions under consideration.

Responses from these two groups v/ere further perceived

to present a useful method of construct validation of the

consumptive-utllization scales ("known-groupstr method25),

the index must be able to discriminate between the two groups

and elicit responses in the predicted direction in order to

support the rrtheorytr behind the instrumentrs construction.

Sampling;Frame: Lists obtained from rosters of the two clubs,

comprised of names of current club-members judged by contacts

to be likely representatives of extremes on a consumptive,/

non-consumptive scale. The list provided by one of the clubs

consisted exclusiveLy of males.

TV

25 . Kerlinger, 9g g!!, r p. 454.
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Samplinq Method: Club-members were stratified according to

sex (aII male) and approximate age. From the homogeneous

subsets identified, equi-valent numbers of prospective

participanÈs were systematically selected from each list.

gamplinq-size: (arbitrarily chosen) 5 members from each list.

Data-Collection MethoSl: Personal interview. This method

permitted the investigator to foIlow-up on any difficulties
in responding to the questions and to note rvhere interpret-
ation of any statement was requested. Since the question-

naire v¡as in a preliminary state, it was also possible to

request comments and criticisms to gauge the acceptability
of the questionnaire.

Rgsponclents vrere contacted by telephone, the purpose
.:

of the study r,ras explained to them and an interview time was

arranged. The trdrafttr status of the quest.ionnaÍre was

stressed prior io commencing the interview, and respondents

t¡/ere encouraged to comment on the question items.

tlethod of Analvsis: (a) question clarity was judged accord-

ing to respondentst failure to anshrer an item, providing

multiple anshters to one item, giving qualif ied anshters or
ttundecidedtt answers; (b) format ttf lovrrt v/as determined

according to ease of completion; (c) the responses were

compared to determine whether the consumptive-utilizati'on

scales had discriminated between the groups and whether

responses were in the expected direction.



21,

Evaluation of Pre-Test:

Item Analysis: Individual items were first analysed on the

basis of ease of response; any comments offered by the

respondents were taken into account, and resulted in some

minor changes in wording in the questions eventually
retained. Several questions that received a combination

of rrUndecidedil ansþrers, non-response and qualified answers

were dropped.

Several of the questions that were met with a high

rate of qualification or "undecidedtr ansr¡/ers tended to be

of topicalr policy-laden content. Specifically, they dealt
with (a) the use of insecticides (mosquito-fogging in part-

icular); (b) the environmental effects of creati.ng and

transporting energy; (c) appropriate forms of recreation
(hunting, snob/mobiting) in provi.ncial parks; and (d) Indian

rights to hunt wiIdlife. The very simple questÍon format

used in the scales could not be modified to handle all of

the various qualifications that arose.

Rather than drop these "problemr statements entirely,

it was decided to handle them through re-design. Five

"alternative-response" type of questions were developed,

based on the qualifications and comments provided by the

respondents. These i.Èems do not form part of the five
scales.
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ScaIe Analvsiq:
(a) vìrildlife-Protectiveness. No difference in responses
appeared between the two groups. Questions that received
over-all high agreement for protective statements and
low agreement for unprotective statements \,'rere retained.
In cases v¡here the questions hrere duplicative in substance,
the ones achieving highest response intensity were retained.
(b) WildIife-Appreciation. Responses for both groups
r¡rere in the same (positive) direction for both the General
and Aesthetic scale. Items were handled as above.

(c) Anti-Consumptive Utilization.
The MWF group obtained an average score of 2.66 per item on

the Anti-Hunting Scale. The MNS group obtained an average
score per item of 3.94. Items which showed no ability to
distinguish between the groups were either altered in an

effort to increase response variance, or were dropped from
the scale.

On the Anti-Trapping Scale, the MI¡JF group obtained
an average score per item of 2.45, vihile the MNS group
average score was 3.77. Items without power to discriminate
b/ere eliminated.

The item analysis and scale analysis resulted in
37 items being dropped from the scale portion of the
questionnaire, and 5 nert, alternative-response questions
being formulated.

The revised quesLionnaire and key to the scales
appear in Appendix A.



CHAPTER V

PTLOT STUDY DESTGN

Obiective: In order to disclose errors in reasoni-ng or

design of the project, this phase represented a mi-niatur-

ized walk-through of a general population survey. The

foremost objective vras further refinement of the question-

naire. A secondary objective was to assess the accept-

ability of the questionnaire by the public by gauging

response rates.

Population: General population (trlinnipeg) as it is assumed

to be represented in a readily-available directory. In

the knowledge that the maIe,/female ratio in Winnipeg is

approximately 50/50?6 the sample was selected in a fashion

to perpetuate this ratio in the prospective respondents.

Samplinq-f rame: Henderson t s Directory. This directory t¡ras

chosen because it is convenient, easy to use, and i-nexpensive.

the Hendersonts Directory was perceived as a superior

sampling frame to the City Telephone Directory for the

purposes of this study due to one of its features: surnames

are Listed alphabetically with the name of the spouse (if

any) appearing in brackets behind the name of the head-of-

the-househol-d.

26. There are 48.08?á males and 57.92% females over the
age of 15 in the Greater lrriinnipeg area.(Hendersonrs
Directory lists adults in the household. )

Canada, Bureau of Staiistics; 197L Census of
a

Canada,
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Sample Size: The sample size, ín view of time and budget

constraints, r./as arbitrarily set at 30 respondents.

@: A random sample was generated through use

of a table of random numbers.

In order to vouchsafe 30 respondents, and in the

absence of any information vrhich would enable prediction

of the response rate of Winnipeg residents to a question-

naire of this nature, 100 names tvere init,ially obtained

through use of the random-number table. fn order to

achieve a fairly equal male/female ratio, the name of the

spouse was selected rather than the name of the head-of-the-

household on alternate draws.

To lessen the prospecL of wasteful mailingr the names

selected v¡ere cross-checked with the current City Telephone
t

DÍrectory. If there was sorne doubt about the current

address of the persons selected, these names were removed

from the list. Ultimately, 73 names remained. (36 males

and 37 females). A response rate of 41% was required in

order to meet the 3O-respondent objective.

Data Collection t4ethod: Self-administered mail questionnaires.

Letters were sent to all persons on the sample list
one week prior to mailing out the questionnaire. The

letter explained why the study rvas being conducÈedr how

tThe data comprising Hendersons Directory is compiled in the
year before its publicationr so that the information i-n the
!975 Di.rectory h/as gathered during r.974.
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people had been selected to participate in the study, the

importance of each person I s participation, the mechanics

of returning the questionnaire, and gave an assurance of

confidentiality (Appendix B Exhibit 1).

The letter was intended to "catch the interest" of

the respondents. The assumption t¡/as made that if anyone

had negative feelings about surveys in general, they would

read a solitary, one-page letter with less rejection than

they would read the same letter accompanied by the 11-page

ques t j.onnaire.

The contact letters l^rere xeroxed on letter-size
paper. The respondentrs name was individually typed at the

top, and each letter was individually signed by the invest-

igator.

The questionnaire was printed on lega1-size, blue

paper and consisted of 90 scale items, 5 alternative-response

items, 14 personal data questions and a blank page for

comments.

The questionnaire-package contained a stamped, self-

addressed envelop€r as well as a covering letter reiterating

the explanations previously given (Àppendix B Exhibit 2).

Prospective respondents were assured in both the

contact-letter and covering-letter that their replies would

be confidential.
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Fol low-up t{ai l ings :

A follow-up mailing was done three v¡eeks after Èhe

questionnaires brere first sent out. Only those persons

who had not yet returned their questionnaires vrere included

in this phase.

Two meÈhods of follow-up were used.

Half of the nonrespondents were sent another copy

of the questionnaire and a new covering letter encouraging

them to participate (Appendix B Exhibit 3). As an

alternative to participation, they v¡ere also sent a form-

letter suggesiing various reasons why they might not be

able or rvilling to take part in the survey (Appendix B

Exhibit 4).

Half of the nonrespondents r¡rere sent a form-letter
simi-Iar to that described above, along with a covering

letter (Appendix B - Exhibits 5 and 6). This group was not

sent a second copy of the questionnaj-re.
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Methods of Analvsis!

1) Response rates were computed and the effects of follow-up

mailings were assessed.

2) Scores of from 1 5 were assigned for each item, taking

the direction of the question into account. Scale scores

were derived by totalling scores achieved by all respondents

on all items within the sca1e.

3) Item analysis was undertaken to determine question clarity,

meaningfulness and acceptability.

4) Functional unity of each scale was investigated.

5 ) Reliability co-efficients were calculated for each scale

using the "split-halff' technique.

6) Concurrent and content validity were determined.

7) I'Bestn i-tems hrere selected using the criteria of high

discrimi-nation por¡/er and 1ow rfundecidedrr response rate.

8) Response frequencies in each response category h/ere

determined.

9) Five wildlife-attitude scores were derived for each

respondent by accumulating weighted responses in each

refined scale.

10) Non-parametric statistical methods b/ere applied to

investigate whether respondent scores were influenced by

two independent, variables age and sex.
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RESULTS OF PTLOT STUDY

Participation Rate¡

Of the 73 questionnaires mailed out, one was returned

marked raddress unknovrnrt, further reducing the prospective

sample size to 72. Forty-six persons returned completed

questS-onnaires, producing a participation rate of 63.9 percent.

Participation rate vras better for females than for

males: twenty-seven of the 37 females who received question-

naires participated (73 percent); 79 of the 35 males who

received questionnaires participated (54.3 percent).

Of responses recei-ved, 93.4 percent occurred during

the first 3 weeks, and 6.6 percent in the 2 weeks following
(Figure t). Since contact with respondents was renewed mid-

way through the 3rd week, the fo1low-up mailing technique

cannot be credited with improving response rate to any great

extent.

One individual returned the uncompleted questionnaire

during the first week, indicating that a problem with using

the English language prevented her from participating in the

survey; two others took advantage of the form-letters supplied

at the time of renewed contact to report, respectively ( i )

time restraints prevented participation, and (ii) disinterest

in wildlife and disfavour toward surveys. Response rate,

including these three individuals, hias 68.1 percent.

The questionnaires used in further analysis were those

of the first 1.5 males and first L5 females to participate.
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ftem Ànalysis:

(a) trUndecidedtf ansh/ers. The number of ttundecidedrr

responses for each item ranged from 0 13, with a mean

of 3.8 per item. ftems that received a high number of

such responses (L0 or more) were scrutinized to determine

whether a problem in clarity and interpretatÍon might

exlst, or whether respondents might be unable to make a

decision for other reasons. Seven of the 90 items received

ten or more ftundecidedtr responses. ÎÞese were: #42, #54,

#67, #76, #80, #84 and #87.

While no problem with question wording was apparent,

it appeared possibLe that lack of familiarity with the

subject matter of the items might have contributed to the

high rate of itundecidedfr responding, and it was concluded

that these items were not contributing to the usefulness

of the scales.

(b) Failure to answer. Of the 90 questions comprising

the five scales, L8 questions received one ttno answerrt each,

r¡¡hile one question received 2 ttno answertt responses.

Careful re-study of any question with a refusal rate in

excess of 5'percent is recommended.2T ?he one question thai

received 2 |tno answerrt responses requj-red some experiental

familiarity with particular wildlife species (#11), so that

27. Goode, William
Research; New
p. 15 9.

J. and Paul K. Hatt;
York: McGraw-Hill Book

Methods in
Co., Inc.
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it appeared likely the respondents who did noÈ answer the

question were not in a position to respond. However, even

when combining trno answerrt and ttundecidedtr responses, 76.7

percent of the sample had expressed a sentiment, so that the

question seemed to have utili-ty.

(c) Multiple ansvJers and qualified answers.

Iviultiple answers were not given by any of the respondents.

OnIy one qualified answer r¡ras given by one respondent.

(d) Comments on questj.ons. Three of the 30 respond-

ents offered comments in the body of the questíonnai-re.

ïn general, these comments tended to give an explanation

for non-response to particular items.

The five alternative-response questions received

a mean rrundecidedrr response rate of 1.7 per item. There

\./as only one ttno answer" response in this section. There

were no direct comments, multiple answers or qualified

ansr,{ers.

Personal Data. There were 14 questions dealing

with personal data. Eight of these were fully answered

by all respondents. The largest number of rtno answersfr

per item were in response to #9 (Household Income), which

achieved a L3.3 percent (4/30) non-response rate; and to

+11 (gthnic Background), which achieved a 10.0 percent (3/30)
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non-response rate. Three respondents (10.0 percent of the

sample) were responsible for 75.0 percent of the non-responses

in this section, while 3 others r¡/ere responsible for one

non-response each.

Functional Unitv:

An attitude scale has functÍonal unity if the

respondents react consisÈently to the items.28 That is to
sêyr persons obtaining hÍgh scores on the scale should

achieve those scores by consistently responding to items

at the positive extreme of the scale, while persons achiev-
ing low total scores on the scale should consistently
respond to items at the negative extreme of the scale.

An item is said to have "discrimination powertt if
it is consistently able to separate high scorers frorn low

scorers.

For each of the five scales, each respondent t s

total scores were placed in an array from lor¡est to highest.
The 10 highest scorers and L0 lowest scorers t^Jere selected

out, and their responses were compared. For each group,

the mean response for each item and the dÍfference between

the means of high and low groups vrere calculated.
The difference between means represents the

I'discrimination por.re.rn of the i.tem. It is recommended that

28. Blalock, Hubert l{., Jr. and Ann B. Blalock; Methodoloqv
in Social Research; New York: McGraw-H11I Book Company;î5.68.-
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few items with a discrimination power of less than 0.50
29be retained in an attitude sca1e.--

TabIe 1- indicates that items achieved discrimination
powers ranging from 0.0 t.o 2.2, with a median of 0.8.

ReI iabiI itI:

Reliability of a scale is demonstrated if the scale

will consistently produce the same results when applied to
the same ="*pl".30

The reliability of each of the'five scales was

determi-ned using the t'split-ha1f " technique: each scale was

separated into two subscales by selecting out alternative
items, and the t.wo subscales were correlated. Pearson

product moment correlation coefficients (r) were determined,

since a high positive r would indicate that each respondent

had obtained approximately the same score on both subscales.

Tab1e 2 shows that relatively high positive co-

efficients we.re obtained for all scales. The highest

correlation was obtained for the Anti-Consumptive (Hunting)

Scalewithr=0.9261-2.

29. Goode and Hatt i 9p:_jË. r p. 276.

30. Ibid., p.235.
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TABLE 7

DISCRII'IINATION POhJER OF TTEI4S IN RANK ORDER
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TABLE 2

COEFF'ÏCIENTS OF CORRELATTON
FOR I'SPLÏT-HALF '' RELÏABILTTY

SCALE NÀME

Wi 1d 1 ife-P roÈective 0.88644
l,'Jildtif e-Appreciative (Genera1 ) 0 .88274
lrJiIdlife-Appreciative (Aesthetic) 0.84546
Anti-ConsumptÍve (Hunting)
Anti-Consumptive (Trapping)

o.92672
o.78178
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lêljsåly:
Concurrent Validity.31 *""pondents listing "hunting'r

as one of their outdoor recreational activities should

achieve Iow scores on the Anti-Consumptive (Hunting) Sca1e.

Only one rrhunterrr appeared in the sample and it rvas noted

that this respondent did, in fact, receive the lowest score

on this sca1e.

The responses provided by the t?hunterl' r^rere similar
in most respects to the responses provided by the MiriF group

during the pre-test phase of the questionnaire. Only 4 of

the 22 responses were in the unexpected direction.

Content Validityi2 rn" four respondents who indicated

strong agreement with the statement "I wish that sport-hunting
\¡ras not allowed in this Province" (#39) were among t,he five
top scorers on the Anti-Consumpti-ve (Hunting) ScaIe.

On the Anti-Consumptive (Trapping) ScaIe, four of the

five respondents who indicated strong agreement with the

statement tfTrapping wild animals for their fur should not

be allowed in this Provi.nce'r (#45) were among the six top

scorers on this scale.

3L. Kerlinger; gp. gË. r PP.445-448.

32. f . r pp .445-44'7 .
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Refinement of Scales:

To meet the dual objective of shortening the length

of the questionnaire and culling out "poor" items, the

decision was made to remove items which had demonstrated

less than the median discrimination povrer (0.8) and those

which had received a high rate of trundecidedil responses.

On these bases, 33 ítems were eliminated from the

questionnaíre. The refined scales, consisting of 37

items, were used for all subsequent analysis.
Actual responses to each statement comprising the

scales are given in Appendix C.

Frequencies within Response Categories:

The raw scores, weighted to account for the direction
of response, b/ere totalled for each response category.

Responses are ranged from "strongly negativeil in category
'l- to |tstrongly positivert in category 5, f or each scale
(Figures 2 6 ).
Dj.stribution of Respon.ses and Interpretation of Scor.es:

Fi.ve scale scores were determj-ned for each respondent.

Raw and mean scores are shov¡n in Table 3. Mean responses

ranged from 3.64 on the Anti-Consumptive (Trapping) scale

to 4.27 on the l.Jildlife-Appreciative (Resthetic) scale.
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FTGURE 2

t4/ILDLIF E-PROTECT IVE SCALE
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FTGURE 3

WTLDLTFE-APPRECTATIVE (GENERAL) SC¡i,N
RESPONSE FREQUENCY BY CATEGORY AND PERCENT
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FTGURE 4

I'VTLDLTFE-APPRECTATIVE (nnsrnntrc) ScALE
RESPONSE FREQUENCY BY CATEGORY AND PERCENT
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FTGURE 5

ANTÏ-HUNîTNG SCALE
RESPONSE FREQUENCY BY CATEGORY AND PERCENT
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FTGURE 6

ANTI-TRAPPING SCALE
RESPONSE FREQUENCY BY CATEGORY AND PERCENT
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TABLE 3

RA!{ SCORES AND MEAN SCORES

l^li 1d 1i f e l'\iild 1 if e Àppreciative An ti-Con sumptS.ve
Respon- P rotective (General ) HunLinc

Total i,lean

* Score includes ttno answerrr responses, rvhich \{ere given the mean scorefor the item.

( Aes thetic )
dent Total Mean

Score Score
Total Mean
Score Score

'1'ot,a I lvlean
Score Score

Total i,lean
Score Scor

'l'of' a I lvlean
Score Score

1

2

J

4

5

6

7

c)
O

9

1_0

11

1,2

1_3

14

15

l-o

77

1B

79

20

27

22

23

24

25

26

27

2B

29

30

45 4.50
43 4.30
41 4.!O
49 4.90
42 4.20
46 4.60
48 4.90
48 4.80
4t 4.1_O

37 3.70
L_0 4.00
3L 3.10
30 3.00
30 3.00

ì37.e 3.78
41_ 4.10
4! 4.1.0
41, 4.10
47 4.1_O

38 3.80
35 3.50
35 3.50
48 4.80
45 4.50
40 4.00
39 3.90
46 4.50
47 4.10
49 4.90
4L 4.1_O

52 4.33
49 4.08
52 4.33
54 4.50
48 4.00
58 4.83
60 5.00
56 4.67
47 3.92
47 3.92
44 3.67
38 3.1-'7

3 5 2.92
3 5 2.92

,44 .1, 3. 68
L-3 3.58
55 4.58
50 4.1_7

50 4.17
44 3.'o7
37 3.08
47 3.92
5 3 4.42
ço ¡i o)J¿ +.¿1

5 0 4.77
42 3.50
42 3.50
48 4.00
57 4.75
4L_ 3.67

4B 4.BC

48 4.80
39 3.90
48 4.80
4L 4.20
50 5.00
49 4.90
44 4;40
39 3.90
47 4.70
37 3.70
36 3.60
33 3.30
38 3. B0

35 3.50
4L 4.L0

*44.5 4.45
.42.5 4.25
46 4.60
44 4.40
36 3.60
45 4.50
47 4.'/0
47 4.70
41_ 4.10
38 3.80
47 4.70
42 4.20
48 4.80
40 4.00

84 4.67
72 4.00
77 3.94
78 4.33
56 3.1"7

78 ¿_.33

a49.2 2.73
76 4.22
67 3.39
B2 4.56
70 3.Bg
66 3.67
63 3.50
70 3.89

+70.7 3.93
5 3 2.94
ço ? 

"a¿J ¿.19

tBi.4 4.52
57 3.17
66 3.67
75 4 .1"7

64 3.56
84 4.67
82 4.56
66 3.67
74 4.71
86 L-.78

62 3.44
r39.4 2.19

7 4 4.77

32 4.57
22 3.1-4
26 3.77
33 4.71
23 3.29
25 3.57
1.6 2.29
26 3.71
28 4.00
28 4.00
27 3.86
24 3.43
21 3.00
24_ 3 .43

+)'1 ? ? On4 , a J J. JV

tB 2.57
L8 2.57
26 3.71.
25 3.5'7
25 3.57
29 4.74
20 2.86
31- 4 .43
30 4.29
32 4.57
25 3.57
35 5.00
22 3.74
2L 3.00
26 3.71

L229.8 4.L0
'll = ¿O-gq

1440.1 4.00
'P = ¿9, nn

1287.0 4.2'l
? = L2-7

2069.7 3.83
'F = ÁR-qq

765.3 3.64
? = 25-51

n=1 n=1-2 n=10 n=18 n=7
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Respondent scores were arranged from lowest to
highest (Table 4) and median scores for each scaLe were

Cerived.

For purposes

mean item score of I

description, h/e ma)¡ consider a

as a neutral score, since this
score v'¡ould indicate eiiher 'undecided' responses, or that
negat,ive and positive responses had cancelled each other
out- Neutral scores for each scale are obtained by

multiplying the number of items in each 
-sca1e by 3. Hence,

f or the t¡Jildlif e-Protective scale, a score greater than 30

(10 items x 3) v¡ould describe a positive attitude toward

the protection of r,vildlife, whereas a score of 1ess than
30 v¡ould indicate a negative attitude tolard wildlife pro-
tecti-on. Breakdowns of positive, neutral and negative
attÍtudes as refLected in the five scales are given in
Table 5.

Data Analvsis: Description and Results:
Table 4 also lists respondents r age and sex. These

variables \^/ere cross-tabulated rvith the attitude scores
on all five scales in order to examine the association
between them. Q-coeffÍcients rvere utirized (Appendix D).

Positive associations vrere found betv¡een high scores
and mal-e sex on four of the five scales. The strongest
association was on the wildrife-protective Sca1e, where a

Q-coefficient of 0.4128 was achieved. A posiiive associatj.on
between high scores and female sex occurred onlv on the
i'Jild1ife-Appreciative (AestheLic) Scale.

of

3r
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TABLE 4

RANKED SCORÐS CfJ ATTITUDE-TOI!'ARD-IVILDLIFE SCALES
SFiO!,JING SEX AND AGE CATEGORY CF RESPONDENTS

IVildlife
Pror-,ect ive

1,'Ji 1d 1if e-Appreciati-ve
(General ) (Aesthetic)

An ti -Consumpt ive
Huntino Trappinq

Tota l Total
e Score sex a

Total
e Score sex a

Total
e Score sex a

TotaI
e Score sexScore sex

49

49

4B

LA

4B

46

46

45

45
Jl)+J

42

41

41_

41

41

4i
11

41

47

40

40

39

3B
aa.7 ô

37

35

35

31

30

30

1229.8
n=L0

median = 41.OO

I..1 Y

I.'{ Y

FO
FY
FIY
FO
I.4 Y

FO
1"1 Y

FO
t.{ o

FY
FO
rqc
1,,1 Y

FY
i.I Y

l.i Y

Fl Y

j\i o

i.1 0

i'ï o

FY
FO
FO
MY
FO
FO
FY
FO

35M
33 I"I

32M
32F
31 M

30M
29 lvi

28F
28F

.27.3 F

27 14

26F
26F
26M
26 i,l

25F
25F
25F
25M
24F
24F
23M
22F
22M
^¿̂! r

21, ivl

20F
18M
18 i"l

1_6 F

Y

Y

0

o

Y

Y

Y

o

o

o

o

Y

Y

I

Y

o

Y

Y

o

o

o

o

Y

Y

Y

o

Y

o

o

7440.7
n=12
median= 4B-00

7281.O
n=10
meCi an=43-OO

2069.7
n=L8
median -70-35

765.3
*-1¡¡ - |

median =25 -5Õ

60F0
59 14 Y

58F0
57MY
56FY
55 l'{ Y

54MY
53 14 Y

52FO
52FY
50 l'1 Y

50 F Y

50 14 0

49FO
48 Î',',r Y

48 IVI O

47FO
47FO
47FO

*^^ 4 E a\
==. ¿ t V

44FY
44MY
44t40
43 r'i o

42 IqY
42 ivl 0

38FO
37 î"1 Y

35 F Y

35FO

50 F 0

49F0
48FO
48FO
48}1 Y

48MY
47FO
47 I"1 Y

47MY
47MY
46FY
45FO

'44.5 M Y

44FY
44FY
42MY

,42.5 I\i Y

47 i"I 0

41 MO
4! l'1 0

40 r,4 Y

39FY
39 F O

38FO
38140
37 lvi O

36FO
36 IqY
35 F O

33FY

86 IqY
84F0
84 iVI Y

82FO
82MY

.87.4 ivl Y

78T4Y
TBFO
76FY
75MY
74 I'f Y

74 t'1 0

72FO
77FY

170.7 F O

70FO
70MO
66FO
66FY
66 rq o

64FO
63 F Y

62MY
61,FO
59 14 Y

57FY
56MO
53 14 0

t/o t tr' r\
-J.L 

I V

.39.4 l,T Y

CCDE: 1"1 = male
F = female

*mean score for the

Y = less than 35
O = 35 or more
item.
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TABLE 5

ATTTTUDES TO!{ARD I,.JILDLTFE

Scale

tCi Idl if e-Protective
l^/i 1dlif e-Appreciative (General )

i/ri ld1if e-Appreciative (Àesthetic )

Anti--Consumptive (Hunting)

Anti-Consumptive (Trapping)

Pos i ti.ve Neutral Neqative
at
/o c,l

0(0.0)

2(6.7 )

0(0.0)

3(L0.0)

4(L3.3)

28 ( 93.3 )

28 (93.3)

30 ( L00.0 )

27 (90.0)

24 (80.0)

2(6.7)

0(0.0)

0(0.0)

0(0.0)

2(6.7 )
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Positive associ.ati.ons brere found between high scores

and younger age (35 or less) on all five scales. The

strongest associations were on the l,,Jildlife-Protective

Scale (a = 0.6410) and the wildlife-Appreciative (General)

scale (Q = 0.5000).

To investÍgate the probability that the observed

differences in scores could have occurred by chance, a non-

parametric statistical test (the Sign Test) was applied to

the data.33 By this technique, scores brere paired on the

basis of sex and age and counts were made of the number of

times that the scores of male respondents exceeded those

of female respondents, and the number of times that the

scores of younger respondents exceed those of |tolderrt re-
spondents. If there brere no differences in the scores

we would expect to obtain approximatelv equal numbers of

times with¡ €.Ç. ¡ male scores exceeding female scores and

female scores exceeding male =.or.".34 Tables of data

for the sign test appear in Appendix D.

The significance of the observed differences was

tested using the normal approximation to the binonrial

probability distribution. Calculation of z-scores are

in Appendix D.

33. Runyon, Richard P. and Audrey Haber; Fundamentale of
Behavioral Statistics; Reading, Mass. : Addison-liVesleyt J.

34. Kerlinger, 9p. gi!. r pp.267-263
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On the Sex,/þJild1if e-Àttitude comparisons, the

z-score of 1.8749 obtained on the Anti-consumptive (Trapping)

scare is significant at the 0.10 probability lever; i_.e.

there is less than 1-oo¡L probability that the scores of
rnal-e respondents v¡ould exceed the scores of female respon-
dents by chance (tire probability is, in f act, 6.ijL).

on the Age/t¡/ildlife-Attitude conpari-sons, none of
the observed differences in scores achie'¿ed statisticar
signifj-cance. The lowest chance-association is rvith respect
to the l,'iild1if e-Protective sca1e, where ,younger,' respon-
dents could be expected to achieve higher scores than t'older'f

respondents r,¡ith a probability of 18.0 percent.

ter¡ative-Response'' euestions: Analvsis and Results:
Actual responses io the five "al-ternative-resÐonset'

questions are given in AppenCix C.

Respondents were most divided on the matter of
lvhether snor,¿rnobiling should be al1or¡¡ed in Provincial parks:

Fif ty percent disappror¡ed ( 33.3/" strongly) r+hi1e 46.7 percent

appro''reci (10.0iá strongly).
There r^¡as leasi division on the matter of l-icensed

hunti.ng in Pror.'incial Parks. Eighty percent of the sanrple

disagreed (63.3?á sirongly) and 1G.7 percent agreed ( none

strongly).
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Respondents tended to

hlrdro-electricity production

expressed dÍsapproval (76.7%

approrzed (O strongly).

disapprove of having rÌìore

in l.lanitoba: 63.3 percent

strongly), while 20 pe.rcent

On the matter of mosquito-fogging, 60.0 percent

of t,he sample approved (26.7% strongly) while 23.3 percent

disappror¡ed (6.7% strongly) .

The majority of respondents agreed that Indian
people should have special rights to hunt wildlife: 60.0

percent were in favour (23.3% strongry). of respondents

rvho disapproved (33.3%), only L3.3 percent had a strong
opinion on the matter.

Sanple Chargcteris ticg:
characteristics of the 30 respondents comprising the

sample are given j-n Appendix c. sex was the only independent

variabre which was controlled. Respondents, fortuitously,
r\rere dichotomized in age with 35 as the mid-point. small
nurnbers of respondents falling into the other personal

characteristíc categories prevented any further analysÍ.s

of this section of the suestionnaire.
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Recreational Preferences :

Respondents had a wide array of outdoor recreational
preferences (table 6 ). The most relatively popular activities
were Driving & sightseeing, svrimming, Hiking & ijalking for
PIeasure, Picnicking, Camping and Boatinq. Each of these

activities achieved a participation rate of more than 50 per-
cent. Fishing was also quite popular (46.6% participation
rate ) .

Ranking the activities according to relative popularity
disclosed that the least popular activ-ities v¡ere Downhirl

skiing, Hunting and snowmobiling (one participant reported
f or each activity). Birdv¡atching and tJildlife photography

vrere also relatively unpopular (4 participants in each

activity ) .

The more wilderness-oriented recreational pursuits,
such as canoeÍng, cross-country skiing, back-packing and

snowshoei-ng, received intermediate ranks, with participation
rates between 16.6% and 36.6%.



Back-pack ing
Bicycl ing
Bird-watching
Boating
Camping

Canoeing
Cross-Country Skiing
Downhll-I Skíing
Drivlng & Sightseeing
F ishing
Golf ing
Hiking & Walking

for pleasure
Horseback-rid i ng

Hunting
Nature Photography
Nature Study
Picnicking
Snowmobi I ing
Snowshoeing
Swimming

ltJildIife Photography

OUTDOOR RECREÀTION ACTIVTTIES :

vit
Partic i pan ts

lL ôlft- ,b

5

1,3

4

1_5

1.6

1,1"

1_0

7

21,

L4

71.

1B

TABLE 6

PARTTCTPATTON RATE AND RELATIVE POPULARITY

1.6.6%

43.3%

1,3.3%

50.0%

53.3%
36.6%

33.3%
2 ao/J. Jfa

70.o%

46.6%

36.6%

60.o%

20.o%

3.3%

20.0%

20.o%
tr2 )o/

3.3%

1,6.6%

66.6%

13.3%

Re
Populari ty

ative "¿

of Activlt
2.4s%

6.37%
7.96%
7.35%

7.84%
5.39%
4.90%
o.49%

70.29%

6.86%
5.39%
B.B2%

2.94%
o.4g%

2.94%
2.94%
7.gB%

o.4g%

2.45%
g. B0%

L.96%

Ranked
Popularit

tobtained by summing the # of participants
dividing by the # of participants in each

6

7

6

6

1,6

1

5

20

4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

9

L0

!7
17

7L

72

72

13

13

74

1,4

1,4

Act ivi t

Drlving & Sightseeing
Swimming

Hiking & Walking for pleasure
Picnicking
Camping
Boating
Fishing
Bicycl ing
Canoef-ng
Golfing
Cross-Country Skilng
Hors eback-rlding
Nature Photography
Nature Study
Back-packing
Snowshoeing
Bird-watching
l,{i IdI if e Photography
Dov¡nhi l1 Skilng
Hunting
Snowmobiling

in each activlty, totalling the sums QOA) and
ac t ivi ty.
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CHAPTER VT

CONCLUSTONS

the five dimensions which were identified as

components of rrl,{ildlife Attitude", namely

i.,ri 1d 1if e-protectiveness

lt/ildIif e Appreciation (GeneraI )

!{ild1ife Appreciation (AesÈhetic)

Anti-Consumption (Hunting)

Anti-Consumption (Trapping)

have proven to be measurable, and it has been possible
to construct a questionnaire to collect responses from the
general public regardi-ng their wildlife atti-tudes.

The questionnaire appears to be acceptable to the
general public.

Persons comprising the pilot sample tended to
indicate protectiveness, appreciation and anti-consumptive
orientations toward wildlife.
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DTSCUSSTON

It would appear that the rranti-consumptiveil

sentiments expressed by the persons comprÍsing this pirot
sample with regard to hunting and trapping do not extend
into the realm of fishing. Fishing was Èhe 7th most

popular outdoor recreational activity reported. rt cannot
be said, therefore, Èhat the respondents are opposed to
the consumptive use of r,¡ildlife, but merely to consumptive
use in the form of hunting and trappigg.

on the basis of this sampre, anti-hunting sentiment
does noL have its basis in obvious, direct recreational
conflict¡ ê.9.1 between birdwatchers and sport-hunters.
These two activities r.rere among the reast popular that
were reported.

Arthough the most popular recreati.onar activities
are those which do noL invorve "seeking out' wildlife, we

cannot assume that observing wildlife is of smarl conse-
quence to these respondents. l'Je note that 1oo percenL of
the sample expressed agreement with the statement ''A drive
through the countryside is more enjoyabre if one can see

wildlife arong the way (e.#62). Driving & sightseej.ng was

the most popular outdoor recreational activity reported
(70.o% participation rate) and many of the other very
popular activities involve, by their nature, i?drives through
the countrysidett.



54-

ResuLts show also that 83.4 percent of the respondents

expressed agreement with the statement 'tHunting scares v¡ild-
life ar¡ray so that there is less chance for people to see

and enjoy themr' (#66). ft might be inferred from these

observations that hunting is in conflict with most other types

of recreational activities, and not merely in conflict with
the most obvious non-consumptive uses, i.e. ¡ birdwatching

and wildlife photography.

Since most people (96.7%) reported that they enjoyed

listening' to songbirds, and 93.4 percent reported that they

were delighted by the sight and sound of migrating flocks
of Canada Geese, it is most curious that so few (13.3%)

reported themselves as "birdwatchersr'. There is, in the

minds of these respondents at leastr ãñ obvious difference
between enjoying the sight and sound of birds and 'tbirC-
watchingr'. rt is interesting to ref lect that schrveitzerrs

35study-- revealed that 87.3 percent of his sample vrere

interested in trbird observationt'. The terms t'watching' and

robservingrr are obviously not synonomous with respect to
birds.

In general, it can be said that the importance of
wildlife to these individuals was not reflected in their
outdoor recreational preferences.

35. Schrveitzer, 9p. É!.
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rt is interesting that younger respondents tended

to obtain higher scores on alr the scares than oLder re-
spondents. A finer age breakdovrn, rooked at in conjunction
with education lever, might help to interpret this result.

The tendency for males to achieve higher scores

than females cannot be exprained due to sampling limit-
ations. rt wourd, for example, be useful to employ multi-
variate anarysis to investigate how much of the variance
on each scale is due to sex vs. age. '

similar analysis might be used to investigate the
rerative weight of each personal characteristic in con-

tributing to Wild1ife Attitudes.
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LII'IITATTONS AND SUGGESTTONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The chief rimitation of the study was the restrict-
iveness of the sample selected for pilot test procedures.

IrJhire thís sample size was adequate to meet the primary
objectives of .this study, i,e., the development and refine-
ment of the survey instrument, it was not large enough to
permit any more than rest,ricted analysis of the socio-
demographic commonarit.ies or differences among persons com-

prising the sample.

Any tendency to generalize the results obiained from

this sample to the popuration at rarge is premature. i'Je

cannot discount the possibirities that the sample was not
representative of the general population and that the results
may be biased due. to non-response.

t¡ihile the sample was randomry drawn, the arbitrarily-
chosen smarr size of the sample ín relation to the size of
the winnipeg population precluded true representativeness.

Further, Hendersonrs Directory represents an imperfect
sampling frame, since all persons are not listed. House-

holders and employers ?'volunteerr t,he information that goes

into the directory. The technÍque used in this pilot survey

of cross-referencÍ.ng names drawn from Henderson I s Directory
with listings in the 1-975 Telephone Directory further served

to cut down representativeness, i.e., persons without tele-
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phones did not have the opportunity to participate.

In substantiation of the notion of non-representative-

ness, it ís noted that only 5 of the 15 male respondents

indicated that they were 35 years of age or older. Accord-

ing to census information, 54.4 percent of the male popul-

ation in lalinnipeg falls into this age category. While males

of 35 years of age and older were under-represented in the

sample, females of similar age vrere over-represented: the

sample contained 66.'l percent females age 35 and over, whi-Ie

the census reports 57.0 percent in thís age category.

A further source of sampling error may be due to
nonresponse: 36.1 percent of the persons to whom question-

naires hrere mailed. did not participate in the survey. Two

of the non-respondents volunteered the information that
they vrere unable to participate due to lack of time and

language difficulty (respectively) while one other expressed

disinterest in wildtife. No generalizations can be made to

the remaining 23 non-respondents, who comprised 3L.9 percent

of the sanple. Partial response is a possible source of
bias in results, since the persons who did not answer the

questions may not be similar in attitude to those v¡ho did
participate ín the survey.

hJhile these sampling limitations do not detract from

the usefulness of the survey j-nstrument, they do prevent

making inferences from this sample to the larger populati-on.
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lrJe must also note that respondents $rere homogeneous

inasmuch as they rvere all residents of a large city. Rê-

sponses from rural residents might have been different from

those of urban dwellers, expecially through familiarity

vrith wildlife/agricultural conflicts. À representative
f'Manitoba" Wildlife Attitude might be quite different from

a representative rrblinni.pegil attitude.

The facts that wildlife-attitudes can be measured

using the survey tool constructed in this study, and that

individuals are willing to reveal thei-r wÍldlife-attitudes

by voluntarily responding to the questionnaire, attest to

the potential usefulness of the questionnaire as a wild-

life management tool. The following suggestions for further

research are offered:

that a province-wide survey of att,itudes tor.¡ard wildlife

undertaken.

2) that the random sample of respondents be selected from

a representative sampLing frame, including both urban and

rurai resicients.

3) that the sample sj.ze be sufficiently large to ensure

representativeness and permit investígation of the personal

characteristics and recreational preferences associated with

particular attitudes.

L)

be
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4) that a random sample of non-respondents be drawn, and

that personal interviews be arranged with this small sample

in an endeavour to account for the possibility of non-response

bias.

The participation rate demonstrated during this pilot

study will facilitate estimaLes of the sarnple size to be

drawn from tJinnipeg area residents. Allowances will have

to be made for a different response rate from rural residents.
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SURVEY OF ÀTTITUDES TOWARD WTLDLIFE

SECTION T

(r

INSTRUCTI9NS: Beloç¡ are soIIE. statements about s¡i1d1ife and na.ture, r¿íth whích
sorne people agree and others disågree. tle would líke you to gíve us your ownopinlon abouË these state¡ûenLs by showfng wheËher you agree oi dÍsagree with
each one.

Please read each scateoenÈ and decide how you feer about ít. you will agree
w-iÈh sone stateuÉnts, and you will dlsagree wíth others. you nay be undecided
abouÈ so'e. To help you show your opinion, fíve possible ans¡,¡ers have beenplaced under each statement. please choose the a¡sv¡er nost llke vour ownopinion and n¿rk e cross Ín the box beside it. please check onry one answer,
and do noÈ lûake any changes to the statement.

Ttris is not a Èest - there are no ttrlghttt answers and no r,wrong" answers. rÈis your o!¡n, honest opinlon thãÈ we !¡ant.

NATIJRE

1. Sport-hunting is a good way to get out and enJoy nature.
SÈrongly Agree( ) AgreeC ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

2. Nature sÈudy fs fasclnaÈing.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

3. There should be rnore places right near the ciÈy where people can go to war-k
around in ûaEure all year around (hl-ke, snowstroe, tlke, ski).
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

4.

5. Awild creaEure thaL is not good for hunÈíng, eatfng or trapping has novalue Eo people.

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) UndecÍded( ) Disagree( ) Scrongly Disagree( )

I'fan is the N{Jì,fBER ONE creature on earth,
and bírds as he sees fít.
SÈrongly Àgree( ) Agree( ) Undectded( )

and has the rlght Eo use animals

Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

alone, wíldlife

than Èryfng to 'rconquer"

) Strongly DÍsagree( )

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dlsagree( ) Srrongly Dfsagree( )

7. rt is too bad thaÈ so Erany r¡i1d aniuars are trapped each year so thet richpeople can buy fancy, expensive coats.
strongry Agree( ) Agree( ) undecr.ded( ) Ðfsagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

6. lfan disturbs the balance of natu¡e - if nature were left
v¡ould be in balance.

Ilumans ought to Èry to 'rfit-lnr r.rith nature, rather
nature.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dlsagree(

8.

9. Most hunters are good sportsEen;
Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )
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Æ'IIMAI^S AND BIRDS

There should be a huntíng season on roourning-doves-
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly DÍsagree( )

I donrc like to hear coyotes and wolves howllng at night.
sÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Dlsagree( ) strongly Drsagree( )

Wild anínals breed so quickly, Èhe ones that are trapped each year are
soon replaced.

Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) Undectded( ) Disagree( ) Surongly Dísagree( )

13. The síght and sound of nlgrating flocks of Canada Geese delighÈ roe.

sÈrongly Ägree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Dlsagree( )

L4. w1ld11fe belongs to everyone - ic is noÈ fair thet hunÈers are aIlor¡ed ÈoshooÈ wi1d1lfe, because then everyone else has less chance co see livebfrds and anfmals,
SÈrongly Agree( ) agree( ) Undeclded( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

15. There should be a bounÈy paid on r¡olves Èo encourage people Eo destroy !hen.
strongly Àgree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

10.

11.

1')

L7,

18.

t9.

L6. Trappers are careful noÈ to Èrap furbearfng animals Eoare 1n danger of beconÍng extincÈ.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) UndecÍded( ) Dfsagree( )

Ehe poínt where they

Strongly Disagree( )

rt makes ne happy Ëo see Lhe nigratíng bÍrds returning from Lhe souÈh eachspring.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dísagree( ) Strongly Dísagree( )

rf r found a home of young predaÈors (1ike coyotes), r would try Èo destroy
them before they had a chance Èo grovr up and ú""or"-. problern. '
strongly Agree( ) Agqee( ) undecided( ) Drsagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

Eouse-cats kíl1 nany wíld birds and s¡oalL anímaIs; they should not be allowed
ouEdoors lríthout bel1s on theÍr co11ars.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dfsagree( ) SrÌongly Disagree( )

20. IlnlÍke human befngs, ani,mals donrt feel paín.
sÈronglv Agree( ) Agree( ) undeclded( ) Disagree( ) srrongry Disagree( )

2L. Cougars are dangerous ani¡oals; the provlnce would be better off !¡íÈhout ËheE.
strongly Àgree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Dfsagree( )

22. Bats are horrfble.
Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) ûndecided( ) Dlsagree( ) Surongly Disagree( )

23. The Polar Bears at churchtll are a great probrern and we should fÍnd some wayof getÈttrg rfd of thero.

sÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) DÍsagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )
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24. A fawn drinking at a quiet pool ls r¡onderful Eo see.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecfded( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

25. Because har¡ks are a danger Eo chÍckens, they should noÈ be proEecEed by law.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) Dísagree( ) Srrongly Dtsagree( )

26. A neador¡lark does not have a partÍcularly pleasing song.
SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecfded( ) Dlsagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

27. Hunting 1s not the oaÍn reason for che decreasíng numbers of blrds andaainals in the provínce.

sErongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undeclded( ) Dtsagree( ) scrongly Disagree( )

28- since skunks snel1 bad and carry rabÍes, the entrre species should be
des troyed.

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undeclded( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

29. I enJoy lisrenlng to songblrds.
strongly Agree( ) .{gree( ) undeclded( ) Dlsagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

30. I see nothing !7rong wlth huntíng anirnals and bírds for trophies.
sÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Dfsagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

31. It doesnrt bother ue when I drlve over a gopher on che road.
SÈrongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

32. rf r¡e didnrÈ have huntlng, Èhere r¡ould be so many wild anínals and brrdsthey would becone a problen !o farners.
slrongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongt-y Disagree( )

33' Loons are no good for anything; r would not mÍss the¡o ff theÌe rnrere no ,oorelooos.

strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

34. Given the choÍce, I r¿ould raEher shoot an an{nal or bird r,rith a canera thana gun.

strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undeclded( ) Disagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

35. I an deliglrted eÈ the reÈurrr of the ftrst robin in Sprlng.
strongly Á'gree( ) Agree( ) undecfded( ) Dlsagree( ) strongly Dtsagree( )

36. Deer huntlng season has been closed for tno years in ÈhLs province, and ïdonrt think lt should ever be re-opened.
suronSly Agree( ) Agree( ) undeclded( ) Dlsagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

37' Trappíng wastes wÍ1d1ífe, since oany anínals and birds that the trapperdoes noÈ want are caught in the trals and dÍe for no reason.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dísagree( ) Strongly Dlsagree( )

38. Wolves are Èoo dangerous to allow to roam Èhe countryslde.
strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) undeclded( ) Disagree( ) strongly DÍsagree( )

ß
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39. I wish Ehat sport-hunting t¡aa oot allowed in thís provínce.
s.rongly Agree( ) Agree( ) ündecided( ) Dísagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

40. A noose is a magniflcenÈ cteature.
s.rongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecidedc ) Disagree( ) strongry Disagree( )

4L. YoungsEers should be encouraged to deve]-op an ioterest ín hrntlng.
srrongly Ä'gree( ) Agree( ) undecíded( ) Dísagree( ) sÈrongry Disagree( )

42. I very rouch enjoy eaLlng a meal of wild goose or duck.
SErongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecid.ed( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

43' r r¿ou1d rike to have (would J-íke my wife to have) a fur-coat made of rhepelts of r¡i1d furbearíng aníuals.
strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

44' Many bÍrds and aninals are wound.ed but not killed during hunting seasons an¿l-efr to die pa1nfully.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Dísagree( ) surongly Disagree( )

45' Trapping wlld aninals for their fur should not be arlor¿ed in thls province.
SLrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) Dísagree( ) Scrongly Disagree( )

46. r v¡ou1d be very sad if Èhe last r¡i1d aninal Ín the v¡orld díed.
sÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undeci¿ted( ) Dísagree( ) srrongry Disagree( )

I.TILDLIFE

47. I enjoy watching r¿i1dIife shows on television.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

48. hrildlife Ís no! very inÈerestÍng,
sÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongry Disagree( )

49' Pic.ures and paíntíngs of wildlife are among rry favourite Èypes of art-çrork.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undectded( ) Dísagree( ) strongry Dísagree( )

50' rt ç¡ould be foolish not to alr-ow hunting, since ¡^¡e would be wasting the gameanioals.
strongly Agree( ) Ag¡ee( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) strongly Dlsagree( )

51' rn the wLnter, it is nice to knor¡ thaE lriIdlífe is around., by the footprintsleft 1n t.he snow.

sËrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Dísagree( ) srrongry Dísagree( )

52. Children should be eneouraged to have an inÈerest in wÍIdlÍfe.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) strongly Disagree( )

53. If I sar¿ someone hurting a r¿Íld aninal, I r,¡ould ask Èhæ to stop.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) Dísagree( ¡ Strongly Disagree( )

(4
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54. I.Ie should spend less tíne and money on wildlife, and more effort onhelping poor people instead.
SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

55. rf r sar¡ sotreone breaking l,rildlife T,ar¡s - like hunting ouÈ of season, rwould repor! them Eo the authorities,
Strongly Àgree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) DÍsagree( ) Srrongly Dísagree( )

56. l^Iild creatures are more of a problen than Èheyrre worth.
Strongly A.gree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dísagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

57. People should be encouraged to protec! wi1d1ife.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Dlsagree( )

58. It is desirable that e¡e encourage people to earn exÈra íncome by trapping.
SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) UndecÍded( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

59' All v¡ildlife should be saved fron extinction, wheEher useful to nan or noc.
Strongly Agree( ) &ree( ) Undecided( ) Disa¿ree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

60. There should be a ¡vfldlife c1ínic, where people can Eake hurÈ birds andaninals for proper care and treatmen!,
Strongl_y Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

6L. rE r¿ou1d be foolish not Eo a1].ow trapping, sÍnce we would. be erasting thefurbearíng animals.
Serongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dlsagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

62- A-dríve through the countryside is more enJoyable if one can see r,¡itdlifealong Ehe way.

strongly Agree( ) Ägree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Dísagree( )

63. I could get along qulÈe nícely wlthou! wildlife.
strongry Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) DÍsagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

64. There 1s no 'humane" Èrap.

SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Dísagree( )

65. r hope Lhat Ehere will sri11 be v¡ildlife around for fuËure generaEions.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecíded( ) Disagree( ) sÈrongly Disagree( )

66. Ilurting scares ç¡ildrife ar,ray, so Ehat there rs less chance for people tosee and enjoy then.

SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dlsagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

67' BÍldwaÈchers r+ho go fnto the forest durÍng hunting seasons should be requiredby law to wear huntíng-type clothes, so Lhat they can be recogni.zed by hunters.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecÍded( ) Disagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

68. I wöu1d lÍke the opporÈunity to see wild11fe urore ofÈen.
Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

(5
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RIJRAL

69. I r¿ou1d like to know there are places wíth \ti1dlife ín
if I dontt go out to see these things uyself.

Strongly Agree( ) Àgreê( ) undecided( ) DÍsagree( )

(6

the province, even

SÈrongly Dlsagree(

70. IÈ 1s dangerous to walk alone through the

SÈrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undeclded( )

If L s¡ere going caroping, I would noÈ waût
be kept awake at níght by hooting ow1s.

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecfded( )

forest \¿íthout a gun.

Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree(

to Eent in a place where I nlght

Disagree( ) Strongly Dlsagree(

7L,

72.

73.

75.

76.

The governuent should encourage farne¡s
so thaE r,¡i1d1ife rlay use these areas.

Strongly lgree( ) Agree( ) Undecided(

not to drain potholes and marshes,

) Dfsagree( ) Strongly Disagree(

74.

Farners should be encouraged to allov¡ ¡he
during the hunting seasons.

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( )

Hunting seasons should be shorter' so that
cÕuntrysíde in the Fa1l ltithout the danger

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecíded( )

publlc to hunt on thefr land

Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree(

people can eojoy walklng ín the
of being shot at by hunters.

Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree(

There should be more refuges for wildlife in lhe Province.

Strongly Agree( ) AgreeC ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Dísagree(

lfarglnal far¡oland Cland with poor soil) should be left
than beíng cleared and turned into farms.

SÈrongly Agree( ) lgree( ) Undecíded( ) Disagree( )

for r¡i1d1ife, rather

Strongly Disagree( )

77. Parks are for people, rather than for anÍmals and birds.

SLrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Dlsagree( )

78. Gane birds and anlurals belong to everyone - 1t is unfair
keep people off who v/ant Èo hunt on their land.

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( )

for farmers to

Strongly Dfsagree( )

79. I would enjoy being aloneon apleasant day ín a natural Park (1ike Birdrs Hill).

Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undeclded( ) Dlsagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

80, FarBers should have the rlghE to destroy r¿i1d birds and animals that danage

Eheir crops or livestock.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

81. No person should be allor¡ed to hunE on private Property $tithout Èhe

wrÍtten permíssion of the landor¡ner.

stlongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecíded( ) DÍsagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

82. lluntíng should be al-1or+ed only ln the northern part of
wå nust have huntlng at all.
Srrongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided( ) Dlsagree( )

the Provlnce, if

Strongly Dlsagree( )
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83. Farmers should be encouraged to leave some naLuraL vegetation - 1lke
brush and ta11 grass - on theír land as a home for wiidlífe.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Dísagree( ) srrongly Disagree( )

84. rf r¿e didnrÈ have Èrappíng, there ç¡ou1d be so uany wild aníua1s they
v¡ould become a problen to farmers and ranchers.
Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) undecided( ) Dísagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

85. The government should encourage private
refuges on Ehelr property.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undecided(

88. IÈ is unfair to open an area
for wildlife for nany years.
Strongly Agree( ) Agree( )

landor¡ners to h¿ve wildlife

) Dísagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

for sport-hunting after it has been a refuge

Undecíded( ) Dísagree( ) Strongly Disagree( )

86. Trappers should not be lícensed !o trap those furbearing anírnaIs Èhat arein danger of becoming extínct.
SÈrongly Agree( ) Âgree( ) Undeclded( ) Dísagree( ) Srrongly Dísagree( )

87. To help bring an end to the world food shortage, the government should seeto ít that all fertile land in the province 1s put into farming.
SErongly Agree( ) Agree( ) Undeeided( ) DÍsagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

89. rf r were going caraping, r would rather pítch my tent in a mod.ern camgro'ndwith lots of people and lights, than in an isolated spot where there níght
be wild anÍmals around.

Strongly Agree( ) Àgree( ) Undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )

90. Hrr¡ters r,¡ho hunt oû private property r¡j.thout the permission of Èhe landowner
should be fined, or have Èheir hwting licenses suspended.
strongly Agree( ) Agree( ) undecided( ) Disagree( ) Srrongly Disagree( )
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SECTION II

INSTRUCTIONS: Ilere are fj.ve quesEions havíng to do wíÈh vi1dl1fe and Èhe
eDvironEent. Please read each guestion, and then read the anslrers that are gíven.
Mark a cross in the box beslde the one answer that is most like your own opiníon.

91. Should the CÍEy fog (or spray) for nosquitoes?

( ) Strongly Disapprove - mosquito-fogging does more harm than
good, and should noË be done, even if the mosquitoes carry
dls eas e.

( ) DÍsapprove - ciÈy-r.ríde mosquito-foggíng does no¿ control
mosquitoes because new ones hatch each day, so thaE Èhe
effort and cost fs r¡asted.

lÕ

( ) þprove - foggíng should be done whenever theÌe are so

roany nosquitoes they are a nuisance to People'

( ) Strongly þprove - fogging should be done frequently and

regttlàr1y,- àtartÍng 1n early sprfng and going on all su¡üDer'

( ) Undecfded/Donrt knor¡.

92. Should licensed hunÈing be all<x¿ed in Provincial Parks?

( ) Strongly dlsagree - al-l- wildlife should be left alone ín
provtncial puik", for enjoyment by the publíc who vislt the

Parks.

( ) Dísagree - !f there are too ¡nâny game ani'¡als (deer' e1k)

for. the park area, then Park rangers should remove some of
then.

( ) Agree - but lícer¡sed huntíng Ín provincial parks should
be allo¡¡ed only in Ehe years r¿hen there are too tuany game

animals for the Park area.

( ) Strongly a1îee - licensed hunting should be alløved every
year' t; cãntrol the nürbers of gane an-imals and provide
recre¿tion for hunters.

( ) Undecided/don't knoç¡.

93. Should snowoobillng be allowed in Provincíal Parks?

( ) Strougly apProve - snor¡mobiling is a fine way for Manitobans

to get ãuE and enJoy the \ùinÈer' and should be as welcome

1n Lhe provlncial parks as any other cype of ouEdoor

faroilY recreation.

( ) Approve - ff use of snor¡nobiles ín the parks 1s limlted to
cerÈaín areas and specially marked, suPervised snowrnoblle

Èra11s.

( ) DÍsapprove - l-t is difficult to suPervlse snot¡m€bílers to
ensure that Ehey stey on specialJ-y oarked tralls; when off
the trails, thei Eiglt bother ¡¡íd1ífe and destroy vegeÈation'

C ) Strongly disapprove - snor¡mobillng is a nolsy cype of
t""t.átio.t thät interferes t¡ith qulet enjoyment of the

Park by ocher PeoPle, and is a threaË to r'¡i1dIife and

vegetation.

( ) UndecÍded/don't know.
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94. Should Indfan people have special rights to hunt wildlife?

()

95. Should we have nore hydro-electriclÈy productfon in Manítoba?

()

()

( ) Strongly a}ree - the Indiansr rlght to hur¡t rvildife atany Eime of Èhe year fs a privilãge granEed to then fntreaÈy, and should be preserved.

( ) Agree - the 1ífe-sty1e of many Ì4anitoba Indians, especíaIlyhose living on reserves, ís such that they depánd årr-----wÍ1d gane as a source of food.

( ) Agree - Indiaus are good hrmters and kí11 only what theyneed for food.

( ) Dlsagree - Iodians-abuse thei! specfal huntÍng rÍghts bykilling game aciuals and then 
""-11írrg 

the ueaf to-non_ 
,

Indlans.

Dlsagree -. J.n-todayrs socieÈy, Indians do noË have toaepend on Kl.J-ling w1ld gane animals for food.
Strongly dfsagree - Indians should have no greaÈer rights
to hunt wíldlife Èhan anybody else ín Èhe provínce.

Undecided/dontÈ know.

( ) Surongly dlsapprove - we should not sacrÍfíce the naturaL
envlrorinenÈ by bullding large daros f¡hich flood the
countryside and criss-crossíng the land wÍth hmdreds of
miles of t¡ansmÍssion 1ines, even íf Èhe province can make
noney by sellfng hydro-electricity outsíde the province.

( ) Dlsapprove - r¡e should make wiser use of the hydre-e1ec-
. tricíEy thaÈ ís already being produced, or start usíng

energy sources that do not daEage the envíronEent (tite
sun and wind), and we should noÈ consider producing
electrÍcfty for sale outslde the province.

( ) Approve - we need nore hydro-electrlcity Eo keep up our
standard-of-líving ln Lhe province, and therers nothing
wrong wiÈh selling it ouÈs1de the province during tiures
when we donrt need 1t ourselves.

( ) Strongly approve - too bad about the changes to Èhe
counEryside, but we canrt stand in the way of progress;
selling hydro-electrícíty ouÈside the province ís a good
way for Manltoba to make money.

( ) Undecided/don't kncn¡.
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SECTION III

INSïRUCIIONS: In this sèctlon, r{re would like !o know a ll-tt1e about you, so
*eiã;ãfu dífferent people feel about Èhe fssues we have been exaufning.
For each questlon, please uark a cross Ín the box beslde the anslrer that
describes you. For questÍons 116 and ilII, please fÍ11 Ín the 61ank space provided.

(ro

1. Do you take part fn any of the fo11owÍng
outdoor recreatíon actívlLíes? CPlease
put a check-rnarh beside the ones that
you do take part in).

7. What Ís your own income? (annual)

_ Back-packíng

_ Bird-waEching

_ Canpíng

_ Cross-Cotrrtry Sklf¡g _
_ DrÍving and Síght-

seeíng

_ Golflng

_ Horsebaclc rf.ding

_ NaÈure Photography

_ PÍcnickLng 
-

_ Snownbblling

_ Swínming

Downhill Skling
IÍshíng
EÍkfng and
walkl-ng for
pleasure

IluntÍng
Nature Stuày

Sncnrshoeíng

I^Iild1ife Photo-
graphy

Less than $3,000
$ 3,000 - 4,999

5,000 - 6,999
7,000 - g,ggg

10,000 - L4,999
15,000 - lg,ggg
20,000 - 24,999
25,000 - 29,999
30,000 - 34,999

More Èhan 35,000

8. Eow many persons 1n your

(
(
(
(
(_ Bicycling

_ Boatj.ng

_ Canoeíng

1()
2 ()

7 or more

3- 4 (
s-6(()

household?

hor¡sehold9. [That l-s your approxinate

_ 0ther (Specify)

Sex: ¡{ale ( ) Feroale ( )

íucone? (annual)

Less than $6,000
-$ 6,000 - 7,999

9,000 - 9,ggg
10,000 - L4,ggg
15,000 - lg,ggg
20,000 - 24,999
25,OO0 - 2g,gg9
30,000 - 34,999
35,000 - 39,ggg

More than 40,000

4.

l{hat is your narítal Status?

. Single( ) Married( ) Other( )

What is your age?

10. What. is your educaEion?

Grade 0 - 5
Grade 5 - 8
Grade 9 - 12
Sone UniversiÈy
University Degree

Some Tech.School/
apprenriceship tralning ( )

Tech. school Dtplona/
Journeyman papers ( )

11. What is your ethnLc background?
(Please speclfy)

J2. In $rhat Comûunlty t)rye \ùere you
born?

I{lnnfpeg (
Other City/Large Town (
Snall Tom/Rural (
Iarn (

13. What CommunÍty type díd you spend
most of your life before age L8?

Winnipeg
other Cityllerge Town
Sraa11 Tos¡n/Rura1
Farm

In what Comunity
no¡¡?

Wínnlpeg

type do you IÍ.ve

14-19
20-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
Over 65

)
)
)
)
)
)

5. What fs your enployoent sÈaÈus?

) Ful1-tftqe eurployed
) Part-tfne enployed

Not eoployed
llousewife
ReÈited
S tudeot
Other (please specify)

6. I.Ihac ís your occupatton? (please specify)

If housewlfe, what is your husbandts
occupation?

If retired, nhaÈ was your occupaÈ1on
before 'reÈlrenenÈ?

other.Clty/Large Town
Sua11 Town/Rural
Farn

)
)
)
)

L4.
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SECTION IV

(11

rNSTRqcrroNs: Thank you for taking part in Èhrs survey. rn this section
we welcoae any cox.DenEs you wísh co make about the qrreitlo.rs you have answered..
Your coxntnerits r¡Í11 be appreciated, and gíven carefui thought.

PLEASE RETURN lHE QUESTTONNÀTRE IN THE STAMPED ENVELOPE.

THÀNKS AGAIN!
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KEY TO SCALES

Wi 1d 1 ife-Appreciative
(General) (Aesthetic)

Anti-Consumpti.veI¡li ldlif e
Protective

a#

4

6

15

L8

t9
23

25

2B

53

55

57
59

60
72

75

76

80

83

85

86

87

Huntinq
a#

L

9

10

L4

27

30

32

36

39

4L

42

44

50

66

67
73

74

78

81

82

88

90

Trappinq
a#

7

!2
76

37

43

45

58

61

64
84

a#

2

3

5

I
20

27

22

31

33

38

46

47

48

5L

52

54

56

63

65

68

69

70

7t
77

89

a#

L7

13

t7
24

26

29

34

35

40

49

62

79

2L items 25 items 12 items 22 items 10 items
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€XHIBIT 1

THE UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA

NATU RAL RESOU RCE INSTITUTE WINNIPEG, MANITOBA R3T 2N2

March 4, 7976

Dear

Is V4rildlife Ímportant to Manitobans?

Because we do not know how people feel about wildlife, wecannot know that we are looking after our wildlife resources'in
hrays that are agreeable to the citizens of the province.

hre are conducting a survey to find out how people feel aboutWildlife in Manitoba. The study has been designed at the Natural
Resource Institute, University of Manitoba, witn co-operation andsupport from the Manitoba Department of Renewable Resources andTransportation. Names of persons living in the province have
been chosen at random from provincial directories, and your name
has appeared on the list.

The purpose of this letter is to teII you about the survey
and to ask for your co-operation in filling out a questlonnaire
about l¡Jild1ife, which wiII be mailed to you soon. SÍnce we cannot
send questionnaires to every person in the provlnce, it is.importantthat each person on the list answer the questions, so that we know
we are gettlng the opinions of people of all ages, in all walks oflife.

- Along with the questionnairer wê will be sending a stamped
envelope addressed to the Natural Resource fnstitute. !ùe ask youto mail the questionnaire back to us after it is filled in. yðu
will not be asked to put your name anywhere on the formr so thaÈthe answers you give will be confidential.

We would like to thank you in advance for taking the timeto be a part of our r¡Jildlife Survey.

Yours tru1y,

Gladys Pirt
Project Co-ordinator
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€ X}IIB IT 2
THE UN¡VERSITY OF MANITOBA

NATURAL RESOURCE INSTITUTE WINNIPEG, MANITOBA Fì3T2N2

March 10, 1,976

Dear

As we wrote you rast week, here is your copy of frsurvey
of Attitudes Toward l"iildlife't. [Ve hope you f ind the questioné
interesting and easy. To make the project work, it is most
important that, the questions not be changed by yourself, and an
honest ansv/er given. on the last page of the questionnaire, you
are invited to write down any comments you may have about the-questions and the survey.

After filling in the questionnaire, would you please fold
it oncer Put it in the smaller brown enveiope and maii it back
to us. You will note that the envelope is self-addressed and
pre-st,ampedr so that you wonf t have to pay any postage.

You are not asked to put your name down on the questionnaire,
so your answers will be confidential.

It would be most helpful if you would send back the survey
as soon as possibler so that the students who are involved can
complete the study before the end of March their deadline.

Againr r would like to thank you very much for taking the
time to be of he1p.

Yours truly,

Gladys Pirt
Project Co-ordinator
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€ XI{IBIT 3

80
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unfl

THE UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA

NATU RAL RESOU RCE INSTITUTE WINNIPEG, MAN ITOBA Fì3T 2N2

March 31, 1976

Dear

The Survey of Attitudes Toward Wildlife is nor¡/ in its
third week. At the time of this writing, 57% of the people
ivho received questionnaires have completed them and returned
them t.o usr and more are coming in every day.

Some people have sent the questionnaire back to us without
completing it, and have explained that they were not familiar
enough with the English language to understand the survey. l"Je
appreciate such explanation very much, and rve also realize that
there may be many other reasons r,vhy people have not filled in
the questionnaire.

If you have already completed the questionnaire and
returned it to usr wê want to thank you very, very much for
helping us in this research.

Because questionnaires are still coming in, the decÍsion
has been made to extend the deadline date for the return of
questionnaires for two more weeks. Since many people may have
Iost t,heir questÍonnaÍre in the past 3 weeksr wê are enclosing
a nebJ copy.

We are enclosing a I'form letterrt giving many of t.he reasons
rvhy people may not have fÍlled in the questionnaire. If you
are one of the people who have not returned the survey to us r
bre ask you to fill in the form letter and send it back to us
in the enclosed envelope. This information will be very help-
ful to us. If you wish to fill in the questionnaire at this
time: please throw avray the form letter and send only the
completed questionnaire back"

thank you sincerely for your co-operation.

Yours truly,

Gladys Pirt
Project Co-ordinator
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FORM LETTER €x}ltBtT 4
rNSTRUcrroNs: Please put a check-mark beside the reason(or reasons) you have not completed the

questionnaire.

not familiar wit,h English language

too busy to filI in questionnaire

not interested in wiLdlife
do not have an opinion about witdlife
do noL like to take part Ín surveys

did not like the questionnaire:

too many questions
too many personal questions
questions were biased

rosr rhe o,.J,:::::t"'" 
v/ere sil1Y

Other reason¡



€ XllÍBI T 5
THE UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA

NATURAL RESOURCE INSTITUTE WINN IPEG, MAN IToBA B3T 2N2
l,larch 31, 7976

Dear

The survey of Attitudes Toward '''Jildlife is now in its
third week. At the time of this writing, s7% of the people
who receÍved questlonnaires have completed them and returned
them to usr and more are coming in every day.

Some people have sent the quest.ionnaire back to us without
compreting it, and have exprained that they h/ere not familiar
enough with the English language to understand the survey. bJe
apprecl-ate such explanation very much, and we also realize t.hat
there may be many other reasons why people have not fÍlled in
the questionnaire.

Because questionnaires are stirl coming in, the decision
has been made to extend the deadline date for the return of
questionnaires for two more weeks.

If you have already completed the questÍonnaire and returned
it to usr we want to thank you very, very much for helping us in
this research.

Îf you have not completed the questionnaire, we ask you to
fill in the enclosed f'Form Letteril it gives many of the reasons
brhy peopre may not take part in the survey. This information
will be very helpful to us.

Thank you sincerely for your co-operat,ion.

Yours truly,

Gladys Pirt
Project Co-ordinator
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FORM LETTER

-

noL familiar with English language

too busy'to fÍ11 in questionnaire

not inLerested in wildlife
do not have an opinion about wildlife
do not like to take part in surveys

did not like the questionnaire:
too many questions
too many personal questions
questions were biased
questions were si11y

lost the quest,ionnaireg

Other reason:

t rf you have lost your copy of the questionnaire and wourd
like us to send another one, prease filr in your name and
address here:

NAME

ADDRESS

€$ilBtT 6
rNsrRucrroNs: Please put a check-mark beside the reason(or reasons) you have not completed the

ques t ionna j-re.

(e stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed)
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L5. There should be a bounty paid on wolves
to encourage people to destroy them.

18. If I found a home of young predators
( like coyotes), I r,vould try to destroy
them before they had a chance to gror,.r
up and become a problem.

25. Because halvks are a danger to chickens,
they should noL be protected by lavr.

28. Since skunks smell bacl and carry rabies,
the entire species should be destroyed.

53" If I sav¡ someone hurtíng a wild animal,
I would ask them to stop.

55. If I sabr someone brealcing Wildlif e Lav¿s
lilce hunting out of season, I vrould
report them to the authorities.

59. All l.¡ild1if e should be saved f rom extinction,
r.¡hether useful to man or not.

60. There should be a lvildlife clinic, where
people can take hurt birds and animals for
proper care and treatment.

83. Farmers should be encouraged to leave some
natural vegetation like brush and tall
grass on their land as a home for v¡ildlife.

85. The government should encouraqe private
landowners to have wÍId1ife refuges on their
properLy.

V,ILDLIFE-PROTECTIVE SCALE: RESPONSES BY FREQUEI\CY AI\ID PERCENT
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5. À wild creature that 1s not goocì for
huntlng, eatfng or trapping has no
value to people.

27. Cougars are dangerous animals; the province
would be better off wlthout them.

22. Bats are horrible.

33. Loons are no good for anythlng; I woulct
not mis.s them 1f there vrere no more loons.

38. ldolves are too dangerous to allow to roam
the countryslde.

47. I enjoy watching v¡ildltfe shows on
televls ion.

52. Children should be encouraged to have an
lnterest ln wlldllfe.

56. Witd creatures are more of a problem than
theyrre worth.

63. I could geL along qulte nicely without
wl ldl lfe.

70. It is dangerous to walk alone through the
forest wibhout a gun,

7L. If f were golng camplng, I lvould not rvant totent ln a place where f mlght be kept avrake

IVILDLIFE-APPRECTATTVE (GENDRAL) scnla: RESPoNSES By FREeuEÌ,tcy AND pERCENT
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89. Tf I v¡ere golng camping, I would rather zpitch my tent ln a modern campground v¡lth ( 6.7%)
lots of people arrd lights, than in an
lsolated spot v¡here there might be wltd animals
around.
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I,'JÏLDLTFE-PPRECTATTVE (AESTHETIC) SCALE: RESPOI'ISES

17. I donrt like to hear coyotes and v,¡olves
holvling at night"

1-3. The síght and sound of migrating flocks
of Canada Geese delight me.

24. A farvn drinlcing at a quiet pool is
v¡onderful to see.

26. A meadov¡lark does not have a particularly
pleasing song.

29. I enjoy listenÍng to songbirds.

35. I am delighted at the return of the first
robin in spring.

40. A moose is a magnificent creature.

49. Pictures and paintings of r¡ildlife are
among my favourite types of art-work.

62. A drive through the countryside is more
enjoyable if one can see wildlife alongthe way.

79. I would enjoy being alone on a pleasant
day in a natural park (like Birdrs tjill).
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1. Sport-hunting ís a good way to get out
and enjoy nature.

9. l'lost hunters are good sportsmen.

74. VJildlife belongs to everyone iL is not
fair that ÌrunLers are allotued to shoot
rvildlife, because then everyone else has
less chance to see live birds and animals.

30. I see nothing túrrong r,,¡ith hunting animals
and birds for troPhíes.

32. Tf vre didntt have hunting, there t'¡ould be
so many r,vítd anj-mals and blrds they v¡ould
become a problem to farmers.

36. Deer hunting season has been closed for
trtro years in this Provi.nce, and I donrt
thÍnl< it should ever be re-opened.

39. I wish that sport-hunting was not allowed
in this Province.

47. Youngsters should be encouraged to develop
an interest in hunting.

44. Many birds and animals are rvounded but not
l<illed during hunting seasons and left to
die painfully.

50. It would be foolish not to allor,v huntingt
since we r,vould be v¡asting the game animals-

AI'¡TT-HUNTTI\¡G SCALE: RESPOT'ISES BY FREQUEI.JCY AIJD PERCENT
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66- Hunting scares v¡irdlife avrayr so that there Bis less chance for peopre to'see and enjoy (26.7?Ð
them.

'73- Farmers shoulcr be encouraged to arrow the 7public to hunt on their lånd during the ( 3.3î,6)hunting season.

74- Hunting seasons shoutd be shorterr so that L0people can en joy rvarking in the cóuntrysíde r gà. s:¿lin the FaIl without the cJanger of beingshot at by hunters.

78. Game birds ancl animals belong to everyone 0Ít is unfalr for farmers to [eep peopie off ( 0.0?¿)who want to hunt on their land.
Bi- I\!o person shourd be allowed to hunt on private L6property without the ',.¡rltten permission of (53.3?¿)the landowner.

82. Hunting should be allor,ved only in the Lnorthern part of Lhe province, if we must ( 3.3?á)have hunting at a1l.
BB. It is unfair to open an area for sport_ 15hunLing af ter it lras been a refuge for (50.0?¿)wildlife for many years.
90- Hunters v¡lro hunt on private property with- i_B

9ut the permission of the landov¡ner should (60.0%)be flnedr or have their hunting licenses
suspended.

St ement

B9

rong 1y
ree Undecided D

77
(s6.7î6)

1,

( 3.3?¿)

1.8
(60.0?¿)

2( 6.7%)

2( a .l%)

0( 0. 0î,á )

3
(L0.o%)

12
(40.o%)

1
( 3.3%)

SLrong

0( 0.0i¿)

:t3
(43.3%)

o

(26.7%)

11.
(36.7%)

1.1
(36.7%)

Lsacjree

0
( 0.0?á)

74
(46 .7%)

L
( 3.3%)

4
(L3.3%)

0
( 0.0%)

7
(23.3%)

2
( 6.7%)

0
( 0.0%)

1,4
(46.7%)

1,

( 3.3%)

9
( 30.0%)

7( 3.3%)

7
( 3.3%)

0

1,2
(40.o%)

0
( 0. 0r"¿ )

4
(13.3%)

0
( 0.0% )

0
( 0.0?á)

1,

(3.3%)

1,

(3.3%)

0



7. It 1s too bad that so many wild anÍmals
are trapped each year so that rich
people can buy fancy, expensive coats.

16. Trappers are careful not to trap
furbearing animals to the point where
they are in danger of becoming extinct.

37. Trapping r..¿astes wiIdIife, since many
anj-mals and birds that the trapper ãoesnot r.¡anL are caught in the traps anddÍe for no reason.

43. I would like to have (r.¡ould like my vrifeto have) a fur-coat made of the petts ofwild furbearing animals.

45. Trapping rvild animals for their fur
should not be allov¡ed in this provÍnce.

58. It is desirable that vre encourage people
to earn extra income by Lrapping.

64. There is no rthumanert trap.

90

ANTÏ-TRÀPPING SCALE: RESPONSES BY FREQUEI.JCY AND PERCEI{T

Statemen t
S Lrong 1y

9
(30.0?¿)

1,

( 3.3?á )

9
( 30. 0?á )

Agree Undecid

13
(43.3?6)

1_0
(33.3%)

L5
( 50.0% )

6
( 20. 0?á )

B
(26.7%)

2
( 6.7%)

1"

( 3.3?¿)

5
(16.7%)

0
( 0.0%)

6
(20.o%)

isagree Disaqree

2
( 6.7%)

9
( 30.0% )

2
( 6.7%)

6
(20.0%)

L1
(36.7%)

0
( 0.0%)

16
(53.3?á)

Strong Iy

0( 0.0%)

2( 6 .7%)

2( 6.7%)

7
(23.3%)

7
(23.3%)

B
(26.7%)

4
(1"3.3%)

1.1
( 36 .7%)

7
(23.3%)

L5
(50.0%)

4
(73.3%)

0

4
(L3.3%)

0
( 0.076 )

7
(23.3%)

0
( 0.0?¿)

1
(3.3%)

0

0

0



9L

SECTTOI{ IT: RESPONSES BY FREQUilNCY AND PERCENT

#97. SHOULD

2( 6.7i1)

THE CTTY FOG (ON SPRAY) TON I"IOSQUITOES?

Strongly Disapprove mosquito-fogging does
than õoó¿, and should not be doner even if
carry disease.

more harm
the mosquitoes

5
(í-6.7%)

5
(1"6 .7iL)

10
(33.3%)

õ
(26.7%)

Disapprove city-rvide mosquito-fogging-does not control
mosquitoes because new ones hatch each day, so that the
effort and cost is wasted.

Undecided/Donrt know.

Approve fogging should be done whenever there are so
mäny mosquitoes they are a nuisance to people.

strongly Approve - fogging should be done frequently and
reguráriyr- itarting iÃ-early spring and going on all
summer.

#92. SHOULD LICENSED HUNTTNG BE ÀLLOhÍED TN PRCVINCTÀL PARKS?

L>
(63"3i¿)

5
(a6 

"7",t")

0
( 0"0?á)

5
(16.7%)

0
( 0.0?á)

1

Strongly disagree -
in provincial parks
visit the parlcs.

Disagree if there
for the park areat
of them.

aII wildlife should be left alone
, for enjoyment by the Public who

are too many game animals (cieer, elk)
then park rangers should remove some

Undecided,/don I t know.

Agree - but licensed hunting in provincial parks should
be allovred only in the years rvhen there are too many
game animals for the Park area.

strongly agree - licensed hunting should be al1ov¡ed
every-yäar, to control the numbers of game animals and
provide recreation for hunters.
no answer.
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#93. SHOULD SNOVJî,IOBILING BE ALLOT¡JED IN PROVINCIAL PARKS?

3 Strongly approve snowmobiling is a fine way for(L0.0%) t¡anitobans to get out and enjoy the winter, and should
be as vrelcome in the provincial parks as any other
type oi outdoor family recreation.

17 Approve ii use of snowmobiles in the parks is limited
(36.7% ) to certa j-n areas and special ly marked, supervised snovJ-

mobile trails.
L Undecided/donrt know.

( 3.3iå)

5 Disapprove it is difficult to supervise snor¡¡mobilers
(16.7% to ensure that they stay on specially marked trails;

v¡hen off the trails, they might bother u¡ildlif e and
destroy vegetation.

10 Strongly disapprove snowmobiling is a noisy type of
( 33. 3% ) recreation that int.erf eres r^rith quiet en joyment of the

park by other people, and is a threat to wildlife and
vegetation.

#94. SHCULD TNDIAN PEOPLE HAVE SPECTAL RTGHTS TO HUTIT ïVTLDLTFE?

7 Strongly agree the Indians I right to hunt wildlife at
(23.3%) any time of the year is a privilege granted to them in

treaty, and should be preserved.

10 Agree the life-sty1e of many l"lanitoba fndians,
(33.3îá) especially those fiving on reèerves, is such that they

depend on wild game as a source of food.

1 Agree Indians are good hunters and kiIl only what they
( 3.3%) need for food,

2 Undecided/dontt know.
( 6.7%)

4 Disagree in todayts society, Indíans do not have to
(L3.3%) depend on kil-ling wild game animals f or food.

2 Disagree Indians abuse their special hunting rights by
( 6.7%) killing game animals and then selling the meat to ñot't-

Indians.

4 Strongly disagree - Indians should have no greater rights
(L3.3%) to hunt wildlife than anybody else in the Province.



#95. SHOULD

5
(76.7%)

74
(46.7%

5
(16.7i'")

â.

(20.0%)

93

IdE HAVE MORE HYDRO-ELECTRICTTY PRODUCTION TN T4ANITOBA?

Strongly disapprove - \^re should not sacrifice the natural
envirónment Oy nuilding large dams which flood the
countryside añO criss-érossing the land with hundreds of
miles of transmission 1ines, even if the Province can
make money by selling hydro-electricity outside the
Province.

Disapprove - vJe should make wiser use of the hydro-
etectricity that is already being produced r or start
using energy Sources that do not damage the environment
(Iiké sun ãåa wina), and we should not consider producing
electricity for sale outside the Province'

Undecided/dontt know.

Approve - þJe need more hydro-electricity to keep up our
ständard-of-living in thã Province, and therers nothing
vrrong rvith selling it outside the Province during tÍmes
r"¡hen we donrt need it oursefves.

0 Strongly approve too bad about the changes to the
countiyiidã; but we canrt stand in the way of progress;
selling hydÉo-electricity outside the Province is a good
way for t'laniioba to make moneY.



PERSONAL DAlÀ

Number of
Res ponden t s

15
75

1,

B

6
2

t1_
¿

7
2
3
5
6
4
7
n

¿

Charact-
eris t ic
Sex
ffie
Female

Marital
Status
ffiõj.e
Married
Other

1"4-L9
20-24
25-34
35-4â_
45-64
over 65

Empi.oyment

FuIl-time employed
Part-time employed
not employed
Housev¡if e
Retired
Siudent
n/a

Orvn
fncome
Ñrran $3,ooo

3 ,000 4 1999
51000 - 61999
7r000 g rgggt0,000 14 r99915,000 79 r99920,000 24 1999

More than $25r000

n/a

Number of
Respondents

2
7
2
2
6
5
5
IJ

0
4

4
7

73
4
1

7

Charact-
eristic
Persons in Household
t
3-4
5-6
7 ot more

n/a

Household
Income
Less than $6rC00
6r000 71999
8r000 grggg

t0,000 74rggg
1-5 ,000 79 ,99920,000 24 r999
25 ,000 29 199930,000 34 r999
i4ore than $ 35 , C00
n/a
Education
7Cffi r\J! c1(JC \,,¡ J

Grade 5 - B
Grade 9 - 12
Some University
University Degree
some tech. school/apprentice.
tech. sch. dipl. /journeyman

10
1B

2

Aqe

20
¿

0
2
¿

3

1

0
3

L5
4
6
2
0
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APPENDIX D



Procedure: absolute nurnbers of
f o11or,¡s:

96

cALcuLATrotv oF e-coEFFrcrEI'JTs36

respondents are placed in Lhe cel1s of

FORMULA:

!ìJi Id l if e
ProtecLive

a=

I-ligh

Lov¡

ad-bc
ã'-T-6ã

Sex
MF

a = 0.41-28

Age
YO

tlJi 1d l if e-Appreciative
(General- ) (Aesthelic)

High
Low

a

c

b

36. Ri1ey, IvlatiJ.da tVhite; Socioloqical

d

Sex
þiF

Sesegrcþ : II. Exerciselãñã- nrãnüãT;
¡,lew Vo '
L96 3 r pp .1-47-1.43 .

a = 0.64L0

a = 0.0000

Age
YO

a2X2tablekeyedas

Sex
1.1 F

a = 0.5000

a =-0.3846

Age
YO

Anti-Consumptive
Huntinq Trappinq

Sex
MF

Q = 0.3848

CODE
äm = high score
Lor,.¡ = Iow score
I\{ = ¡1¿ 1g
F = female
Y = less than 35
O = 35 or more

Q = 0.1351

Age

Sex
MF

(greater than mean)(less than mean)

Q = 0.L35L

a = 0.3846

Age

Q = 0.3846
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SIGN TEST
A?TITUDE-TOI¡JARD-WILDLIFE SCALE SCORES

BY SEX AND AGE CAÎEGORY OF
A}iD SÏGNS OF DTFFERENCES

RESPONDETJTS

w].Idlt_fe tlli 1d l if e-Appreciãtîve
Protective (GeneraI ) (Aesthetic) onsumptive

Hunting
TotaL Scores

Sex
M-F

54 52
48 49
44 52
43 58
55 60
50 56
37 47
53 47
59 3850 3s
42 35
A) *^L 1

48 50
57 44
44 47

Aqe
YODsZ sZ (õ)

5449+
5648+
35 58
55 60
5047+
50 47 +
¿._4 44 (0)
37 38
5335+
59 t44.7 +
42 43
4847+
57 50 +
44 ¿-2 4

Sex
M-F D4E 4E (õ)

4t 48
37 39
41, 50i44.5 49,42.5 44
36 39
47 47 (0)
4736+
4133+
38 38 (0)
47 35 +
42 46
4844+
40 45

Aqe*YODrõ' nõ
JJ 

=A48 48 (o)
44, â.1 L
33 50*44.5 49442.5 39 +
46 47
4437+
36 36 (0)
4738+
47 35 +
4747+
A,? 

^q,484a+
4038+

Sex
M-F

78 84
56 72
70 71,
53 78
59 +49.2
81.4 76
75 67
84 82
82 66
66 63
74 70
86 '70.762 57
39.4 66
74 64

Aqe
YOD

77 84
7872+
76 56 +
63 78
59 .49.2 +
81,.4 61 +
57 82
66 70
7566+
8470+
82 .70.7 +
86 53 +
62 64
39.4 66
74 74 (0)

Total Sc

Sex
M-F

49 4s
42 43
40 47
4t 46
47 48
41 48
35 47
48 37
45 3L
40 30
39 30
46 .37.9
4L 4!
49 38
4t 35

Age
YO

4T 4E
49 43
48 42
30 46
41_ 48
47 47
4L 37
38 40
35 31
48 30
45 *37.9
46 41,
41_ 35
49 40
41, 39

Trapping
Tota1 Scores

D

+
+

¿

+
+
+
+
+

+

Sex
M-F D

JJ 5¿ +
2322+
2726+
18 25
18t6+
26 26 (0)
2928+
3128+
3024+
3221+
2524+
35 .27.3 +
22 25
27 25
2620+

Aqe
YOztr 32

33 22
26 23
2L 25
18 t6
26 28
25 28
25 27
29 24
3L 24
30 j27.3
35 18
22 20
21, 32
26 25

Total Scores Total Scores

less than 35
35 or more

D
+

+
+
+
+
+

(0)
+
+

D

+
+

rõr
I

;
+
+
+
+
+
+

CODE
Ë¡¡¿1"
F = female o-
I Score includes tf no anslder' responses, which were given the mean scorefor the item.



CALCULATION OF
USÏNG NORMAL APPROXTT{ATTON
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Z-SCORES FOR STGN îESTS
TO BINOMTAL PROBABTLITY DÏSTRTBUTION 37

Wildlife e-Appreciative Ant -ConsumptiveProtecti-ve (General (Aesthetic Hun t in
sex sex

X= 4 X=L0
N=72 N=15
P=4P=rz
rìt.^1-v

NP = 6 NP = 7.5
t--

VNPa = 7.7321V NPa = 7.9265

Z =-7.4433 Z =1.0328
Þr. = .384 pr. = .303

age age
X= I X= I
N=13 N=14
P= 4 P= 

'1a\72^7-\¿

NP=6.5NP=7
t/ñ;ã = 1.Bo2B /ñ;õ = 1.B7oB

Z =0.5547 Z=0.2673
Ptr. = .582 ptr. = .787

lra

X=
N=
D

a=
NP=

/Npõ

Pf.

X=
N=
Þ

NP=
4v/ÑPa'

2

Pf.

sex
71
1¿-

7-

7

= 1.8708
t

1.8709
= .061

age

9

15

)/2

r-

1C

= 7.9265

0.5164
= .603

1n

SEX

X= B f,=
N=!4 N=
P= % P=
1112ar\¿-\¿=
NP=7 NP=

Vfäãã-= 1.Brog 1,ÆPa

Z = 0.2673 Z =, ptr. = .'Ì87 ptr.

age
' X=10 X=
: N=74N=

DIzÞ¡-f-

r\-7-\.(a=
NP=7NP=

!m- = 1.g7oe 
^/6paZ =1.3363 Z =

pF. = .tBO ptr.

sex
6

15

4
4

= 7.9265

-1. 0328
= .603

age
9

!3
4
4
6.5

= 1.8028

7.7094
= .267

Formula:

N=
D

a=
Pf=

number of r+f scores
number of pairs having differences in scoresprobability that there will be more'+f scores than r-' scoresprobabÍlity that there b/ill be more t-r scores than r+r scoresprobability of observed difference in scores occurring by chance.

H:o
H L'

I significant at 0.10 IeveI.

37 . Runyon & Haber i .9¡,. gi!. ,

Þ

DJ

a -4
a #4

pp.203-204.


