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Before 2002, almost all of the approximately 40,000 acres of land in the Wood
River Valley, Oregon were used for intensive, flood-irrigated summer cattle grazing,
as it had been for over 100 years. Conservation activity in the valley was limited to a
couple of wealthy landowners. But a year after the 2001 Klamath Basin “water
crisis,” a local non-profit water conservation organization, the Klamath Basin
Rangeland Trust (KBRT), was formed in the Wood River Valley, with the intention of
working to restore local natural resources and improve land and water quality and
quantity throughout the Basin. Since KBRT’s introduction to the valley in 2002,
twelve local landowners, whose acreage comprises almost 30% of the valley, have
been consistently enrolled in various federal and state conservation and restoration
programs. Their participation has effected significant land management changes that
have improved the quality and quantity of land and water in the Wood River Valley.
Nonetheless, there are still several landowners who choose not to participate.
Determining what motivates ranchers to participate in programs that facilitate their
adoption of conservation practices is valuable in encouraging more widespread

sustainable agricultural production, and developing more agriculturally appealing
conservation-oriented programs in the future. Relevant literature reveals landowners’
socio-economic status, values and attitudes, landownership characteristics, and
conservation knowledge are important factors influencing their conservation decisions
and behavior. However, available research does not study the direct influence a
capacitating organization like KBRT has on landowner participation in conservation
programs.
This thesis is designed to address this lack of data by analyzing what motivates
landowners in the Wood River Valley, Oregon to participate or abstain from
participation in government sponsored, conservation oriented programs. The
hypothesis is that in addition to various socio-economic, attitudinal, and
landownership characteristics, KBRT’s presence in the valley is a principle reason
why landowners choose to participate in conservation programs. To investigate this
hypothesis, and determine why some landowners participate in conservation programs
and some do not, this case-study evaluates how various socio-economic,
landownership, value and knowledge-based factors influence Wood River Valley
landowners’ willingness and ability to incorporate conservation practices into their
existing operations. To measure the influence of various factors on landowner
participation in conservation programs, I interviewed seventeen landowners in the
Wood River Valley who either participate or have chosen not to participate in
government sponsored conservation oriented programs. To gauge the degree of
influence different factors have on landowner participation, I asked project
participants a series of semi-structured interview questions relating to each of the
factors. I then coded and analyzed the interviews, and incorporated information
gathered from my literature review to explore what motivates landowners’ decisions
regarding participation in conservation oriented programs, and to learn whether
KBRT’s presence relates to landowner participation.

As discussion of the interview results and analysis will reveal, the ten
landowners interviewed who participate in conservation programs reveal economic
incentives provided by the programs, landownership characteristics, personal values,
and the influence of KBRT to be the primary reasons why they choose to participate in
conservation programs. Therefore, the original hypothesis that an enabling
organization like KBRT is critical to landowner participation is supported. The
hypothesis is mediated by participating landowners’ perceptions of such an
organization. The seven landowners interviewed who do not participate in
conservation programs reveal that their personal opinions and philosophical values
against externally driven conservation practices and programs are the most significant
deterrents to their participation in conservation programs.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Water usage in the west has been an evolving and controversial issue for more
than a century. During the gold rush of the 1840’s, the prior appropriation doctrine set
the stage for future water conflicts throughout the west as it made “first in time is first
in line” the backbone of western water use and rights (Getches, 1997). The doctrine
stemmed from the push to develop the arid west in the 19th century, to fulfill
America’s “manifest destiny” by bringing development to rural areas without
consistent water supply through the allocation of diversion permits that protected
secure water use (Bates, Getches, MacDonnell, & Wilkerson, 1993). However, as
human populations have expanded into formerly rural areas throughout the West,
increasing numbers and types of water users have been forced to compete for a limited
supply of water.
Where agriculture once ruled supreme and claimed the uncontested used of
vast amounts of irrigation water, cities began to bloom with their own unique
demands—and the votes to back up these demands (Pisani, 2002). Additionally,
Native American Tribes, long overlooked in the allocation of the natural resources of
the West, have gained sufficient political and social muscle to stake their own claims
to precious water supplies. Finally, the passage of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
in 1973 mandated the protection of endangered species, regardless of the amount of
water it took to do so (Doremus & Tarlock, 2003). These additional demands, from
cities, tribal interests and the ESA, on water supplies which had been developed
primarily for agricultural production has caused water users and administrators
throughout the west to scramble to allocate increasingly scarce water supplies in an
appropriate and fair manner. The results of their allocation efforts have been
controversial at best and have left many water users feeling cheated out of their
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rightful water usage. To make matters worse, it is apparent that this water deficit is
only going to be exacerbated by future population growth, tribal empowerment and
agricultural and species production/protection (Doremus & Tarlock, 2003). Nowhere
is this dilemma more apparent than in the Klamath Basin, which lies in the Southern
Cascade Mountains of Oregon. (See Figure 1).
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Figure 1: The Klamath River Basin

Source: US Department of Interior 2000
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The Klamath Basin is home to a variety of diverse interest groups with
competing values and preferences for water use. Since the late 19th century tribal,
agricultural, and environmental groups in the basin have been vying for their separate
preferred water uses. To encourage development and reflect group interests in the
Klamath Basin, the federal government has made a series of ultimately unfulfilled
promises regarding the basin’s water to local stakeholder groups, leading each of them
to believe that their separate values and preferences would be upheld (Woolf, 2004).
Beginning with its 1864 treaty with the Klamath Tribes, extending through to the
Bureau of Reclamation’s (BOR) 1905 Klamath Reclamation Project, and most
recently to the BOR-enforced protection of endangered fish species in the basin, the
federal government, (with the BOR as its principle agent) has made and then rescinded
water assurance to needy groups through a variety of rules and policies (Ullman,
2007). According to Bud Ullman, a lawyer for the Klamath Tribes, the government
“wooed” various groups in the basin and encouraged them to create and sustain
lifestyles dependent upon promised, but ultimately undeliverable water (personal
communication).
In 2001, the over-allocation of a limited supply of water to competing interests
came to an infamous boiling point when the conclusions of a draft Biological Opinion
(BiOp) issued by the United States and Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) forced the
federal BOR to cut off water from Klamath Lake to farmers in the Klamath Project
(located south of Klamath Lake in the Klamath Basin) during their critical summer
growing season (United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2001). Klamath Project
farmers were deprived of their irrigation water from Klamath Lake because the BiOp
concluded that severe drought conditions threatened the endangered shortnose and
Lost River suckerfish native to Klamath Lake, and there wasn’t enough water for the
fish and the farmers (Doremus & Tarlock, 2003). According to a local environmental
group, “The [2001] Klamath water crisis [was] a century in the making. The root
problems began with the shortsighted development of a massive irrigation project in
the high desert, and subsequent promises by federal and state officials of too much
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water to too many interests” (Klamath Basin Coalition 2003). The following summer,
water was restored to the farmers despite warnings from biologists that agricultural
drainage water could be detrimental to downstream fish populations. Their warnings
proved to be prescient, and more than 33,000 salmonoids died in 2002 as a result of
low water levels and poor water quality in the Klamath River (California Department
of Fish and Game, 2004).
Although the 2001 Klamath water crisis and 2002 fish kills were tragic and
controversial, they have opened the door for more collaborative, innovative
approaches to water use in the basin. In 2002 the BOR formed the Klamath Water
Bank to pay landowners to forego some or all of their irrigation in order to provide
more water to endangered Coho salmon downstream of the Project farmers (BOR
2006). The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has expanded both its
presence and funding in the basin in order to encourage more landowners to enroll
their properties in conservation and restoration oriented programs. The private sector
was also energized by this crisis and in 2002 two local proactive landowners formed
the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust (KBRT) in the upper basin’s Wood River Valley.
This not-for-profit entity has the stated the mission of:
restoring and conserving the quality and quantity of water in
Oregon's Wood River Valley and the upper Klamath Basin to
enhance the natural ecosystem and supply needed water for
downstream agriculture, ranching, native fish and wildlife
populations (Peterson & Thomas, 2007).
However, as interested parties in the Klamath Basin have discovered, an
increased presence by agencies and organizations that facilitate alternative land and
water management options does not necessarily engage the landowners’ participation.
For, while several agricultural landowners in the Klamath Basin have adopted more
conservation oriented behavior by choosing to participate in the above mentioned
conservation programs, even more landowners continue to manage their land and
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water in the same historical and water intensive manner. This project seeks to
determine why some landowners choose to participate in conservation programs and
why others do not. The topic is a critical one for the Klamath Basin, and for the
Western U. S. This arid region must learn what it takes to have residents voluntarily
curtail their water usage and/or to become more efficient in this usage if future water
needs are to be met. The alternative to voluntary action is increased governmental
regulation and the forcible allocation of water, an alternative which has worked poorly
in the past. So, how does this vast western region of the U.S. solve the imbalance in
its supply of and demand for water? The hypothesis of this thesis is that the presence
of the local, capacitating organization KBRT significantly influences Wood River
Valley landowners’ participation in conservation programs. And, by extension, such
an organization may provide an extraordinarily valuable template for similar
organizations elsewhere in the west to utilize in encouraging their water users to
conserve and protect scarce water resources.
The format of this thesis begins with the study’s historical and physical setting.
Herein the issues are placed in context to provide reality to the subjects of the study
and validity to the data collected from them. Following this outline of place, time, and
issues, relevant literature framing this topic is outlined. Subsequent sections provide a
description of the methods that are used first to collect the necessary data and then to
analyze it. In the final section, a discussion of results and conclusions is provided.
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CHAPTER 2: SETTING and CONTEXT
To describe the setting and provide context for this study, I will outline
characteristics of the Wood River Valley, the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust, and
relevant conservation programs. In addition to relying upon published material, I will
also use some information gathered from interviews to describe aspects of the Wood
River Valley, and KBRT’s formation and current operations. The bulk of information
resulting from interviews will be presented in Chapter 5 of this thesis.
A. The Wood River Valley
The Wood River Valley is a lush, spring-fed approximately 40,000 acre valley
located directly north of Klamath Lake and south of Crater Lake in the upper Klamath
Basin, Oregon. (See Figure 2). It is approximately twelve miles long by four miles
wide, stretching from North to South (Cahoon, 1985). The valley’s unique historical,
physical, and demographic characteristics distinguish it from other valleys in the
Klamath Basin, and have contributed to the recent trend in landowner participation in
conservation programs.
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Figure 2: The Wood River Valley

Source: KBRT 2000
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1. Historical Background
Although the valley has been inhabited by predominately Caucasian cattle
operators for most of the last century, the Klamath Tribes were its original settlers.
The Klamath Tribes were the sole residents of the Wood River Valley (WRV) until
the Civil War era, when in 1863 the Oregon legislature asked Congress for a military
post to “keep the Indians of the upper basin under control” (Most, 2003:1), since
conflicts between white settlers and the Tribes were becoming increasingly violent.
The commanding military officer, Major C.S. Drew chose to establish the post in the
Wood River Valley because of its natural resources. “In addition to having abundant
water, ample grass to feed horses and mules, and an extensive pine forest to provide
fuel and building materials, this was where the Oregon Central Military Road met the
trail between the Rogue River Valley and the mines east of the Cascades” (Most,
2003:1). The military post, Fort Klamath, was the first permanent white settlement in
the valley, and paved the way for future white settlement in the area. Fort Klamath
remains the only town in the valley, with a current population of less than 100 (U.S.
Census, 2000).
The 1902 Reclamation Act spurred a wave of settlers to the Klamath Basin, as
the Act paved the way for establishment of the Klamath Reclamation Project, the
large-scale irrigated farming area in the upper basin. Some of the homesteaders
continued north to the Wood River Valley, to join in burgeoning white settlement of
the valley initiated by the military presence of the Fort (Stene, 2007). The Klamath
Tribes had been confined to reservation land in 1864, but their reservation still
occupied all of the land in the Wood River Valley east of the Wood River
(approximately 1/3 of the valley), and thus prevented widespread white settlement of
the area (Weiser, 2007). Tribes and settlers capitalized on the valley’s flat fertile
pasture, fed by abundant water from numerous springs, rivers, creeks, and wetlands, to
graze cattle, and also harvested the dense timber surrounding the valley for local
sawmills. Despite the natural water supply in the valley, the first documented
irrigation systems were installed in 1883 (Cahoon, 1985; Kittredge, 2000). WRV
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tribes and landowners sought to maximize their cattle grazing profits by establishing
gravity fed ditch irrigation systems on their properties to grow more feed, and thus
enable more cattle grazing than the land and water could support naturally. These
systems evolved to become more intensive throughout the 20th century in order to
support ever increasing amounts of cattle (Cahoon, 1985; Kittredge, 2000).
With the termination of the Klamath Tribes status and land holdings in 1954
through the Federal Termination Act, the former reservation land in the Wood River
Valley transferred to private ownership and the Wood River Valley became entirely
privately owned (Most, 2003). To further support the expansion of cattle ranching in
the valley, and provide irrigation for farming operations in the neighboring Sprague
River and Williamson Valleys, Upper Klamath Lake and Agency Lake were diked-off
in the 1950’s (Barnard, 2007; Most, 2003). The dikes reduced the wetlands in the
southern portion of the Wood River Valley that bordered Agency Lake, and thus
created more stable cattle grazing lands. Cattle ranching for beef production
flourished in the Wood River Valley throughout the 20th century and into the 21st, until
the introduction of the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust and conservation programs
into the valley began to influence traditional cattle ranching practices.
2. Physical Characteristics
The slopes in the narrow, approximately 40,000 acre Wood River Valley are
shallow, from 0 to 1 percent, and its elevation ranges from 4,150 to 4,280 feet. The
average annual precipitation is 16 to 24 inches, and the frost-free season is 10 to 50
days (Cahoon, 1985). The valley is covered with snow from approximately November
to April. There are several rivers, creeks and streams, and artesian wells throughout
the valley, mostly fed by snow-pack from the surrounding Cascade Mountain Range.
The largest riparian bodies are the Wood River, which flows through the center of the
valley and has a mean flow of about 164,200 acre-feet; Sevenmile Creek which flows
along the western edge of the valley; and Crooked Creek, which winds along the
western edge (Cahoon, 1985) (See Figure 3). These streams are fed by other smaller
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creeks and eventually empty into Agency Lake, which forms the northern most part of
Klamath Lake (Cahoon, 1985). The water from the Wood River Valley contributes
1/3 of the total water supply to Klamath Lake, and accounts for a significant amount
of the nutrient loading into the Lake (Lambert, Kahn, Graham Mattews and
Associates, & Cuenca, 2003). Although Klamath Lake covers 70,000 acres, its mean
depth ranges from only six to ten feet (Edgar, 2003). The warm, shallow waters
receive irrigation tailwater from the Wood River, Sprague River, and Williamson
River valleys, which contribute to the high levels of ph, high concentrations of
ammonia, and low levels of dissolved oxygen in the lake. These conditions result in
massive algal blooms throughout the lake, making it hypertrophic and very
inhospitable habitat for the native endangered suckerfish (Committee on Endangered
and Threatened Fishes in the Klamath River Basin, Board on Environmental Studies
and Toxicology, & Division on Earth and life Studies, 2004).
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Figure 3: Physical Characteristics of the Wood River Valley

Source: USGS 2005
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Although the majority of Klamath Basin land is composed of fertile soils
conducive to agricultural activity, Wood River Valley soils are distinct. Known as
Kirk Chock, the soils are very deep and poorly drained as they were formed in
alluvium derived from the cinders and ash of the Mt. Mazama eruption which created
Crater Lake 7,700 years ago (Cahoon, 1985). The high amount of moisture and a
weather-limited growing season make the soils in the Wood River Valley inhospitable
to cultivated crops, as the valley is covered in snow from approximately November to
May. The valley is and has always been used primarily for irrigated and subirrigated
pasture for cattle grazing; landowners have irrigated with water from the numerous
riparian bodies in the valley since 1883 (Cahoon, 1985).
3. Demographic Characteristics
Fort Klamath is the only town in the Wood River Valley, with a stable
population of 83 people as of 2000 (U.S. Census, 2000). According to a recent
landowner map created by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) with
information gathered from Klamath County Tax Lot records, there are thirty-five
landowners in the valley with a combined total of landownership of 37,373 acres
(Klamath County Tax Assessors, 2008). Seventeen landowners own the majority of
land in the valley, and all but one of them is a private landowner.1 Twelve of these
own more than one parcel of property, making the concentration of ownership very
high among few landowners (See Appendix A). Each of these 12 landowners owns at
least 400 acres, and the combined total of their properties is 34,674 acres (Klamath
County Tax Assessors, 2008). All of these private landowners either graze their own
cattle, or lease out their land for cattle grazing during the summer months for beef
production (Klamath County Tax Assessors, 2008). Because of the short growing
season, landowners ship cattle to the valley from California and other western states in
the spring to graze the rich feed all summer, and ship them out primarily to feedlots
and other pasture in California each fall before the snows start. In accordance with
1

In 2006 the Bureau of Reclamation and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service purchased a
private landowner’s Wood River Valley property.
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this seasonal schedule, most landowners who operate cattle in the valley do not live
there full time; they have permanent residences elsewhere and only live in the valley
in the summer months to manage their cattle (Interview #8).
The remaining nineteen landowners’ properties comprise a comparatively
small portion of the valley; each owns less than 400 acres, with a combined total of
2,698 acres (Cahoon, 1985). Given the small size of their properties, only three of
these landowners own and/or operate more than 100 head of cattle on their land
(Peterson, 2007). Since the majority of these landowners’ properties and lifestyles do
not revolve around the growing season, these landowners either live on their properties
full time, or keep them as second residences (Interview #8).
Prior to the inception of the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust (KBRT) in 2002,
the 17 major landowners managed their properties to maximize cattle grazing.
Throughout the growing season, landowners would pump water from the several
rivers, creeks and streams in the valley, funnel it through gravity fed ditches, and
spread it over their fields to saturate them with water to grow as much grass as
possible to support as many cattle as possible (Interview #8). This method, known as
flood irrigation, effectively increases cattle grazing numbers but also results in
significant losses of water through evaporation of stagnant flooded fields, and
contributes to poor water quality in the valley’s rivers and streams (Frase, Cameron, &
Sherlock, 1994; Jaynes & Rice, 1993; Lambert et al., 2003). The vegetation and
stream bank integrity of riparian areas are also affected by intensive cattle grazing as
the cattle also have access to the stream banks. This degradation of water quality and
quantity in the valley detracts from the quality and quantity of water in Klamath Lake,
given the high volume of polluted water the valley contributes to the lake (Lambert et
al., 2003).
Throughout most of the 20th century there was little awareness or interest in the
effects these intensive cattle grazing operations were having on the valley’s natural
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resources, most likely because the land and water management practices were
homogenous throughout the valley, prioritizing cattle production over land and water
quality. But over the past thirty years the increasing presence of new, absentee
landowners has altered the local demographic characteristics and social integration of
the valley. According to some interview results and related literature, new outside
landowners are partially to blame for the Wood River Valley community becoming
more fragmented and less focused on traditional cattle ranching (Gosnell, Haggerty, &
Travis, 2006). The changing demographics opened the door for non-traditional,
conservation oriented land and water management ideologies to emerge in the valley,
and formed the foundation for the inception of KBRT (Gosnell et al., 2006; Interview
#8).
Until 2002, the Wood River Valley was the third-highest cattle-producing
valley in the United States, boasting upwards of 75,000 head of cattle on its 35,000
acres during the summer grazing season from May to October (Interview #8).
Although this high production produced high profits for cattle managers, it has come
at the cost of degrading land and water quality in the valley. Years of intensive
grazing and irrigation have reduced the quality and quantity of water, damaged the
riparian areas, altered the forage, and degraded the habitat and species diversity in the
valley (Lambert et al., 2003). Until the formation of KBRT in 2002 and the
subsequent enrollment of landowners into conservation programs, intensive cattle
grazing, flood irrigation, and resulting negative impacts on water quality and quantity
were widespread throughout the Wood River Valley. This decline might have
continued indefinitely if it weren’t for the influence of 2001 Klamath Basin “water
crisis,” and the subsequent formation of KBRT.
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B. The Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust
1. History
The Klamath Basin was thrust into the national spotlight in 2001 when the
conclusions of a Biological Opinion (BiOp) issued by the United States and Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service forced the
federal Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to cut off water from Klamath Lake to farmers
in the Klamath Project (located south of Klamath Lake in the Klamath Basin) during
their critical summer growing season (United States Fish and Wildlife Service &
National Marine Fisheries Service, 2001). Klamath Project farmers were deprived of
their irrigation water from Klamath Lake because the BiOp concluded that severe
drought conditions threatened the endangered shortnose and Lost River suckerfish
native to Klamath Lake and there wasn’t enough water for the fish and the farmers
(Doremus & Tarlock, 2003). In the Upper Klamath Basin landowners in the Wood
River Valley were not directly affected by the crisis, as they are situated above the
lake and are not dependent upon the lake for their water supply, but the crisis
highlighted the overall scarcity of water in the Basin and the need for a more watersavings conscious approach to agricultural practices throughout the Basin (Doremus &
Tarlock, 2003).
During the summer of 2001, two proactive landowners and businessmen in the
Wood River Valley recognized the potential to offer a partial solution to the crisis by
improving the quality and quantity of water in the valley by reducing the amount of
cattle grazing and irrigation. These men represent the changing demographic and
values of valley landowners. One landowner was born and raised in the Klamath
Project area and maintains close ties with the community, so was particularly
motivated to provide any assistance possible. He purchased property in the Wood
River Valley in 1981 and has operated it as a traditional cattle ranch since that time,
though he has since become wealthy as an independent businessman and his
permanent residence is outside the valley (Interview #8). This landowner began to see
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the value of employing more sustainable land and water management practices when a
newcomer to the valley bought the land adjacent to his in 1994 and began restoring the
degraded creek section on his property to promote trout habitat (Interview #7). This
neighbor was also a wealthy businessman who lived outside of the valley. He does
not own or operate cattle.
In time the two landowners’ developed a friendship, fueled by their mutual
love and appreciation for their land, and by their common business backgrounds
(Interview #8). When the ‘Klamath Water Crisis’ occurred in 2001, they recognized
the unique potential for the valley to offer a partial solution to the crisis. Since the
valley is situated directly north of the lake and contributes 30% of its total water
supply, if the overall quality and quantity of the valley’s water could be improved it
would in turn benefit the quality and quantity of water in Klamath Lake, which would
improve the habitat for endangered fish and provide benefits to downstream water
users (Interview #8; Lambert et al., 2003). The two landowners formed the Klamath
Basin Rangeland Trust (KBRT) in the early spring of 2002 as a non-profit
organization that connects willing ranchers in the Wood River Valley and upper
Klamath Basin with government programs providing them with financial
compensation in exchange for their adopting certain conservation-oriented land and
water management practices designed to restore degraded land and habitat, and
improve the quality and quantity of the valley’s water (Peterson, 2003).
Traditional cattle ranchers in the Wood River Valley were initially wary of
participating in any program that involved adjusting their traditional cattle operation
practices to adopt more conservation-oriented methods, even if they would be
financially compensated for those changes (Interview #8, Peterson, 2002). To
convince cautious traditional cattle ranchers of the advantageous, non-threatening
nature of the organization, the founding landowners enrolled their own adjacent
properties into the program for a first year pilot project. They encouraged landowners
to tour their properties and learn more about the benefits of participating in KBRT:
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less intensive operations and lower overhead costs, improvements in land and water
quality (and thus property value), more water for needy downstream users, and
improved cattle weights; all supplemented by significant financial compensation and
minimal enrollment effort. These benefits, combined with the fact that one of the
founders was a native to the basin and had traditionally operated cattle on his ranch for
the past twenty years, gradually made the organization more attractive and less
threatening to landowners. Once KBRT participants experienced the benefits of
participating in government subsidized conservation practices first hand, they were
eager to continue their participation (Interview #8).
2. Current Operations
Since 2002, KBRT has enrolled eleven Wood River Valley landowners and
one Sprague River Valley landowner into the organization, converting approximately
13,000 acres of traditional cattle ranching land to property engaged in more
sustainable land and water management practices (Peterson & Thomas, 2007). This
unprecedented and sustained shift from traditional cattle ranching towards
conservation in the Wood River Valley has made landowners eligible candidates for a
wide variety of government funded programs that encourage and reward them for their
new management practices. KBRT continues to be the middleman between
landowners and government, successfully bridging the gap between the two by
maintaining personal relationships with landowners and actively connecting them with
the most appropriate programs to support their sustainable land and water management
practices.
To motivate landowners to leave their water right instream, instead of using it
for irrigation, KBRT facilitates yearly contracts with the BOR’s water bank program,
which pays landowners in the upper basin to leave water instream to benefit
endangered fish species. The BOR established the water bank in 2002 in response to
the devastating fish kills that resulted from their releasing irrigation water to Project
farmers despite continued drought conditions that threatened the listed Coho. KBRT
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negotiated its first contracts with the water bank in 2002, but its water savings were
not included in the BOR’s water bank until 2004. According to the 2005 United
States Geological Survey (USGS) assessment of the bank, “the primary off-project
activity of the 2004 water bank was dryland ranching by KBRT” (United States
Geological Survey, 2005). KBRT provided 11,600 acre- feet of water to the bank that
year, with average water volume compensated per acre estimated at 1.04 acre feet
(United States Geological Survey, 2005). Since 2004, KBRT has continued to
participate in the water bank by facilitating contracts between landowners and the
BOR, providing 12,000 acres of water in 2005, 2006 and 2007 (Interview #8).
In order to protect landowners’ rights from forfeiture due to non-use, KBRT
has concurrently enrolled all of its participants into Oregon’s instream leasing
program. Although the majority of KBRT participants consistently renew one-year
leases (in correspondence with their yearly water bank contracts), two landowners
have been satisfied enough with their participation to commit their water rights to fiveyear instream leases. Due to the efforts of KBRT, private water rights’ holders
protected by instream leases have left a total of more than 67,000 ac ft of water
instream in an average year (Peterson, 2007, Interview #8).
In addition to coordinating the water bank contracts and instream leasing
program enrollment, KBRT has also been the catalyst for landowner participation in a
variety of other conservation oriented government programs and policies. KBRT
landowners are active participants in several Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) programs, including the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP),
which pays landowners for reducing their cattle grazing; the Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP), which pays landowners to convert cropland and/or
pastureland to native grasses, trees and other vegetation; the Wetland Reserve
Program (WRP), which provides financial compensation to landowners for converting
portions of their property into wetlands; and the Conservation Security Program
(CSP), which rewards landowners already participating in conservation activities for
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their efforts (United States Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2007b). KBRT and its participants were praised in NRCS’s
2007 “Conservation Showcase” report for “improving grazing and irrigation practices,
protecting riparian habitat, and monitoring conservation efforts on cooperator lands”
(United States Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources Conservation Service,
2007a:1). In addition to participation in the NRCS conservation programs, KBRT has
also enrolled several acres of property into restoration projects funded by the USFWS,
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) and the Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife (ODFW). Notable projects include installing riparian fences on
approximately 10 miles of creeks, restoring formerly degraded and diverted sections
of creeks to enhance habitat for native populations of bull trout and redband trout, and
the installation of fish ladders to further aid fish passage through riparian areas
(Peterson & Thomas, 2007). To ensure the thorough monitoring of all activities,
KBRT has applied for and received funding through grants from a variety of public
and private organizations, including the NRCS and the Brainerd Foundation (Peterson
& Thomas, 2007).
3. Looking Forward
KBRT landowners’ continued participation in KBRT-facilitated programs and
practices has fueled consistent funding from public and private organizations, and
caused KBRT to be recognized as a leader in coordinating private landowner
participation with the public sector in conservation activities (United States
Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2007a). In
2001, there was no significant conservation presence in the valley. In 2007,
conservation activities on 13,000 acres of land owned by 12 landowners were funded
by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Environmental
Protection Agency (NEPA), Oregon Department of Environment Quality (ODEQ),
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Oregon Watershed Enhancement
Board (OWEB), and a few private organizations. KBRT has also enrolled 67,000 acre
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feet of water in the valley into Oregon’s instream leasing program (KBRT, 2007).
The majority of landowners who participate in conservation programs have properties
located along major riparian areas in the valley, and thus maximize the benefits of
conservation and restoration practices because they are concentrated in contiguous
sections (Lambert et al., 2003).
Since 2001, notable changes in land management have occurred in the Wood
River Valley. For example, a landowner who formerly flood irrigated his entire 1,500
acre property to graze 5,000 cattle and allow unlimited access to riparian areas now
has fenced riparian areas, leaves his water instream, and runs 600 head of cattle on his
property on a rotational basis (Peterson & Thomas, 2007). KBRT has enabled these
shifts in land and water management by connecting landowners with the right
programs, completing all the “busy work” of applications and permits for them,
ensuring their water rights are protected by enrolling them in the instream leasing
program, and maintaining personal relationships with individual landowners to ensure
their continued satisfaction and participation (Peterson & Thomas, 2007).
To ensure upper Klamath Basin landowners’ long-term engagement in
conservation activities KBRT strongly supports a proposed new program in the 2008
Farm Bill called the Agricultural Watershed Enhancement Program (AWEP). AWEP
is currently being considered as part of the new Farm Bill as “an expansion of the
existing EQIP program [that] would allow participation of local governments such as
irrigation districts, soil and water conservation districts and similar entities serving
agricultural needs, to focus on cooperative approaches on a basin wide scale” (Oregon
Water Resources Congress, 2007:1). Although the 2008 Farm Bill was recently
passed by the House and the Senate, the status of the AWEP remains unclear. The
funding made available through AWEP would enable KBRT participants to receive all
their financial compensation for participation in federally funded conservation
programs from one source, as opposed to having to apply to and work through several
programs as currently the case. This “one stop shopping” would greatly facilitate
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landowner participation in the programs because much of the busywork involved in
multiple program participation (and the reluctance landowners have to undergo the
bureaucratic process which is currently necessary to participate in KBRT programs)
would be eliminated. The funding for AWEP would be secure until the next Farm Bill
in 2012, providing long-term security for continued landowner participation in
conservation activity throughout the Klamath, and other basins. This continuity is
necessary if KBRT is to move from a year-to-year, pilot project conservation entity to
one upon which landowners can depend through the entire timeframe that is necessary
to complete the transition from intense irrigation to dryland operation.
C. Conservation Programs
In order to appreciate the challenges private landowners’ face when deciding
whether or not to participate in conservation programs, it is important to understand
the complexity of the vast array of federal and state conservation and restoration
program funding available to private landowners around the country, and within the
Klamath Basin. Although a wide variety of state and federal agencies sponsor private
landowner participation in conservation programs, the majority of landowners in this
case study participate in the Bureau of Reclamation and Natural Resource
Conservation Service programs, and these agencies and programs are the focus of the
review.
1. NRCS Conservation Program History
United States agriculture expanded rapidly throughout the country during the
first half of the 20th century fueled by the government’s push to “settle the west” and
fulfill our “manifest destiny” (Anderson & Donosh, 2002). Partially in response to the
effects the sudden surge of intensive agricultural activity had on land and water, the
first concepts of conservation also evolved during that time. According to one author,
“the progressive conservation movement of the early 1900’s established the
intellectual foundations of the later conservation programs” (Edwards & Harwood,
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1988:11). These movements were largely pioneered by Hugh Hammond Bennett, the
first chief of the United States Department of Agricultural (USDA)’s Soil
Conservation Service, (the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)’s
predecessor) (Helms, 2000). His research spurred many of the “New Deal
conservation programs,” which used the powers of government to rebuild from
economic and ecological collapse, disseminate better practices for conservation of
soil, water, and wildlife, and even implement conservation planning on the scale of
entire river basins (Andrews, 2006). As part of the New Deal, government
investments and management agencies also created a nationwide system of
multipurpose facilities for water resource management, providing controlled supplies
of water for navigation, flood control, irrigation, urban water supplies, hydroelectric
power, recreation, and other uses, and permitting human communities to flourish in
otherwise arid regions (Andrews, 2006). Despite the negative environmental impacts
that have resulted from these projects, one author insists, “…the best of those projects
exemplified a vision of integrated planning of economic development, ecological
restoration, and environmental management unmatched either before or since”
(Andrews, 2006:1). The modern day NRCS sprang from these New Deal initiatives.
Environmental and conservation-oriented policies expanded slowly throughout
the mid-1900’s, but the modern “environmental era” truly began in the 1970’s with the
National Environmental Policy Act, the Clean Water Act, and several other sweeping
new environmental regulatory mandates designed to curb the widespread and serious
environmental problems facing the United States (Andrews, 2006). These mandates
contributed to a surge in state policies and programs designed to heal and protect the
environment (Andrews, 2006). Partly driven by concern over agriculture's impact on
the environment, Congress passed the Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act
(RCA) in 1977, which mandated a continuing appraisal of the nation's soil, water, and
related resources (Helms, 2000). The USDA used the information gathered from this
research to develop the first long-term National Resources Program, which lasted for
ten years. The second National Conservation Program was issued in 1988 and set
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priorities through 1997, calling for reduced erosion and improved water quality, and
encouraging state and local governments to assume additional responsibility in soil
and water conservation. The results from the studies, debates, and pilot projects
initiated under RCA eventually became a part of national farm legislation, first in the
1981 Farm Bill, and to a much greater extent in the Food Security Act of 1985
(Helms, 2000).
The NRCS responded to the environmental mandates by increasing their focus
and funding on conservation programs and presence in communities throughout the
country during the 1970’s. They established conservation districts as a way of
enabling local agricultural groups to be more involved in planning and setting
priorities in their districts. The districts also provided a means of spreading
conservation activities nationwide in an organized, localized manner, and allowed the
federal government to contribute to conservation efforts with financial aid as well as
with trained personnel. The arrangement enabled federal assistance for conservation
practices without complete federal control (Helms, 2000). During the 1970’s the
NRCS also developed several conservation oriented programs such as Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), and promoted them to private landowners
throughout the country in order to increase sustainable land and water management.
The Soil Conservation Service was renamed the Natural Resources
Conservation Service in 1994 as part of the Department of Agriculture Reorganization
Act (Helms, 2000). The USDA’s NRCS continues to be a national authority for
providing private landowners with financial and technical assistance in exchange for
their adopting certain conservation practices. The NRCS still prides itself on being the
USDA’s localized conservation service, catering programs and services to the
different needs of specific regions and landowners throughout the country. NRCS
describes its role in its conservation program manual:
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[Our] locally led conservation consists of a series of phases
which involve community stakeholders in natural resource
planning, implementation of solutions and evaluation of results.
Locally led conservation begins with the community itself,
working through the local Conservation District. It is based on
the principle that community stakeholders are best suited to deal
with local resource problems (Helms, 2000:1).
The NRCS currently administers a wide variety of conservation assistance,
addressing many different aspects of conservation facing private landowners. NRCS
provides technical and conservation assistance through the following types of
programs: Conservation Technical Assistance Programs and Activities, Environmental
Improvement Programs, Stewardship Programs, Water Resources Programs, Easement
Programs, and Community Assistance Programs and Activities (United States
Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2007b). A
variety of specific programs categorized in these areas provide financial and/or
technical assistance to willing, voluntary private landowners in exchange for their
complying with the prerequisites of the specific program. In 2005 the Secretary of the
USDA noted that programs administered by the USDA's Natural Resources
Conservation Service and funded by the Farm Service Agency provided technical and
financial assistance to private landowners on a combined 1,200,000,000 acres of
working land, for a total of $18 billion spent through program funding (Johanns, 2005;
Laws, 2008).
2. Klamath Basin Conservation Programs
The dramatic events that took place in the Klamath Basin in 2001 highlighted
the need for more localized, bottom-up conservation agency initiatives in the Basin. A
2002 National Research Council (NRC) report on recommendations for solving future
water conflict problems in the Klamath Basin stressed the importance of increased
“interagency coordination” in the basin in order to ensure water is more equitably
managed for all local stakeholders (National Research Council, 2002). Although the
NRCS was an active presence there through its local conservation districts prior to
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2001, once the crisis captured the attention of the nation and the federal agencies, the
need for an increased level of private agricultural landowners’ conservation program
participation became a priority for the NRCS (Agriculture & Service, 2007). Between
2002 and 2006, the USDA significantly increased its funding to NRCS Klamath Basin
offices, and since then there has been a noted rise in financial and technical assistance
provided to landowners in the area through their participation in NRCS conservation
programs. A special branch of the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)
was established for Klamath Basin landowners in 2002 to encourage them to reduce
cattle grazing rates (United States Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2007b). Between 2002 and 2006, the NRCS highlights its
conservation activities in the Klamath Basin as:
…planning conservation systems on 256,273 acres of private
land, helping 23 land managers support ongoing conservation
on 15,896 acres through the Conservation Security Program
(CSP) in the Upper Klamath Lake watershed, creating and
enhancing wetlands on 6,753 acres through the Wetland
Reserve Program (WRP), conserving irrigation water on 54,503
acres, developing habitat for fish and aquatic species on 2,805
acres, improving wildlife habitat on over 19,113 acres, and
improving the quality and production of forage on 74,923 acres
of pasture (United States Department of Agriculture & Natural
Resources Conservation Service, 2007a:1).
This increase in activity and program participation is significant, but it’s
important to note that the main reason the increased activity was made possible was
the events of the 2001 water crisis, and the funding provided to local NRCS branches
in its aftermath. The same increase in funding enabled the BOR to initiate its water
bank project in the Klamath Basin. Although landowners still were tasked with the
responsibility of enrolling their properties into conservation programs providing
financial and technical assistance, the funding available through the programs and the
local NRCS staff charged with administering them was more readily available than
prior to 2001 (Interview #8).
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Although the NRCS provides the most comprehensive conservation program
funding of any federal agency, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA), and the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) also provide significant funding for specific restoration
projects and monitoring activities in the Klamath Basin (Peterson & Thomas, 2007).
State agencies such as the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB), and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) also provide funding for environmental restoration
projects initiated by Oregon landowners (Peterson & Thomas, 2007). However, these
federal and state agencies provide funding more often to designated areas or non-profit
organizations in the form of grants for specific restoration projects or activities than to
private landowners directly. For example, since 2002 KBRT has helped to research
and design restoration projects on interested landowners’ properties, and then applied
for and received grant funding from the USFWS, ODFW, and OWEB to support
restoration and riparian fencing of sections of three different creeks on landowner’s
properties (Peterson & Thomas, 2007). According to local officials, the bureaucratic
process involved in applying and receiving such funding makes the assistance of an
organization like KBRT a nearly essential aspect of engaging landowners in
restoration projects funded by most federal and state agencies (Peterson, 2007).
KBRT takes the bureaucratic burden off landowners by navigating the complex
participation process for them.
Currently, 14 landowners in the Wood River Valley are or have been enrolled
in one or more of the following conservation or restoration oriented programs: the
BOR Water Bank, a variety of NRCS programs, and other programs sponsored by the
USFWS, ODFW, ODEQ and OWEB. To give a small example of the complexity of
programs from just one agency that are available to landowners, the highlighted areas
in Table 1 indicate which NRCS programs Wood River Valley landowners participate
in.
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Table 1: NRCS Conservation Programs in which WRV Landowners Participate
NRCS
Conservation Technical Assistance Program and Activities
Conservation

Grazing

Conservation of

Cooperative

Conservation

Conservation

Technical

Lands

Private Grazing

Conservation

Planning Pilot

Reserve

Assistance

Conservation

Lands Initiative

Partnership

Sign-Up

Program

Program

Initiative

(CPGL)

Initiative (CCPI)

Initiative

(CRP)

(CTA)

(GLCI)

Environmental Improvement Programs
Agriculture

Wildlife Habitat

Management

Environmental

Incentives

Assistance

Quality Incentives

Program

(AMA)

Program (EQIP)

(WHIP)

Stewardship Programs
Conservation

Stewardship

Security Program

Incentives

(CSP)

Program (SIP)

Water Resources Programs
Emergency

Watershed

Watershed

Protection and

Protection

Flood Prevention

Program (EWP)

Act (PL 83-566)

Easement Programs
Farm and

Healthy Forests

Wetlands

Ranchland

Grassland

Reserve

Reserve

Protection

Reserve Program

Program

Program

Program (FRPP)

(GRP)

(HFRP)

(WRP)

Community Assistance Programs and Activities
Resource
Farmland

Conservation and

Protection Policy

Development

Act (FPPA)

Program (RC&D)

(Source: NRCS Conservation Programs website:
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/)
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There is an overwhelming number and variety of federal and state agencies and
programs funding available to private landowners interested in initiating conservation,
restoration, and monitoring activities on their properties. But the specific
qualifications a private landowner must meet, and the bureaucratic processes involved
in researching, applying and remaining eligible for NRCS programs, and the vast array
of federal and state conservation/restoration programs are quite complicated and
involved.
As will be demonstrated and discussed in subsequent chapters, without the
assistance of a knowledgeable organization or individual who can help a private
landowner research the most appropriate and applicable program, and then navigate
through the process of enrolling, participation in any federal or state conservation
program becomes increasingly difficult. But before I discuss the comprehensive
results of this study, I will outline the relevant literature and research that helped frame
my research and analysis.
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CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW
A. Social Construction of Policy Actors
Social Construction theory provides a framework for understanding the
different social constructions of distinct groups, how those social constructions
influence the policy agenda and selection of policy tools, and in turn, why those
policies are effective or ineffective in motivating their target populations (Ingram &
Schneider, 1993). In order to understand why certain policy tools work with specific
populations, the social construction theory suggests we must understand how different
groups—such as ranchers in the WRV—are socially characterized (i.e. constructed) by
policy makers and the public. By determining how different groups—such as
ranchers—are socially characterized, it will be easier to analyze why policy tools such
as conservation programs are targeted towards them, and why the landowners do or do
not participate.
Schneider and Ingram described social constructions as stereotypes about
certain groups of people that have been perpetuated by politics, culture, society,
history, the media, and other socialized genres (Ingram & Schneider, 1993). Their
social construction framework outlined four distinct stereotyped groups in society:
Advantaged, Contenders, Dependents, and Deviants. Each group is distinguished by
how it is perceived by society, and the amount of power it wields. Advantaged groups
are both powerful and positively perceived, and generally include such subsets as the
federal government, business, and the elderly, although in some circumstances these
groups may be perceived as Contenders or Dependents because social construction is
context dependent. Contenders are powerful, but negatively perceived as undeserving.
Generally, groups such as the rich, agriculture and ranching fall into this category
because each group is perceived as having a strong interest that may be counter to a
wider public or common interest (Whitehead, 2008). Dependents generally include
groups such as the disabled, children, environmental groups, and non-profit
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organizations. They are not powerful, but are generally positively perceived.
Deviants, such as criminals and gangs, are both weak and negatively perceived, and
are thus the least favored groups in society (Ingram & Schneider, 1993; Whitehead,
2008).
Since Advantaged groups are more positively perceived, public officials are
likely to provide beneficial public policy to these groups as they are likely to benefit
from effective implementation of the policy, and have the power to repel onerous or
expensive policies. While Dependents may be positively perceived, their general lack
of power makes them unable to resist or revenge unfavorable policies. Contenders are
more negatively perceived, but they still have power to resist or revenge less favorable
policies. Thus, symbolically harsh policies are often applied to Contenders. Deviants
are likely to be exposed to less favorable, even punishing policies, as they have
negative social constructions and no power, and thus public officials do not risk as
much public outcry from inflicting harsh policies upon them (Ingram & Schneider,
1993).
Large-scale, traditional agriculture and ranching operations have tended to
have characteristics associated with the Contender group; they retain a relatively high
degree of power in society, evidenced through the amount and level of subsidies and
programs designed to benefit them. They are also negatively perceived and
characterized by the public and media due to the environmental toll of intensive
practices (Pavlů, Hejcman, Pavlů, & Gaisler, 2007; Sharp & Whittaker, 2003;
Wuerthner & Matteson, 2002). As environmental novelist Edward Abbey commented
in a 1985 speech condemning ranching, “everywhere you go in the American West,
you will find herds . . . of these ugly, clumsy, shambling, stupid, bawling, bellowing,
stinking, fly-covered, smeared, disease-spreading brutes. They are a pest and a
plague” (Wood, 1988:201). Yet, agriculture and ranching groups continue to receive
subsidies and other benefits/incentives to change behavior rather than face regulatory
enforcement ("The Bovine Menace", 2007; Fanelli, 2007). The Contenders are more
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likely to receive Symbolic policies designed to “punish” them for their environmental
impacts, although the burdens of these policies are light or non-existent.
1. The Division between Conservation and Agriculture
The division between conservation and agriculture is well documented in
relevant literature. It is often referred to as a “dichotomy,” perpetuated because “both
groups generally are assumed to hold opposing viewpoints involving land uses and
biodiversity conservation, despite a common ecological heritage” (Sanford, 2006:253).
Conservation oriented organizations and individuals criticize traditional high-density,
large-scale cattle grazing for its contribution to land and water pollution, as well as
habitat and species degradation (Pavlů et al., 2007; Sharp & Whittaker, 2003).
Agriculture and ranching groups often criticize conservation representatives for being
elitist, and not respecting landowners’ ecological knowledge or opinions (James,
2001).
Literature suggests that although tensions between conservation and
agricultural oriented groups and individuals have and continue to be well defined, the
two opposing camps actually have more in common than they like to admit (Banks,
2004; James, 2001; Norton, 2000; Sanford, 2006). They are united by their common
ecological heritage of protecting the land, whether for production or conservation
value. As one author suggests,
Production agriculture, with its implied ecosystem
simplification, pesticide and fertilizer use, and emphasis on
yield, often appears to be at odds with conservation biology.
From a farmer's perspective, the weight conservation biology
places on wildlife may seem overly idealistic and naive,
detached from economic and sociopolitical reality. In fact,
these endeavors are two sides of the same coin, with a shared
heritage in decades of population and community ecological
theory and experimentation (Banks, 2004:536).
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Literature also argues that the only way to bridge the historic gap between
agriculture and conservation is through mutual respect and understanding of the two
groups’ different and shared agendas (Banks, 2004; James, 2001; Norton, 2000;
Sanford, 2006). Once they believe and understand that they are working towards the
same ultimate goal, effective conservation partnerships between agriculture and
conservation will be more feasible (Banks, 2004). James (2001: 270) offered
recommendations for the two sides to overcome their prejudices and work through
their differences, “Conservationists must respect the rights, needs, and knowledge of
rural people….Only through partnerships based on compromise and mutual respect
can we reverse the widespread and not unfounded belief that environmentalists are
elitists who do not value the ecological knowledge or opinions of landowners.”
Part of the reason why conservation groups have seen agriculture and ranching
as so detrimental to the environment and in conflict with conservation goals is because
traditional, successful cattle ranching in the United States has historically involved
owning and/or managing as many cattle as the available land will support to maximize
weight gain and minimize losses (cow-deaths). But partially as a result of increasingly
negative environmental research condemning this method, and the negative social
constructions and policies stemming from such research, a growing number of large
and small-scale cattle ranchers are making the decision to alter their traditional
practices to be more conservation oriented ("The Bovine Menace", 2007; Pavlů et al.,
2007; Sharp & Whittaker, 2003; Wuerthner & Matteson, 2002). By doing so, they are
gradually changing their social construction from negative (making a profit on cattle at
the expense of the environment) to more positive (practicing cattle grazing practices
that are less intensive, and more beneficial to the environment). And by becoming
more positively perceived, public officials and agencies are more likely to confer more
beneficial policies on them, since society is more approving of ranchers who are more
environmentally conscious (Jensen, 2001; Proctor, 2002; Weber, 2000; Wood, 1988).
But although this new ranching group might gain social and political support through
their changed behavior, it’s doubtful that they will ascend to become an Advantaged
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group due to the resilience of negative public perceptions based on harmful practices
in the past. Ascension to Advantaged would be further complicated by the fact that
ranching groups do not have high control over the relatively moderate benefits they
receive (through the form of incentive based conservation programs) and still have
significant burdens to contend with (Ingram & Schneider, 1993).
B. Classifying Conservation Programs as Policy Tools
Having established that landowners in the Wood River Valley are Contenders,
it is next important to determine what type of policy tools can be effectively used with
these landowners. By appropriately classifying conservation programs as a certain
type of policy tool, and understanding the behavioral assumptions underlying them,
one can better analyze why landowners choose to participate or not participate in
conservation programs. Schneider and Ingram proposed the basic assumption, “public
policy almost always attempts to get people to do things that they might not otherwise
do; or it enables people to do things that they might not have done otherwise”
(Schneider & Ingram, 1990:510). Their framework for describing policy tools
emphasizes behavioral characteristics influenced by individual decision and action,
and focuses on those aspects of decision and action that have policy “handles” that can
be manipulated or changed by policy (Schneider & Ingram, 1990).
The framework consists of five broad categories of policy tools: Authority,
Incentive, Capacity, Learning, and Symbolic and Hortatory. Authority tools use
government authority to make target populations change their behavior, and assume
that people need to be made to change by a government authority. These tools are
most effective when they do not put undue burdens on actually Advantaged groups,
and when they only remotely benefit Contender groups so it doesn’t appear as if the
policy is favoring a negatively constructed group. Incentive tools provide target
populations with positive or negative tangible payoffs to influence their behavior,
assuming that people are positively motivated to change only if they receive such
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payoffs. Incentive tools presuppose that target populations are ready and able to make
well-informed decisions for their own benefit, as long as payoffs are provided. These
tools are effective for changing Advantaged groups’ behavior, and remotely changing
and benefiting Contender groups. Capacity tools provide information, training,
education and other resources to enable target populations to make decisions or take
action. They assume that people are motivated to change but have been prevented
from doing so because of barriers such as a lack of education or resources. These
tools are effective for changing Advantaged groups’ behavior, and remotely changing
and benefiting Contender groups.
Learning tools are applied when more information is needed about the best
motivation for a target population. These tools assume that once more information is
known about a target populations’ behavior, agencies can then select the best of the
other policy tools to employ. Learning tools are effective when they benefit
Advantaged groups, and remotely benefit Contender groups. Symbolic and hortatory
tools appeal to intangible values in attempts to change behavior. These tools seek to
convince people of the importance of an action or policy without committing
resources or developing programs. They are often used to provide “benefits” to
Dependent groups and “burdens” to powerful Advantaged and Contender groups
(Schneider & Ingram, 1990; Whitehead, 2008).
1. Conservation Programs as Incentive and Symbolic Policy Tools
The purpose of state and federal conservation and restoration oriented
programs is to pay landowners and organizations to engage in specific conservation
and/or restoration activities. Programs such as NRCS’s Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (EQIP) and the Bureau of Reclamation’s Water Bank offer
payments to motivate landowners to change their land and/or water management
activities to be more conservation oriented (United States Department of Agriculture
& Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2007b). Therefore, the programs are
fundamentally incentive tools, as each program “[relies] on tangible payoffs…to
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induce compliance or encourage utilization” of its specific requirements (Schneider &
Ingram, 1990:515). Unlike authority tools such as sanctions, “which are intended to
extinguish the activity or confer social disapproval upon it…the intent [of incentive
tools] is simply to control the amount of use…[Incentive tools] usually are
proportional to the regulatory need or to the social burden imposed by the activity”
(Schneider & Ingram, 1990:515). Recent social pressures to make agriculture and
ranching more sustainable have highlighted conservation programs, and placed
increasing demand on the agencies that administer them to expand enrollment to more
private agricultural and ranching landowners (William, 2007). Given this backdrop,
the programs most accurately resemble incentive tools, although there are elements of
symbolic tools in these strategies as they respond to social pressures to conserve and
protect the environment from intensive activities such as cattle ranching.
Conservation groups and society, in particular the local society of the Klamath
Basin, have put increasing pressure on land and water intensive agricultural and
ranching practices to lessen their impact on the environment (Pavlů et al., 2007;
Western, 2000). Incentive tools with traces of symbolic strategies such as NRCS
conservation programs reflect that growing societal concern by offering payment to
motivate landowners with ranching operations to change their behavior to be more
sustainable (United States Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2007b). Schneider and Ingram’s framework would argue that
these programs are effective if they remotely benefit agricultural landowners
(Contenders) who are able to participate in them. However, these payments do not
remotely benefit the Contenders, as they are direct payments and so provide direct
benefits. Although society has historically disapproved of intensive agricultural and
ranching practices, the recent shift towards more sustainable agriculture has caused the
public to both be more approving of conservation programs that enable agriculture and
ranching to be less intensive in their land and water management, and perceive
landowners who participate in these programs more positively (Jensen, 2001; Proctor,
2002; E. P. Weber, 2000; Wood, 1988). As agriculture and ranching groups become
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more positively perceived, it is easier for government agencies to provide them with
directly beneficial conservation program payments. In his article analyzing the
behavioral motivations behind rural conservation, Elmendorf (2003) highlighted the
effectiveness of incentive programs, “Through incentives and gifts, environmentalists
and wildlife agency personnel can establish personal relationships with farmers and
ranchers; through these relationships, attitudes should begin to change, hostilities to
soften” (Elmendorf, 2003:458). This also shows that incentives can be yet another
way to reconcile differences between conservation and agriculture.
In her article analyzing the appeal of conservation incentives, Stern (2006)
explained the effectiveness of conservation incentive tools, “In the context of
conservation… the use of monetary incentives, such as direct payments or tax breaks,
has the potential to realign the cost–benefit calculus and motivate conservation
behavior” (Stern, 2006:551). She argues that monetary incentives have moderately
positive effects on improving pro-environmental behavior immediately across a wide
range of individual attitudes, “The key strengths of incentives are their ability to
modify behavior rapidly and their effectiveness with individuals who possess varying
environmental values”(Stern, 2006:553). She proceeded to outline why incentives
elicit only moderate and generally un-sustained behavior change, and have very low
rates of participation. The small monetary amounts of incentives, lack of awareness
and information about them, and “individuals’ marked resistance to changing their
ongoing behavior and habits” are the principle reasons why incentives are not more
widely participated in and effective (Stern, 2006:560). In the context of Social
Construction theory, these observations suggest that incentive tools alone are not
enough to change socially perceived negative behavior. In addition to the “carrot”
(incentive tool) the “stick” (authority tool), and social pressure (symbolic tool) might
be necessary to instigate notable, sustained changes in land management.
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Stern’s (2006) attribution of low participation and minimal effectiveness of
conservation incentive tools to a lack of individual awareness about them also suggest
that part of the reason why conservation incentive programs have not been more
popular is because they do not have enough capacity building elements embedded
within them (Crowly, 2007; Western, 2000). As previously mentioned, incentives
assume that individuals have all the necessary resources, information and skills to
change their behavior by choosing the best available alternative. All they need is
some financial motivation (Schneider & Ingram, 1990). In contrast, capacity tools
assume that individuals do not have these resources. Thus, policies may need to build
the capacity individuals need in order to change their behavior for the best, by
providing the missing education, assistance, information and resources (Schneider &
Ingram, 1990).
2. Capacity-Building Elements Missing in Conservation Programs
Relevant research shows that one of the biggest barriers to landowners
participating in conservation programs is the lack of awareness and knowledge of the
programs, and the complex bureaucratic process landowners must navigate in order to
participate (Crowly, 2007; Elmendorf, 2003; James, 2001; Stern, 2006; Western,
2000). One conservation manager lamented, “…the fundamental lesson that has
emerged is that the modern conservation movement is faltering not because it is off
track but because its ideology and practice rest on knowledge, prescriptions, and
expectations that communities in conservation ‘target zones’ either don't understand,
don't agree with, or don't have the skills or latitude to do anything about. The process
rather than the goal is flawed” (Western, 2000:1). In analyzing the 2002 Farm Bill,
another critic wrote, “The number and complexity of programs contained in the 2002
Farm Bill, combined with reduced funding for some programs, limited their
effectiveness” (Crowly, 2007:51).2 Another author echoed some of the reasons why
2

Although funding for some programs was reduced in the 2002 Farm Bill, $18 billion was still made
available for conservation financial and technical assistance (Laws 2005).
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conservation programs aren’t more appealing to rural landowners, “Lack of
awareness, the widespread belief among landowners that they know how best to
manage the land, a dislike of bureaucratic paperwork, and perceptions of insufficient
compensation are partly to blame [for low participation]” (James, 2001:48). The
importance of landowners’ knowledge, awareness, and impressions of conservation
programs and practices in shaping their conservation decisions will be elaborated upon
further in the latter portion of this chapter.
Despite the number of federal and state conservation incentive programs
available, lack of information and general inaccessibility were revealed as principle
reasons why the programs weren’t more widely participated in and effective.
Currently, landowners must research and apply for every NRCS program separately as
each has different requirements and application procedures (United States Department
of Agriculture & Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2007b). Programs
administered by other state and federal agencies were often found to be even more
obscure and specific in their requirements. Relevant literature demonstrated that the
difficulty of navigating through the bureaucratic process of researching, applying for,
enrolling, and remaining eligible for the right combination of various state and federal
agency conservation incentive programs renders the actual incentives the programs
provide irrelevant; if the barriers to participating in the programs are too great, the
landowner will not be able to participate in them, regardless of the financial incentives
offered (James, 2001; Merenlender, Huntsinger, G, & Fairfax, 2004). If existing
conservation programs included more capacity building elements, they may be more
successful in enabling landowners to receive the financial incentives currently offered
(Merenlender et al., 2004).
As previously mentioned, to combat this problem the NRCS has made efforts
to expand their presence and become more involved and active in environmental “hot
spot” areas like the Klamath Basin. The NRCS’s significantly increased funding and
staffing presence in the Klamath since 2001 speaks to the local and national pressure
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put on the USDA and other federal and state agencies to make their services more
accessible (United States Department of Agriculture & Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2007b). The increase of local NRCS staff and funding in the
Klamath has likely improved local awareness of conservation programs, but according
to the literature, the bureaucratic process of enrolling in the appropriate combination
of programs remains cumbersome for most individual landowners (Merenlender et al.,
2004). The Partners in Restoration (PIR) program, based in San Francisco and
managed by the non profit organization Sustainable Conservation, is an example of an
intermediary program that connects private landowners with a variety of federal and
state programs promoting land and water conservation (Sustainable Conservation,
2008). Since its inception in 1998, PIR has helped hundreds of landowners
throughout coastal areas in Northern California complete restoration projects and
implement conservation practices on their properties by linking the landowners with
the appropriate funding agency (Sustainable Conservation, 2008).
Literature suggests that organizations like PIR and KBRT are becoming
increasingly critical in helping private landowners improve the value of their land by
serving as capacity tools, connecting landowners with the programs and resources that
facilitate their adopting more sustainable land and water management practices on
their properties (Merenlender et al., 2004). But available research does not study the
direct influence of a capacity building organization like KBRT on landowner
participation in conservation programs. Given the stark increase in Wood River
Valley landowner participation in conservation programs since KBRT’s inception in
20023, this thesis hypothesizes that KBRT’s presence as an intermediary capacity tool
in the Wood River Valley is a principle reason for landowners actually connecting
with those programs and incorporating conservation practices into their operations.

3

Prior to 2002 no WRV landowner participated in conservation programs such as the BOR water bank
and NRCS EQIP that require significant changes to traditional, intensive land and water management
practices
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C. Factors Determining Landowner Participation in Conservation Programs
In addition to supporting the importance of capacity tools in promoting
conservation program participation, research on motivations for private, agricultural
landowners’ behavior in relation to their land reveals that socio-economic status
(SES), values and attitudes, landownership characteristics, and knowledge of
conservation practices were four principal, generalized influences of behavior. By
examining literature that analyzes different motivators of agricultural landowners’
behavior in relation to their land, distinct factors that likely influence Wood River
Valley landowner’s decision to participate or not in conservation programs can be
predicted.
1. Socio-Economic Status
Several studies exploring private, agricultural landowners’ motivations for
conservation oriented behavior revealed that various factors of a landowners’ socioeconomic status were significant in shaping their conservation behavior. Financial
situation, education level, age, family involvement, residence status, and association
with other environmental organizations were the most prominent SES factors that
were found to influence landowners’ conservation decisions.
Orazem et al. (2001) undertook a multivariate regression approach to
determine what variables shape farmers’4 opinions on four different land management
policies, and found that in addition to land ownership factors, a farmer’s financial
situation and education significantly influenced his/her opinions about land
management policies. The more educated a farmer was and the stronger his/her
financial situation, the more likely he/she was to support more progressive,
4

For the purposes of comparison, “farmer” will be considered equivalent to “landowner”
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conservation oriented land management policies (Orazem, Otto, & Edelman, 2001).
In separate studies analyzing the relationship between farmer attitudes (Sutherland,
1997) and ESA-related behavior (Wilson, 1996), and private Nova Scotian landowners
relationship with conservation, researchers found that younger (less than 40 years of
age) and more educated (at least some college) landowners with an urban background
and outside sources of income were most willing to adopt environmentally friendly
practices. Another study designed to determine farmers’ attitudes and behaviors
regarding ESA listings and Best Management Practices (BMP) implementation both
reinforced that a landowners’ economic status and the perceived risk of ESA listings
and BMP implementation to economic status were significant factors shaping farmers’
decisions whether or not to support the ESA and BMPs (Brook, Zint, & De Young,
2003). Brook et al.’s (2003) study also found that farmers who live on their land are
more likely to oppose ESA listings, and more likely to make management changes that
would prevent endangered species from inhabiting their property.
Comer et al. (1999) supported the results of these studies with their report
analyzing and comparing the socio-economic characteristics, attitudes and beliefs of
“sustainable” and “conventional” farmers. They found that sustainable farmers were
more educated, younger, had more off-farm income, and were more associated with
other sustainable groups than conventional farmers.
Lynne, Shonkweiler and Rola (1998) focused their research on understanding
the influence of farmer’s attitudes and values on conservation decisions. Although
attitudinal and landownership factors were found to be the most influential in shaping
conservation decision, farmer’s income levels were also significantly related to their
conservation decisions (Lynne, Shonkwiler, & Rola, 1988). A study reported by
Luzar and Diagne (1999) supported Lynne et al’s conclusions that farmer’s attitudes
play a critical role in shaping conservation behavior. Their study showed that in
addition to environmental attitudes, land ownership characteristics and socioeconomic status also influenced landowner participation in the NRCS’s Wetland
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Reserve Program (WRP). Of the socio-economic characteristics studied, income level
and involvement in other environmental organizations had a significant and positive
influence on the decision to participate in the WRP. Higher levels of education, and
number of people living in the household (potential heirs) had an adverse effect on the
likelihood to offer wetlands for enrollment in WRP (Luzar & Diagne, 1999). Traoré,
Laundry and Amara’s (1998) study of the conservation motivations of Quebec potato
farmers also revealed that education level significantly influenced the actual adoption
of conservation practices by farmers. A dissertation by Long (2003) echoed the
results of these studies as it concluded that farmers who were more educated, younger,
have higher family involvement, were more likely to adopt conservation practices.
However, unlike Luzar and Diagne (1999), Long found that people who lived closer to
the land were more likely to adopt conservation practices.
Relevant literature clearly reveals that a landowner’s socio-economic status
significantly affects his/her decisions and behavior regarding conservation on their
land. Landowners’ financial situation, age, education level, family involvement,
association with other environmental organizations, and residency status were all
influential factors that shaped their conservation behavior. In general, landowners
who are younger, well educated, have multiple sources of income, high family
involvement, strong association with other environmental organizations, and live off
the land were more likely to engage in conservation activity.
2. Values and Attitudes
In addition to socio-economic status, distinct values and attitudes were found
to significantly influence landowners’ conservation behavior and decisions. In
general, literature showed that the more landowners’ attitudes and values were in
support of conservation, the more likely they were to incorporate conservation into
their existing agricultural practices.
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Comer et al’s (1999) study analyzing and comparing the socio-economic
characteristics, attitudes and beliefs of “sustainable” and “conventional” farmers
showed that attitudes and values played a significant role in shaping farmers’
conservation decisions and behavior, and that attitudes and values differed greatly
between the two self-defined groups. The study asked farmers to rate their agreement
on statements such as, “sustainable agriculture is better for society.” The results
demonstrated distinct differences in attitudes and beliefs between sustainable and
conventional farmers. Not surprisingly, self-identified sustainable farmers were found
to value sustainable practices more, and were more likely to support conservation and
future sustainable agriculture than conventional farmers who did not value
sustainability as highly. Conventional farmers were also found to value independence
more than sustainable farmers (Comer, Ekanem, Muhammad, Singh, & Tegegne,
1999).
A paper by James (2001) supported the importance of rural landowners’
independence in shaping their land management decisions and behavior. She
explained, “Rural people enjoy owning property because of the associated use of
property and the feelings of independence. Acts or initiatives that threaten the
freedoms of ownership are taken seriously” (James, 2001:270). Externally driven or
suggested conservation practices or programs could easily be viewed as a threat to this
independence. Brook et al.’s (2003) study about landowner responses also revealed
the importance of personal values such as independence in shaping land management
decisions in relation to ESA listings. Specifically, the more landowners were found to
value nature, the more likely they were to manage their land to be conducive to
endangered species, and allow for survey of endangered species on their properties.
And the more landowners expressed distrust of government, the less likely they were
to manage their land for endangered species and allow surveying.
Lynne et al (1998) focused their study on understanding the influence of
farmer’s attitudes and values on conservation decisions. They built upon previous
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conservation behavior research (Ervin & Ervin, 1982; Nowak & Korshcing, 1983) and
behavioral models (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Feather, 1982) to create an economic
decision model that incorporated the effects farmers’ values, beliefs, attitudes and
intentions have on conservation related decision making. Their analysis of the model
showed that in addition to SES and landownership characteristics, the more a farmer’s
attitudes and values favored conservation, the more likely he/she was to want to
incorporate conservation into existing farming practices. Notably, the study found that
farmers’ values, beliefs, attitudes and intentions were such significant factors of
conservation decision making that any analysis omitting the factors would be
incomplete. “Economic incentives will increase effort, but responsiveness will differ
with the strength of conservation-related beliefs” (Lynne et al. 1988:18).
A study advanced by Luzar and Diagne (1999) supported Lynne et al’s (1988)
conclusions that farmer’s attitudes play a critical role in shaping their conservation
behavior. They created a behavioral model to analyze the role of environmental
attitudes in voluntary landowner participation in NRCS’s Wetland Reserve Program
(WRP). Using measures derived from the theory of reasoned action, their model
supported the hypothesis that pro-environmental attitudes increased the probability of
landowners to offer to enroll in the WRP. Long’s (2003:34) findings supported these
results, as she concluded that “Landowners who have stewardship objectives for their
land are more likely to report the use of practices to protect land from soil erosion, to
minimize water pollution from agricultural chemicals, to minimize water pollution
from livestock waste, to protect or improve wildlife habitat, to minimize overgrazing
or other damage to pasture/ range land than are landowners who do not have such
objectives.”
Relevant literature demonstrates that landowners’ attitudes and values
significantly affect their conservation behavior and decisions. Distrust of government
and independence were two distinct values shown to deter landowners from engaging
in conservation practices. Generally, the more landowners’ values and attitudes
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favored conservation and nature, the more likely they were to adopt conservation
practices, while the less their values and attitudes aligned with conservation, the less
likely they were to support it on their properties.
3. Landownership Characteristics
In addition to socio-economic status and attitudinal factors, ownership
characteristics were also found to be significant motivators of landowners’
conservation decisions and behavior. As well as the amount of income derived from
land, the size and type of agricultural property, ownership status, and management
practices were repeatedly found to be the most influential landownership
characteristics shaping landowners’ conservation decisions.
Orazem et al’s (2001) multivariate regression found that the size and type of
agricultural operation significantly influence farmers’ opinions about four specific
land management policies. They also found that the longer a farmer had owned a
property and the more dependent he/she was on the property for a primary income
source the less likely he/she was to support more progressive, conservation-oriented
land management policies. Wilson (1996) supported Orazem et al’s findings by
concluding that farmers who did not have outside sources of income were less likely
to adopt environmentally friendly practices. Comer et al (1999) also found that selfidentified sustainable farmers with more off-farm income were more likely to adopt
Sustainable Agricultural System (SAS) practices. Sustainable farmers deemed to be
more likely to adopt SAS practices were also already employing conservation
practices on their land.
Lynne et al.’s (1988) analysis of their economic-behavior model showed that
in addition to socio-economic and attitudinal factors, a landowner’s tenancy status
(owning vs. renting), land characteristics (erosive vs. non-erosive), and willingness to
accept the effects of conservation practices if implemented on his/her property
significantly related to farmers’ conservation oriented decisions. Farmers who rent,
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rather than own land, were less likely to be in favor of conservation because they have
less incentive to protect or improve rented property. Farmers with highly erosive land
were more likely to support conservation practices on their property as conservation
practices were perceived to stem erosion (Lynne et al 1988). Luzar and Diagne’s
(1999) study of farmers’ motivations to participate in NRCS’s WRP similarly revealed
that aside from a farmer’s attitudes and values, acreage of natural vs. farmed wetlands
owned significantly influenced farmers’ decisions to offer to participate in the WRP.
The more natural wetland acreage owned, the more likely a farmer was to volunteer to
participate in the WRP, whereas the more farmed wetland acreage owned, the less
likely a farmer was to participate. This is because farmers’ would lose productivity on
the farmed wetlands by converting them to natural wetlands (Luzar & Diagne, 1999).
Traoré et al. (1998) concluded that farmers were influenced to adopt
conservation practices by the size of their farming operations, the status of their land,
and the perceived risk of conservation practices to their operations. The larger a
landowner’s operation, and the more he/she depended on it for a primary income
source, the less likely they were to adopt conservation practices. But the more a
farmer perceived his property to be in a degraded state, the more likely he/she was to
consider adopting conservation practices. Brook et al. (2003) also found that size of
land was a factor in shaping landowners adopting more conservation-oriented
practices to be in compliance with potential ESA listings. But unlike Traoré, Brook
found that the larger a farmer’s property was, the more likely he/she was to adopt
conservation practices.
Long (2003) expanded upon these studies and concluded that farmers who
don’t personally manage their land are less likely to adopt conservation practices.
Farm size, income derived from farming operations, and farm products also influenced
farmers’ adoption of conservation practices. The larger a farmer’s operations, and the
more he/she depended on the farm for primary income source, the less likely he/she
was to adopt conservation practices. The more off-farm income a farmer had, the
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more likely he/she was to adopt. Different types of crops farmed also influenced
conservation decisions to varying degrees, as farmers who grew more lucrative crops
were less likely to employ conservation practices (Long, 2003).
Relevant literature demonstrates that various landownership characteristics
significantly influence landowners’ decisions and behavior regarding conservation
practices on their land. Income dependence on the land, size and type of land
operation, ownership status, and management practices were found to be the most
influential landownership characteristics shaping landowners conservation decisions
and behavior.
4. Knowledge of Conservation Practices
As described above, landowners’ knowledge and impressions of conservation
practices and programs were also revealed to be significant factors shaping their
opinions and decisions about conservation, but were not as widely documented as the
previously mentioned factors. Relevant literature outlining the importance of
conservation knowledge supports the previous analysis of the criticality of
conservation programs serving as capacity building policy tools (Schneider & Ingram,
1990). Generally, the more landowners were aware, and have positive impressions of
conservation practices and programs, the more likely they are to engage in them.
James’ (2001) paper analyzing the separateness between private landowners
and conservationists argued that lack of awareness about conservation programs and a
dislike of bureaucratic paperwork are two principle deterrents for private landowners
participating in conservation programs. Luzar and Diagne’s (1999) study supported
these observations, as they found that the more positive landowners’ attitudes were
towards the WRP and the more knowledge and awareness they had about the program,
the more likely they were to participate in it. Traoré et al (1998) also found that the
availability of adequate information on the best management practices (BMPs)
significantly influenced farmers’ adoption of them. Farmers reported that they were
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very unaware of BMPs, and generally did not know which ones were most appropriate
or required for their operations. The study suggested that if the farmers were more
aware of BMPs they would be more likely to adopt them.
Long (2003) and Brook et al. (2003) support the results of these studies, as
both concluded that awareness of conservation programs and practices improved the
likelihood of landowners engaging in conservation. Long (2003) found that in
addition to the financial attractiveness of government conservation programs, farmers’
understanding and approval of the programs were important factors of their
conservation decision making process. Long explained, “Farmers who know about a
practice cannot be expected to adopt it unless they understand its expected costs and
benefits, including the potential benefit of helping the landowner solve a considerable
environmental problem” (Long, 2003:45). Her research stressed that conservation
information wasn’t effective in influencing landowners’ land management decisions
unless conservation programs and practices were adapted to the specific needs and
conditions of the farmer. Supporting literature found that in cases where landowners
expressed a thorough understanding of conservation programs and believed that the
practices were appropriate and specific to their operations, they were more likely to
employ conservation practices on their properties (Nowak, 1992). Brook et al. (2003)
also found that the more conservation information farmers learned from conservation
organizations and other social sources, the more likely they were to manage their land
to protect endangered species.

Although the importance of knowledge and positive impressions about
conservation programs and practices was not as frequently cited in the literature as
other factors, knowledge and positive impressions were found to be significant aspects
shaping landowners conservation decisions and behavior. The more landowners are
aware of and positively perceive conservation practices and programs, they more
likely they are to engage in them.
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5. Literature Review Summary
As previously mentioned, Schneider and Ingram’s social construction and
policy tool literature are appropriate frameworks through which to study whether
conservation programs are effective in motivating WRV landowners to change their
behavior. Through analysis of these frameworks, and other relative literature outlining
the major factors shaping private, agriculturally-oriented landowners’ conservation
decisions and behavior, this thesis hypothesizes that in addition to socio-economic,
attitudinal, and landownership characteristics, the presence of the local, capacitating
organization KBRT significantly influences Wood River Valley landowners
participation in conservation programs.
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CHAPTER 4: APPROACH and METHODS
A. Approach
1. Research Question and Case-Study Approach
This thesis attempts to answer the research question: Why do landowners
choose to participate or not participate in conservation programs?
In order to answer this question, I use a case-study approach, as “case-studies
are the preferred social research strategy when ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions are being
posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a
contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context” (Yin, 2003:1). I am
attempting to answer a ‘why’ research question, I have no control over landowners’
decisions or behavior, and my focus is on the contemporary phenomenon of private
agricultural landowners’ increasing involvement in conservation programs and
activities. The real-life context for studying this phenomenon is the recent increase in
conservation program participation by private, traditionally cattle-ranching-oriented
landowners in the Wood River Valley, Oregon. Since the inception of a local, nonprofit water conservation organization in the valley in 2002, local landowner
participation in government sponsored conservation programs has significantly
increased. However, several landowners still do not participate in conservation
programs. In order to determine why some private, agricultural landowners choose to
participate in conservation programs and others do not, conducting a case-study in
which I interview landowners in the Wood River Valley who participate and do not
participate in conservation programs to determine their motivations is the ideal
approach to answer my research question.
2. Background of Sample
To determine why Wood River Valley landowners choose to participate or not
in conservation programs, this study analyzes how various situational, physical,
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economic, social, and cultural factors influence landowners’ willingness and ability to
incorporate conservation practices into their existing operations. To measure the
influence of various factors on land owner participation in conservation oriented
programs, I interviewed 17 landowners in the Wood River Valley who participate and
do not participate in government sponsored conservation programs, as well as the local
conservation organization, Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust. I chose to sample
landowners from this valley in the Klamath Basin because of the unique social,
physical, and demographic characteristics at play there. All the landowners are
absentee, meaning that they only spend part of the year in the valley and have
permanent residences elsewhere. There are 35 private landowners in the
approximately 40,000 acre valley, but 17 own the majority of the land (34,674 acres).
Almost all the landowners have owned and operated their properties for traditional
high-density, flood irrigated cattle grazing. The homogenous land use patterns in the
valley and the high concentration of landownership make it an ideal study area.
B. Methods: Collection and Analysis of Data
1. Sampling and Recruiting
I used purposive sampling to select my interview subjects, as I wished to
interview subjects in the Wood River Valley known to participate or not in
conservation programs, and so had to target specific individuals. To select my
interviewees, I drew from my prior knowledge of the area, from research obtained
through Klamath County tax lot records, and from the input of a few key local
informants. I knew I wanted to sample as many as possible of the landowners who
were known to participate in conservation programs (12), and as many as possible
who were known not to (23), in order to get a representative sample. Although there
are 23 suspected non-participating landowners, 7 of them represent 20,012 acres of the
valley landowners who are not participating in conservation programs. One of those 7
is the Bureau of Reclamation, and thus, I excluded them from my sampling frame
because I am only interested in interviewing private landowners. The remaining 16
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non-participating landowners only account for 2,246 acres. I sought to interview all of
the 6 non-participating private landowners who owned the majority of the land, and as
many of the remaining 16 as possible. In total, I expected to procure at least 18
interviews: the 12 landowners who were participating, and the 6 major owners who
were known not to participate. This would yield a sample that represents 32,293 of
the 37,054 acres in the valley, or approximately 87% of total acreage.
To equitably recruit landowners I followed these steps:
1. Using my knowledge of the area, information gathered from key informants,
and information obtained through Klamath County tax lot records, I made a list
of known participating and non-participating landowners.
2. Approximately ten days before I contacted the subjects for interviews, I sent
each an official letter of intent informing them of the nature of this project and
my desire for them to participate. In the letter I informed them that I would be
calling them in the next two weeks to recruit them for an interview.
3. Within two weeks of sending the recruitment letter, I began calling the
potential participants to inform them of the purpose and objectives of this
project, request their participation, and schedule a time for an interview.
4. I continued telephonic recruitment until I contacted the desired number of
subjects and scheduled as many interviews as possible.
My final sample consisted of ten of the twelve landowners who participate in
conservation programs, and seven of the 23 who were known not to participate. Of
the seven non-participating, four were non-participating landowners with large
acreage, and three were landowners with small acreage. The participating landowners
represent 11,525.92/12,280 acres, or approximately 95% of WRV acreage enrolled in
conservation programs. The non-participating landowners represent 13,155/19,494
acres, or approximately 70% of the total non participating landowners’ acreage. (The
high landownership concentration accounts for such a high percentage.) The total
acreage interviewed for this project was 24,681/37,054 or approximately 70% of the
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acres in the valley. (See Appendix A for map displaying acreage represented in this
project.)
I interviewed one landowner outside the study area in the Sprague River
Valley who I know participates in conservation programs, and is connected with
KBRT. Adding the acreage of his property, 25,781 acres were represented through
my interviews. Since only one Sprague River Valley landowner was interviewed, and
since his land and demographic characteristics were similar to other Wood River
Valley landowners, he will be subsumed into the general discussion and analysis as a
Wood River Valley landowner.
2. Interviews
I conducted in-person and telephone semi-structured, non-recorded interviews
of my subjects from September 2007 to April 2008. (See Appendix B for Interview
Questions). The following procedure was followed during each interview:
1. Each interview lasted at least thirty minutes, with an average time of one hour,
and a few that lasted almost three hours.
2. Interviews were conducted either on the telephone or at the subject’s place of
residence, wherever the subject preferred.
3. Each interview subject was given or mailed a written informed consent form
describing:
•

The objectives of this project

•

The purpose of their participation in this project

•

The lack of foreseeable risks and direct benefits of their participation in
this project

•

How the information they provided would be used in this project

•

How their confidentiality would be ensured in this project

Each subject who participated in an interview signed an informed consent
form.
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4. Each interview subject was asked the same set of questions regarding the
degree of influence various situational, physical, economic, social and cultural
factors have had upon their participation/non-participation in conservation
programs.
5. At the end of each interview, I also asked each subject to fill out a brief
demographic information form. This information further helped in analyzing
how demographic characteristics might have influenced participation/nonparticipation in the programs. Responding to the demographic information was
voluntary, but all subjects chose to respond.
6. I took written notes during each interview. The interviews were not recorded.
The written interview notes constitute the data for this study.

C. Measurement of Variables
1. Causal Model

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Explanatory Variables:
Capacity Building Entity
Incentives
SES
Values/Attitudes
Landownership
Knowledge of Conservation
Social Factors

•

Response Variable:
Participation/NonParticipation in
Conservation Programs

These explanatory variables are suggested by the literature reviewed above.
They help shape my interview questions and frame my analysis of interview results to
understand why (or why not) ranchers in the WRV choose to participate in
conservation programs.
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2. Measurement of Variables
The explanatory variables were explored by asking semi-structured interview
questions in three major categories: Land Ownership Characteristics, Relationship
with Conservation and Conservation Programs/Organizations, and Motivations for
Participating/Not Participating in Conservation Programs. (See Appendix B for
Interview Questions.) The response variables were determined by asking landowners
whether or not they participate in conservation programs.
a. Response Variables
Landowner Participation in Conservation Programs:
Landowner participation in conservation programs is measured by
determining whether or not a landowner is currently participating in a government
sponsored conservation or restoration program that provides economic compensation
in exchange for requiring significant changes in traditional cattle-focused land and/or
water management practices.
Landowner Non-Participation in Conservation Programs:
Landowner participation in conservation programs is also measured by
determining whether or not a landowner is currently participating in government
sponsored conservation or restoration program that provides economic compensation
in exchange for requiring significant changes in traditional cattle-focused land and/or
water management practices.
b. Explanatory Variables
Capacity Building Entity
The influence of a capacitating organization is explored by asking landowners
to what degree KBRT was a factor in their non/participation in conservation programs.
Landowners were asked various questions about their impressions of and experiences
with KBRT.
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Economic Incentives
The influence of conservation programs’ economic incentives is explored by
asking landowners to what degree the economic incentives of the programs was a
factor in their decision to participate or not. A landowner’s level and source of
income is also included in the investigation of the importance of economic incentives.
Socio-Economic Status
The influence of socio-economic status is explored by asking landowners
various questions relating to their income, residency, education, and family.
Landowners were also asked to complete a demographic information form at the end
of each interview.
Personal Values/Attitudes
The influence of personal values is examined by asking landowners how their
personal values shaped their decisions whether or not to participate in conservation
programs, and by analyzing landowners’ personal values revealed in their responses to
other interview questions. Since not all landowners directly responded to the question
about the influence of personal values, analysis of revealed personal values was
necessary to estimate the influence of values and attitudes.
Landownership Characteristics
The influence of landowners’ ownership characteristics is explored by asking
about the primary purposes and priorities of land management. Characteristics such as
size, residency, length of ownership, and management practices are also included in
the examination of landownership characteristics.
Knowledge of Conservation Programs
The influence of conservation program knowledge is examined by asking
landowners to what extent they were knowledgeable about various conservation
programs.

58

Social Factors
The influence of various social factors is examined by asking landowners if
they are motivated to participate or not by any local social factors. Landowners were
asked various questions about their involvement in and impressions of the local
community, and to what degree their social relationships influence their conservation
program participation/non.
Government Agencies
The influence of the government agencies who administer the conservation
programs is assessed by asking the landowners about their relationship with the
agencies, and to what degree the agencies themselves motivated the landowners to
participate or not. Landowners were asked numerous questions about their
experiences with and impressions of government agencies.
3. Analysis
Once I gathered my interviews, I analyzed them by coding the interviews using
a priori coding, a process whereby I assigned unique ideas a code according to
categories established prior to my analysis based upon the information gathered in my
literature review. I made revisions to my coding as necessary throughout the coding
process (Weber, 1990). After I finished coding the interviews, I was able to use the
themes that emerged to write up formal analysis of why some Wood River Valley
landowners choose to participate in conservation programs and some do not.
D. Ethical Issues:
My family has owned a ranch in the Wood River Valley for 26 years, and I
have spent many of those years working on the ranch, interacting with the local
community, and working for the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust. Given my
extensive connections and involvement in the area, I was careful throughout this
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project to conduct all research and analysis from the perspective of an unbiased
graduate student and not a local landowner, KBRT employee, or member of the
community. At the beginning of all my interviews, I informed subjects that although I
have other connections to the community, the results of this thesis will be used only in
an academic setting. I was transparent in informing them of the intentions of this
study and stressed my approach from the perspective of a graduate student. I was
initially worried that my prior experience and presence in the area might negatively
influence landowner involvement in this project, especially those landowners not
participating in conservation programs or KBRT, but I was pleased and surprised to
find that my connection to the area was a benefit throughout my research.
All of the participating landowners were eager to be a part of the project, made
themselves readily available, and were very open with me about their experience. I
think the fact that my family and I have positive relationships with most of them prior
to this study influenced their positive response to my inquiries. The non-participating
landowners were more difficult to recruit, and I think a few did not respond to my
inquiries because of some preconceived negative biases they might have had about
KBRT and my family, but those who did respond were very helpful and eager to
participate. A few times when I called to arrange interviews, participating and nonparticipating subjects were initially confused or tentative about exactly who I was and
what I was doing, (some hadn’t yet read my initial recruitment letter), but as soon as I
mentioned that I was Kelley Thomas and my family owned the Agency Ranch, that
wariness disappeared and there were no barriers to their involvement in the program.
One non-participating subject told me that he never would agree to be interviewed by
some “random scientist or outsider,” who didn’t know or respect who he was and what
his family did. He only agreed to be interviewed because he knew me personally. My
familiarity with the area, positive connections with much of the community, and
family involvement in cattle ranching worked to my advantage as I could easily relate
to and connect with the landowners. The subjects trusted me, and may have been
more open and honest than they would have been with a stranger conducting the same
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project. I have respected this trust by withholding all names and identities in my final
project, and not using the results of my analysis for anything outside of academic
purposes.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS and DISCUSSION
To present and discuss my results I will first summarize the participation levels
and demographic characteristics of Wood River Valley landowners interviewed who
participate and do not participate in conservation programs. I will then discuss the
explanatory factors that motivate participating and non-participating landowners to
make their decisions. Relating to participating landowners, I will also describe the
affects their participation has had on some of the explanatory factors. (See Table 2 for
a list of interviewed landowners’ characteristics.)

A. Summary Description of Participating and Non-Participating Landowners
1. Participating Landowners
To determine why Wood River Valley landowners participate in conservation
programs, I interviewed ten landowners who were known to participate. They will be
referred to as Landowners 1-10. All ten landowners interviewed currently participate
in the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)’s Water Bank Program, which requires
landowners to stop irrigating and leave their water instream. These landowners are
also currently, or were previously enrolled in the Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS)’s Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), which requires
landowners to significantly reduce their cattle grazing numbers. Most landowners also
participate in a variety of other federal and state sponsored conservation programs that
require them to make significant land and water management changes on their
properties. (See list of agencies and programs in Chapter 2, KBRT).
Although distinct demographic differences define the ten participating
landowners interviewed, they also have several characteristics and motivations in
common. Participating Landowners 7 and 8 are the co-founders of KBRT. As
previously mentioned, Landowner 8 has owned his 1800-acre property for twenty-six
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years, and spends about four months of the year in the valley. Landowner 7 has
owned his 700-acre property for fourteen years, and spends about three months a year
in the valley. Neither landowner relies on the ranch for a primary income source, and
both report earning more than $100,000 a year. In addition to forming KBRT, these
landowners were very instrumental in assisting two other wealthy, absentee
individuals in buying ranches in the area in the past five years, which they have since
enrolled in conservation programs. These are Landowners 9 and 10. Both cite other
sources of primary income, report earning more than $100,000 a year, and spend less
than a month in the valley. Landowner 9 has purchased two adjacent ranches in the
Wood River Valley, totaling 2600 acres. This makes him one of the largest
landowners in the valley. Landowner 10 purchased an 1100-acre property in the
neighboring Sprague River Valley. Because his conservation behavior and
characteristics are so similar to Wood River Valley landowners, he is collectively
referred to in this study as a WRV landowner. Landowners 7-10 all hold a Masters
degree or higher, and are all white males over 50 years old. Whereas Landowners 7
and 8 report relatively high family involvement in their properties, landowners 9 and
10 do not.
Landowners 1 and 5 are the only participating landowners who derive their
primary income source from their cattle ranching operations. They are also the only
two of the ten participating landowners who report earning less than $100,000 a year.
These landowners report very high family involvement in their ranching operations
and spend more time in the valley than any of the other landowners, living in the
valley with their cattle approximately six months of the year. They define their
occupation as “cattle ranchers” and each has owned their 1400-acre (Landowner 1)
and 500-acre (Landowner 5) properties for almost 50 years. Landowner 6 defines his
occupation as a cattle rancher, has owned his 2076-acre property for more than 50
years, spends at least six months in the valley with his cattle and his son, but derives
his primary income from his spouse’s occupation. Landowners 2, 3, and 4 spend less
than a month in the valley, rely on other sources of primary income, report earning
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more than $100,000 a year and have very little family involvement on their ranches.
Landowner 2 has owned 1400 acres for ten years, Landowner 4 has owned 300 acres
for over 50 years, and Landowner 3 represents JELD-WEN, which owns 180 acres of
land in the valley. Landowners 1-6 are also white males over 50 years of age, who
have all received a college degree.
The high levels of education of the ten participating landowners’ supports
literature that revealed landowners with higher education were more likely to
participate in conservation activity (Comer et al., 1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne,
1999; Orazem et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997; Traoré, Landry, & Amara, 1998). The
fact that eight of ten participating landowners have other sources of primary income
was also supported by literature that showed landowners with additional sources of
income were more likely to engage in conservation (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et al.,
1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al., 1988; Orazem et al., 2001;
Sutherland, 1997). Family involvement in the ranch varies across the ten landowners
ranging from none to significant. All ten landowners are absentee, which conflicts
with some literature that found landowners who lived on their property were more like
to engage in conservation (Long, 2003). Since nearly all of the 17 landowners
interviewed are white males over 50 years of age, age does not appear to be a factor in
conservation decisions in this study.

2. Non-Participating Landowners
To determine why Wood River Valley landowners do not participate in
conservation programs, I interviewed seven landowners who do not participate. They
will be referred to as Landowners 11-17. Five of these landowners, Landowners 1115, have never participated in conservation programs. Landowner 16 participated in
the 2002-2003 KBRT pilot project funded by the BOR that required no irrigation or
reductions in cattle grazing, but stopped participating in 2003 because he did not like
the physical changes not irrigating had on his property. This landowner also enrolled

64

a piece of his property in a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-funded
small-scale riparian restoration project in 2003, and currently has a very small section
of his property enrolled in NRCS’s Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
(CREP). However, his participation in these projects does not significantly affect his
land management practices. Therefore, Landowner 16 is labeled as a nonparticipating landowner. Landowner 17 was found to have a small section of his
property enrolled in a riparian restoration project property funded by USFWS, but
participation in this project also does not require significant land management
changes. Therefore, Landowner 17 is also labeled as a non-participating landowner.
Five of seven landowners, including Landowner 17, are part of families who
have owned and operated land in the valley for traditional cattle production for
generations, dating back to 1900. Overall, non-participating landowners have owned
property longer than participating landowners. Despite the fact that two participate in
small-scale conservation programs, six landowners cite cattle production as the
primary function of their properties, and still flood irrigate and graze cattle at high
densities throughout the summer months. One landowner now owns only a small
residential property, but cited cattle production as the primary function of their former
property. Two of the non-participating landowners live in the valley year-round,
while three spend at least six months a year living on their properties. Only two
landowners spend less than a month in the valley, indicating that overall, nonparticipating landowners spend more time in the valley than participating landowners.
Four of the seven landowners own very large sections of property in the valley,
ranging from 2600 to 7000 acres. Five landowners identify their occupation as “cattle
ranchers,” and the same four who own large acreage also derive their primary income
source from cattle ranching. This is supported by literature that showed landowners
who do not have additional sources of primary income are less likely to engage in
conservation practices (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et al., 1999; Long, 2003; Luzar &
Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al., 1988; Orazem et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997). Overall,
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four non-participating landowners report earning more than $100,000 a year, two who
depend on cattle ranching for their primary income and two who do not. This suggests
that non-participating landowners earn less than participating landowners, and are
more actively involved in the cattle business. Six of seven non-participating
landowners have a college degree or higher. This conflicts with literature that
revealed landowners with higher education were more likely to participate in
conservation activity (Comer et al., 1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Orazem
et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997; Traoré et al., 1998). All of the landowners are white
males, five are over 50, while two are between 40 and 50 years of age. This again
shows that age does not appear to factor into decisions to participate in conservation
programs.
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Table 2: Characteristics of Sample:
10 Participating Landowners:

7 Non-Participating Landowners:
Landownership Characteristics:
6/10 respondents have owned land in the valley for more than 5/7 respondents have owned property in the valley for more
25 years
than 30 years
4/10 respondents have owned land in the valley for less than
15 years (one of whom recently purchased his property in the
2/7 have owned property for less than 20 years; 1 for 19
Sprague River Valley.)
years, the other for 4 years
10/10 respondents still own and graze their own cattle on their
properties, or lease their land out for cattle grazing at the
reduced levels required by the NRCS EQIP program they
participate in

7/7 respondents own and graze their own cattle on their
properties, and/or lease their own land out, or lease additional
land for high-density, flood irrigated cattle grazing

10/10 respondents are absentee owners, meaning they have
permanent residences outside of the Wood River Valley
5/10 respondents spend at least 3 months a year in the valley

5/7 respondents are absentee owners, meaning they have
permanent residences outside of the Wood River Valley
3 of these spend at least 5 months a year in the valley

5/10 respondents spend less than 1 month a year in the valley

2/7 respondents live in the valley year round

6/10 respondents own more than 1000 acres
4/10 respondents own less than 1000 acres (See above figures
for exact acreage representation.)

4/7 respondents own more than 1000 acres
3/7 respondents own less than 1000 acres (See above figures
for exact acreage representation)
2/7 landowners were found to have participated in smallscale conservation programs
Economic Characteristics:
4/10 respondents derive their primary income from cattle
4/7 respondents derive their primary income from cattle
ranching/farming and define their Occupation as “Cattle
ranching/farming, while 5/7 identify their Occupation as
Rancher” (or retired cattle rancher)
“Cattle Rancher” (or retired cattle rancher)
6/10 cite other sources of primary income and other
3/7 cite other sources of primary income, 2 cite other primary
Occupations
occupations

8/10 respondents report their yearly income to be greater than
$100,000
2/10 report their yearly income to be between $50,000 and
$100,000. (These 2 also derive their primary income from
cattle ranching.)

4/7 respondents report their yearly income to be greater than
$100,000. (2 of these derive their primary income from cattle
ranching)
3/7 report their yearly income to be between $50,000 and
$100,000

Demographic Characteristics:
10/10 respondents are Caucasian males over 50 years of age
4/7 respondents are Caucasian males over 50 years of age
3/7 respondents are Caucasian males between 35 and 50 years
of age
4/10 have received a Masters degree or higher
2/7 have received a Masters degree or higher
6/10 have received a college or technical school degree
4/7 have had at least two years of college or more
1/7 has received his high school diploma
When asked to rate their political preferences on a scale from
When asked to rate their political preferences on a scale from
1-7, with 1 being “very liberal” and 7 being “very
1-7, with 1 being “very liberal” and 7 being “very
conservative,” the average of the 10 respondents was a 5
conservative,” the average of the 10 respondents was a 5.9
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B. Explanatory Factors and Effects of Wood River Valley Landowners’
Participation and Non-Participation in Conservation Programs
1. Explanatory Factors for and Effects of Landowners’ Participation
a. Economic Incentives
The primary motivation for the ten Wood River Valley landowners who
participate in conservation programs is the economic incentives the programs provide.
Despite differences in income level and source, and occupation, all landowners cite
the financial compensation of conservation programs as a significant reason for their
participation. Landowners 1-6 and 8 credit financial incentives as the main reason
they choose to participate in the programs. Landowners 7, 9, and 10 cite the desire to
improve their land as a primary motivation for their participation, but admit that this
motivation is inseparable from the attractiveness and support of financial
compensation. Significantly, six of the eight participating landowners who cite
economic incentives as a primary motivation also report earning more than $100,000 a
year, implying that although they “wouldn’t have participated without the money”
(Landowner 6), their financial status does not necessitate additional income or, the
money allows them to do conservation they otherwise couldn’t afford. Regardless,
these landowners remain interested in maintaining an income from their properties,
derived from the economic compensation provided by conservation program
participation.
Prior to participating in conservation programs, the majority of participating
landowners derived income on their land from cattle ranching. Although it was not
the primary source of income for most of them, all of the landowners expressed the
need to be financially compensated for participating in conservation programs that
required them to reduce their cattle grazing, and thus, their ranch income.
Landowners 1 and 5, who earn less than $100,000 and cite financial incentives as a
principle motivation for participation, are the only participating landowners who rely
on the productivity of their land as a primary source of income. This suggests that
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these landowners are even more dependent upon the financial compensation supplied
by participating in conservation programs. Landowner 5 clarifies his stance, “Yes,
financial incentives are the biggest motivation… It's cowboy welfare!" Landowner 1
echoes, "Financial incentives were our biggest motivation to participate; we couldn't
have done it without the money."
Regardless of differences in amount and source of income, all participating
landowners reveal that they are significantly motivated by the financial compensation
provided by the programs. Several landowners said that it is more economic to
participate in conservation programs than to manage a property solely for cattle
production given the increasing costs of irrigation and overall ranch management.
Landowner 4 credits characteristics of his land for contributing to the appeal of
economic incentives, “[The economic incentives] were the major influence…it's very
economic to participate, even more so than normal cattle ranching because the feed on
my property isn't the best, and the ranch isn't very productive, so it's more economic to
participate in conservation programs." Landowner 10 is especially satisfied with the
economic advantages of not irrigating, “The government paid us enough so that we
[weren’t] losing money by participating; we were actually gaining more than if we
were fully irrigated, especially with the [electricity] rates change. 5 It made so much
more economic sense not to irrigate. Running dryland just is a better deal.”
Landowner 8 praises the economic benefits of participating in conservation programs
by equating his participation with natural capitalism, "[Since participating], our
operations costs have decreased, income has increased, and land has improved: this is
Natural Capitalism." This landowner (and KBRT founder) defines natural capitalism
as maintaining a strong income while benefiting the environment, and sees it as a
defining aspect of KBRT, as well as his participation.

5

In 2006, Pacificorp’s long standing subsidized electricity rates returned to un-subsidized levels. This
greatly increased the formerly relatively cheap cost of pumping to meet irrigation needs.
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Many of the ten landowners express strong desires to improve the quality of
their property, and credit economic incentives with enabling them to actualize those
desires. Landowner 8 admits, "[the] financial incentives of the programs were
essential to my participation; without them I couldn't afford to make the changes I
knew I wanted to make." Landowner 9 agrees, "Financial incentives were my main
motivation, behind the alignment of my personal values with the mission of the
conservation programs." Landowner 10, who also initially lists financial
compensation as a motivator second in importance to his desire to improve his ranch
admits later on in the interview, “The financial compensation from government
programs makes conservation/restoration possible. We couldn’t afford to implement
the practices independently, but with assistance, it’s a ‘no-brainer’.” Landowner 7,
who cites environmental stewardship as the primary motivation for his participation,
confesses the undeniable influence of economics, “Restoration is expensive, and I
can't afford to do it all independently anymore.” This shows that financial
compensation provided by the programs is an essential aspect of all landowners’
participation, despite the fact that some cite personal values of improving land as a
principle motivation. Financial compensation enables landowners to actualize their
desires to improve their land, while retaining a viable income from the property.
Interview analysis reveals that in order for conservation programs such as the
NRCS EQIP (which requires significant reductions in grazing and no irrigation) to be
economically attractive and feasible to landowners, they must provide comparable
financial compensation for the required activities. Even though the majority of
landowners in this study earn more than $100,000 a year, the financial incentives of
the conservation programs are essential for their properties to remain economically
productive. Financial compensation is clearly crucial to the landowners who depend
on their ranch for income, and earn less than $100,000 a year. But regardless of the
amount and source of landowners’ income, it is clear that economic productivity is an
essential aspect of ranch management. Financial incentives also make it possible for
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landowners to actualize improvements to their land that landowners might not have
been able to afford to make otherwise.
b. Land Ownership
Of the ten participating landowners, four have owned their property for less
than twenty years. Two of them purchased land in the past five years. The remaining
six have owned their properties for at least 26 years, and four have owned the land for
several generations. This suggests that length of ownership does not appear to be an
influence on landowner participation in programs, as even those landowners who have
owned and operated their land for 50 plus years participate. All of the participating
landowners are absentee owners, meaning that their permanent residences are outside
the valley. Five of the ten spend three to six months a year in the valley, while the
remaining five spend a month or less in the area each year. This is supported by
literature that found the less time landowners spend on their property, the more likely
they might be to participate in conservation activity that involves significant land
management changes (Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999).
Prior to enrolling in conservation programs, all but two of the ten landowners
operated their land for high density cattle production. The primary purpose of their
land was to graze as many cattle as possible, using flood irrigation to make the land as
productive as possible. Landowner 1 admits, “Before KBRT and conservation
programs, our ranch was for high-density cattle grazing with flood irrigation."
However, nine out of ten express a sense of environmental stewardship towards their
land, and are in favor of conservation. This corresponds with literature that revealed
being in favor of conservation correlated with landowners’ involvement in
conservation (Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al., 1988). Three
landowners cite the deteriorated state of their land and water as a prime motivation for
their participation in conservation programs. One landowner comments, “[Our] ranch
was in prime condition to be improved through conservation programs and activities”
(Interview # 6.) Another echoes this sentiment, “The ranch could really benefit from
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conservation; it wasn’t in the best shape” (Interview # 9). This is supported by
literature that reveals landowners were more likely to engage in conservation if the
quality of their properties was poor or degraded (Lynne et al., 1988; Traoré et al.,
1998). Five of the ten participating landowners (including the two previously quoted)
independently implemented minimal conservation practices (mostly riparian fencing)
prior to enrolling in conservation programs. But even the most minimal conservation
activities require funding, and thus detract from the income generated by a property.
Even though nearly all of the participating landowners want to protect and preserve
the quality of their land, they could only afford to implement minimal conservation
practices when relying on their own income. Enrolling in conservation programs
enables these landowners to actualize their desire to improve the quality of their land
without detracting from its income.
Five landowners credit their participation in conservation programs and
activities with significant improvements in the quality and value of their land.
Landowner 6 acknowledges that “Management changes have greatly increased the
value of my land because the quality of land and riparian areas has improved.”
Landowner 10 agrees, "Beautiful, restored riparian areas are worth more than cattle
ground. Fencing off the river bank has yielded great improvements in the riparian
corridor; it’s much prettier and healthier. And there’s less management requirements
now...no irrigation, no ditch repair, no electricity, or pumping costs…Getting involved
[in the programs] increased my awareness of what additional land management
practices can be implemented in the future." All ten landowners notice distinct
physical differences in their land since participating in conservation programs, and
attribute the changes directly to the conservation oriented activities. Eight of ten cite
positive physical improvements in their land. Only Landowner 2 sees only negative
physical changes, and Landowner 4 is neutral about characterizing the changes.
Significantly, Landowner 2 is also the only landowner who is not in favor of
conservation, and confesses to be participating “only for the money.” His opinion of
conservation effects on land—"[the] grass has dried out, and truthfully, the ranch
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looks better, is better with irrigation. It takes water to grow grass, no way around it"—
mirrors the majority of non-participating landowners’ viewpoints.
All of the participating Wood River Valley landowners who credit
conservation activity with positive changes on their properties compliment the
resurgence of natural grasses, the aesthetic improvements of riparian corridors, and the
reduction of invasive vegetation and animals. Landowner 1 reveals his
satisfaction,“[Our] swampy areas dried, and then ridges initially went bare and lost all
grass, but now they’ve grown back and have better feed than before…There are more
natural grasses everywhere, which is more sustainable . . .[there’s] also less squirrels
and thistles.” Landowner 8 echoes, “Grasses have transitioned from forage that grows
on irrigated land to forage that grows on dry land, and the dryland forage is more
natural. There’s less clover on upland area, but no more squirrels or thistles…some
grasshoppers, but after spraying for them, it’s not as bad.” Landowner 6 even credits
conservation activity for improvements in cattle productivity, "[We’ve seen a] huge
improvement in the riparian areas . . . more fish and trees, healthier and greener, also
less thistles, no squirrels, and the cattle are doing significantly better than before;
they’re healthier, and there’s more weight gain." These landowners reveal that despite
initial negative physical changes, the overall effects of conservation on their land and
water have been beneficial. Unsurprisingly, the positive physical changes these
landowners witness on their properties contributed to their overall satisfaction with
participating in conservation programs.
c. Personal Values
Several participating landowners cite or reveal distinct personal values as other
influential motivating factors for their participation in conservation programs. Nine
out of ten landowners interviewed describe strong desires to protect or improve the
quality of their land, and admit that participating in conservation programs enables
them to do so. (Notably, Landowner 2, who does not support conservation and is
“only in it for the money” is the only landowner who does not express any personal
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values of wanting to improve his land.) The widely demonstrated support of
conservation activity, or environmental stewardship, distinguishes the majority of
participating landowners from most non-participating landowners, who believe their
existing land and water management techniques are already beneficial to the land.
As previously mentioned, Landowners 7, 9 and 10 are the only participating
landowners who cite environmental stewardship as a primary motivator of their
participation. Landowner 7 comments, “I participated because I wanted to put my
ideas about conservation into place, be a pioneer in the valley by implementing them
on my ranch first, and then see if other landowners would be interested." But even
those landowners who list economic incentives as a primary motivator express
sentiments of environmental stewardship towards their land. Landowner 6 admits, “I
wasn't happy with the former state of my ranch [quality of land and water], and wasn't
satisfied with my former management activities. I wanted a change. I recognized the
value of the land and water and wanted to preserve and enhance it... I didn't think the
land was as healthy as it could be and wanted to change that." Several landowners
admit that their desire to improve and protect the quality of their land has increased
since their participation in conservation programs, as the benefits of more sustainable
land and water management practices have been revealed. Landowner 4 expresses his
satisfaction, “I like the benefits conservation programs have provided to my property,
and to the Wood River Valley as a whole.”
Protecting and preserving the land for the enjoyment and benefit of future
generations is another key aspect of participating landowners’ valuing environmental
stewardship. Seven of ten participating landowners cite strong family values as a
motivating force for their participation in conservation programs, linking improvement
and protection of their properties to providing future benefits for their families. Five
of these seven landowners’ said that at least one other family member is
“significantly” involved in the management of the property, which indicates that the
choice to participate in conservation programs is a family decision. All seven
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landowners express the desire to keep their properties “in the family.” Landowner 10
comments, “I want to protect and improve my ranch for the kids, and the future."
Landowner 8 supports, “[The ranch] will be theirs, so it's all the more important for
me to husband it correctly. My ranch is great privilege, an asset. . . a blessing that I
am allowed to husband, and pass on to my kids.” These findings are consistent with
literature that supported that higher family involvement leads to increased
participation in conservation activity (Long, 2003).
Accompanying their interest in the value of environmental stewardship and
preservation is these landowners’ explicit or implicit openness to change.
Participating in conservation programs represents a distinct departure from the
traditional cattle-oriented land and water management practices that have dominated
the Wood River Valley and these landowners’ properties for years, and in some cases,
generations. Every landowner who participates in the programs expresses or implies a
willingness to change their established management techniques for new, unknown,
and unpopular practices. Landowner 10 supports this observation, "I will implement
whatever practice I learn about that makes sense and will improve my land and water
quality. . . I'm very open to conservation practices in general." Participating
landowners are able to overcome initial wariness towards the unfamiliarity of the
programs.
When asked what worries them about participating in conservation programs,
several participating landowners did express fear of the “unknown”; they were worried
about how the land was going to react to not being irrigated, and wanted to be sure
their water wouldn’t be taken away if they weren’t using it. Landowner 6 admits, “I
was worried about the effect of non-irrigation on the ranch since it had never been
done, but I felt I could reverse the damage quickly if necessary." Landowner 5
acknowledges, “I didn’t want to lose my water!” But all of these landowners were
able to overcome their fears, and accept a degree of risk by stepping into the new and
unknown. Along with other motivating factors, an underlying attitude of being open
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to change was a significant factor of their choosing to participate. Landowner 6
reveals his progressiveness, “I chose to participate in programs and KBRT because it's
a good way to embrace the future of a more conservation-oriented management of my
ranch . . . if you don't adapt to changes, you will be left behind."
Participating landowners’ openness to change and strong sense of
environmental stewardship have contributed to the notable fact that seven out of ten
express high satisfaction with their participation in conservation activity, so much so
that they seem to have internalized the new behaviors. Significantly, four of these
landowners cite economic incentives as a primary motivation for their participation.
Landowner 5, who relies on his ranch for a primary source of income, describes what
he has learned throughout his four years of participation, “[Prior to enrolling in
conservation programs,] I used to irrigate every day, but I’ve learned that it's just not
necessary, and I think everyone else who's participated has learned that too, that they
can get away with less water than they thought…We really only need to irrigate once
or twice a summer, not every day like before.” Landowner 1, whose ranch also
provides his primary income, credits participation in conservation programs and local
“holistic seminars” for permanently changing his family’s mentality towards cattle
grazing, "We want to have healthier land through better management practices . . .
We’re moving towards a more holistic management style…We want to become grass
producers, not cow producers.” The fact that these two landowners seem to have
internalized more conservation oriented management styles is significant, because
they were two of the most traditional, high-density cattle operators prior to
participating in conservation programs, and the only two landowners to rely on their
property as a primary income source. They have been satisfied enough with their
conservation experience to seemingly fully embrace the new behavior.
Five of the remaining eight landowners share in the internalization of
conservation activity on their properties. The fact that landowners are still able to
operate cattle on their properties while improving the quality of land and water seems
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to be essential to their overall satisfaction with participation, and subsequent
internalization of conservation behavior. Landowner 6, who claims economic
incentives as a primary motivation, reveals, “We’ve always had cattle, but whereas we
used to manage the ranch primarily for cattle production and irrigation, now we
manage it more for conservation and restoration purposes, while still being able to
have cattle.” Landowner 6 is overwhelmingly satisfied with his experience with
conservation, so much so that it has motivated him to change his overall lifestyle to be
more sustainable, “The biggest impact of participating, of the change in management
activities, has been an overall switch to more conservation oriented mindset and
practices. Now I recycle oil, and household products, I use my resources more
efficiently . . . My participation in conservation programs has inspired a more
conservation oriented attitude and awareness in general.” Significantly, he credits
KBRT for the initial motivation for this mindset change, “KBRT influenced my
participation, which became the catalyst for an entire attitude and management change
towards conservation.” Landowner 8, who was primarily influenced by economics,
shows his complete adoption of conservation since forming KBRT and participating in
conservation programs, “Conservation will be a part of the ranch in perpetuity.”
Landowner 10, who couples environmental stewardship with economic incentives as
primary motivators, proves his internalization, “[The] government provided the
economic incentive, but once I was participating, I realized it's a better, more
sustainable practice. The incentives instilled new land management practices that I
will gladly continue.”
The fact that the majority of participating landowners are satisfied enough with
their conservation experiences to internalize the new behaviors as a permanent part of
their property management is very significant, because four of seven cite economic
incentives of the programs as a primary motivation for their initial participation. This
suggests that even though financial compensation might be an original influence, most
participating landowners appreciate the benefits to their land and water, and have had
enough positive experiences with conservation programs and their administration that
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they might continue to incorporate them as part of their future property management,
even without financial compensation. Although this hypothesis was not specifically
tested in this study, it would be an interesting topic for further research.
d. KBRT and Conservation Program Influence
Although personal values and economic incentives are the primary reasons
why landowners participate in conservation programs, the Klamath Basin Rangeland
Trust (KBRT) is revealed as an essential facilitator, intertwined with landowners’
other reasons for participation. As Schneider and Ingram revealed, while the
government conservation programs are incentive tools, all ten landowners credit
KBRT for being the capacity tool that gives them the information and assistance
necessary to enable their participation in the programs. All ten participating Wood
River Valley landowners have generally positive impressions and experiences with
KBRT, but their interactions with the government agencies administering the
conservation programs have not been as positive. Landowners reveal KBRT as being
the critical link between them and the complicated programs.
Despite the fact that they have continued to participate, every landowner
interviewed cites serious faults with the government conservation programs.
Landowners criticize the year-to-year uncertainty of enrollment in programs; they
want more security and permanence so that they can feel more comfortable with their
continued participation. They disparage them for having “alienating language,” for
not being more “flexible and permanent,” and wish the programs could be
“simplified” or “streamlined.” One landowner recommends creating an “inter-agency
traffic-cop,” that could better direct and organize the multitude of programs available
to landowners. Since all landowners participate in the government conservation
programs previously mentioned, their criticisms apply to the same federal and state
agencies, namely the NRCS, BOR, USFWS, and ODFW. The NRCS is the only
agency administering conservation programs that is specifically complimented by
landowners, though only three landowners express such praise. These same
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landowners are also the only ones who view the government agencies administering
the programs as capacity tools, in addition to incentive tools. Landowner 7 comments,
“We’ve had a more positive experience with NRCS EQIP…they're more local and
case specific, personable.” Landowner 1 concurs, and demonstrates his appreciation
for KBRT’s assistance as well, “Overall, we’re very happy with the administration of
programs . . . NRCS and [KBRT’s Executive Director (ED)] are especially nice and
helpful.” Landowner 10 shows his positive reception of NRCS as a helpful provider
of information, “I’m happy with the NRCS because it helped me learn how the ranch
reacts to dry conditions . . . I’ve learned a lot about the ranch, what's sustainable,
what's not.”
All but two landowners claim to be satisfied overall with their participation in
government conservation programs, though several couple their satisfaction with
criticism or recommendations for improvement. Landowners 1 and 6 reveal this kind
of qualified satisfaction, “We’ve been generally satisfied, but improvements could
always be made” (Interview #1). “Overall I’m satisfied, but I just wish they more
permanent” (Interview # 6). Landowner 10 displays his genuine approval, “I’m all for
them . . . in addition to the physical and economic benefits of participating, the
exposure to the arena of conservation and restoration practices has been invaluable…
participating is the best way to learn about the programs/arena. I am much more aware
and enthusiastic today about what can be done on my property over the next five years
than I was the first year, and I guess other people feel the same." Landowners 2 and 3,
who are not satisfied with their participation in the programs, blame their disapproval
on the fact that they are not receiving as much financial compensation as they were
initially. One of these landowners is the same one who admits to participating only
for the money, and both cite economic incentives as a primary motivation.
Significantly, these two landowners are the only ones who express doubt about their
future participation in conservation programs. The remaining eight affirm their future
participation in the programs to varying degrees. This finding is supported by
literature that showed positive impressions of conservation programs improve the
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likelihood that landowners will become involved in conservation (Long, 2003; Luzar
& Diagne, 1999). A few landowners say that they will continue to participate as long
as the programs are available, economic, and accessible, “We would go back to
irrigating if not for the money of the programs, and KBRT’s help” (Interview # 4).
Others link their future participation to recommendations for improvements in the
programs, “I want to stay in, but I want to be able to irrigate once or twice, and not be
so dependent upon the BOR” (Interview # 5). And some landowners are
overwhelmingly satisfied with their participation in the programs, so much so that they
seem to have internalized the new behaviors, as previously discussed.
Accompanying almost every landowner’s criticisms and compliments of the
programs is their gratitude and appreciation for KBRT, which helps them navigate the
programmatic complexities. Landowner 9 expresses his frustration and appreciation,
“The programs are overly bureaucratic…the forms, timing, lack of follow through
from agencies…I probably couldn’t participate without [KBRT’s ED’s] help because
of the degree of time and effort involved." Landowner 10 reiterates, “I never would
have participated without the help of KBRT staff. Never would have known about the
programs, and never would have been able to navigate them without KBRT. The
forms, admin., etc., were too intimidating and time-consuming to take on without
KBRT staff help and facilitation.” Landowner 1 echoes, "We don't fill out any
paperwork without [KBRT’s ED] or an NRCS rep because it's too hard and
complicated! The CRP is especially repetitive and overwhelming.”
Although a couple of landowners note that some NRCS agents are occasionally
helpful in facilitating their participation, all ten participating landowners
overwhelmingly credit KBRT as the single most influential reason they learned about
the programs in the first place, were able to negotiate the programs well enough to
successfully apply, and are able to continue to participate each year. Landowner 8
emphasizes the organization’s important role as a facilitator of information and
participation, "KBRT is critical because they are middleman. They provide
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transparent, wholesome support to landowners who would not know how, have the
ability, or motivation to do so without such assistance." Landowner 9 reinforces the
essential influence KBRT has on his participation in the programs, "I wouldn’t be
participating without KBRT as a facilitator. The initial financial incentive came from
government payments through KBRT.” This repeated support and praise of KBRT’s
facilitation indicates that along with economic incentives, the capacitating
organization is a primary motivation, “the push that makes… participation possible”
for Wood River Valley landowners (Interview #6). These results are supported by
Schneider and Ingram’s model highlighting capacity tools as motivators of behavior
(Schneider & Ingram, 1990).
When asked to comment upon their perceptions of and experiences with
KBRT, all ten participating landowners express satisfaction with their relationship
with the organization. Landowners describe KBRT as trustworthy, helpful, respectful,
efficient, local, and personal, and praise it as one of the primary reasons why they are
so pleased with their involvement in conservation programs. When asked to comment
upon KBRT’s general reputation in the local community, the majority of the ten
respondents believe that KBRT is very positively perceived among participants, and
increasingly positively perceived by the rest of the community although some still
consider it to be controversial. Landowner 10 reflects this opinion, “I think the people
who are in it love it, but I can't say about local community. I know it's controversial,
people are for and against it…against it probably because it’s viewed as facilitating
change in lifestyle, which takes away from the demand for traditional cowboys and
managers. Some might be wary of it just because it's a new idea."
Remarking upon KBRT’s trustworthiness, Landowner 1 acknowledges, “The
influence of [KBRT] founders was huge—seeing them put their properties into the
pilot project was very encouraging…it made us trust that we could put our own ranch
in [the programs]. Being able to tour their ranches was also very helpful." Landowner
10 supports KBRT’s positive image, "KBRT does everything for all agencies without
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bias." These comments also speak to the helpfulness, locality, and personality of
KBRT and its staff. The fact that KBRT was founded by two local landowners, one of
whom had owned and operated his ranch for traditional cattle grazing for almost 30
years, is repeatedly expressed to be a very positive aspect of the organization, infusing
it with credibility and local relevance.
Another constant theme is the availability and helpfulness of KBRT’s
Executive Director, who manages all of KBRT’s day to day operations, and is the
principle contact with landowners. Several landowners believe her to be “the key” to
the organization. Landowner 1 comments upon the respectfulness and helpfulness of
the ED and the rest of KBRT’s locally based staff, “[They are] very knowledgeable
and respectful because they interact one on one, take time to explain, include, and
interact with landowners, especially [the ED]. She's so sincere and honest, has
completely won everyone over, is definitely a critical part of our participation, a huge
worker.” Landowner 5 reinforces this opinion, “[The ED] is the go-between
representative; she’s very personable, everyone relies on her." Landowner 8 praises
her awareness, “She is incredibly competent and careful, respects my ranch and the
importance of conservation, and knows how to help husband the land." Clearly
landowners greatly appreciate their personal interaction with the ED, so much so that
she is a significant aspect of their continued participation. Landowner 3 summarizes
the personal influence of KBRT staff, “They’re dang good people…it's all about the
people. KBRT reps are a huge asset…strong personalities engaged in a good idea and
process- [they’re] all just great.” Several landowners agree with this sentiment, citing
KBRT’s ED and its founders as the organization’s biggest assets.
Because KBRT is locally based, respectful and “peopled by ranchers”
(Interview #9), landowners are willing to trust the organization to help them
participate in new and unknown conservation programs. Landowner 3 acknowledges,
“There wouldn't be a water bank in the [Wood River Valley], and we wouldn't
participate, without KBRT influence and input.” Landowner 4 supports this opinion,
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“KBRT helped connect me with the water bank and NRCS programs; before KBRT
and without KBRT I never was involved or would have been involved in government
programs. KBRT is a good source of knowledge for these types of government
programs.” Two other landowners drive home the point that KBRT is a major
capacity tool that enables landowner participation in government conservation
programs, "KBRT is the main connector between me and my participation in the
programs" (Interview #5). "[KBRT] was the push that made my participation and
involvement in conservation programs possible" (Interview #6). Landowner 5 also
credits KBRT for uniting the community, "KBRT has become a social catalyst; it has
brought people together like nothing else really does now."
Although all landowners express satisfaction with their experiences with
KBRT, several have insightful recommendations for how the organization could
improve. Some recommendations mirror general satisfaction, as they ask KBRT to
expand their services and involvement in the local community. Landowner 1 insists,
“They need to spread their knowledge to more of the Basin.” Landowner 10 provides
a perceptive suggestion, “[I have] no recommendations for the current operations, but
I do recommend adding more people/staff to help manage their operations. I predict a
huge boom in participation from local landowners because cattle raising alone won't
be profitable anymore with the loss of power subsidies for irrigation...KBRT will need
more people to provide the same level of service as they currently do, as the demand
for their services increases.”
Landowner 7, a KBRT co-founder, provides additional input about the future
of KBRT, “KBRT needs to be more collaborative with other Basin organizations,
especially those that have similar goals, because overarching solutions to alleviating
the water problem and protecting the Basin will most likely come from a single
funding source...the more united and consolidated all Basin orgs are, the easier it will
be to get that funding, and thus get real help in the Klamath.” The other co-founder
voices shared sentiments about government conservation programs, “KBRT should
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become more long-term to help make programs even easier to access” (Interview #8).
Other landowners give more instructive recommendations for KBRT’s future.
Landowner 9 suggests, “The administration should be simpler and more
regular…should get summary every year from agencies (or KBRT) outlining and
summarizing our participation.” Landowner 9, who, significantly, was introduced to
the valley by a KBRT co-founder, also criticizes the founders’ strong presence in the
organization, “…[it] would also be great to get more local ranchers involved in
governance, rather than have [the founders] dominate as they have.” This shows that
even though this landowner has close interaction with the founders, he recognizes the
potential for the organization to be more community driven.
Despite, or perhaps because of these recommendations, all but one landowner
said that they would “definitely,” “absolutely” continue to work with KBRT in the
future. The one landowner who said he might not participate was concerned that he
wasn’t receiving enough money from the programs (he is the same landowner who
admits to participating only for the money, and who is not in favor of conservation).
But he is very satisfied with his relationship with KBRT and its staff.
This overwhelming landowner support of and satisfaction with KBRT
indicates that although economic incentives and personal values are prime motivators
for participation in government programs, KBRT is “the push that made landowner
participation possible,” because they inform landowners about the programs, and
assist them in all stages of participation. This is supported by Schneider and Ingram’s
emphasis on capacity tools as important influences of behavior, as well as literature
that revealed the more landowners are aware of conservation practices and programs,
the more likely they will be to participate in them (Brook et al., 2003; James, 2001;
Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Traoré et al., 1998). Landowner 10 summarizes
the shared sentiment about KBRT, “KBRT shows how beneficial, important,
knowledgeable and competent people as mediators can be; there should be more

84

KBRT's around the country- this would increase participation in government
conservation programs.”
e. Social Factors
The social factors influencing landowners’ participation in conservation
programs are more subtle than previously described factors. Significantly, the impact
landowners’ participation has had on the local community seems to be more
influential. Although all participating landowners are absentee, five of them claim to
“maintain close local contacts” with other landowners outside of their involvement
with conservation programs and KBRT, even though one is a KBRT co-founder.
These landowners also have owned property in the valley for at least 26 years, and
spend at least three months a year in the valley. Two of them are the landowners who
still derive their primary income source from their property. This indicates that the
longer landowners own property, the more time they spend in the valley, and the more
actively involved they are in traditional ranch operations, the more connected they are
to the local community. Landowner 1 supports this suggestion, “Yes, we maintain
strong contacts here. Community is crucial for support, work help, etc.” Despite these
landowners’ strong independent connection and involvement with the local
community, none of them cited their local relationships as a significant motivation for
their participation. This is notable, because it suggests that even though these
landowners are likely well acquainted with other landowners who do not participate in
conservation programs, these landowners were not affected by the negative
perceptions about conservation programs those landowners might have. Landowner 6
confirms this point, “Yeah, I knew of some local bad-mouthing about the programs,
but it didn't influence me- it's my ranch!”
Landowners 7, 9, and 10 reveal that their principal involvement and
connections with the community are tied to their relationship with KBRT.
Significantly, two of these landowners, Landowners 9 and 10, only very recently
acquired their properties directly through contact with KBRT founders, and all of them
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have owned their land for less than 20 years and spend less than three months in the
area. Although one of these landowners is a KBRT founder, the other two were
directly motivated to participate by their friendships and interaction with KBRT. Both
admit that they “became aware of the programs through [a KBRT founder] and
KBRT” (Interview 10). Given that these landowners cite environmental stewardship
as a primary motivation for their participation in conservation programs, this suggests
that KBRT founders are introducing new owners to the area who are in favor of
conservation and will likely participate in KBRT and conservation programs. All
three landowners cite their interaction with KBRT staff and participants as their
primary social interaction in the local community. Landowner 9 acknowledges, “I
have a strong connection with [the KBRT founders], and am slowly getting to know
other landowners.” Landowner 10 agrees, “I’m well connected through KBRT.”
Landowner 3, who is not very involved in the local community, admits that he is “only
connected through KBRT.” It’s important to note that although only three landowners
completely credit their relationship with KBRT for their participation in conservation
programs, as previously mentioned, all ten landowners profess KBRT was an essential
facilitating aspect of their participation.
Several landowners recognize their participation in conservation programs and
KBRT for increasing their own and other participants’ community interaction, and for
instigating positive social changes in the valley. While participating landowners
complain about recent fragmentation and social change, they do not hold KBRT
accountable. Rather, they attribute the changes to natural progression and the loss of
business in Fort Klamath. Landowners who have owned their properties for more than
26 years, spend significant amounts of time in the valley, and derive their primary
income from their properties are the most critical about recent local changes, but
others support their criticism. Landowner 1, a long-term resident, comments, “People
don't help each other out as much as they used to…the community is more
fragmented, with new owners.” Landowner 5 agrees, “There’s much more turnover of
property, more absentee owners.” Landowner 6, who is still very independently

86

connected to the local community, further supports these viewpoints, “[The
community] is changing from old-time, traditional cattle ranching to new, rich outside
landowners…there’s less community feel, less traditional culture and ranches.”
However, he accepts this as a natural process… “But this is a natural thing, everything
changes and you have to keep up with it...I'm happy to being doing that” Landowner
5 attributes recent social fragmentation in the community with the loss of Fort
Klamath’s only local bar and restaurant; the “Cattle Crossing” burned down in the late
1990’s. He laments, “[There’s] no central location where people meet since the Cattle
Crossing Café burned down…no more social life or interaction between neighbors
because everyone's absentee now. Everyone has noticed these changes…ranching is
more about business now, no more romance of the old west, less keeping ranches in
the family.”
Rather than blaming KBRT for the recent social disintegration in the valley,
the majority of participating landowners indicate that KBRT and conservation
programs have provided a new social arena for the local community, one that is
focused on conservation rather than more traditional local activities such as roping or
branding events. Landowner 5 confirms, “KBRT has become a social catalyst; it has
brought people together like nothing else really does now.” This new type of social
cohesiveness is further supported with information relayed by KBRT founders and
participants, who describe how the organization hosts landowner meetings each year,
during which they inform participating landowners about past, present, and current
operations, and request feedback and input. These meetings last all day and end with a
big barbeque. According to the founders, the meetings are useful from an operational
perspective and are also a great way to unite local landowners. Landowner 3 supports
this insight, “I’ve enjoyed the experience of participating from a social
perspective…I’ve greatly enjoyed spending more time with WRV landowners, getting
to know more of the people there, attending meetings and BBQ's, and especially
spending more time with [a KBRT founder].” Landowner 10 praises the positive
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social impact of KBRT and conservation programs, “Participating in programs has
actually increased my interaction with and knowledge of the local community.”
Although many participating landowners do lament recent social fragmentation
in the Wood River Valley, they do not attribute the changes to KBRT or participation
in conservation programs. They attribute the new shift in local management changes
to natural progression and loss of local business, and actually consider KBRT and
conservation activity to be “social catalysts,” that unite landowners under a new
umbrella of conservation.
3. Summary
It is clear that economic incentives, personal values, and KBRT’s presence are
the primary reasons why some landowners choose to participate in conservation
programs. The economic incentives of the programs make it economically possible
for landowners to participate and still maintain productive properties. Without the
economic incentives, landowners could not afford to participate. This echoes Social
Construction Framework, suggesting that Contenders like landowners in the Wood
River Valley are motivated by incentive tools such as government conservation
programs that pay landowners to adopt certain practices. Some landowners also cite
their personal values for improving and “husbanding” the quality of their land for
present and future generations as a primary motivator for participation, and the initial
reason why they were interested in conservation programs. But these landowners
clarify that the financial compensation provided by the programs made it possible for
them to be environmental stewards. They could not afford to actualize those desires
without external funding.
And finally, the additional capacity KBRT provides through their locality,
personality, helpfulness, and trustworthiness is the essential facilitating connection
that enables interested landowners to participate. KBRT walks landowners through all
the complex steps necessary to enroll in the programs, and “makes [their] participation
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possible.” Thus, the original hypothesis that KBRT is a primary motivation for
landowner participation in conservation programs is supported. Although KBRT is
not an isolated primary motivator for landowner participation in conservation
programs, it is an essential part of why landowners do participate. This observation
mirrors Schneider and Ingram’s framework, indicating that while government
programs are the incentive, KBRT provides the missing capacity tools that are equally
necessary in order for WRV landowners to participate in conservation programs.
2. Explanatory Factors for Landowners’ Non-Participation
a. Personal Values
Non-participating landowners’ strong personal values uniformly override all
other possible motivations for participating in state and federal conservation and
restoration oriented programs that require significant management changes. Nonparticipating landowners’ values are almost unvaryingly opposite to the values with
which participating landowners identify. The strongest and most influential values
non-participating landowners reveal are reluctance to or fear of change, distrust or fear
of authority, the importance of preserving tradition, fierce independence, and
satisfaction with current land management practices.
As previously mentioned, participating in conservation programs that require
significant land management changes necessitates a stark departure from the
traditional cattle-oriented land and water management practices that have dominated
the Wood River Valley for generations. Participating landowners are willing to make
the required changes and sacrifice some of their independence, whereas nonparticipating landowners are not. Although two of the seven landowners interviewed
have participated in small-scale conservation programs, all seven respondents express
reluctance to change their existing management practices for programs that require
more significant management changes, such as the NRCS EQIP and BOR Water Bank
Programs. However, landowners 11-15, who have never participated in any
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conservation programs, are the most resolute in their independence and aversion to
change.
Landowner 11 expresses his unwillingness, “If you get out of the traditional
ranching lifestyle by joining conservation programs, it’s hard to get back in.” This
comment demonstrates the strongly held value of preserving important traditions.
Landowner 12 reveals his satisfaction with the status quo of his property, “I just want
to run cows independently without interference from agencies telling me how to
operate.” And Landowner 14 voices his fear of change, “I’m afraid of what
[participating] will do to my grass in the future, and how that will affect my cattle
operations.” Landowner 16 chose not to participate in the KBRT facilitated NRCS
and Water Bank programs because his personal aversion to change required by the
programs is more powerful than the economic incentives, which he does not require
given his income. Landowner 17, who participated in the BOR Water Bank and
NRCS EQIP programs for one year, “[s]topped participating because we were
beginning to lose sod on that property, and worried about the damaging effects of no
irrigation.” This indicates that unlike the ten participating landowners interviewed,
who are able to accept land changes, none of the seven non-participating landowners
interviewed are open to the changes.
These comments also speak to the distrust and/or fear of authority all nonparticipating landowners allude to, regardless of whether they participate in
conservation programs. Landowner 12 asserts his independence repeatedly
throughout the interview, “As private property owners, we have the right to do
whatever we want with our properties! No one’s going to tell me how to manage my
ranch, tell me what to do…We don’t need to do anything.” Landowner 11 questions
the true intentions of government conservation programs, “[the] Water Bank is more
about politics than conservation and restoring benefits for fish and wildlife.”
Landowner 13 is even more specific in directing his distrust, “The Water Bank and
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conservation programs are brainwashing and cheating landowners into thinking they
don’t need their water and water rights, but they do!!”
The recent events of the 2001 Klamath water crisis are often referenced in
context of distrusting government and any kind of authority figure in the area. Several
landowners reveal their opinion of government and government conservation
programs as burdensome authority tools. These opinions are strong enough to
overshadow any perception of the programs as incentive or capacity tools. Many
landowners say their biggest worry about participating in conservation programs is the
possibility of the government taking away their water just like the BOR cutoff water to
farmers in the Upper Klamath Basin in 2001. Landowner 16 reveals the impact the
crisis had on his perception of government, “The greatest risk is that the water will be
‘shut off’ by the government, because now there’s no provision to protect off-Project
irrigators…we don’t have any protection.” Landowner 13 expresses his wariness,
“People who participate think they’re still maintaining their ranch operations by still
being able to graze, but eventually, as all rights become adjudicated, the Tribes rights
or ESA rights might take precedence over these rights, and people will lose their right
to irrigate.” This landowner has several colorful analogies for mocking participating
landowners’ involvement in government conservation programs, “The money is like
novacane, it makes them not feel their tooth, their water, being removed!...People take
money from the government like it’s dope; they keep smoking it, taking the money
until the water runs dry!” These remarks reveal deep distrust of authority, and reflect
local historical tensions and prejudices between agriculture and tribal communities.
Regardless of whether the seven non participating landowners participate in
conservation programs, their very strong personal values of reluctance to change,
independence, importance of tradition, and distrust of authority override their desire to
participate on a large scale basis. Again, this is in concert with relevant literature,
which cites attitudes of independence and aversion to conservation and government as
principle reasons why landowners do not engage in conservation (Brook et al., 2003;
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Comer et al., 1999; James, 2001; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al.,
1988). As Stern (2006) found, “individuals’ marked resistance to changing their
ongoing behavior and habits” is a principle reason why incentive tools like
conservation programs were not more widely participated in and effective. These
landowners are simply unwilling to participate in conservation programs that require
them to adapt their personal values and traditional practices.
b. Landownership Characteristics
As previously described, distinct characteristics of the seven non-participating
respondents’ landownership also factor into their non-participation. This finding is
supported by literature that cites landownership characteristics as a principal factor
shaping landowners conservation decisions and behavior (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et
al., 1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Orazem et al., 2001; Traoré et al., 1998;
Wilson, 1996). The majority of these landowners have owned property in the valley
for thirty years or more, and are still actively involved in the daily operations of their
ranch. Six of the seven are the primary managers of their properties. This indicates
that the longer and more involved a landowner is, the less likely they will be to change
their long-standing land management practices. All non-participating landowners
other than Landowner 16 say that the primary function of their properties is to raise
cattle. As Landowner 12 represents, “The goal of our property is to grow grass for
beef!" Again, this reveals that they are less willing to enroll in programs like the
NRCS EQIP and BOR Water Bank that require less cattle grazing and no irrigation.
As previously illustrated, the importance of preserving traditional cattle ranching
practices is another key motivating personal value for non-participating landowners’
aversion to government conservation programs. All of these landowners also strongly
identify with a self-described definition of western culture, and five of them list their
primary occupation as “cattle rancher.” Even though small sections of Landowner 16
and 17’s properties are enrolled in conservation programs, all non-participating
landowners adhere to traditional cattle-oriented land and water management practices,
still flood irrigating their properties and grazing cattle in high densities.
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Several landowners believe their current land and water management practices
are a fundamental part of the land, and should not be altered just to get more money
from the government. Others express fear that participating in large-scale
conservation programs will jeopardize their lifestyle and traditions. Landowner 11
voices these fears, "[If we participate], we might lose our water and way of life
forever." Those landowners whose families are highly involved in ranch operations
express strong desire to continue managing their ranch the same way, to pass on the
traditions they inherited to their own children. This finding is also supported by the
literature, which found that landowners’ conservation decisions were significantly
shaped by the amount of family involvement in their farming operations (Long, 2003;
Luzar & Diagne, 1999). Landowner 12’s family has been in the cattle business for
over 100 years, owned property in the WRV for almost 60 years, and is still very
much involved in daily ranch operations. Even though he represents the youngest
generation of the family, this landowner expresses his desire to preserve his family’s
ranch traditions, “I will continue to operate the ranch in the same manner with my
family…I want to raise my own family with the same lifestyle, values, work ethic, and
environment that I grew up with.” This landowner represents other landowners who
imply that participating in conservation programs requiring significant land
management changes will detract from the important sense of tradition tied to their
land.
In addition to the threat of losing valuable traditions, all but one nonparticipating landowner also fears the physical changes that might lead to deterioration
of their land if they enrolled in conservation programs like the Water Bank that require
them to cease flood irrigation that has been practiced for several decades. Whereas
participating landowners are able to accept the risk of land changes from nonirrigation, non-participating landowners are not. Almost every landowner describes
concerns about their land becoming dry and less productive if it were enrolled in
conservation programs that require no irrigation. This is not surprising, since these
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landowners prioritize cattle production over conservation. Landowner 14 voices other
landowner fears, "[We’re] afraid of what [participating] would do to the grass in the
future, how that will affect our cattle operations." Landowner 17 admits that he opted
out of participating in the Water Bank and NRCS programs because “We were
beginning to loose sod on that property, and were worried about the damaging effects
of no irrigation on land, that it wouldn't be able to support cattle.” These landowners’
concerns are reinforced by the changes they observe on participating landowners
properties. Recurring comments include, "[Those] ranches just don't look as good
dry," and “[His] land is bare at the end of the season…There's just not enough feed for
cattle, it's bad for the land." One landowner goes so far as to insist, “[The] land will
be ruined if you participate.”
All non-participating landowners except Landowner 16 indicate that they are
satisfied with the current state of their land and water, and do not feel the need to
become more “conservation oriented.” Landowner 16 instigated a riparian restoration
project on his property because he “…wasn't satisfied with its state. I wanted to
improve the land and water, wanted to try to make the land better than it was." So he
independently installed his own small water purifying system by digging two
horseshoe shaped canals to dilute irrigation water before it returned to the stream on
his property. He then recruited a federal agency to fund improvements to this system.
Although this landowner expresses environmental stewardship, he is not willing to
participate in conservation programs that require him to change his cattle dominated
land management practices. As opposed to participating landowners, the majority of
non-participating landowners identify more with self-described ranching stewardship
than environmental stewardship. They take pride in defining ranching stewardship as
their existing, independent style of land management, and see it as a form of
conservation. Landowner 12 reveals, “If you make a living off the land, you have to
be conservationists, meaning you have to take care of the land so that it's sustainable,
but is still productive and healthy. You can't put natural resources in jeopardy to make
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a profit. Restoration means being able to maintain the health and land quality of the
WRV even with ranching—having the two genres work in harmony with each other."
Several other landowners say that they take pride in not overgrazing cattle on
their ranch, and in using less water for flood irrigation when they can. Four
landowners say that they have implemented minimal independent conservation
practices on their properties, including rotational grazing and riparian fencing. One
landowner insists that he was one of the first in the valley to promote riparian fencing
by fencing off his creek and still allowing flash grazing (when cattle are allowed to
graze riparian areas for brief periods of time). Though noteworthy, it’s important to
point out that these practices do not require the landowners to alter their existing highdensity cattle grazing operations.
Themes of fierce independence and distrust of authority are also tied to the
importance of ranching stewardship and preserving tradition. Landowner 13 echoes
this sentiment, “Conservation means preserving what is here and making it better—I
like to conserve my way, and not be dictated by KBRT or federal government
programs.” Landowner 12 supports, "I might consider adopting some [conservation]
practices in the future, due mostly to the holistic seminar influence, but I would most
likely adopt them independently, without agencies, because we don't want to be told
what to do or how to manage ranch by anyone.” Even Landowner 17, who is
participating in a very small scale conservation activity acknowledges, “I’m in favor
of [conservation] on my own terms…I don't share the view of ‘extreme
environmentalists.’ I think it means taking care of the land, not necessarily making
what it was 100 years ago. I've always considered myself a conservationist. If you
don't take care of it, you're not going to make money off it. I try not to damage the
land if I can help it." These and other comments indicate that like the ten participating
landowners interviewed, the seven non-participating landowners do highly value
protecting and preserving their land and water, but they want to do so their own way,
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independent of significant influence and direction from external parties, and without
jeopardizing their traditional cattle-dominated land management practices.
c. Economic Incentives
The influence of economic incentives offered by conservation programs varies
among the seven non-participating landowners interviewed. Regardless of the varying
amounts and sources of their income, landowners 11-15’s strong personal values
against participation override any economic incentive provided by the programs. Four
identify their occupation as cattle ranchers, three derive their primary sources of
income from cattle production on their properties, and those three have large enough
cattle operations to report earning more than $100,000 a year. This indicates, and
interviews reveal, that for these three landowners, financial compensation is not a
motivation to participate, as they do not need the additional income (and don’t plan
any extensive and costly restoration on their ranch). They are satisfied enough with
their economic situation and the income generated from operating their ranch solely
for cattle production that they have no inclination to change management styles by
enrolling in a conservation program that pays them money. In addition to their strong
personal values against participating, the economic independence of these three
landowners is a primary reason why they do not participate. Landowner 12
comments, “Financial incentives weren’t a factor [to motivate participation in
programs] because we don’t need additional finances, and don’t want to participate or
change.” He also shows insight for the primary reason why landowners participate in
the programs, “I think it’s important to keep in mind that if KBRT and conservation
program participants weren’t getting paid, they wouldn’t [participate], and would still
be irrigating and operating ranches in the same manner. Their participation is not
altruistic, it is essentially financially motivated. It has to make financial sense. I
respect this, but it’s not for me. I think it’s an important point to mention.” Another
landowner relates, “I knew about the financial incentives, but they just weren’t enough
to make it profitable for me. My existing finances are more profitable” (Interview
#14). This is an interesting result that is not supported by the literature. The literature
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suggests that high income is correlated with increased conservation behavior, but these
interviews reveal that high income can also result in non-participation in conservation
practices, if the values against conservation are strong enough. Lynne et al.’s (1988)
study partially supported this finding, as they concluded that incorporating farmers’
attitudes and beliefs into an analysis of their conservation behavior is essential.
The remaining two landowners report earning less than $100,000 a year, and
admit that they would probably benefit from the financial compensation provided by
some of the programs, but their personal values against participation override any
economic enticement. Landowner 11 acknowledges the allure of economic incentives,
but admits that distrust of the programs precludes any economic incentive to
participate. “If we participate, we might lose our water and way of life forever…. The
Water Bank is more about politics than conservation and restoring benefits for fish and
wildlife.” Landowner 15 voices his similar aversion, "The programs are too flawed to
make the economics worth it.”
Landowner 16 and 17 earn more than $100,000 a year, but only one selfidentifies as a cattle rancher, and derives his primary income from cattle ranching.
Landowner 16 indicates that improving his land was a principle motivation for
independently instigating the riparian restoration project on his property, but admits
that his involvement has been sustained by the economic incentives provided by the
government conservation program he joined. This landowner chose not to participate
in the KBRT facilitated NRCS and Water Bank programs because his personal
aversion to the land management changes required by the programs is more powerful
than the economic incentives, which he does not require given his income.
Landowner 17 readily admits that he participated in the KBRT facilitated NRCS EQIP
and Water Bank programs, the levy restoration project, and the CREP program solely
for the economic incentives the programs provided. Desire to improve the property
was subservient to financial compensation.
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The independently strong economic status and fierce personal values of
landowners 11-15 render the enticement of economic incentives offered by
conservation programs irrelevant. Landowner 16 was initially motivated to initiate
restoration work on his property because of desire to improve the land, but both he and
Landowner 17 admit that economic incentives are a primary motivation to continue
participating in conservation/restoration work.
d. Social Factors
Social connections with the local community also appear to be a factor in nonparticipation in large-scale conservation programs, but are not as influential as
personal values and landownership characteristics. As previously mentioned, most
non-participating landowners have owned property in the Wood River Valley for
several years, and spend at least six months a year in the area. Unsurprisingly, these
landowners also maintain close contacts with the local community, mostly through
their cattle operations. Landowner 12 explains, “We maintain close contacts with
everyone [in the Wood River Valley], are very connected. This is sometimes a bad or
annoying thing, because everyone knows and talks about everyone else's business, it's
a very insulated small town. But it’s also a good thing, because everyone knows each
other and is supportive, is there to help out with the cows as needed.”
None of the seven non-participating landowners claim to have been directly
influenced to not participate in conservation programs by other participating or nonparticipating landowners. However, Landowner 17 admits that he will not participate
in any more large-scale conservation programs like the Water Bank or NRCS EQIP
because the tenant who grazes cattle on his land is a close friend, and he refuses to
make any significant changes to the land that will affect the tenants’ cattle operations.
One non-participating landowner who recently married another local landowner whose
family does participate in conservation programs reveals that although he has learned
a lot about conservation from his new family, he is still not motivated to participate, “I
respect different opinions, and any private property owners' right to do whatever
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he/she wants with their property. I respect other ranchers who participate, and feel
like I understand why even more now, but I’m still no closer to wanting to join up.”
Landowner 16 insists he was not motivated to begin restoration work on his property
by anyone else, "Some people were against [my conservation/restoration work], and
they talked to me, but I wasn't influenced by them. I made the ultimate decision.”
These landowners again reflect their independence, acknowledging every landowner’s
privilege to do whatever they want with their properties.
The five non-participating landowners who are most involved in the local
community also comment upon the increasingly negative social changes that have
occurred over the past ten years. Significantly, only one of these landowners directly
attributes the changes to conservation programs and KBRT’s recent presence, “KBRT
has changed the community and management practices, has altered cattle culture and
land management, reduced land value by bringing in new population of landowners
with big money” (Interview #13). But the remaining landowners voice identical
complaints about the changing social fabric. Landowner 15 bemoans the recent social
deterioration, and echoes a participating landowner’s partial attribution of community
decline to the loss of the local restaurant. “My relationships with community
members aren't as strong as they were, due mostly to the changing composition of the
valley … new, absentee, large-scale landowners are taking the place of older,
traditional ranch owners and as a result, the community isn't as close as it used to be ...
Sharing help and ranch responsibilities doesn't happen like it used to when I was
young. Losing the Cattle Crossing was another huge blow to community relationships
... people don't have a gathering place anymore." Landowner 11 echoes these
comments, “[The] community has become very transient and lost a lot of its closeness,
largely due to the new absentee owners. There's no longer a sense of community in
the WRV like there was when I was growing up here. There's no sense of camaraderie
and common goals. But the changes aren't because of conservation initiatives, they
are due to the influx of new absentee owners who have changed the cultural
composition of the valley.” This comment and others like it are particularly
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interesting because they reveal that non-participating landowners seem to blame the
new owners, and not the conservation programs for the loss of social cohesiveness.
e. KBRT Influence
KBRT’s presence and influence in the Wood River Valley does not appear to
significantly motivate landowners’ decision to not participate in conservation
programs. As previously described, personal values, economic status and
landownership characteristics override all other potentially motivating factors for
sustained, significant participation. Three landowners are aware of KBRT only
through “word of mouth” and community gossip, whereas the other four have had
more formal interactions and information sessions with the organization. The less
formal knowledge and interaction with KBRT landowners have, the less positive their
impressions of the organization are; and conversely, the more associated landowners
are with the organization, the higher their impressions of it. Overall, impressions of
KBRT are mixed, while negative perceptions seem to be motivated by landowners’
personal values against authority figures and externally driven conservation activity.
Only Landowner 17 reports that KBRT had any influence on his land
management decisions. He credits KBRT for his two year participation in the Water
Bank and NRCS EQIP, and admits that his personal values motivated him to opt out
of the programs. His relationship with KBRT did not affect his decision to stop
participating, or his subsequent participation in the levy restoration project and
NRCS’s CREP program. As previously mentioned, his personal values and land
characteristics are his primary motivators of behavior. “KBRT doesn't fit with our
operations anymore, but we got the money we wanted from participating…Nothing
KBRT did caused us to opt out, we were just worried that not irrigating was beginning
to damage the property." Landowner 16’s enrollment of a piece of his property in a
riparian restoration project was also done independently of KBRT. Both Landowner
16 and 17 have generally positive impressions of KBRT, and respect the
organization’s mission and staff, but are not interested in pursuing a formal
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relationship. Landowner 16 comments, “They offer expertise on how to improve land
and water on properties…They spend a lot of time up there, and know what they're
doing.” Both landowners believe KBRT has a generally positive reputation in the
Valley, though they admit that impressions are likely mixed. “Some like it and some
don’t, because they think it threatens the overall irrigation picture.”
The remaining five landowners’ impressions of KBRT are varied and seem to
be motivated by the strong personal values previously described, as these landowners
have more limited knowledge and interaction with the organization and its staff.
When asked whether they think KBRT is efficient, three respondents are critical about
the organization’s overall effectiveness. One comments, “I don't have any problems
with KBRT, and I respect the rights of individual property owners to participate in it,
and any other organization or conservation practice, but I just don't know how
effective KBRT is overall. Are we just pissing in the wind?” (Interview #12). This
speaks to the landowner’s independence and wariness of authority. The same three
landowners who criticize KBRT’s overall effectiveness are similarly critical of the
organization’s trustworthiness, reflecting their distrust of authority. Landowner 13,
the same landowner who was referenced earlier voicing his adamant distrust of
government, is similarly resolute in his suspicions about KBRT, “[They’re] building a
firewall of information …'you don't need to irrigate' and all that … They're bending
and manipulating information to support their mission of not irrigating and
conservation, their no water plan. They’re just being led down the primrose path by
the government, and they are leading all their participants with them!” Landowner 13
and 15 both blame KBRT for the social disintegration of the valley, and believe the
organization is not respectful of the local ranching lifestyle. One claims to have
“nothing personal against KBRT or their staff, but I don't like their manipulation, or
the fact that they have fragmented the valley and the people in the valley." These
landowners do not support KBRT’s mission, or their local presence. One comments,
“I’m not fond of KBRT, do not support their mission. The water problem isn't as big
of an issue as it's made out to be. There's plenty of water, there's just a storage
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problem." They clearly view KBRT as an authority tool similar to the government
conservation programs, and believe any interaction with the organization to be a
burden.
Despite their fierce opposition to KBRT, these landowners claim that they
have nothing against KBRT staff. Indeed, like participating landowners, nonparticipating landowners report generally positive impressions and interactions with
KBRT staff, especially the ED. Landowner 11 comments, “I’ve interacted with the
staff independently, and it’s always been great. I know [KBRT’s ED] is well liked
throughout the valley." Landowner 12 echoes, “I’ve had extensive interaction with
[KBRT’s ED] through my wife's family involvement and I really respect her. She’s
the key [to KBRT]. She really knows and understands the goals and needs of each
KBRT participant. This is impressive because even a very notorious local rancher
respects her and everything she does.” However, two landowners with a strong cattle
ranching background have negative comments about one of KBRT’s founders, the one
who has owned his property for less than 20 years and who cites conservation as the
primary function of his property. Landowner 11 believes that “the local community
not participating in KBRT is very suspicious of it, mostly because of [one KBRT
founder]. They view him as an intelligent outsider with ulterior motives. We do not
believe this however.” Another landowner echoes, “[The KBRT founder] should have
done for the rancher what he did for the fish! He doesn't have anything in common
with other ranchers in the valley and this is a problem. It's alienating." These
comments suggest that some of the ranching community might oppose KBRT because
of the demographic difference between that founder and themselves. The insights also
indicate that the other KBRT founder’s long standing presence in the valley as a
traditional cattle rancher is an important aspect of why more traditional landowners
trust the organization and agree to participate.
When asked about KBRT’s reputation within the local community, the seven
non-participating landowners have mixed reports. Five acknowledge that KBRT is
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generally positively perceived by those who participate in the organization, and more
negatively perceived by those who don’t. Landowner 11 admits, “We’ve never heard
any negative thoughts about KBRT from participants, only non-participants, who
spread rumors about water and KBRT.” Landowner 12 supports, “Some like it, some
don't. Seems like people who are in it like more than those who aren't.” The two
landowners most adamantly opposed to the organization unsurprisingly believe KBRT
is, or should be negatively viewed by the local community. This suggests that
KBRT’s reputation is slightly less positive among non-participants than participants,
and that these impressions may perpetuate landowners’ non-participation in KBRT
and conservation programs.
Landowners 11, 14, 16 and 17 all support KBRT and its mission, but claim to
be personally opposed to participating in the organization due to their distinct values,
economic status, and land characteristics. One acknowledges that KBRT is “a good
program for 75% of the ranchers up there; they’re making double what they were
before.” Another adds, “I appreciate that it's important to bring the community
together in a meaningful dialogue, and I appreciate KBRT's role in this.” But despite
these positive comments, none of these landowners say that they are likely to
participate in KBRT in the future. Regardless of whether non-participating
landowners are more supportive or critical of KBRT, their strong personal values,
economic status, and defining land characteristics are strong enough to override any
influence KBRT might have on their participation or non-participation.
f. Conservation Program Influence
Almost every landowner except Landowner 16 has strong criticisms for
government conservation programs. Their critiques generally reflect their strong
personal values, but some of the landowners also offer criticisms that mirror those of
participating landowners. The personal values of Landowners 11-15, who have never
participated in conservation programs, override any appeal or influence programs may
have on their potential participation. Landowners 16 and 17 were similarly motivated
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to participate, or stop participating in conservation programs because of their personal
values. Landowner 16 was motivated to participate because a program funded
restoration efforts he had instigated independently on his property. The economic
incentives of the program enable him to continue restoration work without having to
pay for it, or alter his cattle-oriented land management. Landowner 17 originally
participated in the KBRT facilitated Water Bank and EQIP because of the financial
incentives provided. He also participated in subsequent smaller scale programs
because of the financial compensation, and because his participation did not require
him to significantly change his land management.
Non-participating landowners 11-15 again reveal their independence, aversion
to change, distrust of authority, and desire to preserve tradition when commenting on
government conservation programs. As previously mentioned, partially because of the
recent local government controversies related to water, many landowners clearly view
the programs as authority tools and perceive any participation to be a burden.
Landowner 11 shows his distrust for one program, “The Water Bank is more about
politics than conservation and restoring benefits for fish and wildlife.” Landowner 13
expands upon this sentiment, “The Water Bank and conservation programs are
brainwashing and cheating landowners into thinking that they don't need their water
and water rights, but they do." Landowner 12 displays his independence and aversion
to change, “I conserve my own way. If I want to conserve, I’ll do it independently,
without agencies because I don't want to be told what to do or how to manage my
ranch by anyone.” These landowners prioritize their properties for high density cattle
grazing supported by flood irrigation, which contributes to their negative comments on
the physical effects of enrolling land into the Water Bank and NRCS EQIP. They
echo comments from participating landowners, who wish the programs were more
flexible, to account for fluctuations in weather and land. Landowner 11 complains,
“We don't like how the non-irrigated land looks dry and barren sometimes… it would
be better to be able to irrigate one or two times a year.” Landowner 15 agrees, “The
programs are poorly structured and don't account for land and weather changes. They
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should be more flexible to allow for fluctuations in water and feed every year, because
not every year is the same! There’s just not enough feed for the cattle on [his friend’s]
land. It’s bad for the land.” Landowner 17 opted out of the Water Bank and NRCS
EQIP for precisely that reason, fearing the “damaging effects” of not irrigating his
property. In addition to being unsatisfied with the effects of his participation in these
programs, Landowner 17 voices the same complaint as participating landowners,
bemoaning the complex bureaucracy of conservation programs in general, “Those
government programs should cut down the doggone paperwork!” Having participated
in several different programs, large and small-scale, his critique is particularly
insightful.
The fact that both participating and non-participating landowners complain of
the inflexibility and complex bureaucracy of conservation programs is significant
because it indicates that regardless of a landowner’s involvement and relationship with
the programs, some complaints against them are uniform. Literature supports
landowners’ frustration with bureaucracy and negative impressions of government
agencies as deterrents for conservation behavior (James, 2001; Long, 2003; Luzar &
Diagne, 1999). The uniformity of the complaints from participating and nonparticipating landowners gives them legitimacy, and suggests that conservation
programs should take them into consideration when appealing to similar landowners in
the future if they want to increase or sustain participation.
Landowner 16 is the only landowner with nothing but praise for the
conservation program he participates in. This is not surprising, because the program
pays for efforts he was previously funding independently, and it does not require him
to stop flood irrigating or reduce his grazing numbers. The landowner’s personal
values and land management are not affected, and he is being funded to do work he
would otherwise be paying for himself; it’s a win-win situation for him. He praises
the program and its staff, “I was already taking steps to improve my land and water.
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Then I found out about programs that would pay me to do it, so I joined one. They’ve
been great, really helpful, right-on.”
Landowners 16 and 17 say they will continue to participate in the small-scale
conservation/restoration programs in which they are currently participating, as their
participation is in line with their personal and land values. Neither landowner is
interested in participating in the Water Bank or NRCS EQIP programs in which the
ten participating landowners are enrolled, as those programs conflict with their values.
For the same reasons, Landowners 11-15 will not participate in any type of
conservation activity sponsored and directed by an external agency. Their personal
and land values preclude any participation in government conservation programs.
3. Summary
My analysis reveals that landowners who do not participate or who participate
in small-scale conservation programs choose so primarily because of deeply rooted
personal values against any programs or authorities that may limit their autonomy.
Non-participating landowners are reluctant to change, distrustful of authority, fiercely
independent, and insistent upon preserving traditional land management practices.
These landowners seem to view conservation programs and KBRT as authority tools
that impose unwanted burdens on them. The strong personal values, economic status,
and distinct land characteristics of these landowners override the financial incentives
of conservation programs and the influence of KBRT, completely precluding the
possibility of participating in conservation programs.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
As competition for land and water becomes increasingly intense and
controversial throughout the country, sustainable, innovative and collaborative forms
of land and water use will prove ever more critical and desired. Due to recent social
pressures for agriculture and ranching to become less intensive, government agencies
have expanded the amount and funding of conservation programs as incentive and
symbolic policy tools designed to motivate agricultural landowners to manage their
properties in more sustainable manners. However, as we have discovered in the
Klamath Basin, an increased presence by agencies and organizations that facilitate
alternative land and water management options does not necessarily engage the
landowners’ participation. While several agricultural landowners in the Klamath
Basin have adopted conservation oriented behavior by choosing to participate in
conservation programs, even more landowners continue to manage their land and
water in the same historical and water intensive manner.
This thesis sought to determine why some landowners choose to participate in
conservation programs and why others do not. It hypothesized that the presence of a
locally based, capacitating organization like KBRT was a principle factor motivating
Wood River Valley landowners’ participation. Determining what motivates
landowners to participate in conservation programs can help in crafting future
programs that appeal more widely to landowners’ wants and needs. If organizations
like KBRT can improve landowner participation in conservation programs, an
increased presence of such organizations throughout the country would significantly
aid in providing conservation benefits to landowners and society.
A. Summary of Results
To answer the research question, what motivates landowners to participate in
conservation programs, I interviewed ten Wood River Valley landowners who
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participate, and seven landowners who do not participate in government sponsored
conservation oriented programs. Analysis of the seventeen interviews reveals that
Wood River Valley landowners are motivated to engage in or abstain from
conservation programs for different reasons. My hypothesis that KBRT’s presence is
a principal motive for landowners’ participation in conservation programs is upheld,
as all ten participating landowners interviewed cite KBRT as a significant influence on
their decision and ability to participate.
1. Participating Landowners
The ten participating Wood River Valley landowners interviewed are
principally motivated to participate in conservation programs by the economic
incentives offered by the programs, the alignment of their personal values with
conservation, and the capacitating influence of KBRT. The economic incentives
provided by conservation programs allow landowners to maintain profitable income
from their properties, and enable them to actualize their desires to improve the quality
of their land and water. The majority of participating landowners express personal
values supporting conservation and environmental stewardship. This finding
corresponds with literature that found landowners who supported conservation were
more likely to engage in conservation practices (Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999;
Lynne et al., 1988). Seven out of ten participating landowners are satisfied enough
with their participation that they have apparently internalized conservation behavior as
a permanent part of their ranch management. All participating landowners cite
KBRT’s local presence and influence in the valley as an integral aspect of their
participation in conservation programs. They credit the knowledge and assistance
provided by KBRT as the single most critical link between them and conservation
programs. While the government conservation programs are revealed to be the
incentive tools necessary to make participation economically feasible, KBRT is
revealed as the essential capacity tool that facilitates landowner participation in
conservation programs. Through the financial compensation and participatory
assistance they offer, conservation programs and KBRT are beneficial to participating
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landowners. Along with the alignment of their personal values, both Incentive and
Capacity tools are necessary for these landowners to participate in conservation
programs.
Various landownership characteristics, social factors, and impressions of
government programs appear to have a less significant influence on Wood River
Valley landowners’ participation in conservation programs. The majority of
participating landowners’ cite the deteriorated state of their land and water as a
motivating factor for their decision to enroll their properties in programs designed to
improve land and water quality. This is supported by literature that revealed
landowners are more likely to engage in conservation if their land is degraded (Long,
2003; Lynne et al., 1988; Orazem et al., 2001; Traoré et al., 1998). Although
landowners insist that they are not motivated to participate by social influences, many
notice positive changes in the local community as a result of conservation program
participation and KBRT’s “unifying” presence. Despite the fact that they are
generally satisfied with their participation, all ten landowners criticize the labyrinth of
regulations surrounding the government conservation programs in which they
participate, and credit KBRT for enabling them to successfully negotiate the difficult
aspects of program participation.
Participating landowners’ demographic characteristics are not revealed to be as
significant as the factors previously mentioned in influencing conservation program
participation. The high levels of education of the ten participating landowners’
supports literature that revealed landowners with higher education were more likely to
participate in conservation activity (Comer et al., 1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne,
1999; Orazem et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997; Traoré et al., 1998). The fact that eight
of ten participating landowners have other sources of primary income was also
supported by literature that showed landowners with additional sources of income
were more likely to engage in conservation (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et al., 1999;
Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al., 1988; Orazem et al., 2001;
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Sutherland, 1997). All ten landowners are absentee, which conflicts with some
literature that found landowners who lived on their property were more like to engage
in conservation (Long, 2003).
2. Non-Participating Landowners
The seven non-participating Wood River Valley landowners interviewed are
primarily deterred from participating in conservation programs that require them to
make significant changes in their land management because of their strong personal
values and opinions which are opposed to externally driven conservation activities.
Landownership characteristics and financial status are accompanying motivations for
these landowners’ non-participation. The seven landowners express and imply fierce
independence in relation to their land management practices, distrust and/or fear of
authority, aversion to change, and an accompanying desire to preserve long-standing
traditional land management practices on their properties. This finding is supported
by literature that showed independence was a primary deterrent for landowner
involvement in conservation (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et al., 1999; James, 2001).
All seven non-participating landowners own and operate their land primarily for
intensive cattle production and have no desire to change this established land
management practice. Most of them have strong financial situations and they feel
there is no need to consider participating in programs that provide financial
compensation. Even those with less robust finances are driven by their personal
values against conservation program participation.
Social factors, KBRT’s presence, and government conservation program
impressions are not sufficient to affect those Wood River Valley landowners who
decide not to participate in conservation programs. The seven non-participating
landowners’ personal values against conservation override any influence these factors
might have had. These landowners’ reluctance to change and native independence
make them impervious to local social opinion regarding conservation program
participation. Unlike participating landowners however, more non-participating
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landowners blame conservation programs and KBRT for recent deterioration of the
local community and traditional lifestyle. Although most non-participating
landowners compliment the competence of KBRT’s staff, the landowners’ personal
values prohibit any interest in forming a lasting relationship with the organization.
Their personal values of independence and distrust of authority also motivate strong
opposition to and negative impressions of government sponsored conservation
programs. This finding is partially supported by literature that showed the less
favorably landowners viewed conservation programs, the less likely they were to
participate in them (Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999). In contrast to participating
landowners, the seven non-participating landowners seem to view KBRT and
government conservation programs as authority tools that would impose unwanted
burdens upon them as a condition of their participation (Schneider & Ingram, 1990).
Non-participating landowners’ demographic characteristics are not revealed to
be as significant as the factors previously mentioned in influencing conservation
program non-participation. The high levels of education of the seven nonparticipating landowners’ conflicts with literature that revealed landowners with
higher education were more likely to participate in conservation activity (Comer et al.,
1999; Long, 2003; Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Orazem et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997;
Traoré et al., 1998). On the other hand, the fact that four of seven participating
landowners did not have other sources of primary income was also supported by
literature that showed landowners without additional sources of income were less
likely to engage in conservation (Brook et al., 2003; Comer et al., 1999; Long, 2003;
Luzar & Diagne, 1999; Lynne et al., 1988; Orazem et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1997).
Finally, non-participating landowners spend more time on their properties than
participating landowners, which conflicts with literature that found landowners who
lived on their property were more like to engage in conservation (Long, 2003).
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B. Limitations
The principle limitation I faced in this study was the difficulty in recruiting
Wood River Valley landowners who do not enroll their lands in conservation
programs to participate in my project. Although I successfully interviewed seven nonparticipating landowners who represent the majority of non-participating acreage in
the valley (approximately 70%), despite persistent efforts I was not able to interview
the largest non-participating landowner in the valley or the landowner consistently
referenced by other landowners as having the most opposition to conservation
programs. (See Appendix A for map displaying these landowners’ properties.) These
two interviews would likely have enhanced my analysis of why non-participating
landowners choose not to participate in conservation programs, as they would have
represented both the largest and the most conservation-opposed landowners in the
valley.
One of the reasons I experienced difficulty in recruiting non-participating
landowners is because the majority of landowners in the Wood River Valley are
absentee, and have permanent residences outside of the valley. Therefore, it was
difficult to locate contact information for all of the landowners. Several of the
landowners for which I was able to find contact information did not respond to my
numerous inquiries. Given that my analysis of the non-participating landowner
interviews I was able to conduct revealed the strong influence of their personal values
against conservation and external authority, I expect that those landowners who did
not respond to my inquiries viewed any participation in a project involving
conservation as contrary to their values, and they did not want to be interviewed
regarding same.
Although I was not able to interview all non-participating landowners, the
interviews I did conduct represent landowners with diverse land ownership and
demographic characteristics, and these interviews represent 70% of the non-
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participating acreage in the valley. A higher amount of non-participating landowner
interviews would have made my sample more representative, but the seven interviews
I analyzed yielded substantial material for the purposes of this project. Future
researchers might discover additional means by which to connect with more nonparticipating landowners in the Wood River Valley.
C. Future Studies
In addition to the possibility of expanding sample size, the results of this
project have inspired several other topics for future research. One of the most
interesting results of this study is the apparent internalization of conservation values
and behavior adopted by participating landowners. Seven of ten participating
landowners interviewed report being satisfied enough with their experience in
conservation programs that they have adopted conservation behavior as a permanent
part of their ranch management and lifestyle. But several of these landowners also cite
the economic incentives provided by the programs as an integral aspect of their
participation. Determining if these landowners have internalized conservation
behavior and values to the extent that they would adhere to them even if they were not
being paid to do so, would be a fascinating question to explore. It would also be
interesting to expand this study to other areas to determine if this result is distinct to
these Wood River Valley landowners, or if it can be applied to other regions as well.
Another possible future study would be to investigate any potential increase in
landowner demand for conservation programs, and organizations that connect them to
conservation programs, resulting from external, economic factors. For example, one
participating landowner predicted that with the loss of subsidized power rates,
increasing costs of fuel, and the slumping economy, over the next few years more and
more rural private landowners will become interested in conservation programs as a
way to subsidize the costs of their land management. As irrigation for crops and
livestock becomes increasingly expensive (due to higher power and fuel costs for
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irrigation pumps), landowners might be forced to curtail their irrigation and
agricultural production. Enrolling in conservation programs like the BOR’s Water
Bank and the NRCS EQIP, which pay landowners for reducing irrigation and forage
rates, could become an attractive, even necessary option for landowners who were
previously opposed to conservation programs because of strong personal values.
Analysis of non-participating landowners’ interviews reveals that personal values are
the primary deterrent for landowners not participating in conservation programs. But
most of these landowners also had strong enough financial situations that they could
afford to resist the economic incentives of the programs. Landowners with weaker
financial status and similar values might be forced to relax their aversions to
conservation programs in order to benefit from the financial compensation they
provide. If this occurs, the same landowner predicts, there could also be a huge
demand for organizations like KBRT that help connect unknowledgeable landowners
with the conservation programs that are most appropriate for them.
Results of this study reveal that KBRT’s presence was another integral factor
of landowners’ participation in conservation programs. Without KBRT, most of the
landowners would not have known of, nor been able to participate in the programs. If
demand for conservation program participation increases in the future, establishing
more capacitating organizations like KBRT could help facilitate willing landowners’
knowledge of and participation in the programs.
The fact that both participating and non-participating Wood River Valley
landowners criticize the complex bureaucracy, inflexibility, and uncertainty of
government conservation programs as principal barriers to their participation is
another interesting finding that supports the legitimacy of the Agricultural Watershed
Restoration Program (AWEP) proposal on the 2008 Farm Bill. Relative research also
supported the difficulty of participating in the complex programs as a principle
deterrent for landowner participation (Crowly, 2007; Elmendorf, 2003; James, 2001;
Stern, 2006; Western, 2000). The AWEP seeks to condense the numerous existing

114

NRCS conservation programs into one overarching program in which landowners
could enroll for ten year increments. Landowners would only have to fill out the
paperwork for one application, but would still be eligible to participate in a variety of
conservation practices under the AWEP umbrella. This program would address
landowners’ complaints about the present complexity, inflexibility, and uncertainty
about conservation programs. If the AWEP is approved as part of the 2008 Farm Bill,
it could alleviate much of the difficulty landowners currently have participating in
conservation programs, and thus greatly increase landowner participation nationwide.
As this project was designed as a case-study, I only interviewed landowners in
the Wood River Valley. The results of this study confirm studies conducted in other
areas while raising some interesting issues that contradict those findings. By
conducting case-study research of landowners’ motivations for conservation program
participation in several different regions, a more comprehensive set of factors
influencing participation/non-participation could be compiled. The more that is
learned about why landowners choose to participate or not participate in conservation
programs, and whether or not the presence of an intermediary organization like KBRT
is an influential factor, the more conservation program participation can potentially be
improved throughout the country. Improving conservation program participation can,
in turn, help protect and preserve private agricultural property, providing benefits for
both private landowners and the public.
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Ranch Characteristics:
Can you please describe your ranch to me?
(Physical Characteristics):
• Where is your ranch located?
• How many acres of property do you own?
• What is the primary function of your property? (What do use your land for? Cattle
ranching, fishing, livestock, etc.) Recreation or income? Investment?
• What are your goals for your operation?
• Do you manage cattle on your property year round?
• Have you always used your property in this manner?
• Approximately how many head of cattle are on your property at one time?
• Are there any rivers, creeks, streams, or other water sources on your property?
• Do you now or have you ever flood irrigated your property?
• Are you satisfied with the current state of land and water quality of your property?
• Have you ever independently taken steps to change management of your property?
(E.g., installing riparian fences, reducing cattle grazing, ceasing irrigation.) Why?
To improve irrigation efficiency? Increase yield? To improve aesthetics?
Recreation opportunities?
• What do you view to be the greatest risks in your ranch operations?
• Where do you get information about how to manage your ranch? Who are your
most trusted sources?
o Family? Friends? Neighbors (who?)
o NRCS?
o Extension?
(Financial Characteristics)
• Is the revenue obtained from managing this property your primary source of
income?
• Are you satisfied with your current financial situation?
• How important are financial variations in your ranch operations?
(Family Characteristics)
• How long have you and/or your family owned your land in the Wood River
Valley?
• Who is the principle manager of your property?
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(If the owner is not the manager) How did you find your manager? How
did you decide to hire him/her? What factors were important?
Do you (and/or your family) live in the Wood River Valley year round?
If not, when do you(/they) live in the Valley?
o How many weeks a year do you spend in the Wood River Valley?
o Where do you live the rest of the year? (Where is your permanent
residence?)
o How did you come to own property in the Wood River Valley?
o Where else did you consider buying property?
Does your family participate in activities on and/or management of your property?
If so, will they continue to play a management role in the future? To what degree?
Can you please tell me about your family?
•
What are the respective ages and genders of your children?
•
What level of education have you (and your family members)
completed?
o

•
•

•
•
•

(Cultural Values)
• Do you (and/or your family) adhere to any particular cultural values and
beliefs?
• Is the ‘western culture’ a central part of your (and/or your family’s) lifestyle?
• Have you noticed any recent changes in the culture and community of the
WRV?
• Do you (and/or your family) maintain friendships/contacts within the local
community of the Upper Klamath Basin? If so, can you please describe them?
In what local activities/organizations do you participate?
• What publications do you subscribe to? What organizations do you belong to?
(Future Plans)
• What are your plans for the future of your ranch?
• Will you continue to manage and operate the ranch in the same manner? If not,
what changes do you foresee and why will you make them
Relationship with Conservation:
Can you please tell me about any conservation-oriented practices you have
implemented on your property?
•
•
•
•

Have you ever participated in federal or state programs funding conservation
practices and/or restoration? (NRCS, BOR, OWEB, etc.) If so, can you please
describe the nature of your participation?
What does the word conservation mean to you? What about restoration?
What is your general attitude towards conservation? And restoration?
Do you plan on continuing/adopting conservation practices in the future?
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Participation/Non-Participation in Conservation-Oriented Programs
What motivates you to participate/not participate in conservation-oriented
programs?
(For participating and non-participating ranch owners):
• Were the financial incentives of the programs a factor in your participation/non
participation? If so, to what degree did they influence your participation?
• Did your family influence your decision to participate/not participate? If so,
how?
• Did interactions with the local community influence your decision to
participate/not participate? If so, how?
• Did your cultural values/beliefs influence your decision to participate/not
participate? If so, how?
• Did the characteristics of your ranch influence your decision to participate/not
participate? If so, which characteristics, and how?
• What barriers did you (and your family) face when deciding to participate/not
participate in conservation-oriented programs?
• Did the administrative aspects of the various programs play a role in your
decision? Which aspects? Which aspects of which programs are easiest/hardest
to navigate? How could they be improved?
(For participating ranch owners):
• When did you begin implementing conservation practices on your property?
What motivated you? Financial compensation? Other?
• How did you become aware of conservation-oriented programs and practices?
• What (if anything) worried you about getting involved in conservation
programs/practices?
• How many acres of your property are engaged in conservation practices?
• Has this number changed or stayed the same during your participation? If
changed, why and how?
• Have you noticed changes on your property due to any conservation practices
you have adopted? If so, can you please describe those changes?
• How has the value of your land changed since your participation?
• How has your overall ranch management changed since your participation?
• Have you been generally satisfied with your participation in conservation
programs? Why or why not?
• Do you have any suggestions for how the conservation programs you are
currently participating in could be improved/changed?
• Are existing conservation programs a good fit with your goals for your
operation?
(For non-participating ranch owners):
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

If you participated in the past, can you describe that experience and explain
why you are no longer participating?
Can you remember a distinct moment when you decided not to participate in
the programs? If so, can you please describe that moment?
How did you decide not to incorporate restoration/conservation into your
existing ranch operations?
What worried you about getting involved in conservation programs?
Were you aware of the financial incentives offered by conservation-oriented
programs and facilitated by KBRT when you chose not to participate in the
programs and organization?
If not, would knowledge of financial incentives have changed your decision?
Would you consider participating in conservation-oriented programs or KBRT
in the future?

KBRT Connection:
• What is your relationship with the Klamath Basin Rangeland Trust?
• What is your perception of what KBRT does?
• How did you become aware of KBRT?
• When did you decide to participate in KBRT? What was your motivation?
• Have you ever interacted with any KBRT representatives?
• Have those interactions been positive or negative? How so?
• Were your initial perceptions of the organizations positive or negative? Why?
• Have those perceptions changed during your participation/non participation?
• Do you believe KBRT is transparent (open, honest) in their mission and
practices? Why or why not?
• Do you believe KBRT has a generally positive or negative reputation in the
UKB? Why?
• Do you believe KBRT is efficient in its operations?
• Do you believe KBRT is knowledgeable and respectful of the culture and
lifestyle of ranchers in the Wood River Valley? Why or why not?
• How has your connection with KBRT influenced your decision to participate
in conservation-oriented programs?
• Have you ever participated in organizations similar to KBRT? If so, can you
please describe that organization and your experience with it?
• Have you been generally satisfied with your relationship with KBRT? Why or
why not?
• Do you have any suggestions for how KBRT could improve/change its
program and operations?
• Will you continue to participate/consider participating in KBRT in the future?
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