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COMPARISON OF CREEL SURVEY STATISTICS FOR PARTIES
USING DIFFERENT TYPES AND METHODS OF FISHING IN THE
OKLAHOMA STATE LAKE CREEL SURVEY

Bradford E. Brown

Oklahoma Cooperative Fishery Unitt, Oklahoma State University Research Foundation, Stillwater,
Oklahoma 74074

A comparison of creel stm'ey slatislics for fishing partics ming different types
and methods of fishing is presented. Implications for crn'),snn'ey design arc discnssed.

T.\IlLF 2. Distributioll of fislting parties b,' t~·pes

of fishing.

T.\81.F. 3. Distribution of fis/ling parties hy mcth,
od of fishing.

were also classified as to the method of fish­
ing, i.e., whcthcr the party fishcd from a
boat, on thc hank, ill floaters, frolll a hcatcd
dock, or used a combination of these
methods (Table '). Fishing parties which

11..1•••
~...t. Accfts Lake

ll" Conly A...... (foot) Anll
Beaver

Beaver Jefferson 42.9 28 Burt"chl
Burl"chl Grady 180.0 28 Dahh{ren
Dahlgren Cle\'eland 26.4 20 Hall
Hall Harmon ~6.2 2R Klndh.her
Klnl'(f1sher Klnl'(f1"her 5R.0 20 Ozzle Cobb
(lnle Cohh Pu"hmalaha 69.4 20 llnman ~()He

Homan X08e Hlalne 60.0 24 Schooler
:O;chooler Choctaw 2S.r, 24 l'khultz
8(·hultz Texas 56.R 14 Vincent
\'incent EJlls 169.0 41

4!i,O
47.4
72.9
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32.4
47.6
12.7
22.8
64.!i
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1.5
0.9
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12.8

2.6
16.0 4.0 1.1
6.2 7.1

27.5 U
0.5 3.3
0.7 6.9

In.!! 0.6
1.2 7.0

111.7 6.2
4.5 0.5 31.4

20.9
14.9

;).2
2!1.2
:12.S
46.4
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63.2
43.1
10.5

17.5
~6.2

20.~.

2;),;
o,r.

20.0
22.1
21.R
26.2
22.~

19.2 7R.2
11.7 67.2

!!.9 17.8
42.1 2R.7
1.6 94.5

30.2 62.2
4.1 X4.4

41.9 r.o.o
5.5 iK.6

29.3 ~4.3

Percentage of Total Parti.. U.lng
Lure Live D.ad Other

Percentage of Total Partie. U.lng
Heated

Boat Bank Floater Dock Other

Lake

llt'II\'er
lIurtl'"hl
DlIhh:ren
Hall
Klnl:'f1Rh~r

Ozzle ("ohh
Honlan Xo~{'

School..r
S"hultz
Vincent

TnLF. ). Okia/wma Department of \Vildlifc COli'
sen'alion lakes.

111c Oklahoma Dcpartment of \\'ildlifc
Conservation conducted a creel S\1T'.e\· on
its state-owned lakes from Decem her. '1961
to December, 196:;. Creel st,ltistics ha\'c
been presentcd hy Jarman et al. (I) and an
analysis of the mcthodology of the s\1T\'ey
was studied h~' Brown (2). The prcscnt
papcr reports data obtained bv intcrviews
with fishcrmen at the complet'ion of thcir
trips to 10 of the lakes in the l>fe\'io\ls Okla­
homa sur\·c\'. This im'cstigation was hased
lIpon a stratificd random sample of fishing
da\·s. \\'eekda\'s were onc strata and week­
cn(ls and holi(la\'s, the other. Pertinent in,
formation for the lakes involvcd is gi\'cn in
Table I.

could be c1assificd as to mcthod and type
METHODS were compared llsing analyscs of variance

Fishing partics wcre classified by the crcel to tcst for diffcrenccs in the creel statistics
chccker as to thc type of fishing, i. c., whc- of party size, nnmber of fish caught,
thcr thc party used artificial lurcs, livc-bait, pounds caught, number per hour, pounds per
dead-bait, or various combinations. Manv hOUT, hours fished and man hours fished.
parties could not be c1assificd as to a par- Separate analyses of variance werc com­
tieular type of fishing. Either onc fisher- puted for each lake for weekday and
man lIscd morc than onc type of gear or weekend strata. An example shall suE·
different members of the same partv lIscd fice to illustrate how this was done. For
differcnt types of gear (Table 2). Parties weekdays samples from Lake Beaver, live·

I The Oklahoma Cooperative Fishery Unit is supported by the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife
Consen'ation, Oklahoma State Univcrsity Research Foundation, and the U.S. Bureau of Sport Fish·
eries and Wildlife.
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bait. dead-bait and line-fishennen were pre­
sent (Table"). An analysis of variance was

T.uu ... Palty size by different trpes of fishing.

Llye Dead 81"nifi.
Lake Period' Lure bait bait cant'

Deayer A 3.0 3.3 3.3 no
R 3.0 2.7 3.3 no

BurtllChl A 2.5 3.1 3.0 y.."
n 3.1 3.• 3.7 no

Dahl«ren A U 3.0 no
0 3.1 4.• no

Hall A U 3.2 yell
n 2.7 3.2 yell

Kln.nlher A 2.11 2.• no
B 2.1 2.!i no

OUleCobb A 3.• 3.1 3.2 no
U 4.• ..\ no

Roman SoN A 3.1 •.1 yetI
H 3.4 4.2 ye..

Schooler A 3.0 2.9 no
U 3.• 3.3 no

Schultl A 2.1 3.1 no
n 3.0 3.7 3.5 ye..

Vincent A 2.9 4.\ 3.7 yetI
n 3.\ 4.1 3.1 y....

I TlmCl of nehlnl!' trll': A. weekday; n. weekend.
• R".ult. or an"lyeell or variance.

used to compare the mean number of peo­
ple in the parties of each of these types of
fishermen. An anah'sis was then conducted
for weekend fisherinen from Lake Bca\·er.
'ntis prO<'edure was repeated for all the lakes.
After these twcnh' analvscs of variance dif·
ferenees for p.uty· si7.e \~'cre completed. the
same approach was applied to all other values
im·estigated. e.g.. number of fish caught.
etc. In Tables" to 17. the mean valnes for
each C"dtegory arc gi\'en along with the re­
sults of the analvses of variances.

W iJcoxin (3)' signed rank tests were used
!o compare the :werage values O\'er lakes
m an attempt to detemline overall trends.
The procedure here was to take a pair of
cre~1 methods or types to be compared for
a. given crecl statistic. e.g., Iive·bait and lure
hshennen for P.1rtv size, and examine the
paired mean values. In this example, the
paired values in the first two columns in
Table .. would then be used in the Wi1­
~xin test .giving a single test for compar­
mg party size between boat and bank fisher,
men. This procedure was then repeated for
all poSSible comparisons. Ilcrcafter, when
n:ferencc is made to presence or absence of
difference between o\'erall erccl statistics,
without reference to a particular test, the
use of the 0.0; significance level detennined
by using a \Vilcoxin signed rank test is as·
sumed. The overall averages referred to

(Tables 18 and 19) are unweighted a\'CI·
ages over all the individual estimates over
lake and weekdav-weekend strata. 'Vhen .1

comparison is made with reference to a par·
ticular lake, analvsis of variance is assumed.
Duncan's multiple.rangc tests as described
b~' Sted and Tonic (4) were used to sep·
arate individual lake-strata anahses of vari·
ance. Although the use of n~nl1erous re·
peated statistical tests is fraught with the
possibility of finding spurious significant
differences, no reasonable altemati\"(~

scemed feasible.
RESULTS

\Vhen party size is considered for all lakes.
live·bait fishermen had a larger party size
than users of artificial lures in 14 of 18
comparisons (Table 4). The mean of the
average part~· size for all lakes was 3.\ fm
lure, and 3.:; for live-bait users. Dead-hait
user" were compared to live-bait fishenllCll
in 10 paired cases. Of these, dead·bait par·
tics had the larger size in only tv:o cases.
In the latter comparison, dead-bait fisher,
men had the smaller party size in one casco
were tied in onc. and were larger in thc
rcmaining six. The O\'CTall a\'eragc size fm
de.td-bait users was 3.2 fishermen. Sevcn
of the 20 analyses of \'arious tests were sig·
nificant.

Parties usiug live hait unquestionahh'
caught the most fish (Tahle :;). The\' did
so in 16 of 18 comparisons with users of
artificial lures. and in q of 10 comparisons

T.~8LE 5. :-Jllmbcr callght hI' different l)'Pes of
fisl,ing.

Signifi·
cant

Liye Dead
analYlis

Lake
of

Period Lure Bait Bait variance

Bea~'er A 1./1 3.0 1.5 no
H 2.2 .. \ 1.2 ye~

Burtschl A 2.• 5.2 2.1 ye~

B 2.• ;'.4 4.8 yes
Dah1ll'ren A 1.5 2.j no

R 1.3 4.3 yeF
Hall A 3.2 4.0 no

B 2.5 2.9 no
Kingfisher A 2.1 1.1 no

B 1.1 1.0 no
Oule('obb A 2.9 •. S 2.0 yell

B 3.6 j.4 ye!'
Roman Sotle A 2.1 4.t no

B 1.8 2.1 no
Schooler A 3.6 4.1 no

B 4.6 3.9 no
Schult. A ••0 2.4 no

B 4.5 3.5 2.4 no
Vincent A 2.6 12.3 6.0 yell

B :U 4.5 5.0 no



.\·ith dead-bait users. The comparison of

.lead-bait and lure fishermen gave no such
difference. The average number of fish
caught was 4.4, 2.8, and 2.7 for users of live
bait, lures, and dead bait respectively. Seven
of the analyses of variance tests were signifi­
cant.

On a weight-eaught basis, the lure fisher­
men caught more than live-bait fishemlen
in 8 of 18 comparisons (Table 6). Dead-bait

TAlU: 6. Pounds c:lUght by different types ot
fishing.

Sillnifi.
cant

Live
analy.l.

Dead of
Lake Period Lure Bait Bait variance

Beaver A 1.3 1.9 1.8 no
B 1.5 3.1 1.1 yell

Burtachl A 1.9 2.1 5.0 yell
B 2.4 2.3 3.2 no

Dahlgren A U 2.4 no
B 1.0 1.2 no

Hall A 3.8 2.9 no
B 5.1 2.1 yell

Kingfillher A 1.7 1.4 no
B 1.1 1.0 no

OnleCobb A 1.8 2.9 1.7 no
B 2.4 2.8 no

Roman NOlie A 1.3 1.9 no
B 1.7 1.2 yell

Schooler A 2.0 2.1 no
B 2.8 1.8 no

SChultz A 4.1 2.0 yell
B 4.6 2.7 2.6 yell

Vincent A 1.8 4.0 8.0 yell
B 3.6 1.9 4.9 yell

users caught more pounds of fish in com·
parison with live-bait users. Apparently,
most fish caught by live-bait fishermen were
smaller. The average weight caught was
2.5 Ib for lure fishermen, 2.2 Ib for
li\'e-bait anglers, and 3.1 Ib for dead-bait
users. Dead-bait fishermen generally caught
catfish of quite large average size. Eight of
the 20 analyses of variance tests were sig­
nificant.

In comparing number of fish caught per
hour, live-bait fishermen were more success­
ful than users of lures in 12 instances, they
\'-'ere equal in 2, and behind in four. This
difference was not significant (Table 7).
Ilowever, the comparison between dead and
live-bait was significant, with the former
being the least sueeessful in 9 cases and the
other pair of values being equal. In this
respect, dead-bait fishermen did not differ
from lure users. The overall averages were
1.8 for lure, 1.6 for live-bait, and 1.2 for
d~d-bait anglers. Seven of the analyses of
\';mance tests were significant.
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Tuu 7. Number caught pel hOUI by difleJent
types of fishing.

ar,nlfl.
cant

Live Dead an-.:,-'.
Lake Period Lure .alt .alt variance

Beaver A 1.0 1.1 1.1 y-
B 1.2 1.4 1.0 no

Burtllchl A 1.8 J.9 1.5 yell
B 1.5 J.O 1.7 no

Dah!&Ten A 1.1 1.Ii ye.
B 1.0 1.1 yell

Han A 1.1i 1. Ii no
B 1.3 1.1 no

Klncflllher A 1.1 1.0 no
B 1.0 1.0 no

OuleCobb A 1.4 1.9 1.0 no
B 1.4 1.7 no

Roman XOlle A 1i.4 1.1 no
B 1.4 1.5 no

Schooler A !.Ii 1.3 no
B U 1.5 no

Schulto A 1.8 1.2 yu
B 1.1i 1.2 1.1 yu

Vincent A 1.6 4.2 1.8 yea
B 1.2 1.5 1.1 no

Parties using artificial lures were more
slIccessful on a weight-per.hour basis thaI)
were parties lIsing live bait in 10 cases, and
less in 8 (Table 8). The comparisons be­
tween lure and dead-bait fishermen and be­
tween live-bait and dead-bait fishermen

TABLE 8. Pounds caught per hour by ditterent
~"I'es of fishing.

alllnifi.
clint

Live Dead lIna~,."
Lake Pulod Lur. .alt .alt varianCe

Beaver A 1.0 1.1 1.1 no
B 1.1 1.4 1.0 no

Burlachl A 1.3 l.4 3.0 yea
B 1.4 1.3 1.3 no

Dahlgren A 1.2 1.4 no
B 1.0 1.1 no

Hall A 1.7 1.3 yea
B 1.8 1.1 yee

Klngflaher A 1.1 1.0 no
B 1.1 1.0 no

Ooole Cobb A 1.1 1.3 1.1 no
B 1.3 1.2 no

Roman Noae A 1.2 1.3 no
B 1.4 1.0 ,.ea

Schooler A 1.8 1.1 no
B 1.5 1.1 no

Schultz A U 1.1 ,.ea
B 1.1i 1.1 1.2 ,..

Vincent A 1.3 1.7 1.8 no
B 1.3 1.1 1.3 no

were also fairly evenly split. None of these
differences was significant. The overall rates
(Ibslhr) were: lure fishermen, 1.4; live bait,
1.2; dead bait, l.i. Six of the 20 individual
analyses of variance tests were significant.

On an hours-fished basis, 7 of the com­
parisons were significant (Table 9). Lure
fishermen fished longer than live-bait users
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TAIlI.r. 9. Hour! fishcd b~' dittcrent types of fish·
ing,

Signifi.
cant

analyaia
Liv, D,ad of

Lake P"lod Lu" ••It S.lt va,lanea
Beaver A 3.3 3.; 3.' nn

a 3.2 •.0 3.0 no
au,behl A •.7 '.1 U yell

Il •.0 •.2 ;.5 y('''
DahlJrren A :t.ti H no

IJ 3. J U ye..
Hall A VI •.1 no

B •.3 3.; nn
K'nKnah., A 3.;' U no

Il .. ; 5.3 no
0111141('01>1> A 3.!l ... ..; nn

n 3.2 4.5 yel<
Roman So..e A VI 3.1 no

Il 3.6 3.3 no
l'lehll4,ler A •.3 6.6 nn

Ii 5.5 6.• no
14chulta A •. 2 5.0 ye..

II 4.4 •.6 •.2 no
Vln('~nt A 5.0 ... 9.1 ye..

B 5.6 •. !) 8.0 y....

ill ollly :; of the IS comparisons. Lure users
fished signifkantly fcwer hours than dead·
hait fishcnllen. Dead·hait anglers had more
hOUTS ill 6 of ~ <:ases. \\'hell <:o11lparcd with
live·hait users. dead·bait fishermen fished
the longest in -; out of 10 ('ases, '111is dif·
f('TCIKe was not significant. The avcrage
hours fished were ..,I for huc fishermen.
of.:; for Iivc-hait users, and ;:; for dCld·hait
,1IIglcrs.

Livc-hait parties had more man·hours than
did lurc \lsers in all hnt one of the IS COlli'
parisons (Tahlc 10). '11lis overall differCllce

Tuu: 10. !\fanllOurs fished by different ~'pes of
fishing.

Signifi·
cant

Liv.
,nalyaia

Lake D.ad of
P"iod Lu,. Sait Bait variance

Ihm\'er A 6.5 1.S S.2 no
lJ 5.4 6.• 5.6 no

!Ju,t""hl A 3.5 3.6 •.0 no
n 11.3 9.(1 2(1.1' noDahllr",n A 6.6 6.(1 no
II 7.0 14.;' )'('''Hall A 6.2 f,R no
11 1.2

~:~
noKlnllfl8her A 6.S no

II 3.2 3.• noOaal"t'ol>b A 8.3 10.7 9.S no
D '.1 11.ll )'e8Roman S,1~~ A 4.7 !I.~ yt'8a 8.11 lS.~ noSchoolt" A 7.4 14.6 no

8<'hult.
B 16.9 IS.S no
A 6.' 10.6 Y~8

Vincent B 8.0 14.1 1(1.1 )'e8
A 1.11 1ll.7 24.2 Yl!'8a 11.8 •.0 2~.• )'''11

was significant. Dead·bait fishcnncn cxceed.
~I ll~rc ~sers in cvcry casc and li"c,bait par-
tles m I of 10 cases. l1tc fomlcr was sig-
nificant. but thc latter was not, As with

hours fishcd. 7 of thc 10 analvscs of variance
of individual comparisons \\:crc significant.

Ei~ht of the 19 comparisons for party
size between different methods of fishing
were significant (Table 11). Boat parties

T'BI.F. 1\. Par~' si7.c of different methods of fish·
ing.

...... • f Slplfl•
F........ U.I.. Calt

.a.''''.
M••I.. ..

Lilc ,.,1.. 1111 .... F'.tot D.' _I....

Beaver A ~.:; ~.. no
D ~.. 2.9 no

Bu,l ..chl A 3.2 3.0 2.4 ~.l yetot
B 3.S :i.a 2.7 3.0 yt'"

Dahh::n·n A ~.3 3.4 2.~ yt'"
n 3.7 U 2.9 no

flail A 3.6 2.R 2.1l Ytls:
a 3.1 3.2 2.S no

Kln~- A 2.S
f1"h.., \l 2.;; 2.~ no

Ozzl.. A 3.2 3.r. no
(·uht. Jl •.0 •. 2 no

HOlllan A 3.1 3.S 3.1 no
X08{1' II 3.6 •.0 2.8 ye"

Schoolt'r A 3.1 2.9 no
II 2.1 3.• ".eR

S"hultz A 3.1 2.2 ye!'l
II 3.2 3.1l 2.~ )'N'

YIII(·""1 A 3.3 3.;; 3.0 no
B 3.;' 3.8 3.2 no

('\l'ccded bank mcrs in ;l\uagc numher per
party in 6 of I R comparisons. .-\ signed-rank
test showcd no significant differcnce. Float·
(,'T-fish(,rtl1cn were prescnt in large enough
numhers for comparison in 12 cases, They
had the smallest party size in e,"cry case but
one. The ovcrall average of party sizc was
)." for boat. l-f for bank. and 2.1 for floater
fishcrmcn.

Parties ming hoats caught more fish than
hank fishermen ill II cases and the rc\-ersc
was true in S (Tahle 12). This differencc

T.\8U: 1~. ;'I;uIIII><:r caught hI' different methods
of fishing.

•••Hr .1 SI,olll,
Fl....... u.,., ...t...,,,,.

Moal" If
L... ,.,... lea. .... fl.t. Dect ..10-

l3t'a\'er A ;,.. 2.9 Y"H
B :l.rt 2.6 noBurt$Cbl A 3.(1 4.:' 5.S yes
B 2.6 ;'.9 3.1 )'('s

lJahlllren A 2.6 3.a no
B 2.9 1.2 no

Hall A
~:~

5.• 3.6 no
11 1.7 2.9 ye"King- A 1.6

naber B 1.0 1.7 noOule A 8.• 5.6 yes
Cohb B 10.0 3.•

Roman A 2.6 3.5 1.9 no
Xose D 1.8 %.3 1.9 noS<,hooll!'r A 5.6 %.7 no

1J 4.3 3.9 noSchult. A z.7 6.4 Yfllla 6.8 J.S !.l.4 yesVlnct'nt A %.8 6.1 :U no
1J 4.6 3.8 5.3 no



T.IR\.F. 15. Pounds caught pcr hour ,,~. different
mcthods of fishing.

"'0111,
cool.I.W.' F1I~.....0 U.lo. .0.1~1I

Hul" of
L.kI , ..1.. ...1 I..k FIliI.. D..k ••1.."

caught 1.8 fish pcr hOllT, j>oat. I.; and
floater. 1.7. O\'CT all lakes sIlTH·\,cd.

Ten of the ]<) anah'scs of \'ariance for dif­
ferences ill pounds (:allght per hom fished
were significant (Table j:;). Boat fishermen

2.1
1.4

I.S
., 2
i:r.
1.1
1.7
2.1

Burls('hl

Hall

95

Tul.F. H. :\'umbcr c:lIIgM per hour b~' different
methods of fishing.

"'0"1.
••01

•••w If FIs....... U.lo. •..,,,1.
Lakl P'IrI"

H••IIlI If
leal I ••k FI..... o.k ......

B"a,'er A 2.a 1.3 yea
n 1.5 I.~ no

Burl8chl A 3.6 I.S ... ~.() y ....
B 2.6 I.:'i :;:. I.S ye..

Dahllo\rf>n A 1.3 1.2 1.3 no
B 1.1 1.1 1.0 no

Hall A 1.9 2.4 1.5 no
R 1.8 1.1 1.4 ~'f't'

Klnl:'- A 1.1
n..h ..r n 1.0 1.1 no

Oul.. A I.~ 1.i no
('ohh B 2.2 1.4 )·t-fl

Homan A 2.1 3.1 2.3
X08.. n 1.2 1.2 1.2

School .. r A 2.~ 1.2 no
B 2.2 1.2 no

Schultz A 1.4 ;.~ ye..
II lo!i I.~ yes

"Inc"nt A 1.1 1.8 i:i no
II 1.4 I.~ 1.3 no

A I.r. I"
II I..'; 1.1
A 1.9 I.~

II 1.6 1.2
Dah":ren A 1.1 1.1

B 1.0 1.0
A 1.6 1.6
Ii I.i 1.1
A 1.1
II 1.0 1.1 no
A 1.4 1.3 no
B 1.4 1.2 y ....
A I.~ 1.4 ~.n ye..
II 1.2 1.1 1.2 no
A I.r. 1.0 no
l.l 1..1 1.0 no
A I.~ 2.7 yes
B 1.4 1.1 2.2 ye..
A 1.1 1.2 1.2 no
D 1.2 1.1 1.4 yea

Vincent

KI"",­
f1Hh"r

Ozzle
('ohb

Homan
X08e

Schooler

Schultz

were 11I0re successful than hank fishermcn in
13 cases and were equal in 2. '111e contrast
was not as famrable for hoat fishennen as
was the comparison of total weight caught.
Ilowc\'cr, the difference was still significant.
Floater fishermen were more successful than
boat fishermen in 10 cascs and more than
hank fishermen in II cases. These differ­
cnees werc significant. The overall (lb/hr)
averages were 1.4 for boat, 1.2 for bank
and 2.0 for floater fishermen.

Boat fishennen fished more hours than

51.01fl,
•ant

.I.~'" If FIsM,." U,II, ...I,,1s
Hlltlll If

L.h ..,I" leat I ..k Flul.. DIck ,.IIH•

B..a\,er A 3.7 2.2 )'es
B :1.1 1.8 no

Burlschl A 4.1 J.8 3.1 3.6 yes
B 3.7 1.5 4.8 2.0 )'e9

Dahlgren A 1.6 I.j 4.9 yes
B 1.1 1.5 1.4 no

Hall A 4.1 2.8 4.6 no
B 5.4 1.7 6.4 yes

Kln/t- A 1.5
flsh ..r B 1.0 1.7 no

Ozzle A 3.9 2.8 no
Cohh n 3.9 2.1 y ..a

Homan A 1.9 1.8 2.2 no
:'\()~E' n 1.8 1.6 2.0 no

School..r A 2.8 1.4 y ..s
B 2.0 1.9 no

Schultz A 2.2 6.9 Y.. S
B 504 2.3 9.5 yea

Vlnc ..nl A 2.4 2.4 2.;' no
n 3.1 2.0 fi.6 }.,,~

T.IILE 13. Pounds caught 0" diffcrcnt methods of
fishing.

,"as not significant, nor were the differences
ldween floater and bank fishermen, and
between floater and boat fishennen. Seven
af the comparisons were significant. Boat
fishermen caught 4.7 fish, bank, ;.2, and
floater users. 4. I.

EIc"en of the comparisons for weight
(~lllght were signifiC"dnt, and in I:; of 18 cascs
the boat fishennen caught more pounds
than anglers using the bank (Table] 3). The
ol"erall (Ib) ;l\'erage for boat fishermen was

:'.1 and for bank users, 1.9. Floater fisher­
men caught 11I0re pounds than hank fisher­
men in 9 of 10 cases, and they caught more
than hoat fishermen in II of 12 cases. These
differences were significant. Apparcntly.
~111<.·e the numbers captured did not differ
~ignificantly, the floater fishermen caught
the largest fish, and, in this respect, they
were followed h\' bank and then hoat fish­
ermen. Floater fishcrmen averaged a catch
of 4.; lb.

Neither the boat-bank, boat-floater, nor
hank-floater comparisons were significant for
the number caught per hour statistic (Table
14). 5c\'en of the 19 comparisons were sig­
nificant. Boat fishermen cxceeded hank fish­
cnnen in 12 cascs and wcre tied in 2. In
the 10 pairs of boat and floatcr fishermcn,
the former were first in 6 instances and
tied in one. Floater fishermen were more
Successful than bank users in ; instances,
tied in 2 and less in 4. Bank fishennen
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bank anglers in 12 ca5CS and tied in one
(Table 16). This difference was not signifi-

TABU 16. Iloun fished by different methods of
fishing.

IlIlIlfI-
.-t

..... ",'........11.. luIyII....... eI
uu ,.,... IMt lul 'l.t. iM _11-

Beaver A 3.S 3.7 no
B 3.5 3.4 no

Burtechl A 4.S 4.0 4.0 3.S no
n 5.4 4.2 4.4 3.2 y~e

Dahhrr~n A 4.8 4.6 5.~ no
B 4.4 3.8 4.0 no

Hall A 3.9 3.9 5.1 no
n u 3.9 4.3 no

Kln«- A 5.5
'Ieh~r D 3.0 4.0 no

Onle A 5.2 4.7 no
Cohh 8 5.3 3.8 Y~f1

Roman A 3.\ 3.S 8.4 no
SOMe n 4.5 3.8 3.9 no

8chool~r A 4.7 5.4 no
B 5.3 S.7 no

!!chulta A 4.8 4.' no
B 5.0 4.3 5.l) no

Vincent A 4.S 6.3 8.9 no
B 7.1 5.2 7.3 y~lI

cant. Boat and Aoater fishermcn were about
e\'enlv divided in tenns of homs fished. The
fonner \cd in 5 cases and the latter in 6.
Floater fishermen fished longer than bank
anglers in ~ of 12 comparisons, and in an­
other case the two were tied. This difference
was not significant. Boat anglers averaged
4.6 hr.. bank users, 4.4 and Aoater fisher­
men. 5.2. Onh' 3 of the 19 anah'ses of var·
iance tcsts were significant. .

\\'hen man·hollrs were considcred, onh'
Zof the analyses of variance were signifiea'lt
(Table Ii). Boat anglers had the greater

TABU: 17. l\bnhours fished b,' djtt~ent methods
of fishing. .

man-hours in -; cases, and the reverse was
true in the other 11. In comparison betwcen
boat and Aoater fishennen, the foroler had
more man-hours in 6 cases and the latter in
5. \Vhen eomparcd with bank anglers, float­
er fishermen logged more man-hours in 5
instances and less in 7. The o\'crall (man-hr)
averages werc boat, 9.6. bank, 9.9, and Aoat·
cr, ;.6.

TMILE 18. Comparison of creel statistics of fisher·
men using "ariollS "pes of fishing.

1l••tM
...t •••• 'I.t.. Den

.... 11.)' .... (20) .... «12) .... (2)

Party ~Ize 3.3 3.4 2.1 3.1

Xumber o( (llIh
cau/:ht per Irlp 4.7 3.2 4.1 4.5

W ..I!:ht ot fllIh
cauKhl pt'r Irlp 3.\ 1.9 4.5 2.8

Xumber cau!:hl
per hour 1.8 1.5 1.7 2.4

Pound.. ('auKhl
per lIour 1.4 1.2 2.0 1.8

Man-houTa fl"h ..d !l.6 !l.9 9.3 5.6
HOUM! tlsh ..d 4.6 4.4 5.2 3.4

1 Xumbt"r In parelllh.."lll ..qual" numher ot w....k­
day- .....~k ..nd ('ar~l:orll·" ('onlalnln!: fl8h~rm..n
Ullin!: a particular m.. thod ot fI ..hln!\'.

TABLE 19. Comparison of creel statistics of fisher·
men using different methods of fishing.

Lure Live Dead
AVII. (8)' AVII. (20) AVII. (10)

Party Siae 3.t 3.5 3.2
Xumh~r ot tl"h

caul:hl p..r Irlp 2.8 4.4 2.7
W ..IKhl ot tlsh

caulfht per trip 2.f) 2.2 3.1
Xumh.. r caulfht

per hour 1.8 1.7 1.2
Poundll caught

p ..r hour 1.4 1.2 1.4
!>Ianhou", fllIhed 7.7 10.0 12.3
Hours tl"h..d 4.1 4.5 5.7

I Xumh..r In par~nlhe"l" ..qual" numhpr ot w....k·
day-we..kpnd cale/torl.... conlalnlnl;' fllIh ..rm~n
uRlng a particular m..lhod o( (I"hlnl:.

...."'.
.lIt

•••.., eI , "'-... III.. .uIyII•
...t.. eI

IMl , ........ -"_L.a.

B~avtr

Burt,..,hl

Ilablllr..n

Hall

Klnlf-
'leher

OUle
Cobb

Roman
:>:0lICI

School~r

Schult.

VI~nt

.......
A
B
A
B
A
8
A
D
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B
A
B

7.1...
808

14.4
10.5
10.•
':.9
1.2

4.0...
ll.7
6.4

10.0
'.5

10.1

11.'
'.2

14.4

8.0
5.7
'.5 5.2

10.1 18.3
10.' 7.•
10.7 7.2
'.S 8.\
8.' 7.2
S.S
•.0

10.S
9.7
8.7 '.4

11.7 '.2
11.1
n.l
10.0 U
13.4 •.•
ll.. U.S
11.4 15.7

no
no

a.1 no
5.4 y,,"

no
no
no
no

ye.
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no
no

DISCUSSION
In designing creel surveys, it is worth·

while to consider whether or not party size,
hours fished, or the man-hours fished dif­
fered according to thc type or method of
fishing. Live bait fishermen had larger party
sizes than lure users who, in tum, had a
larger pa~' size than dead-bait IIsers. Parties
lIsing live and dead bait fished longer and
had more man-hours than those using ar­
tificial lures. Comparison of parties lIsing
boats, Aoaters. or fishing from the bank did
not produce as many o\'eraH significant
differences, although Aoater fishennen did
fish in the smallest parties. In addition to



the above, there were significant differences
in the analvses of variance conducted on in­
di\'idual lakes. Lopinot (5, 6) studied state­
owned lakes in Illinois and reported that
hoot fishermen spent a longer time fishing
than bank-anglers in 14 of 15 cases. Moyle
;md Franklin (7), in a stud\" of 14 I\linne­
sota lakes, found that boat an-glers had longer
fishing trips than their shore counterparts.

There were numerous significant differ­
ences in the anah'ses of variances for the
lIumbcrs and pOllllds by parties using either
dead bait, li\'c bait or artificial lures, and also
for the tests among anglers using boats,
f1oatcrs, or fishing from thc bank. Catch­
per-hour in terms of pounds and numbers
did not appear strongly related to whether
or not the parties used lures, live bait, or
dead bait. I1owe\"Cr, floater fishenllen in
general caught larger fish than did boat·
fishennen who, in tum, caught more pounds
of fish than their counterparts fishing from
the bank. 111Cse contrasts in terms of weight
wcre significant e\-en though the compari­
sons in tcrms of numbers-per-hour were not.
III his study of fishing on Mississippi reser­
mirs, Barklcv (R) found that boat fisher·
mcn generJliy had a higher catch'pcr-unit
effort than bank fishermen. Lopinot (5),
howe\-cr, reported that catch rate was about
the same for boat- and bank-fishemlen on
Illinois state lakes. Schulmbach (9) found
that boat-fishermen had a higher catch rate
than did shore users and that wading-fisher­
men caught the least in terms of numbers·
per-hour in three of four comparisons of data
from the Des Moines River, Iowa. In
Schulmbach's fourth comparison, wading­
anglers did the best; they were followed by
hoat- and then shore-fishermen. Stewart
(10), in his studv of South Dakota trout
waters, found lur~ fishemlen caught more
fish'per-hour than live bait users. In survcvs
of Clear Lake, Iowa, boat- and dock-fisher­
men were found to do better than shore
anglers, while those wading caught the most
fish-per·hour (I I, I Z).

In view of this information, survcvs de­
signed to estimate rate of success sho~ld be
careful not to bias the sample toward one
method or other, or they should stratify
on the basis of angling characteristics.
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