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Abstract: Previous analyses of hunting leases need to be refined by addressing the decision to lease, incremental willingness to pay (WTP) for those already leasing, and number of leases purchased. Requisite data for
this study were generated on the basis of a survey of Mississippi resident and nonresident hunters. Results
suggested that a hunter decision to purchase a lease was influenced by hunting avidity, availability of alternative
hunting access options, perceived hunter crowding on public lands relative to private lands, and household
income, whereas the number of leases purchased was influenced by alternative access options and hunter
perception of congestion on public lands compared with that on private land. Thus, factors influencing the
decision whether or not to purchase a lease and number of leases purchased were not the same. Incremental
median WTP ranged from $0.56 to $6.40 per acre, depending on alternative hunting access options, hunter
perception of crowding on public lands, availability of game species on leased lands, and duration of the lease
agreement. This result suggested that Mississippi landowners who currently allow hunting access may be able
to enhance lease-related total gross annual financial returns by $800 to $9,200 if they improved management of
their lands or modified their lease agreements consistent with hunters’ genuine concerns. FOR. SCI. 57(3):
189 –200.
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NTEREST IN UNDERSTANDING hunting lease markets
continues as landowners and hunters across the United
States increasingly engage in hunting lease transactions
(Knoche and Lupi 2007, Rhyne et al. 2009). Knowledge of
the market is still rudimentary; substantive and theoretical
issues underlying hunter preferences and willingness to pay
(WTP) for big game and waterfowl hunting access need to
be refined if a more complete picture of this market is to be
obtained. Past research on the subject is deficient in two
respects. First, previous research did not fully account for
the role of factors hunters consider important when purchasing a hunting lease (Messonnier and Luzar 1990, Buller et
al. 2006). Factors such as lease duration, lease size, and
internal access on the hunting site were not included in
factors influencing hunters’ WTP. Second, studies have
taken a simplistic view of the hunting lease market by
assuming that hunters purchase a single lease (Loomis and
Fitzhugh 1989, Mackenzie 1990). The reality is that hunters
may purchase, individually and/or as members of multiple
hunt clubs, more than one hunting lease in a season. If the
number of hunters who purchase multiple leases is not
trivial, what influences hunters to purchase multiple leases
becomes an interesting component of the hunting lease
market. There are also implications for survey design and
implementation of contingent valuation experiments. For
which hunting lease is incremental WTP being elicited?
How is the randomly assigned predetermined bid price set
up to account for this complexity?
Private forest landowners (nonindustrial and forest industry) and public land managers (of state and federal lands)
and other natural resource managers need information about

hunter sociodemographics, hunting experiences, and preferences for game species to achieve management objectives.
Insights from research findings that ignore these aspects
may mislead landowners as to which management improvements would maximize hunting-related financial returns.
They will not be able to make appropriate improvements to
their management plans consistent with hunter expectations if they are uncertain as to which lease attributes hunters
value most when evaluating lease opportunities. Extension
professionals who provide guidance to landowners, state and
federal agencies, and private consultants may be misled into
designing programs that miss intended targets because of lack
of information about genuine concerns of hunters.
The objective of this article was to address two questions: first, identify factors that influence a hunter’s decision
to purchase a hunting lease and, conditional on that decision, identify factors that influence the number of leases
purchased; and second, analyze factors that influence incremental WTP for premium hunting leases conditional on the
decision to purchase a hunting lease. The research is needed
because understanding of the hunting lease market is still
weak (Mozumder et al. 2007); additional studies are needed
to establish the validity of earlier findings in other regions
of the country, refine specifications of the leasing and WTP
decisions, and address related natural resource management
issues. This study contributes to and refines existing research on hunting leases by providing a better characterization of the hunting lease market and a fuller specification of
WTP for hunting access. These considerations have implications for model specification, design of contingent valuation experiment, and data collection procedures.
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Theoretical Framework
Factors That Influence Hunter Decision to
Purchase a Lease
Big game and waterfowl hunting continue to remain
favorite consumptive recreation activities of a significant
number of American hunters. According to the 2006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation, 12.5 million hunters spent more than $22.9
billion in 2006 (U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish, and
Wildlife Service 2007, p. 4). However, not all hunters have
good access to public land for hunting, and public lands that
are accessible are perceived to be crowded and to offer
inferior wildlife populations (Benson 2001, Brown et al.
2001). With this scarcity, market forces are responding by
inducing a certain segment of hunters and landowners to
engage in hunting lease transactions.
Many factors have been identified that influence the
reason that a hunter may be willing to purchase a lease.
Among these, particularly important items include hunter
household income, availability of alternative hunting site
options, and stock of hunting equipment (Loomis and Fitzhugh 1989, Hussain et al. 2004). Hunters often opt to
purchase a lease if their overall hunting experience on
alternative lands available without leasing (e.g., personal,
friends’, or public lands) is not acceptable to them. For
instance, considerations such as game abundance and quality and crowding of hunters may be important. Demographic characteristics such as age and residence may also
be important. For instance, young hunters may be willing to
compete with other hunters for sites at a public waterfowl
hunting area, but hunters in their 50s and older may not
consider it worthwhile to do so; as a result, these older
hunters may be more willing to purchase a lease (trade off
money for convenience). Likewise, urban residents may be
more likely to purchase a lease than rural residents because
they are less likely to have comparable contacts or available
nonleased lands as their rural counterparts.

Determinants of the Number of Leases
Purchased
Although the demand for hunting access has been a focus
of analysis, the number of leases ultimately purchased and
the factors that motivate hunters to do so have never been
researched to the best of our knowledge. Conceptualizing
the issue, economic theory suggests that economic agents
first allocate their budget across broad commodity groups
(e.g., food, clothing, health care, and recreation) to maximize utility. Budgets for commodities within subgroups are,
then, subject to the same calculus: maximization of utility
subject to budgets intended for the subgroup (Deaton and
Muellbauer 1980, p. 122–123). It is, thus, reasonable to
assume that hunters allocate the recreation budget such that
utility is maximized. They purchase their most desirable
lease first followed by their second, and so on; they look for
available sites within a certain period of time and distance
and look at a limited supply of land. This two-stage budget
allocation suggests that factors influencing demand for a
hunting lease and number of leases need not be the same.
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The former may be sensitive to factors bearing on budget
allocations across broad commodity groups; the latter may
be sensitive to intragroup influences such as the ability of a
given lease to satisfy a hunter need for a given species.
Consequently, a hunter may purchase a lease to hunt deer,
another lease to harvest turkey, and a third lease to hunt
waterfowl if the recreation budget allows.
We implement the above hunter-specific economic and
behavioral insights by including the same set of factors in a
two-equation model, whereby the first equation explains the
decision whether to purchase a hunting lease and the second
equation explains the number of leases purchased. The two
equations differ only with regard to the dependent variables.
The a priori expectation is that the same set of explanatory
variables affects the dependent variables differently. The
two equations are jointly estimated to account for selection
bias, whereas the same set of explanatory variables are
included in both equations because of lack of specific
knowledge about the determinants of each response
variable.

Determinants of Incremental Willingness to
Pay for a Hunting Lease
Table 1 lists the set of variables hypothesized to influence a hunter’s decision to purchase a hunting lease and
incremental WTP for hunting access over and above the rate
currently paid for the most expensive lease (consumer surplus). The hunter’s decision to purchase a lease is expected
to be positively related to perceived greater game abundance and quality and lesser crowding on private lands
(relative to that on public lands). The decision is also
expected to be positively related to age, urban residency,
hunting avidity, lack of access options, and household
income.
Of the list of explanatory variables in the incremental
WTP model, game diversity (availability of deer, turkey, or
waterfowl) and hunter crowding are expected to positively
influence incremental WTP, whereas distance from residence, access to alternative hunting options, and number of
leases are expected to influence it negatively. It is not clear,
a priori, how the rest of the variables might influence
incremental WTP. In light of these insights, one- and twotailed tests are used accordingly.

Estimation Methods
The U.S. hunting lease market is still thin and fragmented. As of 1998 (the latest available data), only about
one-third of big game hunters and less than 15% of nonindustrial private landowners engaged in leasing (Cordell et
al. 1998). From a modeling perspective, these characteristics of hunting lease markets pose estimation challenges,
suggesting the use of sample selection models. The decision
to participate in the lease market and the number of leases
purchased need to be jointly estimated to obtain consistent
and unbiased parameter estimates (Breen 1996, Hussain et
al. 2007, Greene 2008). Likewise, there is a need to jointly
model the decision to lease and incremental WTP. In this
research, we model the decision to purchase a lease and

Table 1.

List of variables used in the analysis and hypothesized effect on dependent variables
Variable

The decision to purchase a hunting lease
Dependent variable
Explanatory variables
Opinion about public lands
Perceived game abundance
Perceived game quality
Perceived hunter crowding
Age in logarithm
Residency
Hunting avidity
Access options
Household income
WTP model
Dependent variable
Explanatory variables
Lease attributes
Game species

Onsite access

Lease size
Lease duration

Lease location
Lease rate per acre
Lessee attributes
Access options
Hunter crowding
Leases

Definition

Expected effect

Dichotomous: 1 if leased land; 0 otherwise
Abundance: 1 if hunter perceives game
abundance on public land as not satisfactory
relative to private land; 0 otherwise
Quality: 1 if hunter perceives game quality on
public land as not satisfactory relative to
private land; 0 otherwise
Crowding: 1 if hunter perceives public land as
crowded or moderately crowded relative to
private land; 0 otherwise
LogAge: Years expressed in natural
logarithmic units
Residence: 1 if rural resident; 0 otherwise
Avidity: No. of hunting trips taken in 2006
hunting season
Options: 1 if hunter has access to other,
nonleased, hunting sites; 0 otherwise
Income: Thousand dollars per year

⫹
⫹
⫹
⫹
⫺
⫹
⫺
⫹

WTPBD: 1 if lessee willing to pay
predetermined bid per acre; 0 otherwise
Deer: 1 if deer available game species;
otherwise 0
Turkey: 1 if turkey available game species;
otherwise 0
Waterfowl: 1 if waterfowl available game
species; otherwise 0
ATV: 1 if ATV accessible only; otherwise 0
Dry weather: 1 if dry weather accessible roads;
otherwise 0
All weather: 1 if all-weather roads; otherwise 0
(omitted category)
LogAcres: Acres in natural logarithms
Duration1: 1 if duration is 1 yr; otherwise 0
(omitted category)
Duration2: 1 if duration is 2 yr; otherwise 0
Duration3: 1 if duration is 3 or more yr;
otherwise 0
Miles: Miles from lessee residence
LogBid: Logarithm of prespecified bid per acre
Options: 1 if lessee has access options; 0
otherwise
Crowding: 1 if lessee perceives public land as
crowded or moderately crowded relative to
private land; 0 otherwise
LogLeases: No. of leases purchased by a lessee
in logarithms

number of leases purchased using the Heckman sample
selection bias model, and we model the decision to purchase
a lease and incremental WTP using a bivariate probit with
selection bias (Kuate-Defo and DaVanzo 2006). The two
estimation procedures are the same except that in the case of
bivariate probit both of the dependent variables are dichotomous, whereas in the Heckman sample selection bias
model the dependent variable in the second equation is
continuous (number of leases purchased). Lease counts are
integers and low numbers, ranging from 0 to 5, so they
should ideally be modeled using a count model (e.g., Pois-

⫹
⫹
⫹
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
⫹
⫺
⫺
⫹
⫺

son or negative binomial). We attempted to estimate a count
model using the procedure developed by Miranda and RabeHesketh (2006) for count data; however, the model failed to
converge and was abandoned.

The Decision to Purchase a Hunting Lease
and Number of Leases Purchased
To estimate the number of leases purchased conditional
on being a lessee, we used the Heckman sample selectivity
model. Let y1i (a dichotomous dependent variable) ⫽ 1 if
Forest Science 57(3) 2011
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hunter i purchases a hunting lease and y1i ⫽ 0 otherwise.
After Greene (2008, p. 884), the formulation for the sample
selection model is outlined as
Selection model:
yⴱ1i ⫽ w⬘i ␣ ⫹ i

y1i ⫽ 1

if yⴱ1i ⬎ 0

0 otherwise

(1)

only if y1i ⫽ 1

(2)

Pr(yi ⫽ 1兩w⬘i ) ⫽ ⌽(w⬘i ␣)
Pr共 yi ⫽ 0兩w⬘i兲 ⫽ 1 ⫺ ⌽共w⬘i ␣兲
Regression model:
Li ⫽ z⬘i  ⫹ i

Li observed

共  i ,  i 兲 ⬃ NID[0, 0, , , ]
where w⬘i is the set of factors influencing a hunter’s decision
(yi) to purchase a hunting lease and z⬘i is the set of factors
accounting for differences in number of leases purchased, ␣
and  are the associated unknown parameter vectors,  and
 are variances of i and i, respectively, and  is the
correlation between i and i. Sample selection bias is
tested by testing the null hypothesis that i and i are
uncorrelated (H0:  ⫽ 0).

The Decision to Purchase a Hunting Lease
and Incremental WTP
To formalize the decision to purchase a hunting lease and
incremental WTP in a probabilistic choice framework, let
y1i (a dichotomous dependent variable) ⫽ 1 if hunter i
purchases a hunting lease and y1i ⫽ 0 otherwise; let w be a
set of factors assumed to influence the lease purchase decision. Then the probability that hunter i purchases a lease
is the sum of the deterministic (␣wi) and random term (i):
Pri 共y1i 兩wi , ␣兲 ⫽ ␣wi ⫹ i .

(3)

Depending on the assumption about the distribution of the
random term (i), the parameters can be estimated based on
a logistic or probit probability model.
Hunter WTP over and above the rate for the lessee’s
most expensive lease (on a per acre basis) can be hypothesized to depend on lease-specific (x1) factors such as distance from hunter residence, onsite access roads, lease size,
lease duration, game diversity, and hunter-specific (x2) factors (e.g., alternative access options and perception of
crowding) and the predetermined randomly assigned bid
rate (ti). Let y2i (a dichotomous dependent variable) ⫽ 1 if
hunter i is willing to pay the bid rate (ti) and y2i ⫽ 0
otherwise. Casting the relationship as a probabilistic choice
decision, we have:
Pri 共 y2i 兩x1i , x2i , ␥, ␤, ␦兲 ⫽ ␥x1i ⫹ ␤x2i ⫹ ␦ ln共ti 兲 ⫹ i .

(4)

The probability of individual i responding “yes” to an
offered bid ti is equivalent to the probability of the random
WTP function being greater than the logarithm of the offered bid (Cameron and James 1987). When the bid variable
is expressed in logarithmic form, using parameter estimates
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of Equation 4, the incremental WTP estimate is given as
(Haab and McConnell 2003, p. 54):
ˆ ⫽ exp(␥⬘z̄),
WTP

(5)

ˆ
where ␥⬘ ⫽ (␥/␦, ␤ˆ /␦) and z is the set of mean values corresponding to the variables included in vectors x1 and x2. The
95% Krinsky-Robb confidence bounds are obtained on the
basis of Jeanty (2007). Given the two-stage (sequential)
nature of hunter decision to purchase a lease and WTP for
hunting access, it is important that estimation procedures
are chosen accordingly to obtain consistent and efficient
parameter estimates. Thus, a bivariate probit with sample
selection bias (Eklof and Karlsson 1999, p. 3, Baum 2006,
p. 271–272) is used.

Data Sources and Variable Definitions
Data for this study were generated based on a dichotomous choice contingent valuation survey of Mississippi resident and nonresident hunters. The set of variables that influence a hunter’s decision to purchase a lease and incremental
WTP for a lease were derived from a literature review of
hunting lease markets and focus group discussions with hunters. Table 1 lists these variables along with hunter sociodemographic variables and their hypothesized impact on the decision to purchase a lease and incremental WTP.
A random sample of 2,000 hunters was obtained based on
the list of licensees maintained by the Mississippi Wildlife and
Fish Department. The relative shares of resident versus nonresident hunters were in proportion to their shares in all licensee sales for the year 2006. The hunters were mailed a
pretested self-administered questionnaire for a total of three
mailings if hunters did not respond to the first or second
mailing survey. The first mailing was sent on Feb. 26, 2007,
followed by a postcard a week later. The second mailing was
sent on Mar. 19, 2007, and the third mailing on Apr. 16, 2007.
Consistent with the study objectives, the survey asked
respondents whether they leased private lands. If so, lessee
participants were asked whether they purchased leases individually, as a member of a club, or both. Lessees were
then asked to provide the following information for each lease
they purchased: (1) type of lease (individual or club), (2)
number of acres leased, (3) rate per acre per year in dollars, (4)
duration of the lease in years, and (5) distance from residence
in miles. In addition, lessees were asked to provide information
about onsite access and game diversity attributes of the most
expensive lease. Regarding onsite access, they were asked
whether the most expensive lease had (1) all-terrain vehicle
(ATV) passable trails only, (2) dry weather access (dirt roads),
or (3) all weather access roads (gravel roads). The game
diversity information sought was whether or not deer, turkey,
and/or waterfowl were present.
The dichotomous choice format (Bishop and Heberlein
1979) was chosen because of its advantages over an openended format. The format involves establishing attributes of
the nonmarket good of interest, asking respondents whether
or not he or she would pay or accept a single specific offer
or bid price to access the good. The respondent merely
decides whether to accept or refuse the offer. The arbitrarily

assigned sums vary across respondents. The strategy is
attractive because it generates a scenario that is similar to
day-to-day market transactions (Cameron and James 1987).
Moreover, the strategy circumvents much of the potential
bias due to strategic responses. The drawback is that WTP
must be inferred, and the resulting estimate may be sensitive
to the assumptions about utility function, distribution error
term, and associated functional form (Loomis 1990).
The WTP experiment was designed to elicit whether a
lessee was willing to pay a randomly assigned bid rate per
acre over and above the rate paid for the most expensive
lease on a dollar per acre per year basis. Given our a priori
expectation that at least some lessees leased more than one
lease, survey designs to accommodate WTP questions for
multiple leases were explored but proved to be too cumbersome. It is conceivable that hunters may have been willing
to pay over and above the rate they paid for any or none of
the multiple leases they purchased, but a complete analysis
would have required WTP bids for all leases purchased by
a hunter. Because the number of leases was not known a
priori, providing enough WTP questions to cover all potential leases would have dramatically increased the length of
the survey. We therefore focused on the most expensive
lease to facilitate survey design and to avoid an informational burden on the respondents if they had purchased more
than one lease. Further research on the subject may assess
implications for WTP and overall net consumer surplus in
the hunting lease market of this approach.
The bid prices were chosen based on a sample of 200
auctioned hunting lease transactions specific to the Mississippi 16th Section Lands in 2008 (Rhyne et al. 2009). These
leases averaged $8.73 per acre per year. Cumulative distribution analysis of lease rates per acre per year indicated that
85% of the leases were less than $15 per acre and that 95%
were less than $20 per acre. This result suggested that prices
beyond $30 per acre per year would choke off demand for
hunting leases in Mississippi. Because the current study is
interested in estimating incremental WTP, the maximum
bid was, therefore, set at $10 per acre and the lowest at
$0.50 per acre; bid prices ranged from $0.50 to 10.00, with
the bid set defined as [0.50, 1.00, 1.50, 2.00, 2.50, …, 9.00,
9.50, 10.00]. The dichotomous choice contingent valuation
question was as follows: Considering the highest $ per acre
per year lease you listed, would you have leased the same
land had the lease rate been higher by an additional $x per
acre per year? The $x refers to a particular element of the
bid set that was asked of each lessee. These bid limits were
considered reasonable because available data about hunting
leases in Mississippi showed that approximately 85% of the
lessees paid rates within this range.

Empirical Results
A total of 845 surveys were returned, yielding a response
rate of 42%. However, only 726 questionnaires had all the
information on variables of interest to this study, resulting in
a usable response rate of 36%, which is well within norms
for survey research. There were 11 refusals and 108 responses that were nonusable because key questions were not
answered, primarily those concerning the WTP question or

lease-specific questions. Nonresponse bias was addressed
by comparing the responses to the first, second, and third
mailings and statistically testing for differences in means of
key variables used in the willingness to pay model. Means
of the key variables did not differ significantly between
mailings. Given that there is no difference in the responses
between mailings, it is unlikely that nonresponse bias is a
concern. Another potential source of bias is the makeup of
the 108 nonusable responses. If these respondents did not
answer for strategic reasons and they differ from those who
did, the sample of usable responses could be biased. Of the
108 nonusable responses, 101 were lessees, suggesting that
strategic nonresponse by lessees may be a concern. To
address this, we compared the 256 lessees who provided full
information with the 101 lessees who provided incomplete
information by statistically testing for differences in key
variables that describe the characteristics of the lessees, i.e.,
age, gender, hunting experience, avidity, and residency.
None were significantly different, suggesting that the two
sets are similar and strategic bias is not likely to be a
concern.
Of the 726 usable questionnaires, 470 were returned by
nonlessees and 256 by lessees. The lessees could be separated into those that leased as a member of one or more
clubs (218) and those that leased one or more properties as
individuals (66); however, there was some overlap in these
groups as some leased both as members of clubs and as
individuals (28). Number of leases purchased by a given
hunter ranged from 1 to 5. Of the lessees, 55 (21%) purchased more than one lease.
Of the 218 hunters that purchased leases as members of
a club; 31 hunters were members of at least two clubs, and
7 of these hunters were members of three clubs for a total of
256 club leases. Averaged across all club leases, a typical
club lease was 1,760 acres (median 995), cost $7.12 per acre
(median $6.00), had a 4.7-year lease duration (median 1),
and was about 49 miles (median 29) away from the hunter’s
residence. Individual leases were less common, representing
22% of the leases reported in this study. Of the 66 Mississippi hunters who purchased leases as individuals; 5 purchased 2 leases and, of these, 1 individual purchased 3
leases, for a total of 72 leases purchased individually. Averaged across all individual leases, a typical individual lease
was 250 acres (median 155), cost $7.95 per acre (median
$5.00), was 2.9 years in duration (median 1), and was 32
miles (median 12) away from the hunter’s residence.
The most expensive leases, based on each lessee’s highest cost per acre lease, averaged 1,439 acres (median 700),
cost $7.69 (median $6.00), lasted 3.8 years (median 1), and
was 48 miles from the hunter’s residence. Additional details
about the various leases in terms of size, duration, rate per
acre, and location from hunter residence are reported in
Table 2.
Paired comparison tests of the four attributes (i.e., acres
leased, rate per acre, lease duration, and location relative to
hunter residence) indicated that club and individual leases
were distinct entities (Table 3). Individual leases were substantially smaller, shorter term, and closer to home than club
leases. The most expensive leases fell between club and
individual leases with respect to size and lease duration but
Forest Science 57(3) 2011
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Table 2.

Statistics for various categories of hunting leases purchased by Mississippi hunters in 2006

Type and Attribute
Club
Size (acres)
Rate (per acre)
Length (yr)
Distance (miles)
Individual
Size (acres)
Rate (per acre)
Length (yr)
Distance (miles)
Most expensive 1*
Size (acres)
Rate (per acre)
Length (yr)
Distance (miles)
Pooled
Size (acres)
Rate (per acre)
Length (yr)
Distance (miles)

Mean

Median

SD

Minimum

Maximum

Observed

1760.11
7.12
4.70
48.70

995.00
6.00
1.00
29.00

2986.21
5.34
10.13
59.54

7.00
0.07
1.00
0.00

35000.00
50.00
99.00
551.00

256
256
256
256

250.18
7.95
2.94
31.94

155.00
5.00
1.00
12.00

276.73
9.02
3.68
56.54

5.00
1.00
1.00
0.00

1500.00
60.00
15.00
325.00

72
72
72
72

1439.11
7.69
3.77
48.14

700.00
6.00
1.00
25.00

2808.28
6.87
5.40
61.86

5.00
0.10
1.00
0.00

35000.00
60.00
45.00
551.00

256
256
256
256

1428.66
7.30
4.32
45.02

640.00
6.00
1.00
25.00

2713.37
6.33
9.14
59.22

5.00
0.07
1.00
0.00

35000.00
60.00
99.00
551.00

328
328
328
328

* 1, includes only the most expensive lease (on a per acre basis) that each hunter leased.

were similar to club leases regarding distance to residence.
Rate per acre was not significantly different regardless of
the type of lease. There was no difference between the
pooled (all leases in the sample) and most expensive leases
in terms of any of the four attributes; therefore, using only
the most expensive leases in the WTP experiment probably
did not introduce any bias in the incremental WTP estimates
as a consequence of using this smaller subset of leases.
Descriptive statistics of variables used in the analysis
(Table 4) show significant differences between lessees and
nonlessees with regard to avidity (number of hunting trips
during 2006), opinions about game quality and hunter
crowding on public lands, availability of alternative hunting
access options (i.e., public lands, personal, and friends’
lands), and household income. Opinions about game abundance on public lands relative to private lands were not
significantly different. Considering only hunters’ most expensive lease on a $ per acre per year basis, 98% of these
leases had deer, 84% had turkey, and 18% had waterfowl
(Table 4). Almost all of the 328 leases included multiple
species. Only 31 leases included only deer, only 3 included
only waterfowl, and none included only turkey. Internal
access was only possible by ATVs on 38% of the leases. On
the remaining 62%, roads provided additional internal access; however, in half of these leases, roads were only
passable in dry weather. For the majority of leases (54%),
the lease duration was 1 year, followed by 3⫹ years (29%).
On average, leases were located about 50 miles from hunter
residences. There were major differences between individual leases as suggested by the large standard deviations.

The Decision to Purchase a Hunting Lease
and Number of Leases Purchased
Estimation results of the Heckman sample selectivity
regression concerning a hunter’s decision whether or not to
lease and number of leases ultimately purchased are re194
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ported in Table 5. The overall model fits well as suggested
by the Wald statistic (P ⬎ 0.000). Based on the likelihood
ratio test, the null hypothesis of zero correlation between the
errors of the two equations cannot be rejected. Under this
circumstance, it is tempting to estimate only the equation of
interest and report those results, but it is still appropriate
from a statistical point of view to jointly estimate the two
equations because although the correlation is statistically
insignificant, it is not zero. Consistent with others (e.g.,
Hussain et al. 2004), results based on the jointly estimated
equations are reported.

The Decision to Purchase a Hunting Lease
Probit parameter estimates of the lease participation
model are reported in the upper segment of Table 5. All
parameter estimates have the expected signs. Hunter-specific variables such as hunting avidity (proxied by frequency of trips during the 2006 season), perception that
public lands are crowded relative to private lands, and
household income have positive signs. Thus, hunters who
have a tendency to take more trips in a season, perceive
public lands to be crowded relative to private lands, and are
relatively well off are more likely to participate in leasing.
Coefficients on all these variables are statistically significant at the 10% level of significance or better. As indicated
by the marginal effects for these three variables, not having
alternative hunting access options has the greatest (46%)
impact on the decision to purchase a hunting lease. The
coefficient on alternative access options is negative and
significant, suggesting that hunters with alternative access
options are less likely to purchase a lease, all else equal.
Other hunter-specific variables (e.g., perception of game
abundance, game quality, residence, and age) have the expected signs but are not statistically significant.

Table 3. Paired mean tests of statistical differences between leases in terms of lease size, rate, length, and distance from residence
that were purchased by Mississippi lessee hunters in 2006
Attribute

Club versus individual

Individual versus expensive

Club versus expensive

Size (acres)
Rate (per acre)
Length (years)
Distance (miles)

ⴱⴱⴱ

ⴱⴱⴱ

ⴱ

ⴱⴱⴱ
ⴱⴱⴱ

ⴱ
ⴱⴱⴱ

ⴱ

Pooled versus most expensive

ⴱⴱⴱ and ⴱ refer to statistical significance at 1, and 10%, respectively.

Determinants of the Number of Leases
Consistent with a priori expectations, these results show
that the set of factors underlying the decisions to lease or not
and how many properties to lease are different. Although
the decision whether or not to purchase a lease is influenced
by hunter perception of congestion on public lands, hunting
avidity, alternative access options, income, and age, the
number of leases purchased is only affected by hunter
perception of congestion on public lands and alternative
access options. Furthermore, the variable “alternative access
options,” which is significant in both equations, does not
have the same sign. Having alternative access options negatively affects the decision to purchase a lease; however, it
is positively related to the number of leases purchased.

Willingness to Pay with Selection Bias Model
Maximum likelihood estimation results of the bivariate
probit with selection bias model are reported in Table 6. As
indicated by the 2 statistic, which is significant at 1%, the
model fits well. Based on the likelihood ratio test, the null
hypothesis of zero correlation between the errors of the two
equations cannot be rejected. As with the previous set of
equations, we nonetheless report the results of the jointly
estimated equations.

WTP Estimates
Parameter estimates based on the exponential WTP
model are reported in the lower segment of Table 6. Consistent with a priori expectations, availability of game species has a positive impact on incremental WTP. The coefficient on waterfowl is statistically significant at the 5%
level and incremental WTP increases 20% for hunting sites
having waterfowl as a game species. The coefficients on
deer and turkey are also positive but are not statistically
significant at the 10% level. Note that the coefficient on
deer is not significant because of a lack of variability
(essentially all sites have deer as a game species).
The coefficients on variables representing “1 year” and
“3⫹” are negative and significant at 5%, indicating that
these lease lengths are less preferred than “2-year” leases
(base category). The associated marginal effects suggest
that incremental WTP is 36% less for 1-year leases and 28%
less for 3⫹-year leases compared with 2-year leases. Consistent with consumer demand theory, incremental WTP is
negatively associated with an increase in bid price per acre,
and this relation is statistically significant at 1%. The associated marginal effect indicates that a 1% increase in lease
rate per acre (above the amount currently paid) would

reduce the probability that hunters would be willing to pay
the specified price by 20%. Coefficients associated with site
location (distance from residence), onsite access (ATV
passable and dry weather or all weather roads), and lease
size (log acres) have the expected signs. None of these
variables are, however, statistically significant.

Incremental WTP estimates under alternative
scenarios
Using the estimated parameters of the WTP model, estimates of incremental median WTP per acre and 95%
Krinsky-Robb confidence bounds are reported in Table 7.
Four scenarios are presented, illustrating how WTP is affected by changes in the availability of alternative hunting
access options, perceived crowding on public lands, game
diversity, and lease duration. The remaining variables are
set at their mean values if continuous variables and at 1 if
categorical variables. In particular, the variables lease size,
distance from hunter residence, and number of leases are set
at the mean level. The categorical variables for onsite access, deer, turkey, and lease duration were all set ⫽ 1,
indicating that onsite access was by ATV only, deer and
turkey were present, and the lease duration was 1 year.
In Scenario 1, which assumes that lessees have alternative access options and do not perceive public lands to be
crowded, the median incremental WTP is $0.56 per acre.
Under scenario 2, which assumes that lessees perceive public lands to be crowded and have no alternative access
options (just the opposite of scenario 1), median incremental WTP is $1.37 per acre. Under scenario 3, which is
similar to scenario 2 except that waterfowl are available as
game species in addition to deer and turkey, the median
incremental WTP is $3.10 per acre. Under scenario 4, which
is again similar to scenario 2 except the lease duration is 2
years rather than 1, the median incremental WTP is $6.40
per acre.

Discussion
This study addressed two limitations of earlier research
on hunter preferences and WTP for hunting access. First,
previous research on the subject assumed a simplified leasing context whereby hunters purchased one lease. Our results showed that 21% of hunters who lease hunting rights
purchase more than one lease, representing a substantial
portion of hunters actively engaged in the lease market.
Ignoring the leasing behavior of this segment would distort
any findings. Second, previous research did not fully specify factors that influence WTP for hunting access. These
limitations have implications at many levels. For instance,
Forest Science 57(3) 2011
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Table 4.

Descriptive statistics of model variables used in the analysis

The decision to purchase a hunting lease
Lease participant (yes ⫽ 1)
Abundance
Quality
Crowding†
Age (years)†
LogAge†
Residency (rural ⫽ 1)
Avidity (no. of hunting trips)†
Options†
Income ($000; min ⫽ 35,000)†
WTP model
WTP bid (yes ⫽ 1)
Game species
Deer
Turkey
Waterfowl
On-site access
ATV
Dry weather
All weather
Lease size(acres)
LogAcres
Lease duration(years)
Duration1
Duration2
Duration3
Miles
Bid ($)
LogBid
Lease rate ($/acre)
Logarithm (lease rate)
Options
Crowding
Leases
LogLeases

Nonlessees (n ⫽ 470)

Lessees (n ⫽ 256)1*

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

0.430
0.402
0.594
43.102
3.712
0.668
18.987
0.928
71.06

0.496
0.491
0.492
12.766
0.340
0.471
19.230
0.259
34.20

1.000
0.445
0.438
0.652
44.621
3.755
0.672
32.258
0.715
76.77

0.000
0.498
0.497
0.477
12.534
0.306
0.470
22.811
0.452
35.41

0.353
0.435
0.415
0.614
43.638
3.727
0.669
23.667
0.853
73.08

0.478
0.496
0.493
0.487
12.697
0.329
0.471
21.506
0.355
34.72

0.984
0.836
0.180

0.124
0.371
0.385

0.383
0.309
0.309
1439.109
6.434

0.487
0.463
0.463
2808.281
1.367

0.535
0.172
0.293
48.139
5.227
1.413
7.687
1.760
0.715
0.652
1.281
0.174

0.500
0.378
0.495
61.863
2.909
0.808
6.874
0.810
0.452
0.477
0.606
0.348

0.853
0.614

0.355
0.487

0.928
0.594

0.259
0.492

All (n ⫽ 726)

* 1, these statistics pertains to the most expensive lease.
Significantly different at 10% or better between lessees and nonlessees.

†

how do we frame contingent valuation questions when a
hunter purchases multiple leases? Should incremental WTP
be invoked for the most expensive or least expensive lease?
What drives the decision whether or not to purchase a lease
versus how many leases to purchase?
To address the issue of multiple leases, we used a multistage utility maximization framework. The decision
whether or not to purchase a lease was hypothesized to be
influenced by factors that affected a lessee’s budget allocation across broad commodity groups, whereas the decision
to purchase more than one lease was hypothesized to be
influenced by factors related to the ability of a given lease
to satisfy lessee demand for game diversity and quality.
Conceptually, the former decision is about budget allocation
between broad commodity groups (e.g., food, housing, education, and recreation), whereas the later is about budget
allocation within a commodity group. For instance, the
budget for recreation may be spent to purchase one, two, or
more leases depending on the ability of the leases to satisfy
the hunter’s demand for game quality and diversity, given
considerations such as accessibility and crowding.
Our empirical findings suggest some insights into the
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multiple lease aspect of the hunting lease market. First, the
initial decision of whether or not to purchase a lease is much
more complex than the subsequent decision about how
many leases to purchase. The former is affected by a wide
range of factors, whereas the latter is only significantly
affected by hunters’ access options and perception of congestion on public lands. Second, having alternative access
options negatively influences the decision to lease yet positively influences the number of leases purchased. That
there are some who have free hunting options yet actively
engage in leasing suggests that some gain utility from
having a range of hunting options. Maximizing the utility of
their lease dollars involves leasing multiple properties to
provide a range of hunting experiences. The opposite signs
on the same variable in this two-equation model are thus
understandable.
To more completely specify factors that influence WTP
for hunting access, a decision first had to be made to invoke
WTP either for all leases or for a specific lease. Whereas a
lessee may not be willing to pay over and above the rate
paid for the most expensive lease, he or she may be willing
to pay more for one or all of the other leases. Economic

Table 5.

Estimation of number of leases conditional on being a lessee using Heckman sample selectivity regression
Parameter estimates
Coefficient

The decision to purchase a hunting lease
Abundance (␣1)
Quality (␣2)
Crowding (␣3)
LogAge (␣4)
Residence (␣5)
Avidity (␣6)
Options (␣7)
Income (␣8)
Constant (␣0)
Number of leases
Abundance (1)
Quality (2)
Crowding (3)
LogAge (4)
Residence (5)
Avidity (6)
Options (7)
Income (8)
Constant (0)
Rho ()
Sigma ()
Lambda ()
Sample size (all)
Censored (nonlessees)
Uncensored (lessees)
Log-likelihood at convergence
Wald 2(8)
Probability ⬎ 2

Marginal effects

SE

P value

Coefficient

SE

P value

⫺0.089
0.047
0.217
0.233
0.034
0.022
⫺1.239
0.004
⫺1.156

0.131
0.133
0.110
0.165
0.114
0.003
0.148
0.002
0.657

0.500
0.722
0.049
0.157
0.764
0.000
0.000
0.019
0.078

⫺0.032
0.017
0.078
0.002
0.012
0.008
⫺0.464
0.001

0.048
0.049
0.039
0.060
0.041
0.001
0.049
0.001

0.499
0.723
0.046
0.157
0.764
0.000
0.000
0.019

0.030
0.023
0.182
0.057
0.074
0.003
0.269
0.001
0.587

0.087
0.086
0.080
0.124
0.079
0.002
0.131
0.001
0.522

0.730
0.794
0.023
0.644
0.352
0.172
0.040
0.336
0.261

0.030
0.023
0.182
0.001
0.074
0.003
0.269
0.001

0.087
0.086
0.080
0.124
0.079
0.002
0.131
0.001

0.730
0.794
0.023
0.644
0.352
0.172
0.040
0.336

⫺0.166
0.579
⫺0.096
726
470
256
⫺616.189
28.600
0.000

0.221
0.029
0.130

Likelihood ratio test of independent equations (null hypothesis H0:  ⫽ 0): 2(1): 0.40; probability ⬎ 2 ⫽ 0.529.

theory guides the fact that consumers equate marginal utility
per dollar when faced with budget allocation across a bundle of competing goods and services. In equilibrium there is
no potential benefit for reallocating budget from one competing good to another. Because of the lack of information
and uncertainty, however, deviations from optimality are
likely.
In this study, we considered it appropriate to confine the
focus of the research to the most expensive lease and frame
the contingent valuation question in a way that incorporated
the complexity of this reality. The decision to focus on the
most expensive lease has merit because the existence of a
most expensive lease implies that the lessee was indeed
willing to pay over and above the rate paid for the least
expensive lease. In contrast, invoking WTP for all leases
would have been tedious and time-consuming for lessee
hunters and could have compromised information quality
and/or resulted in a lower response rate. Furthermore, the
most expensive leases did not differ significantly from the
set of all leases with respect to size, proximity to the
hunter’s residence, lease length, or lease rate so any distortions due to focusing on this subset are to be minor. Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize that our results pertain
only to the incremental WTP for the most expensive leases
and can be extrapolated to leases in general only with
caution.
Empirical findings incorporating fully specified lease
factors suggest that incremental WTP is positive even for

the most expensive leases and considerable consumer surplus exists in the lease market and that incremental WTP is
sensitive to lease duration and game diversity. In particular,
a 2-year lease is valued more than a 1-year lease or 3⫹-year
lease. A possible explanation is that a 2-year lease best
balances the tradeoffs between the costs of renegotiating the
lease (or the possibility of losing the lease) annually and the
lack of flexibility with a longer-term lease; i.e., hunters
value the option (flexibility) to move on to new properties
or strike better hunting lease deals with current landowners
if warranted. The idea that lease prices may vary in a
nonlinear fashion with lease length has only been discussed
by Buller et al. (2006). Although not directly comparable
(because the objective in that study concerned whether
WTP changed as lease length increased from a 1-day to a
3-day hunting package trip), this finding also suggests a
nonlinear relationship between lease length and WTP. In
contrast, Rhyne et al. (2009) found that hunters prefer
longer term leases; therefore, additional research on this
aspect of the lease market is warranted. Future researchers
should also explore the link between returns and lease
length from both the hunter and landowner perspectives.
Regarding game diversity, findings show that game diversity plays a significant role in hunters’ WTP for hunting
access; sites that include waterfowl as game species have an
advantage over sites with only deer or turkey. The finding
that game diversity positively influences WTP corroborated
with findings by others (Buller et al. 2006, Hussain et al.
Forest Science 57(3) 2011
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Table 6.

Estimation of WTP conditional on being a lessee using a bivariate probit model with sample selection bias
Parameter estimates
Coefficient

The decision to purchase a hunting lease
Hunter characteristics
Abundance (␣1)
Quality (␣2)
Crowding (␣3)
LogAge (␣4)
Residence (␣5)
Avidity (␣6)
Options (␣7)
Income (␣8)
Constant (␣0)
WTP model
Lease attributes
Game species
Deer (␥1)
Turkey (␥2)
Waterfowl (␥3)
Onsite access
ATV (␥4)
Dry (␥5)
LogAcres (␥7)
Lease duration (years)
Duration1 (␥8)
Duration3 (␥9)
Miles (␥11)
LogBid (␦)
Lessee attributes
Options (␤1)
Crowding (␤2)
LogLeases (␤3)
Constant (␤0)
Rho ()
Incremental WTP/per acre
Sample size (all)
Censored (nonlessees)
Uncensored (lessees)
Log⫺likelihood at
convergence
Wald 2(13)
Probability ⬎ 2

Marginal effects

SE

P value

Coefficient

SE

P value

⫺0.096
0.050
0.215
0.225
0.039
0.022
⫺1.235
0.004
⫺1.149

0.130
0.131
0.110
0.164
0.113
0.003
0.148
0.002
0.652

0.459
0.711
0.051
0.170
0.733
0.000
0.000
0.010
0.078

⫺0.035
0.018
0.077
0.082
0.014
0.008
⫺0.463
0.001

0.047
0.048
0.039
0.060
0.041
0.001
0.049
0.001

0.458
0.711
0.048
0.169
0.732
0.000
0.000
0.010

0.020
0.507
0.577

0.879
0.330
0.258

0.982
0.124
0.025

0.006
0.159
0.197

0.256
0.129
0.099

0.982
0.218
0.047

0.140
0.256
⫺0.120

0.242
0.260
0.077

0.564
0.327
0.120

0.042
0.080
⫺0.035

0.074
0.084
0.027

0.566
0.340
0.196

⫺1.037
⫺0.950
⫺0.002
⫺0.691

0.435
0.438
0.002
0.127

0.017
0.030
0.260
0.000

⫺0.363
⫺0.278
⫺0.001
⫺0.203

0.167
0.172
0.001
0.108

0.029
0.106
0.296
0.062

⫺0.060
0.260
⫺0.223
1.405

0.304
0.225
0.309
1.030

0.844
0.248
0.471
0.172

⫺0.018
0.074
⫺0.065

0.089
0.069
0.098

0.841
0.283
0.505

⫺0.406

0.254

726
470
256
⫺496.413
57.49
0.000

Likelihood ratio test of independent equations (null hypothesis H0:  ⫽ 0): 2(1): 1.42; probability ⬎ 2 ⫽ 0.233.

2007, Rhyne et al. 2009). However, with the exception of
Buller et al. (2006), the rest of these studies looked at the
relationship between game diversity and lease revenues
from a supply side perspective (i.e., how landowners returns
varied as game diversity on their sites changed). Furthermore, these studies only indirectly established the link between game diversity and lease-related returns because they
used the relative proportions of forest cover types, e.g.,
natural and planted pines and upland and bottomland hardwoods, as proxies for game diversity (increased forest type
diversity was assumed to be associated with increased game
diversity).
Fully specifying lease characteristics in the WTP model
provided the necessary information to explore how incremental WTP varied in light of changes in lease characteristics. With use of empirical estimates derived from the
incremental WTP model, four scenarios were simulated.
First, the incremental WTP estimate from scenario 1 indi198
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cated that hunters were willing to pay an additional $0.56
per acre even if they had alternative access options and
crowding on public lands was not a perceived issue. Given
that the most expensive leases averaged 1,440 acres, consumer surplus for a lease with the specified characteristics
was $806 (⫽ $0.56 ⫻ 1,440) per year. Under scenario 2,
postulating no access options and crowding, the corresponding consumer surplus increased to $1,973 (⫽ $1.37 ⫻
1,440). Under scenario 3, postulating no access options and
crowding and adding waterfowl to deer and turkey as game
species, consumer surplus was $4,464 (⫽ $3.10 ⫻ 1,440).
Assuming that landowners can capture this consumer surplus through increased rates, they can significantly increase
lease revenues by providing the appropriate habitat to attract
huntable populations of waterfowl. Whether or not the cost
of providing the necessary habitat (e.g., by installing levees
and managing beaver ponds) exceeds the extra revenue
probably depends on the presence of suitable sites on the

property and proximity to major or minor flyways. Last,
under scenario 4, which explored the marginal WTP for a
2-year lease, consumer surplus averaged $9,216 (⫽ $6.40 ⫻
1,440). These results suggest that setting the contract length
to accommodate hunter preferences can substantially increase hunter consumer surplus and/or returns to the
landowner.

Concluding Remarks
Hunting access continues to be a natural resource management issue (Knoche and Lupi, 2007) and a challenge to
public and private resource managers because hunters are
willing to pay more for hunting leases even when they have
alternative access options and do not perceive public lands
to be crowded. Because hunters look for quality hunting
experiences and not just hunting access, public land managers need to do more than minimize crowding while providing access to public lands. Landowners who allow hunting access could also enhance lease-related financial returns
by forming cooperatives and bundling leases together to
provide combinations of lease attributes that better address
hunters’ needs, keeping in mind that game diversity, quality, hunter crowding, lease duration, and accessibility are
important considerations from the hunter’s perspective.
Future researchers on hunting lease markets would need
to be cognizant of three specific issues suggested by the
current analysis. First, it is important to recognize the phenomenon of multiple leases and how it can be appropriately
analyzed. The need to purchase multiple leases is probably
motivated by the inability of a given lease to satisfy the
lessee’s demand for alternative hunting experiences. Although some hunting sites may be good for deer hunting,
others may be good for turkey and waterfowl hunting.
Second, the decision to purchase a lease and how many
leases to purchase conditional on being a lessee are driven
by different sets of factors. Whereas the former concerns
budget allocation across broad commodity groups, the latter
requires equalization of utility per dollar between leases.
Given the complexity entailed by invoking incremental
WTP for all leases simultaneously, this research only explored incremental WTP for an easily identified portion of
the market. Establishing WTP and consumer surplus for the
full market using any variant of the dichotomous choice
contingent valuation method may not be feasible. A choice
modeling approach may be more amenable to dealing with
these complexities.
Finally, waterfowl-specific leases can be dramatically
different from more generic, multiple species leases. Waterfowl leases are often delineated by number of blinds,
“holes,” or pits rather than number of acres. The corresponding land base may be quite small, and, obviously,
water is required. These factors will have a significant effect
on the WTP for hunting leases at the scale of $ per acre per
year. In the current study, only 3 of the 256 leases were
waterfowl-specific; thus, the general results presented here
probably do not pertain to such leases. There are, however,
numerous generic leases that can accommodate waterfowl.
In such circumstances the results presented here would be
relevant. Future researchers could better address WTP for

species-specific leases such as waterfowl by using a stratified, sampling design based on species.
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