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Abstract
Social science research is an important tool for guiding development of education programs for owners of private rangelands.
California oak woodland, a productive and extensive range type in
California that is undergoing rapid changes in use and management, is the focus of this study. Results indicate that landowners
with different property size differ demographically, make different
uses of their land, and have distinctly different attitudes toward
oak management and living in the oak woodland. Owners of
smaller properties, on the increase in rural California, do not earn
their llvlng from their land, and will respond best to resource
education programs that they believe will contribute to bettering
the quality of life they seek by residing in the oak woodland.
Owners of larger properties, the traditional clientele of advisory
agencies, will more likely respond to programs that protect and
enhance earnings from their property. Still, even a third of the
owners of the largest (over 5,000acres) properties earn the majority
of their income from sources other than their lands. To be effective,
range-oriented education programs and policies must track the
changing composition of rural populations, and the changes In
attitudes, needs, and interests that accompany
shifts.
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California’s oak woodlands produce about one third of the
forage used by the state’s range livestock industry, 4 to 5 million
Animal Unit Months annually (Ewing et al. 1988) and harbor more
wildlife than any other habitat type in California (Mayer et al.
1986). Since 1986, these rangelands, of which 84% are privately
owned (Ewing et al. 1988), have been the focus of a state-sponsored
interagency cooperative education and research effort aimed at
conserving oak woodland resources in the face of growing population pressure and changes in land use and management. The landowners who use and manage the oak woodlands and their associated resources are the subject of this survey research study.
The most productive rangelands in California are private land,
where resource condition is strongly influenced by the needs and
goals of the individual owner. These lands provide not only a
livelihood to the landowner, but a variety of public goods, including wildlife habitat, watershed, and open space. Education programs are the primary tool used by advisory agencies such as the
Soil Conservation Service or Agricultural Extension for reaching
the owners and managers of private rangelands. Survey research
can provide information necessary for the development of effective
range management programs to meet the need; and interests of
such target audiences.
Over the last decade, California privately owned oak woodlands
have become a subject of concernio the public, to local and state
policymakers, and to the range livestock industry. Landowners can
profit from sales of oak firewood to growing rural and urban
markets. Thinning and clearing oaks can raise forage production.
But there are indications that in many cases, oak harvest may result
in a permanent loss of oaks, due to an apparent lack of regenera-
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Table 1. Comparison 01 the weighted and rctoal eample: percent of
owners, land nod average property he.
Under
200 Acres
N=36’
Percent of sample (number of
owners)
Percent of weighted sample
(number of owners)
Percent of land in sample
Total land in sample: 792,509
acres
Percent of land in weighted
sample
Average property size
(weighted)
Average property size (sample)

200-5ooo
Acres
N=53’

Over

5000 Acres
N=31’

31.6

46.5

21.9

98.0
0.3

1.7
11.5

.l
88.2

2,764

90,912

698,833

28.6

42.1

29.2

10
76

867
1,715

14,667
27,953

*N varies slightly with each question.

tion of several oak species (Sudworth 1908, Muick and Bartolome

1987). Between 1945 and 1973, hardwoods were removed from
890,000 acres of California rangeland, largely to increase forage
production and for sale as firewood (Mayer et al. 1986). Since
1980, oaks on another approximately 300,000 acres have been cut,
mostly for residential and commercial development (Bolsinger
1988).
Assuming that most rangeland owners are alike, range management advisors have traditionally relied on education programs and
practices that emphasize increased profits for livestock producers.
This is a poor assumption for 2 reasons. First, numerous studies
note that social factors, values, and attitudes, and not just profits
strongly affect the decisions of range livestock producers (Grigsby
1976, Martin and Jefferies 1966, Shanks 1978, Smith and Martin
1972). Demographic characteristics, such as education level (South
et al. 1965, Green and Blatner 1986); age (Romm et al.
1985, Green and Blatner 1986, Leveque 1984); and income (South
et al. 1965, Romm et al. 1985, Leveque 1984), also strongly affect
the use and management of resource lands. Other factors shown to
affect landowner resource management are residence on the land
(Ostrum 1985, Romm et al. 1985) and participation in working on
the land by the owner (South et al. 1965, Leveque 1984, Green and
Blatner 1986).
Second, as in many rural areas, the ownership of California oak
woodlands since 1970 has shifted away from the traditional rangeland clientele, the livestock producer with ownership of or access to
extensive property. The shift toward smaller rural land ownerships
has been well documented nationwide (Healy and Short 1981,
Healy 1985) as well as for California (Ewing et al. 1988). Size of
property has been shown to influence resource management (Guillard 1982, Giordano 1978, Hefferman and Green 1986, Young
1985, Leveque 1984, South et al. 1965, Thompson and Jones 198 1).
Serving the needs and interests of increasing numbers of new and
different landowners is a challenge that advisory agencies face in
developing successful education programs for rangeland owners.
Yet, with the exception of a single survey of Tulare County livestock producers (McClaran and Bartolome 1985), oak woodland
research at the time of this 1985 survey was almost exclusively
biological in focus. While the body of information about the
botanical and ecological characteristics of oak woodlands was
substantial and increasing, little was known about the private
landowners and managers who will determine the fate of the vast
majority of California’s oak woodlands.
This study examines differences in demographic characteristics,
attitudes, values, and land uses associated with 3 different sizes of
oak woodland rangeland landholdings and how these characteris148

tics might affect owner receptivity

to education programs and
policy. First the demographic characteristics of owners are presented. Next, land use, attitudes, and values are described. Conclusions include recommendations for policymakers and advisory
agencies.
Study Area
The 7.4 million acres of oak woodland (sometimes referred to as
hardwood rangelands) (Ewing et al. 1988) intermix with valley
annual grasslands at low elevations, and with montane forest at
upper elevations. Characterized by an oak (Quercus spp.) overstory and annual grass (Bromus spp., Avena spp., Hordeum spp.,
Festuca spp., Vulpia spp., Medicago spp., Trifolium spp.) understory, they occupy coastal and valley foothills throughout most of
the s&e in the Mediterranean climate zone (James 1966) from sea
level to about 6,000 feet in elevation. Canopy cover varies from
complete closure in the dense thickets found in canyons, to open
savanna woodlands characteristic of foothill slopes. The type and
its many variations are described thoroughly by Griffin (1977).
Cropland and urban development have constricted the lower
bounds of the extent of rangeland oak species. Forest practices
encouraging conversion from low-value hardwoods to high-value
softwoods threaten oaks at the upper part of their range. But prior
to the last 2 decades, foothill oak woodlands were generally considered marginal, unsuited to cultivation or forestry. Grazing has
been the dominant use of the lands since the settlement of California (Burcham 1982, Farquhar 1966). These rangelands remain
valuable wildlife habitat, producing the acorns that are a major
food source for a wide variety of species. Migratory Sierran mule
deer herds use the oak woodlands for winter range (Mayer et al.
1986). And for many of the state’s citizens, the “majestic oak” has
become an essential part of the California landscape.
Methods
In spring of 1985, after extensive pre-testing with selected landowners not part of the study sample, private owners of oak woodland throughout the state were surveyed by mail, using the standTable 2. Characteristics of landowners: education, income, tenore, and
memberships.
%
Owners Estimated
%
%
Owners Owners
Over
% Total
Acres
Under
200-5000
5000
200 Acres Acres
Acres
Wtd.
N=36’
N=53’
N=25’ Sample2
College graduate3
Under 46 years old
Income 75,000 and over
Member livestock association
or farm bureau
Iand in family 21 years or
more
Major source of income:
ranching
farming
timber
other
Absentee owner
Member wildlife or environmental group
Had contact with an advisory
service about oaks, last five
years

63.8’
30.6”
2.7”

43.2’
26.0”
11.8’

45.9L
12.5’
29.2b

52.3
23.7
18.1

24.2”

64.7bb

87.5”

56.1

21.1a

55.6b

80.0b

52.8

2.9”
2.9”
0.0”
94.3”
33.3S

24.0b
8.0’
4.0S
64.0b
34.5’

65.5’
4.2”
0.0”
33.3’
12.5’

28.5
6.2
2.4
63.3
22.7

18.2”

31.4’

20.8’

24.6

13.9a

28.3”

32.0’

31.2

IN varies slightly with each question.
2Estimated oercent of California oak woodland acres owned bv landowners with the
above char&t&tics
or using the practices above on some or alI of their land.
‘Within rows, values without a common superscript are significantly different at
6.05, as determined by Chi-square analysis.
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ard technique described by Dillman (1979). An introductory letter
and questionnaire is followed by a postcard reminder if a response
is not received within 2 weeks. If this fails to produce a response,
another letter and questionnaire follows, then a registered letter,
and finally the potential respondent is telephoned. The objective is
to achieve a high response rate. The greater the response rate, the
less “self-selection” influences responses and hence the greater the
representativeness of the sample.
Questionnaires were sent to the owners of land containing the
Forest Inventory Assessment plots previously used to assess hardwood volume in California (Bolsinger 1988). The plots were established at the intersection points of a randomly established 1l-k2
grid overlaid on the state. Plots designated as “Hardwood Woodland Type” (USDA-Forest Service 1981) were selected for this
study if an overstory of 10% or greater canopy cover was predominately Quercus spp. and the plot was on private land. By definition,
these lands do not now, and show no evidence of ever having had,
10% or more cover of trees of industrial roundwood species and
quality. Usable plots occurred in 38 of the state’s 58 counties, at
elevations ranging from 260 to 5,900 feet.
Usable questionnaires were returned by 126 of 166 eligible
respondents for a response rate of 76%. More than 792,509 acres
were owned by the responding landowners, exceeding 10% of
California’s oak woodlands (Table 1). Landowners were asked
about their demographic characteristics, attitudes, land tenure,
land use, and management practices. Questions are condensed in
Tables 2 through 4.
The grid method used to establish Forest Inventory Plots means
that larger properties have a greater probability of being selected
for the sample (Wensel 1983). While this resulted in a sample with
good representation of landowners of each property size, it means
that responses about land use practices cannot be directly extrapolated to the oak woodland as a whole. For this reason, responses to
each question were evaluated in 2 ways. First, contingency table
analysis was used to make pairwise comparisons of responses of
landowners in 3 property size categories. Property size categories

Table 3. Land use goals and oak harvest practica.

%
Owners Estimated
% Total
Over
Owners
Acres
Under
200-5000
5000
Wtd.
Acres
200 Acres Acres
N=36’
N=53’
N=25’ Sample2
Sells products from land3
Produces livestock
Livestock graze property
Seasonally grazed
Sells firewood
Fee-paying guests
Land in Timber Production
Zone
Land in Williamson Act
Improves wildlife habitat
Less than 5 miles to
subdivision
Subdivided in last 5 years
Thins oaks
Cuts living oaks
Important reasons to cut
oaks are:
Cutting dead or diseased
oaks
Firewood income
Increasing forage
production
Increasing watefflow
Clearing for development
Improving access

%

%
Owners

27.8’
27.8’
45.7”
19.4’
5.6”
2.8’

83.0b
7s.ob
83.0b
53.8b
22.6b
7.7’

100.0’
96.0’
100.OC
58.3b
40.0b
24.0b

72.7
65.4
77.6
48.9
28.3
15.4

0.0’
8.0’
19.5’

4.9”
61.2b
40.4b

13.0”
69.7b
56.0b

9.8
52.9
40.3

50.0a
11.1’
30.5”
61.1’

51.0’
11.5.
30.7’
75.5b

56.0”
a
5;:.
84:Ob

56.1
9.1
41.4
77.2

100’
8.0”

87.5=
10.7”

72.7bc
30.0”

n/a
n/a

20.0”
12.0’
24.0’
28.0”

45.8b
14.6’
25.0’
4O.4”b

61.9’
47.6b
14.3.
57.1b

nla
n/a
n/a
nla

IN varies slightly with each question.
ZEstimated percent of California oak woodland acres owned by landowners with the
above characteristics or using the practices above on some or all of their land.
‘Within rows, values without a common superscript are significantly different at
p<.OS, as determined by Chi-square analysis.

Table 4. Landowner attitudes and values.
9%Owners
Under
200 Acres
N=36’

9%Owners
200-5000
Acres
N=53’

% Owners
Over
5000 Acres
N=25’

52.9’
38.2’
29.4”
61.3’
35.3”

65.3”b
50.0.
61.5b
51.0”
31.4”

79.2b
58.3”
75.0b
20.8’
8.0b

17.6”

10.oa

4.2’

The respondent values oaks:
for property value
for shade
for erosion control
as wildlife habitat
for their natural beauty
as fuelwood
for more forage underneath

64.7’
71.4.
64.7.
80.0”
88.0”
55.9a
38.2”

63.5’
82.4”
63.5’
85.7”
83.0”
71.2’
32.7”

37.5b
72.0’
37.5b
66.7”
83.3’
58.3’
16.7”

Moved to oak woodland because of:
natural beauty
job opportunities
to get away from city
to have a different lifestyle
for the recreation
for the lower cost of living
because of a family business or property

80.0’
23.2’
80.0’
73.3’
60.0’
33.3”
30.0’

70.2’b
40.4’
68.1.
51.iab
59.6”
34.0”
74.5b

47.6b
25.0’
35.0b
30.0b
25.0b
5.0”
85.0b

Respondents agree that:
State regulation means a loss of liberties and freedom2
Regulation leads to socialism
Aerial herbicide spraying is ok at the landowner’s discretion
Oaks are being lost in California
Should regulate California oak use
The state consults adequately with citizens before regulating
resources

‘N varies slightly with each question.
2Within rows, values without a common superscript are significantly different at p<.OS, as determined by Chi-square analysis.
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were determined by natural breaks in the data set for the variable
“ownership size.” The Chi-square statistic was then used to determine significance.
Second, in order to estimate the amount of oak woodland potentially affected by certain landowner management practices or
demographic characteristics, responses were weighted in inverse
proportion to size of ownership. This mathematical adjustment,
described in Wensel(1983), adjusts the distribution of ownership
sizes in the sample to make it comparable to that of ownerships in
the oak woodland as a whole, so estimates of the proportion of
total oak woodland owned by landowners who claim certain practices and particular demographic characteristics can be developed.
For example, after weighting, if 30% of the land in the sample is
owned by landowners who carry out a certain practice, it can be
estimated that 30% of all oak woodland is owned by landowners
who carry out this practice. Analyses using the weighted sample are
identified in the tables.
Results
Large parcel owners owned most of the land in the survey sample
(Table 1). However, weighting the responses suggests that landowners with more than 5,000 acres and those with less than 200
acres each own about 30% of the land. The weighted estimate also
b reveals that the vast majority of oak woodland landowners own
parcels of less than 200 acres.
Demographics and Ownership
Most demographic differences were not significant, although
education level decreased and age increased with property size
(Table 2). Landowners with more than 5,000 acres were significantly more likely to make more than $75,000 per year, to belong to
livestock association or farm bureau, to have had the land in the
family for 21 years or more, and to report ranching as their major
source of income.
There is a trend to higher absentee ownership among smaller
ownerships (Table 2). The vast majority of those with fewer than
200 acres obtain their livelihood by nonagricultural means such as
investments, retirement pensions, wages, or businesses, as do the
majority of landowners with holdings under 5,000 acres.
Estimates based on weighted sample indicate that almost 23% of
oak woodland is owned by absentee landowners, and more than
one-third of the oak woodland is owned by landowners who have a
main source of income other than farming, ranching, or timber.
Fewer than a third of the landowners in any category belonged
to a wildlife or environmental group, or had made contact with any
advisory service about oaks within the last 5 years.
Land Use
Differences in land use among the 3 categories were quite significant (Table 3). In general, the larger the ownership category, the
more likely the land was used for economic purposes. Livestock
production was the most common land use reported by owners of
more than 200 acres. These owners were more likely to have their
land in a Timber Production Zone or registered under the Willaimson Act’, to sell firewood, to believe firewood income to be important, to have fee-paying guests, and to improve wildlife habitat.
One indication of the pressure of urbanization on oak woodlands
was the fact that half of landowners in all 3 size categories were less
than 5 miles from the nearest subdivision.
More than two-thirds of oak woodland owners in all categories
removed some oaks; nearly all of them removed living as well as
‘Both Timber Production Zone (an element of the 1975 Forest Taxation ReformAct)
and WilliamsonAct (CaliforniaLand Conservation Act of 1965) landowners are
taxed at a lower property tax rate in exchange for maintaining land in timber or
aaricultural oroduction. In 1985. about 5.5 million acres were zoned as Timber
Pkduction zones, and 15.2 million acres were designated in Williamson Act. In both
cases, contracts are 10 years long and self-renewing.
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dead oaks. Thinning oaks was carried out by more than 30% of
property owners in all categories. The primary reasons given for
cutting oaks were to increase forage production, waterflow, and
access. As expected from the frequency of cutting, all reasons were
more often important to those with more than 5,000 acres. Clearing land for development was the exception, showing no significant
difference among ownership categories.
The weighted estimates demonstrate that because large property
owners own a large proportion of the acres, their behavior affects a
large part of the oak woodland. More than 65% of the oak woodland is owned by those who produce livestock; another 12% by
those allowing others to graze stock on their land (Table 3). Almost
a tenth of the oak woodland is owned by those reporting that they
have subdivided all or part of their property within the last 5 years.
Landowners who thin oaks own about 41% of the oak woodland.
Thinning of oaks was also the oak management practice most
likely to be undertaken more than once, with more than a quarter
of all respondents reporting that they thinned some oaks on their
property as a matter of routine practice.
Attitudes toward Regulation and the Oak Woodland
More than half of the landowners in any category were opposed
to any regulation of land or resource use (Table4). However, those
with smaller properties were significantly more likely to agree that
oaks were being lost in California, and that oak use should be
regulated. Landowners with more than 200 acres, on the other
hand, supported the right of a landowner to act independently to
the extent that a majority agreed that the use of aerial herbicides
and pesticides should be completely at the discretion of the landowner, without any regulatory interference.
Owners of small and large parcels sought different values in the
oak woodland, most dramatically revealed in reasons they gave for
living there (Table 4). Eighty percent of owners of less than 200
acres reported that they felt the natural beauty of the oak woodland was important in influencing them to live there. They were
more likely than owners of large parcels to report that a different
lifestyle, getting away from the city, and recreation opportunities
had a strong effect on their decision to live in the oak woodland. In
contrast, more than 80% of the owners of more than 5,000 acres
reported that a family business or property was an important
reason why they lived in the oak woodland. A common comment
volunteered by the respondents in this group was, “I was born
here.” Nonetheless, nearly half of these landowners found the
natural beauty of the oak woodland an important reason to live
there.
A majority of landowners in every category reported that shade,
erosion control, wildlife habitat, natural beauty, and fuelwood
were important reasons they liked to have oaks on their property
(Table 4). However, property owners with more than 5,000 acres
were significantly less likely to value oaks for their contribution to
property values than those with smaller properties. Most landowners apparently do not believe that there is more forage under
oaks, although research has indicated that this may sometimes be
the case (Holland 1980, Holland and Morton 1980, McClaran and
Bartolome 1987).
Discussion and Conclusions
More than three-fourths of California’s oak woodland is grazed
by livestock, although grazing or livestock sales may not constitute
the owner’s major source of income. Production-related
landowner objectives of increasing forage, access, and waterflow are
critical components of landowner decisions about how to manage
land on the majority of the oak woodland, and those objectives
must be carefully considered in the development of education
programs and policy.
JOURNAL
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The traditional clientele of advisory agencies is well-represented
among the owners of more than 200 acres. As property size
increases, so does the likelihood that landowners are livestock
producers, have their land registered under the Williamson Act,
sell firewood, and spend all or part of the year on their land. Most
landowners with more than 200 acres belong to livestock association or farm bureau, have kept the land in their family for longer
than 20 years, and live in the oak woodland because it provides a
livelihood. They manage for production-related
objectives, but
also value having oaks on their property for other reasons, including their beauty and as wildlife habitat. These landowners generally disagree that oaks are being lost in California and agree that
regulation leads to a loss of essential liberties and freedoms.
A new type of landowner is becoming important on private
California hardwood rangelands. These residents own small parcels, but they have reached numbers sufficient that owners of less
than 200 acres already own more than a quarter of the oak woodland. Less than a third of these landowners sell any kind of product, including firewood, from their land, and the majority report
that most of their income is earned elsewhere. More of these
landowners are absentee, and fewer cut living oaks. Less than half
of these landowners have lived in the same county for more than 20
years. They most often report natural beauty as the reason for
living in the oak woodland. They too value oaks for many reasons,
including beauty, wildlife habitat, shade, and erosion control.
Fewer of these landowners believe that state and federal regulations lead to a loss of essential liberties and freedoms and most
believe that oaks are being lost in California. This group is difficult
to reach with traditional education programs.
Research education programs and policy must be directed at
groups with differing skills and access to differing management
and labor resources. All owners valued oaks for assorted yet similar reasons, but owners of larger properties will respond best to
programs that protect and enhance the livelihood they earn by
using their oak woodland property. Although those whose livelihood depends on the land, the “traditional clientele,” are concerned about the impacts of oaks on the livelihood, they gave
compelling reasons for wanting oaks on their property. Education
programs offering management strategies that maintain vigorous
oak stands, while contributing to (or at least not compromising)
landowner income, should be quite attractive. Research projects
that develop economical practices and technologies for maintaining and regenerating oaks, clarify the role of oaks in forage production, and develop optimization models for maintaining oaks as
part of an income-producing land management strategy will contribute most to an education effort for these landowners.
More than 80% of landowners with greater than 200 acres sold
products produced from their land, yet better than half reported a
majority of their income from other sources. Whether or not this is
an increasing trend is unknown. It is an indication, however, that
for these landowners, considerations other than just increasing
income from livestock production are important. These landowners place high value on oaks for shade, wildlife habitat, and
natural beauty. The interest of these landowners in these values,
and in good stewardship as a way of life, should not be neglected in
education programs,
Owners of smaller properties will respond best to programs and
regulations that they believe will contribute to bettering the quality
of life they seek by living in the oak woodland. More intensive
management strategies-such
as how to treat diseased treeswould appeal to these new types of owners, as their sources of
income are not affected by land management costs. More than 80%
of those with less than 200 acres valued oaks as wildlife habitat, yet
fewer than 20% reported improving wildlife habitat on their property. Here, lack of knowledge could be the limiting factor. Only a
few of these landowners reported contact with any advisory service
JOURNAL
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about oaks. Small ownerships are on the increase. Between 1970
and 1980 the non-metropolitan population of California increased
42% compared to a growth rate of 15% in the previous decade
(Hope and Blakely 1986). With this group has come increased
demand for housing, resulting in the conversion of farms, forests,
and rangelands for housing sites.
Subdivisions and other developments are changing the character
of the oak woodland. Not only is land removed from range production, but resources are affected indirectly. The expansion of residential areas creates a better fuelwood market. It also creates
conflicts, as lifestyles and values clash. Suburban oak woodland
residents may feel that livestock detract from the natural beauty
they seek in the oak woodland. Owners of large properties may find
that the newer, suburban, oak woodland residents interfere with
livestock production-related activities. Suburban dogs harass livestock. Vandalism of buildings and equipment may increase.
The evidence that oaks are an important reason why new residents move to the oak woodland can be used to encourage developers and planners to maintain stands of oaks whenever possible.
Education and advisory efforts aimed toward landscape architects,
engineers, land use planners, and developers would be one way to
help mitigate the loss of oaks to development. Zoning, land use
planning, regulation of harvest, and incentive programs are other
possibilities. Of the owners of less than 200 acres, more than half
think oaks are being lost and a third think oak use should be
regulated-and
this group is numerically and proportionately on
the increase.
What the urban resident sees as the legitimate right to regulate
and to affect the management of vast expanses of wilderness may
appear to the rancher to be interference by outsiders in his or her
own backyard. On the other hand, although most of the landowners surveyed feel that in general regulations are undesirable,
the data indicate that many owners of larger properties are taking
advantage of regulatory devices like the Williamson Act. (Owners
of small properties generally do not qualify for Williamson Act
designation).
The increasing proportion of small landowners means a greater
diversity of lifestyles, management practices, and goals, and a more
complex setting for landowner education and state policy development. Although owners of smaller properties are more sympathetic to the idea that oak woodlands need protection, the potential
uses of the resource by wildlife, recreationists, and as open space
are limited with small ownerships. The actions of the few who own
the greater portion of the oak woodland, in contrast, are more
predictable, in that they are closely tied to the productive capacity
of the land. These landowners are the stewards of the vast acreages
of open woodland that most Californians think of as oak woodland. Education programs, policies, and research that enhance the
value of oaks for this group, and that help this group to succeed,
will be most effective in preserving these open woodlands.
Owners of large and small properties, ranchers, and urbanites,
share the oak woodlands of California. They are not independent.
Changes that affect one inevitably will affect the other. Policy and
education programs that address only one group, or only one cause
of loss of oak woodland, will not succeed in stopping its decline in
California. And although California is one of the nation’s most
rapidly growing states, the lessons learned here apply to many rural
areas. The decade from 1970 to 1980 witnessed an unparalleled
growth in non-metropolitan
population, exceeding the national
population growth rate (Long and DeAre 1982). A changing
society challenges range managers to go beyond simple assumptions about the people who own, manage, and use rangelands.
Carefully applied, modern survey research technique is one tool
range managers can use to meet this challenge.
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