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period of which he writes encompasses that in which crop production in the 

south shifted to the high energy and chemical based system we now call 

conventional agriculture. Healy's conclusion is that this shift was 

accompanied by favorable changes in habitat of game animals.  

Cacek (1985) considers effects of conventional agriculture from the mid

1950s to the mid-1970s on wildlife habitat in 12 midwestern states and comes 

to a much less favorable conclusion than Healy did with respect to the south.  

Cacek cites a study indicating that from the mid-1950s to the mid-1970s 

wildlife populations in these states declined 40 to 80 percent, pheasant in 

Ohio being particularly hard hit. Cacek attributes these declines to 

transformation of crop production in this period, particularly the dramatic 

increase in use of agricultural chemicals, a decrease in crop diversity, 

increases in the size of machinery and fields, and the reduction in acreage 

in set-aside programs.  

Cacek goes on to recount the advantages of alternative agriculture in 

improving animal habitat, particularly by providing nesting places for birds 

and avoiding the danger of pesticide poisoning.  

The USDA (1987) projects a decline of tens of millions of acres in crops 

over the next 50 years. Much of this land will shift to a variety of urban 

and other non-agricultural uses, almost surely with unfavorable habitat 

consequences. However, habitat on the land which shifts out of crops but 

remains in agriculture should improve. What the net habitat effect of these 

changes in land use would be is not clear from the information provided in 

USDA (1987).  

A large scale shift to alternative agriculture almost certainly would 

result in more and better animal habitat than the USDA projections imply.  

Not only would the shift of land out of agriculture be less than in the USDA 

projections, habitat on all land devoted to crop production would be


