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ABSTRACT 

Because recent conflicts over U.S. Forest Service 

decisions may indicate that the public lacks confidence in 

the agency, this study sought to discover the level of and 

reasons for confidence in the Forest Service. Results of a 

nationwide mail survey of participants in Forest Service 

planning showed that 43% of respondents had a low level of 

confidence in their local Forest Service office and 55% had 

a low level of confidence in the agency at the national 

level. 

The survey also revealed that participants' judgments 

of the procedural fairness of the planning process had an 

important influence on confidence in the agency at both the 

local and national level. Judgments about the fairness of 

agency procedures were much more important determinants of 

confidence than the level of benefits participants received 

from the forests or their policy preferences, judgments 

about distributive fairness, socio-demographic charac

teristics or styles of participation. 
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PROBLEM DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction 

Over the last thirty years, the Forest Service has 

encountered considerable public resistance to its 

management decisions. Nationwide, citizens have challenged 

the agency's decisions concerning clearcutting, wilderness 

preservation, and most recently protection of old-growth 

forests in the Pacific Northwest (Dana and Fairfax 1980; 

Clary 1986; Mohai and Verbyla 1987; Caulfield 1990; Gup 

1990). Many other disputes over how the national forests 

will be used, on issues ranging from livestock grazing to 

wildlife management to Native American sacred land rights, 

have been waged on individual national forests (Lancaster 

1991; Bowden 1989; Bagwell 1988; Donahue 1990). These 

national and local controversies have slowed the agency's 

decision-making processes and lowered morale of Forest 

Service employees (Wondolleck 1988; Allen 1989; Thwaits 

1989; U.S. Department of Agriculture 1990). 

Citizens have challenged agency decisions in the 

courts, have appealed to Congress for assistance, and have 

used the administrative process to influence and appeal 

decisions (Dana and Fairfax 1980). One of the adminis
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trative decision-making processes used recently by the 

public to influence agency decisions is the preparation of 

land and resource management plans mandated by the National 

Forest Management Act of 1976 (16 USC 1600 1976). The 

agency is required to involve the public in all stages of 

preparing these plans. This process has been similar in 

outcome to other Forest Service decision-making processes 

in the last thirty years: the plans have taken longer than 

expected to complete and all those released in final form 

as of January 1991 have been appealed at least once 

(Wondolleck 1988; Parker 1991). 

Some observers have suggested that the continual 

conflicts over Forest Service decisions indicate that the 

public lacks confidence in the agency (Clary 1986; Fortmann 

1986; Wondolleck 1988; Tipple and Wellman 1989). Their 

suggestion seems reasonable in light of political theory 

that asserts that low public confidence in government will 

lead citizens to challenge government authority to make 

decisions (Lipset 1981; Easton 1965; Miller 1974). Public 

confidence in government is considered important, even in 

western democracies that have weathered decades of low or 

declining confidence without experiencing noticeable 

political instability, because it is believed to determine: 
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the "maneuvering room" critical to 
government's ability to pursue a long-
run policy path or to experiment with 
alternative instruments in seeking a 
policy goal (Weatherford 1987). 

This study, therefore, seeks to discover the level of 

and reasons for confidence in the Forest Service. It uses 

a sample of participants in the National Forest Management 

Act (NFMA) planning process to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. How much confidence do participants have in the 
ability of the Forest Service to properly manage 
the national forests? and 

2. What governmental benefits and participant 
opinions, actions, and characteristics are 
related to confidence in the Forest Service? 

A number of different theories have been advanced to 

explain confidence in government institutions. One theory 

is that the more benefits citizens receive, the more 

confidence they will have in the government (Weatherford 

1987). Another theory suggests that citizens' absolute 

level of benefits does not matter as much as their 

perceptions of how their present benefits compare to those 

they received in the past or are now received by other 

people (Gurr 1970). Other scientists propose that citizens 
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have more confidence in the government when they approve of 

its policies (Miller 1974). 

Other explanations for public confidence focus upon 

citizens' perceptions of governmental fairness. One theory 

is that citizens have confidence in governments that they 

believe distribute benefits fairly (Walster et al. 1978). 

A more recent field of inquiry suggests that citizens are 

more supportive of judges and other decision-makers when 

they think that the procedures used to reach decisions are 

fair (Lind and Tyler 1988). 

Scientists have also investigated the relationships 

between confidence and political participation and socio-

demographic characteristics (Wright 1981). They have found 

that people with low confidence participate in politics 

less than people with high confidence but have discovered 

only weak relationships between confidence and socio-

demographic characteristics. 

This study uses these various theories to interpret 

confidence in the Forest Service. The study objectives are 

to: 

1. Determine levels of confidence in the Forest 
Service; and 



2. Determine if relationships exist between 
confidence and a) amount of benefits received, 
b) policy preferences, c) distributive fairness 
judgments, d) procedural fairness judgments, 
e) styles of participation in the planning 
process, f) socio-demographic characteristics, 
and g) the specific National Forest planning 
process in which the respondent participated. 

Literature Review 

The Forest Service is obviously not the first govern

mental agency to have its decisions and authority 

challenged by the public. Political theorists and 

researchers have been interested in public confidence in, 

or support for, government for centuries (Lipset 1981). 

Easton's (1965) distinction between three objects of 

political support has been extremely influential in recent 

research (Wright 1981; Weil 1989). Easton's first object 

of support is the political community, which refers to all 

groups that are given membership in the political system. 

The second object of support, and the one of interest in 

this study, is the regime as it presently functions. The 

current authorities are the third object of support. 

These objects of public confidence exist at all levels 

of government, not only at the national level. Citizens 

who question the legitimacy of public land ownership, such 

as the "sagebrush rebels" (Christensen 1990), want to 
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change the membership of the political community that 

allocates national forest resources. Concern that the 

current leadership of the agency at the national or local 

level is not properly managing the national forests would 

indicate low confidence in the regime or agency as it 

presently functions. Finally, lack of support at the third 

level would be seen in citizen disapproval of particular 

Forest Service employees such as the chief or a district 

ranger on their local forest. 

Public opinion surveys have tracked confidence in the 

U.S. government since the 1930s (Lipset and Schneider 

1987). From the mid-1960s to the early 1980s, public 

confidence in national governments and many institutions, 

such as business and the press, declined dramatically in 

most western democracies (Lipset and Schneider 1987). 

Confidence increased somewhat in the 1980s but has never 

regained its 1950s levels. As Tipple and Wellman (1989) 

point out, the decline in confidence appears to have 

extended beyond the political realm to technical experts, 

including foresters. 

Lipset and Schneider (1987) show that although the 

general level of confidence in many institutions is down, 
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the patterns of confidence vary. Some institutions are 

consistently rated higher than others. An example of this 

pattern is that local governments are usually rated more 

highly than national governments (Wright 1981; Katz et al. 

1975). Confidence in some institutions seems to rise when 

confidence falls in others. For example, confidence in the 

press tends to rise when confidence in the presidency 

declines (Lipset and Schneider 1987). 

Recently, researchers studying political confidence 

have attempted to determine the relationships between 

confidence and people's beliefs, actions, socio-demographic 

characteristics, and governmental benefits. Tyler et al. 

(1986) have categorized this research into two general 

types: 1) those that focus on the influence of the benefits 

or outcomes a citizen receives from government; and 2) 

those that focus on the citizen's perceptions of government 

fairness. 

According to Tyler et al. (1986), the first type of 

research has used a utilitarian model of the citizen often 

associated with economic theory that assumes that people 

try to maximize their benefits from the political system. 

Research based on this utilitarian model has examined the 
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relationship of confidence to "outcome variables, such as 

the failure of government to provide citizens with benefits 

or services, to solve citizens1 economic or social 

problems, or to follow citizens' preferred policies" (Tyler 

et al. 1986). Examples of this type of research are found 

in Miller (1974), Citrin (1974), Hibbs (1982), MacKuen 

(1983), Conover and Feldman (1986), and Weatherford (1987). 

A variation of this utilitarian model is that people 

evaluate the outcomes provided by government "not in 

absolute terms, but in relationship to their expectations" 

(Tyler et al. 1986). Examples of this variation is found 

in relative deprivation theory (Gurr 1970) and the Davies 

J-curve (Davies 1969), which suggest that people revolt 

against authorities when they are dissatisfied with their 

current benefits compared to either their past benefits or 

those of other people. 

Tyler et al. (1986) suggest that the predominance of 

the utilitarian model of the citizen in the political 

support literature has led to the popular notion that 

social conflict and political instability are inevitable in 

our future because of expected impending resource scarcity. 

According to these predictions, the government will be 
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blamed if people are unable to maintain their standard of 

living. 

Tyler et al.'s (1986) second category of political 

confidence research is that based on psychological models 

that assume that citizens are concerned about whether 

government decisions or outcomes are fair. Historically, 

fairness research has focused on the impact of perceptions 

of distributive fairness (Lind and Tyler 1988). A 

distributively fair decision or policy allocates benefits 

and costs among people by some commonly accepted standard, 

such as equity, equality, or need (Rasinski 1984). The 

fairness standard accepted for different policies has been 

shown to vary somewhat among individuals and probably 

varies among different situations and societies as well 

(Rasinski 1984; Rasinski 1987). The equity literature has 

demonstrated that people will frequently try to establish 

fair distributions of outcomes when placed in a situation 

they judge to be distributively unfair (Walster et al. 

1978). 

People can evaluate procedures as well as outcomes in 

terms of fairness. In a series of experiments, Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) demonstrated that the process by which a 
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decision was made influenced how people felt about the 

decision and the decision-maker. Since Thibaut and Walker 

conducted their experiments, other scientists have tried to 

define further the bases for peoples' judgments about 

procedural justice in legal, organizational, and political 

settings (Lind and Tyler 1988). The Thibaut and Walker 

experiments demonstrated that disputants consider conflict-

resolution procedures fairer if they can control the 

process of gathering and presenting information to the 

decision-maker. More recent studies have confirmed that 

control over this process is a very important component of 

procedural justice judgments (Lind and Tyler 1988). Not 

only do people view process control as a means to influence 

a decision, they also seem to value the chance to express 

their viewpoint, independent of its influence upon the 

decision (Tyler et al. 1985). 

The following six rules were proposed by Leventhal 

(1980) as the basis of procedural justice judgments: 

1. Representativeness - the concerns of all 
individuals affected must be represented in the 
decision-making process; 

2. Consistency - the process must be applied 
consistently to different people and at different 
times; 

3. Bias suppression (impartiality) - the decision
maker and the procedures must be impartial; 
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4. Accuracy of information - the procedures must 
collect and use accurate information; 

5. Correctability - an appeal of decisions must be 
possible; and 

6. Ethicality - the process must obey standards of 
ethics and etiquette and treat those involved 
with respect. 

Further research has confirmed the importance of many of 

these rules in a variety of situations (Lind and Tyler 

1988). Most of this research has concentrated on 

procedural justice concerns in business and family 

settings, but Tyler used these six rules in a study of the 

bases for peoples1 procedural justice judgments in 

encounters with the police and courts in a study reported 

in Lind and Tyler (1988). He found that representa

tiveness, impartiality, and ethicality were the most 

important determinants of judgments about procedural 

justice in these encounters, but the relative importance of 

each rule varied depending upon the type of encounter a 

respondent had with the police or courts. For example, the 

representativeness of the decision-making process was very 

important to respondents who had been involved in a dispute 

but less important when respondents' encounters with the 

police or courts were voluntary. 
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Tyler's finding that the relative importance of 

Leventhal1s rules varies according to the type of problem 

suggests that different types of problems require different 

procedures if they are to be resolved to the satisfaction 

of disputants. However, because several researchers have 

found that disputants1 personal and cultural 

characteristics have little influence on the relative 

importance of the procedural justice rules, it seems that 

one procedure that will satisfy most people can be designed 

for each type of problem (Thibaut and Walker 1975; Tyler, 

Rasinski, and McGraw 1985; Lind and Tyler 1988). 

In addition to studying the relationship of benefits 

and fairness to confidence, scientists have also inves

tigated the relationship between confidence and political 

participation and socio-demographic characteristics (Wright 

1981). They have found that people with low confidence 

participate in politics less than people with high 

confidence but have discovered only weak relationships 

between confidence and socio-demographic characteristics. 

Well educated, higher income, middle-aged people tend to 

have slightly more confidence in government than others. 



Tyler (1984), Rasinski (1984), and Tyler et al. (1985) 

conducted a series of surveys to assess the relative 

influence of each of the bases of political confidence 

discussed above: 1) personal benefits; 2) distributive 

fairness; 3) procedural fairness; 4) participation styles; 

and 5) socio-demographic characteristics. The populations 

surveyed were defendants in legal proceedings, students at 

Northwestern University, and residents of Chicago. 

The results of a survey of residents of Chicago are 

representative of these studies (Tyler et al. 1985). The 

authors' first research question was whether people 

actually make distinctions between the outcomes they 

receive from government and governmental fairness. To 

criticize governmental fairness may be a socially 

acceptable way to complain about the level of benefits one 

receives from government. If people actually criticize 

procedures only when they are dissatisfied with their 

benefits, outcome and fairness judments should be highly 

correlated. The research showed, however, that judgments 

of personal benefits and of fairness were substantially 

independent: the level of benefits a person received did 

not determine whether he considered the government to be 

fair. 
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Tyler et al.'s (1985) second research problem was to 

determine the relative independent influence of personal 

benefits, judgments of distributive and procedural 

fairness, and socio-demographic characteristics such as 

income, age, and sex, and political party affiliation on 

confidence in the national government. Judgments of 

procedural fairness were highly influential; personal 

benefits, distributive fairness, and socio-demographic 

characteristics had very little impact on confidence. 

These results suggest that the recent erosion in 

confidence in government has occurred because citizens 

believe that government decisions are being made 

improperly, not because government is failing to distribute 

enough benefits. Thibaut and Walker (1975) and Lind and 

Tyler (1988) argue that confidence in national government 

can be maintained, even in times of resource scarcity such 

as the Forest Service now faces, if governmental leaders 

are careful to make decisions and implement policies 

through procedures the public considers fair. 

Although personal outcomes were shown to have little 

influence on confidence in government, Tyler et al. (1985) 

also found that personal outcomes were considerably more 
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important in explaining personal satisfaction with 

governmental policies. This distinction would mean, for 

example, that the level of benefits received from a 

national forest would have some impact on satisfaction with 

the forest's plan but very little impact on confidence in 

the Forest Service itself. Tyler et al. (1985) suggest 

that: "This difference in focus [between satisfaction with 

outcomes and confidence in government] may represent 

recognition among citizens that the promotion of social 

solidarity is an important aspect of the political system 

and that [promotion of social solidarity] requires a 

sensitivity to justice-based concerns." 

U.S. Forest Service Land 
and Resource Management Planning 

This study examined confidence in the Forest Service 

among citizens who participated in the preparation of land 

and resource management plans on national forests 

throughout the United States. This study population was 

chosen for two reasons. First, citizens with a broad 

variety of interests participated in the planning process 

because the plans produced management guidelines for all 

resources and uses on a national forest. This population, 

therefore, provided a good approximation to the agency's 

interested public or constituency. Second, because the 
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planning process was, in essence, a series of procedures 

that allocated benefits among participants, it was possible 

to measure the strength of the relationships between 

participants' confidence in the Forest Service and their 

assessment of their benefits and of the fairness of the 

planning procedures. 

The U.S. Forest Service has produced 123 plans to 

"guide all natural resource management activities and 

establish management standards and guidelines" on all the 

national forests in the country (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR 

Ch. II Subpart 219.1b (1990)). The U.S. Congress mandated 

that the agency prepare these plans in the National Forest 

Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 which is an amendment to the 

Forest and Rangeland Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974 

(16 use 1600 (1976)). Together, these two laws establish 

an integrated planning process for the nation's forest 

resources. 

At the national level, the Forest Service inventories 

privately and publicly owned forest and range resources 

throughout the country and, at least once every ten years, 

publishes an Assessment of the expected future demand and 

supply for these resources. The Assessments are used to 
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develop Programs of long-term agency objectives that are 

presented to Congress every five years, along with a 

Presidential Statement of Policy. In addition, the agency 

prepares Annual Reports of its progress at meeting its 

Program objectives (U.S. Congress 1990) . 

The 156 national forests and 19 national grasslands 

are divided among nine regional offices (see Figure 1), 

each of which is responsible for developing a Regional 

Guide to relate the goals and objectives of the RPA Program 

to the national forests under its jurisdiction and to its 

programs for State and Private Forestry and for research. 

In the Regional Guides, the national forests are assigned a 

portion of the RPA established levels for various resources 

to produce, and forest-level officials are encouraged but 

not required to meet the RPA levels when preparing their 

forest's management plan. Individual national forests 

assist in the national planning process by providing 

estimates of their forest's capacity to produce various 

resources including recreation days, timber, forage, and 

minerals for use in developing the Assessments. Programs, 

and Regional Guides. 



Figure 1. Selected Planning Units in the National Forest 
System of the United States 
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The national forests and grasslands are divided into 

123 planning units, each of which is responsible for 

producing a Land and Resource Management Plan on the basis 

of a ten-year planning cycle. Most planning units are made 

up of only one forest, but a few, such as the four national 

forests and two national grasslands in Texas, were merged 

into one planning unit and prepare a joint plan. 

The forest supervisor appoints an interdisciplinary 

team with expertise in physical, biological, economic, and 

social sciences and environmental design to develop the 

plan. These teams follow the rational-comprehensive 

process (Cortner and Schweitzer 1981) described below (RPA 

Regulations, 36 CFR Ch II Subpart 219.12 (1990)): 

1. Identify issues and concerns of the public, the 
Forest Service, and other government agencies; 

2. Develop decision-making criteria that reflect the 
unique characteristics of the planning unit; 

3. Inventory existing data about unit resources and 
prepare new studies to gather needed but 
unavailable data; 

4. Determine the potential of the planning unit to 
supply goods and services; 

5. Formulate a range of alternatives that reflect 
"the full range of major commodity and 
environmental uses and values that could be 
produced from the forest." These alternatives 
must include one incorporating the RPA Program 
objectives and one representing the current 
management practices. In addition, all issues 
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raised in the first step of the planning process 
must be addressed in at least one alternative; 
and 

6. Estimate and evaluate the physical, biological, 
economic, and social effects of each alternative, 
and compare their present net value, social and 
economic impacts, outputs of goods and services, 
and overall protection of the environment. These 
impacts are outlined in a draft environmental 
impact statement (DEIS) that accompanies the plan 
when it is released. 

From the list of alternatives presented, the forest 

supervisor recommends a preferred alternative to be 

published as the proposed plan. After a period of public 

comment and ensuing revisions, the regional forester 

decides whether to approve the plan or request further 

revisions. After the plan is approved by the regional 

forester and released to the public with a final 

environmental impact statement (FEIS), any citizen who is 

dissatisfied with the plan or the process by which it was 

developed may appeal the plan to the chief of the Forest 

Service. The appeals process is not intended to be "an 

adjudication, grievance-oriented process" but an 

"expeditious, objective review...by an official at the next 

administrative level (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR Ch. II 

Subpart 217.1 (1990))." The Forest Service maintains that 

all administrative levels of appeal must be exhausted 
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before an appellant may file suit in a court of law (RPA 

Regulations, 36 CFR Ch. II Subpart 217.18 (1990)). 

After a plan is adopted, the interdisciplinary team is 

responsible for monitoring and evaluating the plan to 

determine how well its objectives are being met and how 

closely the plan is being applied. The team is to 

recommend management changes, amendments, or revisions in 

the plan based upon its findings. 

Public participation is required in the planning 

process by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 

1969 (42 USC 4321 to 4346) and is governed by the RPA and 

the NEPA regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 to 1508), the 

Forest Service Manual (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Chapters 1920 and 1950), and the Forest Service Handbooks 

(U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1909.12 and 1909.15). The 

RPA regulations (36 CFR Ch. II Section 219.6a (1990)) state 

that public participation is to be used to: 

"1. Broaden the information base upon which land and 
resource management planning decisions are made; 

2. Ensure that the Forest Service understands the 
needs, concerns, and values of the public; 

3. Inform the public of Forest Service land and 
resource planning activities; and 
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4. Provide the public with an understanding of 
Forest Service programs and proposed actions." 

The public is invited to participate at every stage of 

the planning process. The planning units organize and 

advertise participation activities such as meetings, 

conferences, seminars, workshops, and tours and invite 

written comments when draft documents are released. These 

organized activities are to be "appropriate to the area and 

people involved" (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR Ch. II 219.6d 

(1990)). Citizens also take the initiative in dealing with 

the units by writing letters, meeting privately with 

officials, telephoning, organizing and signing petitions, 

and participating in demonstrations. All public comments 

are to be analyzed individually and by type of interest 

group to detect "the variety and intensity of viewpoints 

about ongoing and proposed planning and management 

standards and guidelines" (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR Ch. II 

219.6e (1990)). 

The public has participated to a greater extent in the 

forest-level, NFMA planning process than the national-

level, RPA process (U.S. Congress 1990). Force and 

Williams (1989), in a study of participants in the planning 

process of four national forests in the Pacific Northwest, 
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found that participants were more highly educated, 

wealthier, older, and more politically conservative than 

generally believed. Overall, they concluded that 

participants were "often as well qualified in natural-

resource matters as forest managers." 

Force and Williams also investigated participants* 

interests and participation styles. They found that 27% 

identified their main interest in the planning process as 

environmental or preservation; 21% chose timber; the 

remaining 52% chose recreation, fish and wildlife, or other 

interest categories. Four participation methods were used 

by over half the respondents: attending agency-organized 

public meetings; filling out Forest Service response forms; 

writing personal letters; and telephoning unit officials. 

Participants with different interests were likely to use 

different participation techniques. For example, those 

participants who were interested in timber were more likely 

to attend public meetings, and those concerned about the 

environment, to write personal letters. 

The planning process has not gone as quickly or as 

smoothly as the Forest Service hoped. The agency expected 

all 123 plans to be completed by 1985 (Dana and Fairfax 
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1980). By the end of 1985, however, only eighteen plans 

were released in final form. Over the next five years, the 

agency gradually completed plans until only eight remained 

in draft form in January 1991 (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture 1991). 

Many of the units that have had the most difficulty 

completing their plans are in northern California and the 

Pacific Northwest where environmentalists and the timber 

industry are battling over how much old growth forest will 

be preserved for the northern spotted owl. Many people 

involved think the Forest Service cannot resolve this 

dispute through the administrative decision-making process 

and that Congress must step in with new legislation 

(Caulfield 1990). 

Although forests with significant amounts of old 

growth have had the greatest difficulty completing the 

planning process, other forests have encountered public 

resistance to their plans as well. A total of 1106 appeals 

were filed on the 114 plans that had been released in final 

form by January 1991 (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1991). 

Many of these plans were appealed by the entire spectrum of 

the agency's constituency. For example, a number of 
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environmental groups, Arizona's Game and Fish Department, 

and local timber companies and ranchers all appealed the 

management plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests 

in Arizona (Bagwell 1988). 

Cortner and Schweitzer (1981) describe the scope of 

the planning task in this way: 

In terms of geographic area, ecological complexities, 
and interactions between social and physical systems, 
the challenge posed by the Resources Planning Act and 
its sequent act NFMA has no precedent, at least in the 
western hemisphere. We believe that it has no 
precedent at all in terms of the scale of public 
involvement and requirements for full public 
documentation of the rationales, the bases for 
decisions, and the decision processes themselves. 

A Conceptual Framework 

The research reported here used the conceptual 

framework developed by Tyler and his colleagues as a basis 

to study confidence in the Forest Service and its planning 

units. Additional explanatory variables were included in 

this study's framework to represent some of the concerns 

expressed in the literature about the Forest Service. 

Three research hypotheses were developed to examine the 

level of confidence and its relationship to the explanatory 

variables. These hypotheses are presented below. 
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None of the explanatory variables have important 
influence on confidence in the planning unit or the agency. 

There is no difference in the level of confidence 
expressed toward the planning unit and the national agency. 

The relationship of the explanatory variables to 
confidence is the same at the unit as at the agency level. 

The finding of Tyler and his colleagues that judgments 

of procedural fairness were the most important predictors 

of confidence in the national government and court system 

may not hold true among the politically active population 

of the NFMA planning participants. It seems reasonable to 

assume that concerns about changes in the personal benefits 

they receive from the forest may have motivated many 

planning participants to take political action. As a 

group, these participants may be more concerned about 

outcomes than Tyler's study populations of residents of 

Chicago and students. In addition, the broad focus of 

Tyler's research on confidence in the national government, 

which provides so many types of benefits to citizens, may 

have made the meaningful measurement of dissatisfaction 

with benefits difficult. 

Tyler's population of defendants in legal proceedings 

are probably at least as concerned about the outcomes of 

their cases as planning participants are about the outcomes 
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of the plans. However, ritualistic courtroom proceedings 

may help defendants focus on procedural issues and 

therefore explain the important influence of judgments of 

procedural fairness on confidence in the courts and the 

relative lack of influence of the outcome of the case. The 

NFMA planning process is not nearly as ritualistic as 

courtroom procedure, and people are active in it to varying 

degrees. Procedures are therefore unlikely to have the 

same importance to planning participants as to defendants. 

There is some evidence in the literature, however, 

that indicates that procedural fairness issues are not 

totally irrelevant to planning participants. Three of 

Leventhal's procedural fairness rules seem particularly 

applicable in this situation: representativeness, 

impartiality, and accuracy of information. Concern about 

the representativeness of the process was voiced by many 

participants in recent reviews of the planning process 

(Lyden et al. 1990; Seehafer 1990; U.S. Department of 

Agriculture 1990). For example, Lyden et al. (1990) report 

that "Almost 77% of the public respondents said that they 

would participate in Forest Service decisions much more or 

somewhat more if they knew that they were really being 

listened to, even though they may not get their way." In 



addition, a frequent criticism of agency employees has been 

that they are biased toward particular interest groups 

(Kaufman 1960; Culhane 1981; Mohai 1987; DeBonis 1989; 

Twight and Lyden 1989). Finally, the agency was concerned 

about having adequate information about forest resources 

and public opinion because it was required by the RPA 

regulations l) to "obtain and keep current inventory data 

appropriate for planning and managing the resources" even 

if this requires that "special inventories and studies by 

prepared" (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR Ch II Subpart 219.12(d) 

(1990)) and 2) to involve the public "early and often 

throughout the development of the plans" to "broaden the 

information base upon which land and resource management 

planning decisions are made" and to "ensure that the Forest 

Service understands the needs, concerns, and values of the 

public" (RPA Regulations, 36 CFR Ch II Subpart 219.6(c) and 

219.6(a) (1990)). 

Tyler's focus on personal benefits and relative 

deprivation compared to the past and to other people is 

intuitively satisfying for explaining different levels of 

confidence in the Forest Service. Many people receive 

substantial personal benefits from the national forests; 

and people have recently lost benefits including income, 
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use of recreational areas, and access to firewood (Jackson 

and Flowers 1983; Egan 1988; Huebner 1988; Schallau 1989; 

Wear et al. 1989; Caulfield 1990). 

Tyler and his colleagues did not look at the influence 

of people's expectations about their future benefits from 

government. Involvement in the planning process would seem 

to indicate that people are concerned about changes in 

their future benefits. Therefore, an additional variable 

representing expected changes in personal benefits if the 

plan is implemented was included in this study. 

This study defined benefits received by respondents in 

broad terms. In addition to asking respondents about the 

benefits they received personally from their unit, this 

study asked about benefits that are shared among groups of 

people and are not readily quantifiable. Examples of such 

benefits include preservation of genetic resources and 

stabilization of local economies. The study asked 

respondents to evaluate past unit performance at providing 

a variety of social benefits and to forecast unit 

performance at providing these benefits if the plan were 

implemented as written. 
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Ideological disputes between environmentalists and 

economic users and disagreements over agency management 

decisions that do not seem to directly affect the 

disputants receive frequent attention in the literature 

about the Forest Service (Fortmann 1986; Seehafer 1990; 

U.S. Congress 1990). Miller (1974) examined the influence 

of citizens' policy preferences upon confidence in the 

national government. Using data from a nationwide survey, 

Miller analyzed respondents' opinions about ten social and 

economic issues and discovered that the least confident 

respondents were those who chose policy alternatives 

identified at the extreme ends of a range of alternatives. 

He concluded that the least confident respondents cluster 

in two ideologically distinct groups: "cynics of the left" 

and "cynics of the right." This method of categorizing 

respondents by their policy preferences was adapted in this 

study to categorize respondents by their environmental 

preferences. Respondents were classified on a spectrum 

ranging from "pro-environmental use" to "pro-economic use." 

Judgments of the distributive fairness of agency 

policies seemed a reasonable variable to measure in light 

of the extensive literature focusing on Forest Service bias 
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toward utilitarian groups (Kaufman 1960; Culhane 1981; 

Mohai 1987; DeBonis 1989; Twight and Lyden 1989). 

Other explanatory variables included in this study 

were the participation techniques used by respondents, 

standard socio-demographic characteristics, and the 

national forest on which the respondent participated. As 

mentioned in the literature review, the more wealthy, 

educated, middle-aged, and politically active people are, 

the more confidence they are likely to have in government. 

These relationships are not strong ones, however, and are 

unlikely to have important effects on confidence in this 

study. 

This study also examined whether confidence varies 

between local and national levels of the Forest Service. 

As described in the literature review, previous research 

has shown that confidence in local governments is 

frequently higher than in national government. However, 

whether people base their confidence in local and national 

government on different benefits, opinions, actions, or 

characteristics has not been established. 
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STUDY DESIGN 

Data Collection 

The Sample. The population for this study was all 

individuals who participated in the preparation of national 

forest management plans that 1) were released in final form 

between January 1, 1987 and August 7, 1989, and 2) had 

outstanding appeals as of August 7, 1989. The beginning 

date of January 1, 1987 was established because of concern 

that unit mailing lists would become outdated after the 

plans were completed and that participants would begin to 

forget specifics about the plan and planning process. The 

ending date of August 7, 1989 was established because a 

Forest Service (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1989a) 

report on the status of management plans that was used to 

select the sample of participants was published on that 

date. 

The study population was limited to participants on 

units with outstanding appeals so that all eligible units 

would be at the same stage of the planning process. All 

but two of the thirty-two plans completed within the 

established time frame were under appeal as of August 7, 

1989. The appeal requirement probably did not bias the 
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survey results because every plan completed as of February 

27, 1991 had been appealed at least once (Parker 1991). 

How does this group of thirty eligible planning units 

compare to the ineligible ninety-three units? This group 

includes 24.4% of the total 123 units. Eligible units came 

from seven of the nine Forest Service regions: none of the 

units in Region 2, which includes forests in Colorado, 

Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wyoming, and Region 10, which 

includes the 2 Alaskan forests, were eligible because both 

had completed their plans by January 1, 1987. Many of the 

eligible units probably benefitted from the planning 

experience of the sixty-six (53.7%) forests that completed 

their plans earlier. In addition, many of the eligible 

forests may have had to resolve issues that were more 

divisive than those faced by forests that finished earlier. 

However, many of the twenty-seven (22.0%) units that still 

had plans in draft form in August 1989 were facing the most 

difficult political situations of all. 

The sample of participants was chosen in a two stage 

process (Stuart 1984). In the first stage, the thirty 

planning units in the sample frame were stratified by 

region to insure that different areas of the country would 



47 

be represented. Region 9 had only one planning unit which 

met the criteria, and that unit was selected. Two units 

were chosen randomly from Regions 1, 3 through 6, and 8. 

The sampling fraction for each region ranged from 100% to 

20%. A total of thirteen planning units were selected 

including the 1) Gallatin, 2) Nez Perce, 3) Prescott, 

4) Santa Fe, 5) Salmon, 6) Payette, 7) Angeles, 8) Los 

Padres, 9) Colville, 10) Siskiyou, and 11) Wayne National 

Forests, 12) the National Forests in Texas, and 13) the 

Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests. The location of 

these planning units in the national forest system is shown 

in Figure 1. 

In the second stage of sampling, seventy participants 

were chosen from the mailing list of each planning unit by 

simple random sampling. Each planning unit provided a 

mailing list of all citizens and organizations that were 

public participants in the preparation of its management 

plan. Because of the fixed sample size of seventy, the 

sampling fraction of each unit ranged from 46.7% to 3.2%. 

The units maintained different types of mailing lists, 

but the lists can be divided into two general categories: 

1) those that listed all people who commented on the plan; 
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and 2) those that listed only a selected group of 

participants1. Respondents from the six units with the 

second type of mailing list were significantly more likely 

than respondents from the seven other units to have 

participated in workshops and advisory committees, met 

privately with unit employees, and represented an 

organization. There was no significant difference, 

however, between participants from the two types of lists 

with respect to the relationships between confidence and 

benefits, policies, and fairness examined in this study. 

Before participants were selected, the following types 

of individuals and groups were removed from the lists: all 

federal, state, local, and tribal government agencies and 

officials except elected tribal and local representatives; 

reporters and press agencies; professors, universities, 

colleges, and libraries; and large corporations and 

national non-profit organizations with no individual listed 

in the address. These individuals and groups were dropped 

from the lists because their relationship with the Forest 

Service was likely to be in an official rather than a 

personal capacity. Many of the survey questions, such as 

The basis of selection varied among units and was 
often unknown. 
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those on benefits relative to other people, were therefore 

not applicable to them. 

The important elements of the study's sampling 

procedure can be summarized as 1) the total number of 

planning units in each region, 2) the number of eligible 

planning units in each region, 3) the names of the selected 

planning units, 4) the number of eligible individuals and 

private organizations on each planning unit's mailing list, 

5) the number of selected participants on each list, and 

6) whether a unit's mailing list included all participants 

or only the most active (Table 1). 

Instrument. The survey was conducted by mail because 

the sample was so large and geographically dispersed that 

telephone and in-person interviews were prohibitively 

expensive. Mail surveys have been criticized because there 

is no way of knowing for certain that the respondent 

understood and treated the questionnaire seriously or 

whether the selected respondent was the person who actually 

filled out the questionnaire (Dillman 1978). On the other 

hand, surveys administered by mail are not subject to 

interviewer bias, and some researchers have suggested that 



Table 1. Summary of Study Sampling Procedure 

Region 

Planning 
Units in 
Region 

Eligible 
Planning 
Units 

Planning Units 
Selected 

Partici
pants on 
List 

Sample 
Size 

Complete List 
of 

Participants? 

1 13 8 Gallatin (Montana) 
Nez Perce (Idaho) 

2186 
597 

70 
70 

Yes 
Yes 

2 12 0 

3 11 4 Prescott (Arizona) 
Santa Fe (New Mexico) 

235 
1115 

70 
70 

Yes 
Yes 

4 16 4 Salmon (Idaho) 
Payette (Idaho) 

150 
1089 

70 
70 

No 
No 

5 18 8 Angeles (California) 
Los Padres 
(California) 

1436 
2092 

70 
70 

No 
Yes 

6 19 3 Colville (Washington) 
Siskiyou (Oregon) 

999 
511 

70 
70 

No 
No 

8 17 2 Nantahala & Pisgah 
(North Carolina) 
Texas (Texas) 

514 
1479 

70 
70 

No 
Yes 

9 15 1 Wayne (Ohio) 1854 70 Yes 

10 2 0 

TOTALS 123 30 13 14,257 910 

Ol 
o 
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respondents may be more truthful about sensitive subjects 

in a mail survey because of the relative anonymity of their 

answers (Dillman 1978). 

The questionnaire design and administration techniques 

followed Dillman's (1978) total design method. The 

questionnaire was printed as a 12-page, 6" by 8 1/2" 

booklet. Survey questions filled the inner pages. A title 

and graphics depicting forest resources brightened the 

front page, and the back page was reserved for participants 

to comment further on the survey or the planning process. 

Because many of the survey questions asked respondents 

about their particular planning unit, questionnaires were 

developed for each of the thirteen planning units. The 

only difference among the thirteen instruments, however, 

was that the name of the respondents' planning unit was 

inserted where appropriate: in all other ways, the 

instruments were the same. (A sample questionnaire may be 

found in Appendix A.) 

Survey Administration. The questionnaire was 

pretested on four participants in the preparation of the 

management plan for the Coronado National Forest, Arizona. 

Two of the participants were environmental activists; one 



was an anti-wilderness advocate; the last was a permittee 

rancher. The questionnaire was also reviewed by a forest 

planner and a range conservationist on the Coronado 

National Forest. 

A personalized cover letter, questionnaire, and 

postage paid return envelope were sent by first class mail 

to each selected participant in January 1990. Selected 

participants were sent questionnaires and cover letters 

that referred specifically to the planning unit on which 

they had been involved. The first mailing was followed by 

a reminder postcard one week later. Non-respondents were 

sent follow-up, personalized mailings in February and 

March. (The three cover letters and the reminder postcard 

are reproduced in Appendix B.) 

The final response rate, which varied among planning 

units, was 70.5% (Table 2). The response rate was 

calculated by subtracting participants who were deceased, 

not sufficiently involved in the process to answer the 

questionnaire, or whose address was incorrect and 

untraceable from the original sample. 



Table 2. Response Rate by Planning Unit 

Planning Sample Valid Deceased & Undeliverable Response 
Unit Size Responses Not Involved as Addressed Refused Rate* 

Gallatin 70 30 1 25 0 68.2% 

Nez Perce 70 35 9 10 0 68.6 

Prescott 70 58 2 0 0 85.3 

Santa Fe 70 36 7 0 2 57.1 

Salmon 70 40 3 15 1 76.9 

Payette 70 40 2 15 0 75.5 

Angeles 70 39 4 2 2 60.9 

Los Padres 70 45 3 5 1 72.6 

Colville 70 43 5 10 0 78.2 

Siskiyou 70 49 6 2 1 79.0 

Nantahala/ 70 58 5 0 0 89.2 
Pisgah 

Texas 70 22 2 11 1 38.6 

Wayne 70 37 5 6 1 62.7 

TOTALS 910 532 54 101 9 70.5 

* Response rate calculated as follows: Valid Responses/(Sample Size - Deceased, 
Not Involved, & Undeliverables) x 100%. 

cn 
00 
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Operational Variables. Questions to measure the 

dependent variables and many of the explanatory variables 

were adapted from a telephone survey developed by Rasinski 

(1984). His study was one of a series, described in the 

previous chapter, that sought to determine the relative 

influence of personal benefits, distributive fairness, 

procedural fairness, political participation styles, and 

socio-demographic characteristics on confidence in the 

national government. His questions measuring these 

variables were reworked to reflect the issues facing 

participants in the national forest planning process. When 

necessary, operational variables were measured using 

indices of several survey items. 

A. Dependent variables 

1. Confidence in the agency Three Likert-scale 

(Likert 1932) questions were used to measure confidence in 

the agency: a) how satisfied are you with the job the U.S. 

Forest Service is doing managing all the national forests?; 

b) how much can you trust the U.S. Forest Service to manage 

the national forests properly?; and c) in general, how 

effective is the U.S. Forest Service at managing the 

national forests? Each question had four response 

categories ranging from very satisfied, just about always, 
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and very effective to very dissatisfied, never, and very 

ineffective. 

2. Confidence in the planning unit The three 

questions described above were reworded to refer to 

employees of the participant's planning unit to measure 

confidence in the unit. 

B. Explanatory variables 

1. Personal benefits 

a. Present personal benefits Respondents were asked 

1) what percentage of their 1989 family income resulted 

directly or indirectly from forest resources, 2) how many 

days they had recreated on the planning unit, 3) if they 

had harvested firewood from the forest for their own use, 

4) whether they leased or owned a home on the planning 

unit, and 5) whether their home or business was protected 

from wildland fire by Forest Service fire crews. 

b. Personal benefits relative to 1985 

c. Personal benefits if the plan is implemented 

Respondents were asked whether their income from planning 

unit resources and the number of days they recreated on 

their unit had increased, decreased, or stayed the same 
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since 1985. They were also asked whether they expected 

their income from unit resources and their recreational use 

of the unit to increase, decrease, or stay the same, 

respectively, if the plan was implemented as written. 

d. Benefits relative to others Respondents were 

asked whether they received more, less, or the same amount 

of benefits as people in each of seven major Forest Service 

interest groups: 1) timber workers; 2) residents of small 

towns next to national forests; 3) recreationists; 

4) environmentalists; 5) ranchers; 6) miners; and 7) people 

who lease forest property for summer homes. 

2. Social benefits 

a. Social benefits relative to 1985 

b. Social benefits if the plan is implemented Social 

benefits were defined as benefits that are shared among 

groups of people and that are not completely quantifiable. 

Respondents were asked to assess whether their unit was 

doing a better job, a worse job, or the same as now at each 

of the following: 1) protecting the environment; 

2) preserving genetic diversity; 3) protecting scenic 

areas; 4) providing goods and services to the nation; 

5) protecting areas of cultural and historic importance; 



6) stabilizing local economies; and 7) protecting 

neighboring communities from wildland fires. They were 

also asked how well they expected their unit to do at 

providing these same social benefits if the plan were 

implemented. The social benefits mentioned in this survey 

were adapted from Rolston's (1985) inventory of wildland 

values. 

3. Policy preferences This study tried two 

alternative methods to examine participants' policy 

preferences. The first method used was Milbrath*s (1984) 

system for classifying people into eight types according to 

their degree of support for a "New Environmental Paradigm" 

(NEP) or a "Dominant Social Paradigm" (DSP). A paradigm is 

a widely accepted structure of beliefs "that organizes the 

way people perceive and interpret the functioning of the 

world around them (Milbrath 1984)." 

Milbrath identifies three issues that distinguish 

supporters of the NEP from supporters of the DSP: 

1) whether the condition of the world environment is a 

large or small problem; 2) whether greater scientific and 

technical development or basic changes in the nature of 

society are most needed to solve our environmental 
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problems; and 3) whether there are limits to growth beyond 

which industrialized society cannot expand. Respondents in 

this study were asked to express their opinion about these 

issues on a seven point scale in which one represented 

total agreement with the DSP position (a small 

environmental problem, greater scientific and technical 

development, and no limits to growth) and seven represented 

total agreement with the NEP position (a large 

environmental problem, a basic change in the nature of 

society, and limits to growth). 

In this study, Milbrath's classification system was 

not very successful at categorizing respondents by their 

policy preferences. Some of the eight types, particularly 

those on the NEP end of the scale, were not distinguishable 

from each other; and a substantial percentage of 

respondents were not categorized. The systems1 inadequacy 

in this case may have occurred because societal paradigms 

have shifted since Milbrath conducted his research or 

because of differences between his general population 

sample and this one. (The analysis of response to 

Milbrath's classification system is shown in Appendix D.) 
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Because Milbrath's system was unsuccessful at 

classifying respondents, another system was created to 

represent policy preferences. This system was similar in 

concept to Milbrath's but designed to measure respondents 

preferences for ecological or economic uses of the forests. 

This dichotomy of preferences was chosen because the 

literature frequently portrays Forest Service politics as a 

conflict between people who want the agency to emphasize 

one of these two uses (Clary 1986; Wondolleck 1988; 

Seehafer 1990). For example, the Forest Service's own 

critique of the planning process states: "The balance 

between economic and ecological considerations is at the 

heart of many of the controversies over national forest 

management" (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1990). 

Respondents preferences for economic or ecological 

uses of the forest were estimated by the relative 

importance they placed on two social benefits from the 

planning unit: the first benefit was preservation of 

genetic diversity; the other, provision of goods and 

services to the nation. Respondents were asked whether 

these benefits were very important, somewhat important, or 

not important to them. 



4. Distributive fairness Respondents were asked 

whether they felt they received more than they deserved, 

less than they deserved, or their fair share of benefits 

from their unit. They were also asked whether people in 

each of seven major Forest Service interest groups received 

their fair share of benefits from the unit. The interest 

groups were a) timber workers, b) residents of small towns 

next to the planning unit, c) recreationists, d) environ

mentalists, e) ranchers, f) miners, and g) people who lease 

forest property for summer homes. 

5. Procedural fairness A series of four questions 

measured respondents' opinions about the procedural 

fairness of the planning process. The four questions 

covered three of Leventhal's (1980) procedural fairness 

rules: representativeness, impartiality, and accuracy of 

information. The first question asked whether unit 

employees always, usually, sometimes, or never considered 

the needs of all people when making planning decisions. 

Next, respondents were asked whether unit employees were 

impartial or favored some groups over others. The third 

and fourth questions asked whether or not unit employees 

had enough information about a) people's needs and b) unit 

resources when they wrote the plan. 
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6. Styles of participation Respondents were asked 

whether they had used any of the following techniques to 

participate in the planning process: a) spoken at a public 

meeting; b) attended a public meeting; c) participated in a 

workshop or as a member of an advisory committee; d) met 

privately with Forest Service employees; e) filled out a 

Forest Service response form, sent a form letter, or signed 

a petition; f) written a letter for an organization; g) 

written a personal letter; h) participated in a public 

demonstration; or i) represented an organization. This 

list of methods was based on Force and Williams (1989) 

research on participation techniques used on national 

forests. Respondents were also asked whether they had 

participated in the planning process on more than one unit, 

and if so, how many. In addition, they were asked whether 

they belonged to any a) business or commodity associations, 

b) outdoor recreation, hunting, or fishing clubs, 

c) environmental or conservation groups, d) community 

service groups, or e) town or county government. 

7. Socio-demoaraphic characteristics Respondents 

were asked standard socio-demographic questions about their 

sex, age, level of education, race, and income. They were 

also asked how far they lived from the border of their 
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planning unit, whether they owned any inholdings, and the 

population of the town in which they lived. 

8. Planning unit A respondent's planning unit was 

used as an explanatory variable in the analysis. 

Data Analysis 

In the first stage of analysis, some of the 

operational variables were created by combining survey 

items. These variables were quantified using indices, 

tallies, and classification systems. Planning units, 

participation styles, socio-demographic characteristics, 

and procedural justice were represented in the analysis by 

individual items. The techniques used to create the 

indices, tallies and classification systems are described 

below and summarized in Table 3. 

Indices. Multiple survey items representing 

a) confidence in the unit, b) confidence in the agency, 

c) social benefits relative to 1985, d) social benefits if 

the plan is implemented, e) personal benefits relative to 

others, and f) distributive fairness, respectively, were 

constructed to be highly intercorrelated. Cronbach's 

alphas were calculated to measure the internal reliabililty 
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Table 3. Methods Used to Create Operational Variables from Theoretical Concepts 

Theoretical 
Concept 

Questions 
from 
Instrument* 

Method Used to 
Calcuate 

Type of 
Variable 
(min-max) 

Cronbach 
Alpha 

Confidence 

in planning unit A1-A3 index interval 1--4) .88 

in agency E1-E3 index interval 1 -4) .91 

Personal benefits 

present C4, C7-C8a tally interval 0 -5) 

relative to 1985 C5, C9 tally (respondents who 
never received income 
were coded as income 
stayed the same) 

interval 1 -3) 

if plan implemented C6, CIO tally interval 1 -3) 

relative to others D4a,b,e-g index interval 1 "3) .83 

II IV II D4c individual item interval 1 -3) 

Social benefits 

relative to 1985 C12a-c,e index interval 1 -3) .85 

i« ii ii C12d,f ,g individual items interval 1 -3) 

05 
CO 



Table 3 - Continued 

Questions 
Theoretical from 
Concept Instrument* 

Social Benefits 

if plan implemented 

II II II 

Policy preferences 

Distributive fairness 

to environmentalists 
and economic users D8a,d-f 

to respondent D5 

C13a-c,e 

C13d,f,g 

Cllb,Clld 

to others D8b,c,g 

Type of 
Method Used to Variable Cronbach 
Calcuate (min-max) Alpha 

index 

individual items 

classification 
system 

index (code 1 if more 
or less than deserve, 0 
if amount deserve) 

individual item 
(code 1 if more or less 
than deserve, 0 if 
amount deserve) 

individual items 
(code 1 if more or less 
than deserve, 0 if 
amount deserve) 

interval (1-3) .91 

interval (1-3) 

categorical 

interval (0-4) .87 

categorical 

categorical 

CD 
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Table 3 - Continued 

Theoretical 
Concept 

Questions 
from 
Instrument* 

Method Used to 
Calcuate 

Type of 
Variable 
(min-max) 

Cronbach 
Alpha 

Procedural fairness 

representativeness 

impartiality 

information accuracy 

peoples1 needs 

forest resources 

Participation styles 

Socio-demographic 
characteristics 

Planning units 

D10 

Dll 

D12 

D13 

B2,B4-5, 
G4a-f 

Gl-3,G5-9 

individual item 

individual item 

individual item 

individual item 

individual items 

individual items 

individual items 

interval (1-4) 

interval (1-4) 

interval (1-2) 

interval (1-2) 

categorical 
and interval 

categorical 
and interval 

categorical 

*full description of instrument shown in Appendix A 

01 
CJl 
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of indices created from the mean scores of all component 

items for each of these operational variables based upon 

all component items (Table 3). Poorly correlated items 

were dropped one by one until an index's Cronbach's alpha 

was equal to or greater than the minimum level of 0.80 

recommended by Carmines and Zeller (1979). 

An index was assigned a missing value if the majority 

of component questions had not been answered or were not 

decipherable. If some of the values were missing in an 

index, the sum of scores was divided by the number of 

questions answered by that respondent. 

Tallies. Participants who received the largest number 

of benefits have been hypothesized to be the most 

confident. Therefore, operational variables representing 

a) personal benefits, b) personal benefits relative to 

1985, and c) personal benefits if the plan is implemented 

as written were created from simple tallies of the number 

of types of benefits received. A tally was only assigned a 

missing value if a respondent had not answered any of the 

component questions or if none of the answers were 

decipherable. 
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Classification systems. Operational variables 

representing policy preferences were created through a 

classification system based upon the relative importance 

respondents' placed on two social benefits from their 

planning unit: the first benefit is the preservation of 

genetic diversity; the other is the provision of goods and 

services to the nation. Respondents who considered it more 

important that their unit preserve genetic diversity than 

provide goods and services were categorized as pro-

environmental use respondents. Those who cared more about 

the unit providing goods and services than preserving 

genetic diversity were categorized as pro-economic use 

respondents. Those who believed that it is equally 

important for the unit to provide both benefits were 

labeled as pro-multiple use respondents. A missing value 

was assigned to the three policy preference variables if a 

respondent failed to answer at least one of the component 

questions. 

Table 3 summarizes the methods used to create 

operational variables from theoretical concepts. It lists 

a) the questions in the survey instrument which correspond 

to each operational variable; b) the method used to 

calculate the variable (index, tally, classification 



system, or individual item); c) whether the variable is 

categorical or interval (if interval, the minimum and 

maximum values are listed in parentheses); and d) the 

Cronbach's alpha for indices. 

The first research objective, to determine how much 

confidence participants have in their planning unit and the 

Forest Service, was addressed with frequency distributions. 

(Frequency distributions of the explanatory variables are 

presented in Appendix C.) A t-test was used to determine 

whether confidence in the unit was higher than confidence 

in the agency. 

For the second research objective, multiple regression 

analysis was used to determine the relative importance of 

the explanatory variables and how well they describe the 

variation in confidence in the planning units and the 

agency. The second objective was tackled in four stages. 

In the first stage, backward elimination regression 

was used to reduce the number of variables in each category 

of operational variables (i.e., personal benefits, social 

benefits, policy preferences, distributive fairness, 

procedural fairness, styles of participation, socio-
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demographic characteristics, and planning unit) in the 

model to avoid redundancy among the variables (Kleinbaum 

and Kupper 1978). All explanatory variables representing a 

category of explanatory variables were regressed against 

confidence in the unit and confidence in the agency, 

respectively. Partial F statistics were calculated for 

each variable as if it were the last variable entered in 

the equation. The variable with the lowest F statistic 

below the pre-established critical value of F (15% level) 

was dropped from the equation. This process was repeated 

until all explanatory variables remaining in the equation 

were significant. In this way, each category of 

explanatory variables was represented in all subsequent 

analyses by those operational variables with the strongest 

relationship to confidence. 

In the second stage of analysis, a correlation matrix 

was generated for all explanatory variables selected in the 

first stage to determine whether they were substantially 

independent of each other. Because naturally occurring 

phenomena are rarely perfectly independent, it was 

arbitrarily determined that only simple correlation 

coefficients above 0.40 would be presented in the results. 

Pairs of variables with correlation coefficients above 0.40 
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were tested to determine whether they caused multi-

collinearity effects on the model by entering one variable 

into the model after the other. Large variations in 

regression coefficient estimates between the model with one 

variable entered and the model with both variables entered 

would indicate multi-collinearity (Kelejian and Oates 

1974). 

The correlation matrix was also used to determine 

whether respondents might be using two or more of these 

concepts to express a single concern or issue. Lind and 

Tyler (1988) point out that a large degree of covariation 

between any of these variables would suggest that 

participants use both of the highly correlated concepts to 

complain about one issue. For example, people may complain 

about procedural fairness only when they are dissatisfied 

with the personal benefits they receive. Possible 

explanations for simple correlation coefficients above 0.40 

between variables from different categories of explanatory 

variables are presented in the discussion section. 

In the next stage of analysis, coefficients of 

. . 2 . determination (r s) and beta coefficients were calculated 

to show the relationship between each operational variable 



selected in stage one and confidence in the planning unit 

and in the agency. When both coefficients of analysis were 

significant (alpha = .05), a variable was considered an 

"important" predicator of confidence. 

A step-up analysis was also performed to provide 

additional evidence of the "importance" of a category of 

explanatory variables. In the step-up analysis, variables 

representing each category of explantory variables were 

entered into the model after all the other explanatory 

variables, and the increment in variation explained was 

examined. This analysis indicates how much of the variance 

in the dependent variable is attributable to that last-

entered set of explantory variables, given the presence of 

the other variables. 

In the final stage of analysis, coefficients of 

determination (r s) and beta coefficients were calculated 

for only the explanatory variables identified as 

"important" in the previous stage. A step-up analysis was 

also performed with only the "important" variables. This 

multi-stage analysis made it possible to determine the 

stability of the relationships between the explanatory and 

dependent variables. 
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RESULTS 

Confidence in the Planning Units and Agency 

The majority of participants (57.0%) had a very high 

or moderately high level of confidence in their planning 

unit (Table 4). Participants had less confidence in the 

agency: 54.7% had a low level of confidence in the Forest 

Service. Mean confidence in the agency was significantly 

lower than mean confidence in the unit. 

Table 4. Confidence in Planning Units and 
Agency 

Level of Score on 
Confidence Rating Scale Unit Agency 

very high 1. 00 - 1. 50 13.6% 7.6% 

moderately high 1. 51 - 2. 50 43.4 37.6 

moderately low 2. 51 - 3. 50 32.6 36.6 

very low 3. 51 - 4. 00 10.4 18.1 

Mean*** 2.40 2.65 

(N) (521) (524) 

*** pc.OOOl 

NOTE: A high score on the confidence rating 
scale indicates a low level of confidence. 

Relationships between 
Confidence and Explanatory Variables 

Backward elimination regression, stage one of the 

multiple regression analysis, reduced the number of 

explanatory variables in the analysis from sixty to thirty 
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six for confidence in the planning unit and thirty-five for 

confidence in the agency (Table 6). 

In stage two of the multiple regression analysis, a 

correlation matrix was generated to determine the 

relationships among pairs of the thirty-six explanatory 

variables selected in stage one. Thirteen pairs of 

explanatory variables had simple correlation coefficients 

equal to or greater than 0.40 (Table 5). 

Respondents who believed that their unit was doing a 

better job at protecting environmental and aesthetic 

benefits than in 1985 were also more likely to believe that 

their unit would do a better job at protecting those 

benefits if the plan were implemented (r=0.75). 

Respondents who believed that their unit would do a better 

job at protecting environmental and aesthetic benefits if 

the plan were implemented were also more likely to believe 

that the planning process had been representative (r=0.44) 

and to believe that the plan was distributively fair to 

environmentalists and economic users (r=0.40). 



Table 5. Simple Correlation Coefficients Equal to or Greater than 0.40 Between 
Explanatory Variables 

Social Benefit 
-relative to 
1985-
envi ronmental 

Social 
Benefit -if 
plan 

implemented-
stablize local 
economies 

Policy 
Preference-
pro-envi ron
mental use 

Distributive 
Fairness to 
respondent 

Distributive 
fairness-
envrnmntlst & 
economic users 

Procedural 
Fairness-
representative 

Social Benefit 
-if plan 
implemented-
environmental 

Policy 
Preferences-
pro- economic 
use 

Distributive 
Fairness to 
envi ronmentalists 
& economic users 

Distributive 
Fairness to 
recreationists 

Procedural 
Fairness-
impartiality 

Procedural 
Fai rness-accuracy 
of info-forest 
resources 

Participation 
Style-member 
environ group 

.75 

.40 

-.45 .46 

.41 .41 

.40 

.44 .41 .51 



Table 5 - Continued 

Social Benefit Policy Distributive Distributive Procedural Procedural Participation 
-if plan Preferences- Fairness to Fairness to Fairness- Fai rness-accuracy Style-member 

implemented- pro- economic envi ronmentaIi sts recreationists impartiality of info-forest environ group 
envi ronmental use & economic users resources 

Procedural .53 
Fairness -
impartial 

Procedural .55 
Fairness -
accurate info 

about people's 
needs 

Socio- .44 
demographics -
educat i on 

•<1 
CJi 



Table 6. Explanatory Variables Selected Through Backward Elimination 
Regression with r s and Betas 

Confidence-Unit Confidence-Agency 
R = .61 R = .49 

beta beta 

09*** .08 

04*** .00 

.06*** .03 

.07*** .08 

.32*** .16** 

N/A N/A 

.08*** -.02 

.23*** .09 

.00 .04 

N/A N/A 

.33*** .12* 

.08*** .07 

.27*** .11 

.04*** -.05 

.06*** .05 

-.00 -.04 

.12*** .05 

.00 .03 

Explanatory Variables 

Personal Benefits 

1) if plan is implemented 

2) compared to economic users 

Social Benefits 

1) relative to 1985 

a) environmental 

b) providing goods and services 

c) protecting homes from fire 

2) if plan is implemented 

a) environmental 

b) stabilizing local economies 

Policy Preferences 

1) pro-environmental use 

2) pro-economic use 

(35 



Table 6 - Continued 

Explanatory Variables 

Distributive Fairness 

1) respondent 

2) environmentalists and economic users 

3) recreationists 

4) summer home leasers 

Procedural Fairness 

1) representativeness 

2) impartiality 

3) accuracy of information 

a) people's needs 

b) forest resources 

Socio-demographic Characteristics 

1) sex 

2) age 

3) education 

4) race 

5) family income 

Confidence-Unit Confidence-Agency 
R = .61 R = .49 

r2 beta r2 beta 

.15*** 

.20*** 

. io***  

N/A 

.07 

. 0 2  

.07 

N/A 

.13*** 

. 24*** 

N/A 

.04*** 

.03 

.15** 

N/A 

. 0 0  

, 40*** 

, 25*** 

34*** 

08 

, 30*** 

22*** 

. 28*** 

.04 

.07*** -.07 .05*** -.05 

.13*** .16*** .13*** .13* 

. 0 0  

. 03*** 

.02*** 

N/A 

- . 0 0  

-.10** 

-.01 

.01 

N/A 

.02 

N/A 

. 04*** 

.04*** 

.01* 

- . 0 0  

N/A 

-.11* 

.01 

-.01 

.03 



Table 6 - Continued 

Explanatory Variables 

Socio-demographic Characteristics 

6) miles live from border of unit 

7) owns inholdings 

Participation Styles 

1) represented an organization 

2) # of unit planning processes 
respondent participated in 

3) spoke at public meeting 

4) wrote a personal letter 

5) participated in a demonstration 

6) member of business organization 

7) member of environmental group 

8) member of community service group 

Confidence-Unit Conf idence-Aqencv 
R = .61 R = .49 

r2 beta r2 beta 

- . 0 0  

- . 0 0  

-.00 

.01** 

.01** 

.05*** 

.01* 

N/A 

.07*** 

N/A 

-.00 

.05 

. 0 2  

-.00 

- . 0 0  

- . 0 2  

.03 

N/A 

. 0 2  

N/A 

.01* 

- . 0 0  

N/A 

.01* 

N/A 

.06*** 

N/A 

- . 0 0  

.13*** 

- . 0 0  

.01 

.12** 

N/A 

. 0 8  

N/A 

.02 

N/A 

-.08 

.11* 

-.01 



Table 6 - Continued 

Confidence-Unit Confidence-Agency 
R = .61 R = .49 

2 2 
Explanatory Variables r beta r beta 

Planning Unit 

1) Colville National Forest i • o
 

o
 

.11** l • o
 

o
 

.11* 

2) Siskiyou National Forest .01 .14*** -.00 -.00 

3) Gallatin National Forest . 02** .14*** 
o
 

o
 • .08 

4) Nez Perce National Forest 

o
 

o
 • .07 

o
 

o
 • .09 

5) Payette National Forest .00 . 14*** -.00 .04 

6) Salmon National Forest 

o
 

o
 • . 10** 

o
 
0
 • 

1 .01 

7) National Forests in Texas .02** .03 .03 -.05 

8) Santa Fe National Forests .01** .11** .01* 

o
 

o
 • 

9) Prescott National Forest l • o
 

o
 

.08* 

o
 
0
 • 

1 .06 

* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001. 

•o 
CD 
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Respondents who believed that their unit would do a 

better job at stabilizing local economies if the plan was 

implemented were more likely to have pro-economic use 

policy preferences (r=0.40). Respondents who had pro-

environmental use policy preferences were more likely to 

belong to an environmental group (r=0.46) and less likely 

to have pro-economic use policy preferences (r=-0.45). 

Respondents who belonged to an environmental group were 

likely to be more highly educated (r=0.44). 

Respondents who believed that their unit had been 

distributively fair to them personally were more likely to 

believe that the planning process was impartial (r=0.41) 

and that the unit had been distributively fair to 

recreationists (r=0.41). 

Respondents who believed that their unit had been 

distributively fair to environmentalists and economic users 

were more likely to believe that the planning process had 

been representative (r=0.41) and impartial (r=0.53). 

Respondents who believed the planning process had been 

representative were more likely to believe it had been 

impartial (r=0.51), and respondents who believed that their 
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unit had accurate information about people's needs were 

more likely to believe that it also had accurate 

information about forest resources (r=0.55). 

In stage three of the multiple regression analysis, 

61% of the variation in confidence in the planning unit was 

explained by the 36 variables selected in stage one. Six 

of the 3 6 met the criteria of "important" variables: they 

2 . had both significant r s and significant betas. These six 

variables are: 

1. social benefits relative to 1985 -
environmental :— those who believed the unit was 
doing a worse job now than in 1985 at protecting 
unit environmental and aesthetic resources tended 
to have less confidence in their unit; 

2. social benefits if the plan is implemented -
environmental — those who believed the unit 
would do a worse job at protecting unit 
environmental and aesthetic resources if the plan 
was implemented tended to have less confidence in 
their unit; 

3. procedural fairness - representativeness — those 
who believed the process was not representative 
tended to have less confidence in their unit; 

4. procedural fairness - accuracy of information 
about forest resources — those who believed the 
unit did not have enough information about forest 
resources tended to have less confidence in their 
unit; 

5. planning unit - Gallatin National Forest — 
participants in Gallatin National Forest planning 
tended to have lower confidence in their unit; 
and 



82 

6. planning unit - Santa Fe National Forest — 
participants in Santa Fe National Forest planning 
tended to have lower confidence in their unit. 

Forty-nine percent of the variation in confidence in 

the agency could be explained by 35 variables. Five of 

these 35 variables were "important": they had both 

. . .  2  . . .  significant r s and significant betas. These five 

variables were: 

1. distributive fairness to environmentalists and 
economic users — those who believed their unit 
treated environmentalists and economic users 
unfairly tended to have lower confidence in the 
agency; 

2. procedural fairness - representativeness — those 
who believed the process was not representative 
tended to have less confidence in the agency; 

3. procedural fairness - accuracy of information 
about forest resources — those who believed the 
unit did not have enough information about forest 
resources tended to have less confidence in the 
agency; 

4. socio-demographic characteristics - aae — older 
respondents tended to have more confidence in the 
agency; and 

5. styles of participation - member of environmental 
group — members of environmental groups tended 
to have less confidence in the agency. 

2 The step-up analysis reveals that 0.10 of the total R 

for confidence in the unit is attributable to the direct 

and indirect influence of procedural fairness judgments and 
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0.05 to the direct and indirect influence of opinions about 

social benefits (Table 7). Procedural fairness judgments 

2 . , also explain 0.07 of the total R for confidence in the 

agency. Very little of the remaining variance was shown to 

be directly or indirectly attributable to any of the other 

categories of explanatory variables. 

In the final stage of the multiple regression 

analysis, 57% of the variation in confidence in the 

planning unit was explained by the six variables selected 

as "important" in stage three (Table 8). Five of the 

. 2 variables continued to have significant r s and betas; the 

variable representing the Santa Fe planning unit ceased to 

have a significant beta in the reduced model equation. 

Forty-two percent of the variation in confidence in 

the agency was explained by the five variables selected as 

"important" in stage three (Table 8). Four of the 

2 variables continued to have significant r s and betas; the 

variable representing the age of the respondent ceased to 

have a significant beta in the reduced model equation. 

The step-up analysis of the reduced model reveals that 

0.13 of the total R2 for confidence in the unit and 0.11 of 



Table 7. Step-Up Analysis with 
Explanatory Variables Selected 
Through Backward Elimination 
Regression 

Category of 
Explanatory Variable 

Confidence in 

Unit Agency 

Adc^ed Adc^ed 
R R 

Personal Benefits .01 .00 

Social Benefits .05 .01 

Policy Preferences .00 .00 

Distributive Fairness .01 .00 

Procedural Fairness .10 .07 

Socio-demographic .00 -.02 
Characteristics 

Styles of -.01 .01 
Participation 



Table 8. Important Explanatory Variables with r2s and Betas 

Conf idence-Unit Conf idence-Aqencv 
R = .57 R = .42 
2 2 

Explantory Variables r beta r beta 

Social Benefits - relative to 1985 -
environmental 

. 32*** .23*** N/A N/A 

Social Benefits - if plan implemented -
env i ronment a1 

.33*** .18*** N/A N/A 

Distributive Fairness to environmentalists 
and economic users 

N/A N/A . 24*** .22*** 

Procedural Fairness - representativeness . 40*** . 42*** .30*** .38*** 

Procedural Fairness - accuracy of information 
about forest resources 

.13*** .13*** .13*** .12** 

Socio-demographic characteristics - age N/A N/A .04*** -.07 

Participation Styles - member of 
environmental group 

N/A N/A .13*** .20*** 

Planning Unit - Gallatin National Forest .02** .09** N/A N/A 

Planning Unit - Santa Fe National Forest .01** .04 N/A N/A 

** p<.01; *** p<.001. 

00 
01 
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2 . • the total R for confidence in the agency is attributable 

to the direct and indirect influence of procedural fairness 

judgments (Table 9). Very little of the remaining variance 

was shown to be directly or indirectly attributable to any 

of the other categories of explanatory variables. 

Table 9. Step-Up Analyis with Important Variables 

Category of 

Confidence in 

Unit Agency 

Adc^ed Adc^ed 
R R 

Social Benefits - relative to 1985 -
environmental 

.02 N/A 

Social Benefits - if plan implemented -
environmental 

.02 N/A 

Distributive Fairness to 
environmentalists and economic users 

N/A .02 

Procedural Fairness -
representativeness 

.13 .11 

Procedural Fairness - accuracy of 
information about forest resources 

.01 .01 

Socio-demographic Characteristics - age N/A -.00 

Participation Styles - member of 
environmental group 

N/A .03 

Planning Unit - Gallatin National 
Forest 

.01 N/A 

Planning Unit - Santa Fe National 
Forest 

•
 

o
 
o
 

N/A 
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DISCUSSION 

Correlation Between Explanatory Variables 

The results displayed in the correlation matrix of 

explanatory variables (Table 5) indicate that people 

actually distinguish between changes in their personal 

benefits and distributive and procedural fairness. In 

other words, people do not tend to assume, as a result of 

reductions in their personal benefits, that their loss of 

benefits was unfair. Environmental and aesthetic social 

benefits were, however, moderately related to judgments of 

procedural justice. People who thought that their unit was 

doing a worse job at protecting environmental and aesthetic 

benefits than in 1985 or that it would do a worse job at 

protecting those benefits if the plan was implemented were 

more likely to think the planning process was not 

representative. 

This relationship between environmental social 

benefits and representativeness appears to be an anomaly 

caused by the definition of these particular social 

benefits and the relatively small percentage (13.6%) of 

respondents who are more concerned about economic than 

environmental uses of the forests. Contrary to the trends 
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shown in the correlation matrix, pro-economic use 

respondents judged the planning process to have been 

relatively unrepresentative but were relatively pleased 

with unit performance at providing environmental and 

aesthetic social benefits. None of the economic social 

benefits displayed important relationships with 

representativeness. 

Judgments of distributive and procedural fairness 

were, not surprisingly, not independent. However, 

distributive fairness to the respondent or to environmen

talists and economic users did not explain very large 

amounts of variation in representativeness or impartiality. 

At the greatest, distributive fairness to environmentalists 

and economic users explained only 28.1% of the variation in 

impartiality. 

In spite of the noted multi-collinearity (Table 5), 

regression models based upon these variables gave 

relatively precise estimates of regression coefficients. 

Large variations in regression coefficient estimates, a 

classic symptom of multi-collinearity (Kelejian and Oates 

1974), did not occur when one of these highly correlated 
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variables was added to a model containing the other member 

of the pair. 

The Hypotheses 

There is no difference in the level of confidence 
expressed toward the planning unit and the national agency. 

Reject. Participants had significantly less confidence 

in the agency than in their planning units. That the 

agency was less trusted than the planning units is not 

unusual because people often express more confidence in 

local than national officials (Katz et al. 1975; Lipset and 

Schneider 1987; Wright 1981). In this case, participants 

may sympathize with people they know or blame some of their 

unit's problems on officials and decisions made in the 

regional offices or Washington. 

More than 50% of the respondents had a moderately low 

or very low level of confidence in the agency, and a 

substantial number had low confidence in the unit. The 

meaning of these low levels in terms of the agency's 

mandate to govern is unclear, however, because they 

represent only a short period in the history of the agency. 

Future research will be necessary to establish trends in 

confidence: Is confidence increasing, holding steady, or 

decreasing? 
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None of the explanatory variables have important 
influence on confidence in the planning unit or the agency. 

Reject. The level of personal benefits a participant 

received from his unit was not an important predictor of 

confidence in the unit or the agency even if he had 

experienced a recent decrease in benefits, expected one in 

the future, or felt he received fewer benefits than others. 

Respondents' judgments about how good a job their unit 

had done and would do in preserving genetic diversity and 

protecting the environment, scenic areas, and places of 

historic and cultural importance were important predictors 

of confidence in the unit but not in the agency. Why was 

confidence in the unit related to environmental social 

benefits but not to personal benefits? One possible 

explanation is that people distinguish between problems 

that are personal and those that are shared with others in 

the community, and they look to government to solve those 

problems that are defined as communal. If individuals gain 

personally from government programs so much the better, but 

their confidence in government is based on evaluations of 

government performance at meeting community objectives. 
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Policy preferences, as measured in this study, were 

not important predictors of confidence in either the unit 

or the agency. 

Judgments about distributive fairness toward 

particular interest groups were important predictors of 

confidence in the agency. Many respondents felt that 

Forest Service employees were systematically favoring 

environmentalists over economic users or vice versa. This 

finding suggests that environmental ideology is related to 

confidence in the agency despite the fact that policy 

preferences, as measured, were not found to be important. 

Only one variable measuring styles of participation 

was an important predictor of confidence. Respondents who 

were members of an environmental group had, on average, 

lower confidence in the agency than other respondents. 

That membership in environmental groups and judgments of 

distributive fairness to environmentalists and economic 

users were both important predictors of confidence in the 

agency suggests that environmental policy preferences 

influence confidence in the agency, despite the fact that 

policy preferences, as measured in this study, were not an 

important predictor of confidence. 
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Judgments about the procedural fairness of the 

planning process were the most important predictors of 

confidence in both the unit and the agency. Procedural 

fairness judgments about one particular aspect of the 

process, representativeness, were, by far, the most 

important predictors of confidence. In addition, 

respondents who felt the agency did not have sufficient 

information about forest resources to make good decisions 

were likely to have less confidence in both their unit and 

the agency. 

Respondents who felt that the process was not 

representative, or, in other words, that the process did 

not allow all people to present their opinions and concerns 

adequately to unit employees, were likely to have lower 

confidence than respondents who felt their concerns and 

those of others had been adequately represented. This 

finding is supported by participant comments reported in 

recent reviews of the NFMA planning process, despite the 

fact that participant's opinions about procedural fairness 

have not been explicitly studied before. As mentioned in 

the literature review above, many participants were 

concerned that the Forest Service did not seem to have 

seriously considered their opinions and did not explain how 



93 

it had used public comments to reach decisions (Seehafer 

1990; Lyden et al. 1990; U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1990). 

Specific participation techniques used in the planning 

process, such as speaking at public meetings or writing 

personal letters, were not important predictors of 

confidence. That specific procedures were not important 

predictors seems to contradict the importance of judgments 

of procedural fairness. A possible explanation of this 

contradiction is that the public participation programs of 

each unit were sufficiently distinct that the procedures 

underlying some of the techniques are not directly 

comparable among units. 

Although the relationships between confidence and the 

style of participation variables were not important as 

defined in this study, a number of these explanatory 

variables explained a small but significant amount of 

variation in confidence in the unit and the agency. 

Respondents who participated in planning processes on more 

than one unit, spoke at a public meeting, wrote a personal 

letter, or participated in a group demonstration were, on 

average, less confident than less active respondents. Most 



other studies of confidence (Wright 1981) have found that 

confidence is highest among politically active citizens, 

and this general trend has reassured analysts concerned 

that declining confidence could lead to government 

instability. That the most active planning participants 

have, on average, less confidence in their units and the 

agency than less active participants suggests that the 

agency and units are facing and are likely to face in the 

future even greater political pressure than the measured 

level of confidence may indicate. 

With the exception of the relationship of age to 

confidence in the agency, socio-demographic characteristics 

were not found to be important predictors of confidence. 

Respondents between the ages of thirty and fifty-nine, 

however, had less confidence in the agency, on average, 

than younger and older respondents. 

Most studies of confidence in the national government 

have shown that higher status and middle-aged citizens tend 

to have more confidence in the government than others. 

This study found the opposite in regard to age, as 

mentioned above, and to education. The more highly 

educated a respondent was, the less confident he was likely 
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to be. Income level, which is often positively related to 

confidence, was found in this study, however, to have no 

relationship to confidence. The implications of the 

finding that highly educated and middle-aged people tend to 

have less confidence are similar to those suggested by the 

finding of low confidence among politically active 

participants. The most highly educated and settled people 

are more likely to place political pressure on the Forest 

Service to attain their objectives. 

Participants in the planning process on the Gallatin 

and Santa Fe National Forests were found to have 

significantly less confidence in their unit than other 

respondents had in their unit. 

The relationship of the explanatory variables to 
confidence is the same at the unit as at the agency level. 

Reiect. Participants appear to have based confidence 

in their unit on personal experience: Were they able to 

represent their concerns about the plan to unit employees?; 

Is the unit doing a better job at managing forest 

resources?; and Was the process based on accurate 

information? But the experiences on which confidence was 

based are experiences of issues of importance to all 

members of a community not on issues of importance solely 
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to the individual participant. Important community issues 

include whether the unit was meeting socially accepted 

management objectives and whether it met those objectives 

in a procedurally fair way. Personal benefits received by 

a participant and their change over time did not have an 

important influence on confidence in the unit. 

As was discovered for confidence in the unit, 

procedural fairness, in particular the representativeness 

of the process, is the most important predictor of 

confidence in the agency. When participants judge the 

agency rather than the unit, however, their personal 

ideology about the proper use of the national forests 

becomes more important and personal experience, much less 

important. The influence of environmental policy 

preferences on confidence in the agency is seen in the 

importance of 1) judgments of the unit's distributive 

fairness to environmentalists and economic users and 2) 

whether the respondent was a member of an environmental 

group. Participants1 personal and social benefits from 

forest resources were not important predictors of 

confidence in the agency. 
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Implications for Management 

The most important action the Forest Service can take 

to increase confidence in the units and in the agency is to 

establish public involvement and decision-making processes 

that the public views as fair. This statement, that 

implies a causal relationship between procedural justice 

judgments and confidence, is possible because initial 

research in the field of procedural justice (Thibaut and 

Walker 1975) was conducted in the laboratory and was able 

to establish that peoples' judgments about procedural 

fairness do influence their confidence in decision-makers. 

Whether people felt that their concerns were 

adequately represented in the planning process was the most 

important predictor of confidence. This finding 

corresponds with the findings of most previous research in 

procedural justice (Lind and Tyler 1988). What else can 

previous research in procedural justice and in the NFMA 

planning process add to our understanding of this concern 

about the representativeness of the planning process? 

Procedural fairness research has established that 

people care deeply about being able to present their 

concerns directly to the decision-maker for two reasons. 
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One is termed process control in the field of procedural 

justice research. Process control refers to a desire of 

people involved in a conflict to maintain control over the 

process of presenting their opinions to the decision-maker 

(Thibaut and Walker 1975; Lind and Tyler 1988). The second 

reason is that people simply value a chance to express 

their opinions (Tyler, Rasinski, and Spodick 1985; Lind and 

Tyler 1988). Other surveys of participants in Forest 

Service planning have reported that respondents felt that 

agency employees did not listen to their concerns and did 

not make clear how public input had been used in the 

decision (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1989b; Seehafer 

1990; U.S. Department of Agriculture 1990; Lyden et al. 

1990). For example, Larsen (U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1989) in a preliminary report for the Forest Service's land 

management planning critique reported that participants in 

the planning process felt that the agency "did not respond 

adequately to public comment...We did not acknowledge it. 

We did not deal with it. We did not track it. We lost it. 

We did not change anything as a result of it." 

Procedural fairness research has also found that 

people usually want an appointed decision-maker to resolve 

value based conflicts. Participants involved in the 
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agency's land management planning critique emphasized that 

"All parties share in the task of building the plan, but 

only the Forest Service has the authority to make - and is 

accountable for - the final decision" (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture 1990). 

Two other types of public opinion are also related to 

confidence: 1) environmental ideology to confidence in the 

agency and 2) concern that environmental and aesthetic 

resources are not being protected to confidence in the 

units. The agency obviously has little influence over the 

ideology of its constituency. The agency may, however, 

seek to increase confidence in the units by strengthening 

its protection of environmental and aesthetic resources and 

letting the public know about its attempts to do so and 

their success. The danger inherent in such public 

information programs, of course, is that they can become, 

as well as be perceived as, attempts to manipulate public 

opinion. Quantifiable data and visible improvements in 

forest health would probably increase the credibility of 

such information programs. Increased data on forest 

resources may also ease public concern about the procedural 

fairness issue that the Forest Service does not have 
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sufficient information about forest resources on which to 

base its decisions. 

Future Research Needs 

Although this research has established that procedural 

fairness judgments have an important effect on confidence 

in the Forest Service, further research is needed to 

identify the particular procedures that participants 

consider fair. Topics for future research on the planning 

process are suggested by findings in previous research in 

the field of procedural justice. These topics are: 1) What 

planning procedures have been viewed by the public as 

fair?; 2) Do people prefer different procedures to resolve 

different types of conflicts?; and 3) Are the preferred 

procedures objectively fair? 

In-depth studies of the planning processes on a number 

of units could help the agency develop procedures for use 

on all its units. Previous research has shown that people 

from a wide variety of cultures tend to view the same 

processes as fair even if they are used to alternative 

procedures (Thibaut and Walker 1975; Lind and Tyler 1988). 

These results suggest that standard procedures can be 

established that will be applicable to all units. 
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This study was not designed to examine specific 

differences among unit public participation programs and 

their effect upon perceptions of procedural fairness: the 

sample size within each unit is too small for statistical 

inference and the questions about participation too general 

for practical conclusions. However, trends in the data 

suggest that some programs were seen as more representative 

than others and may have increased confidence. For 

example, participants in workshops, advisory committees, 

and public meetings (participation techniques that are 

managed by the unit and establish direct communication 

between participants and unit employees) on the Gallatin, 

Los Padres, Nez Perce, and Wayne National Forests were, on 

average, more confident and more likely to think the 

process representative than those who did not participate. 

Other forests have a reputation within the community of 

people interested in national forest planning for having 

conducted successful programs. For example, the Green 

Mountain National Forest plan has been heralded as having 

been developed by consensus and as having achieved broad 

support (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1990). Studies of 

these and other programs, using Leventhal's procedural 

justice rules and the results of other procedural justice 
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research, could help the agency develop guidelines for all 

its public participation programs. 

Thibaut and Walker (1975) suggested that people prefer 

different types of procedures to resolve different types of 

conflicts, such as technical problems or value based 

conflicts. Critics of environmental mediation have also 

suggested that this technique only be used to resolve 

particular types of conflict (Amy 1987). A typology of 

typical Forest Service conflicts would help managers select 

procedures best suited to resolving their particular 

problem. 

Finally, research into the objective fairness of 

preferred planning procedures is also needed. Lind and 

Tyler (1988) caution that processes that appear fair can be 

objectively unfair or have other undesirable effects. 

Public participation programs should, therefore, be 

examined in terms of their objective effects as well as in 

terms of participants1 approval. Important objective 

aspects of decision-making processes mentioned by Lind and 

Tyler (1988) are 1) whether they encourage accurate 

information to be submitted for evidence, 2) whether they 
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result in technically sound decisions, 3) how expensive 

they are to the government and to the disputing parties, 

4) whether they reduce conflict between disputing parties, 

and 5) whether issues of broad social interest are resolved 

in forums which allow the decisions to be applied in 

similar situations. The agency will of course also have to 

consider the effect of procedures in light of its own 

mandate to protect the resources of our national forests. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study and previous research in the field of 

procedural justice provide a framework for understanding 

public unhappiness with the Forest Service and with its 

management decisions. Previous research in procedural 

justice has made an important distinction between 

confidence in government and satisfaction with government 

decisions and has shown that people can have confidence in 

the government but not be satisfied with its decisions and 

vice versa. 

This study examined confidence in the Forest Service 

and found that procedural justice judgments have an 

important influence on confidence in the agency at both the 

local and the national level. Judgments about the fairness 

of agency procedures were much more important determinants 

of confidence than personal or social benefits from the 

forests, distributive fairness judgments, policy 

preferences, or socio-demographic characteristics and 

styles of participation. 

By corroborating the findings of previous research, 

this study added to the base of knowledge in the field of 
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procedural justice in a number of important ways. It 

showed that procedural fairness judgments are important 

even to citizens who are politically active and who stand 

to lose important economic benefits from the government 

agency in question. Procedures were also shown to be 

extremely important even when the process is relatively 

informal and people can participate in it to varying 

degrees. 

In addition, this study contributes to the field of 

political support by demonstrating that citizens base their 

confidence in local and national levels of government on 

different types of opinions. Confidence in local units of 

the Forest Service is based on participants' personal 

experience with their units' ability to meet community 

goals in a procedurally fair way. Ideology becomes more 

important when participants are judging the national level 

of the Forest Service. 

In light of the results of this study, participants' 

comments about the planning process are put in a new 

perspective and the frequency that procedural issues are 

mentioned becomes more obvious. In a review of citizen 

participation in the planning process on the Wayne National 
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Forest, Seehafer (1990) found that "The issue of the 

fairness of the citizen participation program generated the 

greatest amount of dissatisfaction with any program issue." 

Similar comments about the importance of procedural 

fairness in two other major reviews of the planning process 

(Lyden et al. 1990; U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1990) are cited in previous sections of this report. 

This research did not study satisfaction with the 

plans; however, previous research shows that personal and 

social benefits have more effect on satisfaction with 

government decisions than they have on confidence in the 

government. The number of appeals and the public 

discussion of forest management issues indicate that many 

participants in the Forest Service planning process are 

dissatisfied with agency decisions reflected in the plans. 

Increased confidence in the agency is unlikely to halt 

appeals and public discussion of forest management issues. 

Citizens are likely to continue to use the process to its 

fullest as long as they believe that the forests should be 

managed differently than the agency directs. 

Increased confidence in the Forest Service, instead of 

decreasing political conflict, would decrease anger at 
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agency employees and focus discussion on forest management 

issues rather than on the decision-makers. And provided 

that Congress and the Administration backs Forest Service 

decisions, increased public confidence may provide the 

agency with greater "maneuvering room" and ability to make 

long term decisions. 



APPENDIX A: THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

PLANNING FOR 

THE ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST 

What is Your Opinion? 

4m|FA1|̂ ||A 

—— — —J L——J L-<>-Jp£PHi 

This survey is part of a nationwide study to determine what the public 
liked and did not like about the planning process on the National 
Forests. Please answer all the questions. If you wish to comment on 
any question, please feel free to use the space in the margins. Your 
comments will be read and taken into account. Thank you veiy much 
for your help. 

Please return this questionnaire to: 

School of Renewable Natural Resources 
University of Arizona 
Biological Sciences 325 
Tucson, AZ 85721 
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Section A: TOUR ASSESSMENT OF TIE ANCEUES NATIONAL FOREST 

A1. How satisfied are you with the Job Forest Service aaployees are doing managing 
the Angeles National Forest? (Circle the number of your answer.) 

1 VERY SATISFIED 
2 SOHEUHAT SATISFIED 
3 SOHEUHAT DISSATISFIED 
4 VERT DISSATISFIED 

A2. HOW ouch do you trust Forest Service employees to manage the Angeles National 
Forest properly? 

1 ALMOST ALWAYS 
2 MOST OF THE TIME 
3 ONLY SOME OF THE TIME 
4 ALMOST NEVER 

A3. MOM effective do you think these employees are at Managing the Forest? 
(Circle the matser of yogr answer.) 

1 VERY EFFECTIVE 
2 SOHEUHAT EFFECTIVE 
3 SOMEWHAT INEFFECTIVE 
4 VERY INEFFECTIVE 

Section •: TOUR INVOLVEMENT IN THE PREPARATION OF TIE FOREST PLAN 

B1. How Many years have you been active In the preparation of the Management Plan 
for the Angeles National Forest? 

_____ years 

S2. Did you represent an organization In the preparation of the Plan? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

13. Have you appealed this Plan either as an Individual- or as a representative of 
a group? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

Have you been Involved in the planning process on National Forests other than 
the Angeles? 

Li 
1 YES 
2 NO 

[If yesl On how Many Forests? (Do not Include the Angeles National 
Forest In your total.) 



15. Below Is s list of Methods frequently used by people to express their opinions 
to the Forest Service. Please indicate how aony tiaes you used eech Method 
during the prepsretion of the Anoeles Forest Plen. 

Now Meny 
Tisies 

Spoke et e public Meeting or 
testified et • ptiilic hearing 

Attended a public Meeting, fonaal 
public hearing, open house, or 
presentation.......... ___ 

Partlcipeted In e workshop 

Served on an advisory coaalttee 

Met privately with Forest Service 
eqaloyee(a) 

Filled out a Forest Service response 
form or survey • 

Sent a personal letter _ 

Sent e fora letter _ 

Prepared coamnts for an organization... 

Signed a petition __ 

CosManted by telephone 

Perticipeted in e group d«Monstration... 

Other (please specify) 

Section C: KM YOU BENEFIT FROM THE FOREST 

CI. As you know. Notional Forests provide Many benefits to people in this country. 
Thinking about only the Anoeles National Forest, how Much would you say thst 
you benefit froa that Forest? Consider ell kinds of benefits, including such 
things as recreational areas, environasntel quality, tiaber, and livestock 
forego. 

1 BENEFIT A GREAT DEAL 
2 BENEFIT SOMEWHAT 
3 BENEFIT A LITTLE 
4 BENEFIT HARDLY AT ALL 

C2. Overall, how do your present benefits frost the Forest caapere to the ones you 
received in 1985? (Circle the nuaber of your answer.) 

1 RECEIVE MORE BENEFITS NOW 
2 RECEIVE SANE BENEFITS NOW 
3 RECEIVE FEWER BENEFITS NOW 
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C3. If the *nc«lH for—t alan la iapttmenfd ea written. hOM Mich Mill you 
benefit from the Forest as cospared to now? (Circle number.) 

1 WILL RECEIVE MORE BENEFITS 
2 WILL RECEIVE SAME BENEFITS AS NOW 
3 WILL RECEIVE FEWER BENEFITS 

C4. In the lest veer, have you or anyone In your household: (Circle either yes or 
no for each question.) 

YES NO 

V N held a special use permit, contract, or claim on the Angeles 
which allowed you to make your living or supplement your 
Income? 

Y N made your living or supplemented your income by working for 
someone who hald a special use permit or contract with the 
Angeles Forest? 

-9 Y N made your living or supplemented your income from the Forest 
Indirectly? For exanple, by running a business which sells 
goods and aervicea to Forest recreationists or permittees. 

: »f [If yea to any of the above] Approximately, what 
percentage of your total family annual income, before 
taxes, in 1989 will be a result of this Forest's 
resources? 

% 

C5. Ccanarad to 1985. has your Income from the Forest's resources changed? 

1 INCOME HAS INCREASED 
2 INCOME HAS STAYED THE SAME 
3 INCOME HAS DECREASED 
* HAVE NEVER RECEIVED ANY INCOME 

C6. If the plan were laolemented as written, how would it affect your income? 

1 INCOME WOULD INCREASE 
2 INCOME WOULD STAY THE SANE 
3 INCOME WOULD DECREASE 
4 WILL NOT RECEIVE ANY INCOME 

C7. Do you receive any of the following beneflta from the Angeles National Forest? 
(Circle the mMbers of any that apply.) 

1 HARVEST FIREWOOD FOR OWN USE 
2 LEASE/OWN HOME ON FOREST LAND 
3 FIRE CREWS HELP PROTECT HOME OR BUSINESS 

FRON WILDLAND FIRES 
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C8. In the last year, have you used the Angeles National Forest as a recreational 
area? Consider all kinds of recreation froa birdwatchlng and rockhounding to 
riding ORV's and rafting. 

1 YES 
2 NO 

[If yes] Hou aarry days did you recreate on the Angeles Forest in the 
lest year? 

days 

C9. Compared to 1985. how often do you use the Forest for recreation? (Circle the 
mater of your answer.) 

1 USE FOREST MORE NOW THAN IN 1965 
2 USE FOREST SANE AMOUNT AS IN 1985 
3 USE FOREST LESS NOW THAN IN 1985 

CIO. If the plan were leplaaented as written, how often would you use the Forest 
for recreation? 

1 WOULD USE MORE OFTEN THAN NOU 
2 WOULD USE THE SANE AMOUNT AS NOW 
3 WOULD USE LESS OFTEN THAN NOW 

C11. Below is a list of stataaants different people have aade about benefits froa 
National Forests. Thinking only about the Angeles National Forest, please 
Indicate how important each of these benefits Is to you personnelly. 

Very Soaawhat Not 
laportant Iggrtmt Important 

The Angeles Forest helps Maintain 
a healthy environaent. 1 2 3 

The Forest helpe preserve oenetic 
diversity by providing vital habitat 
for aany aniaals and plants. 12 3 

The Forest preserves beautiful 
places and scenic vistes. 1 2 3 

The Forest, through its Multiple uses, 
helps provide a steady sucolv of 
ooods and services to the nation. 1 2 3 

The Foreat preserves places and species 
of historic and cultural importance 
to all Aaerleans. 12 3 

The Forest helps stabilize the econoaies 
9f fwWfrrtna i 2 3 

The Forest and the plants end aniaals 
which inhabit it are Important lust 
because they're there. 1 2 3 
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C12. Caiwd to 1985. how good • job would you My the Forest Is doing In the 
following areas? (Circle the nuriber of your answer.) 

BETTER SAME WORSE 
WOW WOW HOW 

Protecting the environment 12 3 

Preserving genetic diversity 12 3 

Protecting scenic areas 12 3 

Providing goods and services 
to the nation 12 3 

Protecting areas of cultursl and 
historic Importance 12 3 

Stabilizing local eeonoaies 12 3 

Protecting neighboring comunltles 
frost wlldland fires 12 3 

C13. If the plan Is Implemented as written, how good a Job do you think the Angeles 
National Forest will do in the following areas? 

Protecting the environment 

Preserving genetic diversity 

Protecting scenic areas 

Providing goods and services 
to the nation 

Protectng areas of cultural and 
hlatorlc luportance 

Stabilizing local economies 

Protecting neighboring comunlties 
from wlldland fires 

WILL DO 
BETTER 

1 

1 

1 

STAT 
SAME 

2 
2 
2 

WILL DO 
WOBSE 

taction D:YOUR MSESMEMT OF TWE FOREST FLAMING PROCESS 

D1. In the previous section, you anawered questions about a range of benefits you 
slight receive fraa the Angeles National Forest, including personal benefits 
and social benefits. Overall, how aatisfied are you with the benefits you 
receive frost that Forest? 

1 VERT SATISFIED 
2 SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 
3 SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 
T VERY DISSATISFIED 
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02. Have you ever felt angry at the Angelet National Forest becauae of the level 
of benefits you receive? (Circle the number of your answer.) 

1 FREQUENTLY 
2 SOMETIMES 
3 RARELY 
4 NEVER 

03. Have you ever felt grateful for the benefits you receive fro* the Angeles 
National Forest? 

1 FREQUENTLY 
2 SOMETIMES 
3 RARELY 
4 NEVER 

04. Below Is a list of some of the groups of people who use National Forests. 
Thinking about the amount of benefits each group receives from the Angeles 
Forest, indicate whether you think jroy get sure benefits, the same amount, or 
fewer benefits than each of the groups llated. (If you belong to a group, aay 
how you think you conpere to others in the group.) 

I GET I GET I GET 
MORE SAME FEWER 

BENEFITS BENEFITS BENEFITS 

T Inter workers 12 3 

Residents of snail 
towns next to Forest 12 3 

Recreatlonlats 12 3 

Environmentalists 12 3 

Ranchers 12 3 

Miners 12 3 

People who tease Forest 
property for sumer 
homes 12 3 

05. Do you feel that you receive as Much benefit from the Forest as you deserve? 

1 MORE THAN DESERVE 
2 AMOUNT DESERVED 
3 LESS THAN OESERVE 

D6. Overall, how fair would you say the Angeles National Forest enployees are? 

1 VERY FAIR 
2 SOMEWHAT FAIR 

' 3 SOMEWHAT UNFAIR 
4 VERY UNFAIR 



07. Would you eay that theee Forest Service employees ara fair to.. 

1 EVERYONE 
2 MOST PEOPLE 
3 SOME PEOPLE 
4 JUST A FEU PEOPLE 

M. Please indicate whether you think each group seta sore than .its fair share of 
benefits, less than its share, or tha benefits it deserves frem the Angeles 
National Forest. 

MORE THAN AMOUNT LESS THAN 
BESEttE DESERVE DESERVE 

Tinber workers 
Residents of saall 

towns next to Forest 
Recreationists 
Environmentalists 
Ranchers 
Miners 
People who lease Forest 

property for aunar 
hoaes 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

D9. In general, how fair wore the procedures the Angeles Forest used in asking the 
•any decisions involved in tha planning process? 

1 VERY FAIR 
2 SOMEWHAT FAIR 
3 SOMEWHAT UNFAIR 
4 VERY UNFAIR 

D10. Now often do you think Forest Service employees considered the needs of all 
people when asking the aany decisions involved In tha planning process? 

1 ALWAYS 
2 USUALLY 
3 SOMETIMES 
4 NEVER 

D11. Did Forest Service employees favor soae groups over others or were they 
Impartial whan they wrote tha Plan? 

1 EMPLOYEES WERE IMPARTIAL 
2 EMPLOYEES FAVORED SOME GROUPS OVER OTHERS 

D12. Do you think the Angeles Forest employees had enough infonaation about the 
mode of all people when they wrote the Final plan? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

D13. Do you think these employees had enough infonaation about tha Forast resources 
whan they wrote the Final plan? 

1 YES 
2 NO 



Section E: THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE 

When answering the next group of questions, please think about the U.S. Forest 
Service In general, including all the National Forests and the Regional and 
Washington, DC offices. 

El. How satisfied are you with the Job the U.S. Forest Service Is doing Mnaging 
all the National Forests? 

1 VERY SATISFIED 
2 SOMEWHAT SATISFIED 
3 SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 
4 VERY DISSATISFIED 

E2. How much can you trust the U.S. Forest Service to Manage the National Forests 
properly? 

1 JUST ABOUT ALWAYS 
2 MOST OF THE TIME 
3 ONLY SOME OF THE TINE 
4 NEVER 

E3. In general, how effective Is the U.S. Forest Service at Managing the National 
Forests? 

1 VERY EFFECTIVE 
2 SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE 
3 SOMEWHAT INEFFECTIVE 
4 VERY INEFFECTIVE 

E4. Have you ever read one of the Forest Service's Resources Planning Act (RPA) 
Programs? (Circle the nuriier of your answer.) 

-> 1 YES 
2 NO 

} (If yes) Do RPA Program seeM to be relevant to the preparation of 
the Individual Forest plans? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

ES. Have you ever read one of the Forest Service's RPA Assessmnts? 

It 1 YES 
2 NO 

:> (If yes) Do RPA Assessments see* to be relevant to the preparation 
of the Individual Forest plans? 

1 YES 
2 NO 

E6. Nave you ever participated in the public involvement process for an RPA 
Program or Assessment? 

1 YES 
2 NO 



KCTIOM F: TOM TMUOffS MOUT TIE BWHOKNT 

The questions In this section ere written so that you can express your opinion on a 
scale of one to seven. If you strongly prefer one option for a particular 
question, circle nuaber 1 or naber 7. If you have no preference, can't decide, or 
don't know, circle mater 4. 

F1. Below are a maber of ststeaants about society and the environment. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree with each stateaaht. (Circle only one raafeer 
for each statsaent.) 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AfiBEE 

There are likely to be serious 
and disruptive shortages of 
essential raw aateriala if 
things go on as they are. 12 3 

Huaane aust live in haraony with 
nature In order to survive. 12 3 

The good effects of technology 
outweigh its bad effects. 12 3 

The balance of nature Is very 
delicate and eaally upset. 12 3 

Industrial aocieties provide a 
high level of well being for 
aost people who live in thea. 12 3 

There are liaits to growth 
beyond which our Industrialized 
society cannot expand. 12 3 

S 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

5 6 

7 

7 

7 

7 

F2. Uhich kind of change is aost needed to solve our environaantal probleas? 

greater scientific 
and technical 
developaait 1 

basic change 
in the nature 

7 of society 2 3 4 5 6 

F3. Would you say you perceive the condition of the world environaent as: 

no problea 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 lerge problea 

Section G: YOUR MnCOWUm 

G1. How aeny ailes do you live froa the Angeles National Forest? 

ailes 

G2. Do you own any private lend (Inholdings) within the Angeles Forest boundaries? 

1 YES 
2 NO 
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G3. HON Urge Is the city or town In Nhleh you live? (Circle nuriwr.) 

1 50,000 OR MORE RESIDENTS 
2 2,500 TO 49,999 RESIDENTS 
3 LESS THAN 2,500 RESIDENTS 

G4. Have you been a member of any of the fotlowing kinds of groupe at any time 
since January 1985? (Circle all that apply.) 

1 Business or commodity association 
2 Outdoor recreation, hunting, or 

fishing club 
3 Environmental or conservation grotp 
4 Connunity service group 
5 Town or county government 
6 Other (please specify) 

G5. Tour sex? (Circle number of your answer.) 

1 MALE 
2 FEMALE 

G6. Your present age? 

YEARS 

G7. How Many years of formal education have you completed? (Circle mnfaer.) 

1 NO FORMAL EDUCATION 
2 BETWEEN GRADES K-11 
3 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 
4 SOME COLLEGE OR GRADUATE OF JUNIOR COLLEGE 
5 GRADUATE OF FOUR YEAR COLLEGE 
6 WORK TOWARD OR COMPLETION OF GRADUATE DEGREE 

G8. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic identification? 
(Circle nwfcer.) 

1 BLACK 
2 INDIAN/NATIVE AMERICAN 
3 HISPANIC 
4 CAUCASIAN 
5 ASIAN 
6 OTHER (please specify) 

G9. What was your approximate total family Income from all sources, before taxes, 
1n 1988? (Circle number.) 

1 LESS THAN *10,000 
2 10,000 TO 19,999 
3 20,000 TO 34,999 
4 35,000 TO 49,999 
5 50,000 TO 64,999 
6 65,000 TO 79,999 
7 80,000 OR MORE 
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If you haw anything else you Mould like to toll IN about tha issues raised in thia 
questionnaire, please use the space belou for that purpose. Also, any other 
cosNents uhich sight help us better understand how participants in the National 
Forest planning process feel about the Forests and about their iiwolvemnt in the 
preparation of the Plans will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your contribution to this effort. If you would like a aumary of 
results, please print your nana and address on the back of the return envelope (NOT 
on this questiomsire.) We will see that you get one. 
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APPENDIX B: CORRESPONDENCE SENT TO 
SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 



ItC UNIVERSITY Of 

College of Agriculture ARIZONA 325 Biological Sciences Eut Building 
School of Renewable Natural Resources 1UCSON ARIZONA Tucson, Arizona 65721 

January 8, 1990 

Dear : 

Now that Management Plans for the National Forests are nearly 
complete, policy Makers are considering ways to improve the 
planning process. Many opinions have been offered to government 
officials, but no one knows whether they are representative of 
the opinions of most participants. Because of your involvement 
in the preparation of National Forest Management Plans, your 
insight could help improve that process and the resulting Plans. 

We are asking a small number of participants in the planning 
process of National Forests throughout the United States for 
their opinion. Your name was drawn in a random sample of people 
involved in the preparation of the AF2A National Forest Plan. In 
order for our results to truly represent the thinking of 
participants, it is important that each questionnaire be 
completed and returned. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The 
questionnaire has an identification number only so that we may 
check your name off our mailing list whan your questionnaire is 
returned. Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 

The results of this research will be available to the Forest 
Service, members of the U.S. Congress, and other officials, 
organizations, and individuals committed to improving the 
planning process on the National Forests. You may receive a 
summary of results by writing your name and address on the back 
of the return envelope. Please do not put this information on 
the questionnaire itself. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call or write me. 
My telephone number is (602) 621-9144. Thank you for your 
essistance. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Dixon 
Project Coordinator 

School of Renewable Natural Resource! 
Colege of Agriculture School of Family and Conaans Rtaouitt* 
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Last week a questionnaire was mailed to you seeking your opinion about 

how management Plans are developed for the National Forests. Your name 
was drawn in a random sample of participants in the planning process on 
Forests throughout the United States. 

If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, thank you. If 
not, please do so today. The questionnaire was sent to only a small, random 
sample of participants. Therefore, it is extremely important that yours be 
included in the study if the results are to accurately represent the opinions of 
all participants. 

If you did not receive the questionnaire or it was misplaced, please feel free 
to call me collect at (602) 621-3487 and I will mail you another copy 
immediately. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Dixon 
Project Coordinator 



ARIZONA 
Ita UNIVERSITY or 

('nHcp'«'f AurUullun' 
Si-h«Ktl «»f Kt'nvtvobif N.il ur.il KoMiurri* TUCSON ARIZONA 

"QS Soiencos Ea« Buiklinu 
Turum, Ari»mA RS72I 

February 5, 1990 

Dear 

About three weeks ago I wrote to you seeking your opinion on the 
process used by the Payette National Forest to develop its 
Management Plan. As of today we have not yet received your 
completed questionnaire. 

Our research unit has undertaken this study because we believe 
that citizen opinions should be taken into account in the 
formulation of public policies for the National Forests. 

I am writing to you again because of the significance each 
questionnaire has to the usefulness of this study. Your name was 
drawn through a scientific sampling process in which every 
participant in the planning process on thirty-two National 
Forests had an equal chance of being selected. This means that 
only about one of every 36 participants is being asked to 
complete this questionnaire. In order for the results of this 
study to be truly representative of the opinions of all 
participants it is essential that each person in the sample 
return their questionnaire. 

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, another 
copy is enclosed. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Dixon 
Project Coordinator 

P.S. A number of people have asked us who is funding this study. 
It 1b funded through an Arizona Agricultural Experiment Station 
project. No special interest or Forest Service funding is 
involved. 

School nl Kt'nnv.iMi' NjIumI Komiukts 
C«itli*po of Agriculture 

School (if Family and Consumer Resources 
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College of Agriculture 
School of KenewiWe Nilural Resources 

ARIZONA 325 Bktogfci] Sciences Eut Building 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 TUCSON ARIZONA 

March 6, 1990 

AF5A AF4A AF3* 
AF6?A 
AF7?A 
AF8A, AF9A AF10A 

Dear AF5A AF3A: 

I am writing to you about our study of participant•• opinions of 
the planning process on the National Forests. We have not yet 
received your completed questionnaire. 

The large number of questionnaires returned is very encouraging, 
but, whether we will be able to describe accurately how 
participants feel about the planning process depends upon you and 
the others who have not yet responded. This is because our past 
experience suggests that those of you who have not yet sent in 
your questionnaire say have quite different opinions than those 
who have. 

This study is one of the first nationwide studies of this type 
ever undertaken. Therefore, the results are of particular 
importance to the many citizens. Forest Service officials, and 
legislators now considering how the Forest service planning 
process can be improved. The usefulness of our results depends 
on how accurately we are able to describe the opinions of 
participants like yourself. 

In case our other correspondence did not reach you, a replacement 
questionnaire is enclosed. Please complete and return it as 
quickly as possible. 

I'll be happy to send you a copy of the results if you want one. 
Simply put your name and address on the back of the return 
envelope, we expect to have the results ready by this aimer. 

Your contribution to the success of this study will be 
appreciated greatly. 

Sincerely, 

Kate Dixon 
Project Coordinator 

College of Agriculture 
School of Ftmfly and Consumer Resource* School of RenewtMr Nttunl Resource* 
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APPENDIX C: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND FURTHER 
ANALYSES OF EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 

Personal Benefits 

Present personal benefits Twenty-two percent of the 

respondents received some income in 1989 associated with 

planning unit resources either by holding a special use 

permit, contract, or claim; by working for someone who 

does; or by running a business which sold goods or services 

to unit users, such as recreationists or permittees. Among 

the participants who received income as a result of unit 

resources, 20.7% depended on the unit for more than 75% of 

their total income while 31.5% received less than 10% of 

their income from this source. A large majority of 

respondents (81.8%) used their planning unit as a 

recreational area. Some of them spent large amounts of 

time on their forest: 41.8% reported spending more than two 

weeks a year recreating there. 

Twenty-eight percent of respondents harvested firewood 

on their unit in 1989; their unit protected the homes and 

businesses of 17.3% from wildland fire; and 5.5% leased or 

A detailed discussion of the generation of and results 
of a system to classify respondents by their policy 
preferences is described in detail in Appendix D. 



owned a home on unit property. A tally of personal 

benefits showed that 42.4% of respondents received two or 

more types of benefits and that only 12.0% of respondents 

received no personal benefits at all from their unit. 

Personal benefits relative to 1985 and personal 

benefits if the plan is implemented Eight percent of 

respondents reported that their income from unit resources 

had decreased since 1985, and 23.3% recreated on their unit 

less often than they had in 1985. Forty-three percent of 

those who received income in 1989, 11.9% of the total 

sample, expected their income to decrease if the plan is 

implemented as written. 

Analyses of variance revealed that expected personal 

benefits if the plan is implemented are related to 

confidence but personal benefits relative to 1985 are not 

(alpha=.05). How is it possible that actual decreases in 

benefits are not related to confidence but that 

expectations about changes in future benefits are? 

Possible explanations include: 

1) Confidence may be initially affected by changes in 

actual benefits but return to its previous level as the 
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person adjusts to receiving the new quantity of benefits. 

This hypothesis would need to be tested through panel data. 

2) Changes in actual benefit levels may influence 

confidence only if citizens believe the agency is 

responsible for the changes. Many respondents who received 

fewer benefits from their unit in 1989 than they did in 

1985 may not blame the unit or agency for the decrease. 

For example, people who have retired or moved from the area 

voluntarily would be included among those who now receive 

fewer benefits. The survey questions about future personal 

benefits asked respondents to relate their future benefits 

to Forest Service actions and therefore implicitly blamed 

any changes on the unit or agency. Additional information 

about reasons for respondents' decreased income would be 

necessary to test this hypothesis. 

3) Changes in benefit levels may influence confidence 

but their effect may be hidden by simultaneous changes in 

confidence throughout the entire population. Such a 

population-wide shift in confidence may or may not result 

from the changes in benefits: 
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a) People whose benefits do not change may, 

nonetheless, alter their opinion of the agency in 

sympathy with those who have lost or gained benefits. 

Evidence that such sympathy effects occur is found in 

the fact that the variance in confidence levels among 

those who receive income from forest resources (a 

group that may have some sense of solidarity) was 

significantly less than among the rest of the sample. 

b) The effect of changes in benefits on confidence may 

be lost or softened over a relatively short period of 

time because of participants' other experiences with 

their unit and the agency. This study, through an 

analysis of a number of theories of political 

confidence, directly tests and supports this 

hypothesis that other experiences affect confidence 

more than changes in personal benefits. 

Benefits relative others The majority of respondents 

believed that they received fewer benefits from their unit 

than the primary economic users of the national forests and 

people who lease or own homes on forest property. 

Respondents were split about how their benefits compare to 

those of residents of small towns adjacent to the forests: 
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48.3% believed they received the same amount of benefits; 

almost as many believed they received fewer. Most 

respondents reported receiving the same amount of benefits 

as environmentalists and recreationists. 

According to relative deprivation theory (Gurr 1970), 

people who report receiving more benefits than members of 

an interest group should have the most confidence and those 

who report receiving fewer should have the least. The data 

do not display such a simple relationship. Respondents 

with the lowest levels of confidence were 1) those who 

believed they received more benefits than economic users 

and fewer benefits than environmentalists and 2) those who 

believed they received the same or more benefits than 

environmentalists and fewer benefits than economic users. 

This pattern of confidence suggests that many 

participants believed that economic users or 

environmentalists were benefiting at the expense of the 

other group or were receiving more than their share of 

benefits. Therefore, the theory of distributive fairness 

seems to describe people's thoughts about their and other 

people's benefits better than the theory of relative 

deprivation. Another indication that people do not compare 
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quantities of benefits received by different groups is that 

some participants indicated that it was "tough to compare 

economic versus aesthetic" benefits, as one respondent 

phrased it. 

Frequency analyses of all explanatory variables 

representing types of personal benefits are summarized in 

Table CI. 

Social Benefits Relative to 1985 and 
Social Benefits if Plan is Implemented 

Many respondents were highly critical of their unit's 

performance at providing social benefits and were very 

cynical about the potential of the unit's plan to improve 

that performance in the future. Twenty-four percent or 

more of the respondents believe that their unit is doing a 

worse job now than in 1985 at protecting the environment, 

scenic areas, and genetic diversity, at providing goods and 

services to the nation, and at stabilizing local economies. 

Twenty-five percent or more expect their unit to do a worse 

job than it is doing now at providing the above listed 

social benefits if the plan is implemented as written. 

Table C2 summarizes perceived unit performance at providing 

seven social benefits since 1985 and if the plan is 

implemented. 
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Table CI. Personal Benefits Received from the Planning Unit 

A. Present Personal Benefits 

% of income received from unit 

none 81.8% 
1 to 15% 7.5 
16 to 39% 2.6 
40 to 74% 3.8 
75 to 100% 4.3 

# of days recreate on the unit 

0 days 18.2 
1 to 7 days 25.5 
8 to 14 days 14.5 
15 to 30 days 22.4 
31 to 90 days 12.0 
91 to 365 days 7.4 

Harvests firewood for own use 27.8 

Unit protects home/business from wildland fire 17.3 

Leases or owns a home on unit property 5.5 

Number of types of personal benefits received (tally) 

0 11.8 
1 45.7 
2 24.6 
3 13.5 
4 3.4 
5 1.0 
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Table CI - Continued 

B. Personal benefits relative to 1985 

Change in income since 1985 
increased 7.2% 
stayed same 84.4 
decreased 8.4 

Change in recreational use since 1985 
increased 23.7 
stayed same 52.9 
decreased 23.3 

Change in personal benefits relative to 1985 (tally) 
1 (increased) 3.8 
1.5 21.8 
2 48.7 
2.5 21.6 
3 (decreased) 4.2 

C. Personal benefits if plan is implemented 

Expected change in income if plan is implemented 
increase 1.8 
stay same 86.2 
decrease 11.9 

Expected change in recreational use if plan is 
implemented 

increase 
stay same 
decrease 

Expected change in personal benefits if plan is 
implemented (tally) 

1 (increased) 1.0 
1.5 8.6 
2  6 2 . 6  
2.5 21.0 
3 (decreased) 6.8 

8.7 
6 8 . 6  
22.7 
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Table CI - Continued 

D. Personal benefits relative to others 

Benefits respondent receives 
compared to interest group 

Interest arout) More Same Less 

Timber workers 11.3% 23.8% 65. 0% 
People who lease/own 
homes on unit property 6.9 31.2 61.9 

Miners 13.0 25.2 61.8 
Ranchers 10.7 30. 3 59.0 
Residents of small towns 9.0 48. 3 42.7 
Environmentalists 16.1 59.1 24.8 
Recreationists 13. 6 68.3 18.1 

(mean n) (485) 

An average of 3.8% more respondents expected their 

unit to do better if the plan is implemented than thought 

it had done better since 1985. This small percentage 

increase suggests that the planning process has created 

slightly more optimism about the agency's ability to 

protect the environment, scenic areas, and genetic 

diversity and to provide goods and services to the nation. 

An indication that this improvement did not occur because 

of natural tendencies toward optimism about the future is 

that respondents were more skeptical about the effect of 
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Table C2. Social Benefits Relative to 1985 and Social 
Benefits if the Plan is Implemented 

Management objective Better Worse Better - Worse 

Protecting the environment 
NOW vs. 1985 25.8% 31.2% 
If plan implemented 29.1 31.4 

Protecting scenic areas 
NOW VS. 1985 23.6 30.1 
If plan implemented 28.7 30.0 

Preserving genetic diversity 
NOW vs. 1985 17.5 25.6 
If plan implemented 24.1 26.6 

-5.4% 
-2.3 

-6.5 
-1.3 

-8.1 
-2.5 

Protecting areas of cultural and historic importance 
Now VS. 1985 18.8 18.0 0.8 
If plan implemented 23.6 16.0 7.6 

Providing goods and services to the nation 
Now vs. 1985 14.1 24.1 
If plan implemented 19.3 25.2 

Stabilizing local economies 
NOW vs. 1985 11.2 26.3 
If plan implemented 13.5 30.9 

Protecting communities from wildland fires 
Now vs. 1985 21.6 13.0 
If plan implemented 20.8 12.1 

-10.0 
-5.9 

-15, 
-17, 

8 ,  
8 ,  

(mean n) (484) 
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the plans on local economies (and as was shown earlier, 

about the effect of the plans on the income of many 

individuals who make a living from forest resources.) 

Indices representing 1) social benefits relative to 

1985 and 2) social benefits if the plan is implemented 

showed a large degree of covariation (r=0.75), but tallies 

representing 1) personal benefits relative to 1985 and 2) 

personal benefits if the plan is implemented were only 

mildly correlated (r=0.23). Participants may rely upon 

past judgments in predicting social benefits more than in 

predicting personal benefits because changes in social 

benefits are more difficult to evaluate and measure. This 

reliance on judgments of past unit performance suggests 

that substantive changes in policies or performance, unless 

reliable information about the changes is available, will 

only slowly alter participants' judgments and confidence. 

Unbiased educational programs to inform participants about 

unit activities and changes in the condition of its 

resources may increase confidence. 

Distributive Fairness 

As shown in Table C3, respondents were primarily 

concerned about two distributive fairness issues. The 
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first was whether they were receiving the amount of 

benefits from their unit that they believed they deserve. 

The second was whether economic users and environmentalists 

were receiving their fair share of benefits. 

Many respondents felt that the major economic 

interests on the national forests (timber, ranching, and 

mining) received more benefits than they deserved. About 

one third of the respondents thought that environmentalists 

received more than they deserved; another third, less. As 

suggested in Appendix D on policy preferences and an 

earlier section in this Appendix on personal benefits 

relative to others, many respondents seemed to believe that 

environmental and economic uses of the forests were in 

conflict. Respondents who said that economic users 

received too little were likely to believe that 

environmentalists received too much; and those who thought 

economic users received more than they deserved, that 

environmentalists received less. 
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Table C3. Distributive Fairness of Benefits to Respondents 
and to Major Forest service Interest Groups 

More than Amount Less Than 
Interest Group Deserve Deserve Deserve 

Respondent 2.4% 58.2% 39.4% 

Environmentalists 32.3 29.2 38.4 
Timber workers 53.4 31.5 15.1 
Miners 48.7 40.5 10.8 
Ranchers 44.2 43.4 12.4 

Recreationists 12.9 56.4 30.7 
People who lease/own 
homes on unit property 37.8 56.7 5.5 
Residents of small 
towns next to unit 15.7 66.2 18.2 

(mean n) (482) 

Procedural Fairness 

Sixty-seven percent of the respondents judged that, 

overall, the procedures followed by their unit during the 

planning process were very or somewhat fair. In addition, 

fifty percent of the respondents believed that the needs of 

all people were always or usually represented in the 

process. Seventy-two percent felt that unit employees 

favored some groups over others. Fifty-six percent felt 

that their unit had enough accurate information about unit 

resources, and 52.6% felt it had enough information about 

people's needs. 
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Table C4. Procedural Fairness 

Was the process representative? 

Always 7.1% 
Usually 42.8 
Sometimes 42.4 
Never 7.7 

Did unit employees favor some groups over others? 

Impartial 27.5 
Favored some groups 72.5 

Unit employees had enough information about: 

people's needs 52.6 

forest resources 47.4 

Styles of Participation 

Thirty-six percent of respondents participated in the 

planning process on two or more units, and among these 

active respondents, 23.8% participated on more than 6 

units. Most participants (83.9%) belonged to at least one 

organization. Fifty percent were members of environmental 

or conservation groups. Forty-one percent were active in 

outdoor recreation, hunting, or fishing clubs; 35.8% in 

community service groups; 25.7% in business or commodity 

associations; and 12.3% in town or county government. 

Thirty percent of respondents represented an organization 

in the planning process. 
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A majority of respondents had participated in their 

planning process by writing a personal letter (68.4%) and 

attending a public meeting (59.4%). Almost half had met 

privately with agency employees (46.4%) or sent a form 

letter or signed a petition (46.0%). Approximately a 

quarter had spoken at a public meeting (29.1%), 

participated in a workshop or served on an advisory 

committee (25.8%), or prepared comments for an organization 

(24.7%). Only 7.4% of respondents had participated in a 

group demonstration. 

Analyses of variance (alpha = .05) revealed that the 

most publicly outspoken respondents, those who wrote 

letters, spoke at public meetings, and participated in 

group demonstrations, were significantly less confident in 

their units than those who used more private techniques to 

communicate with agency employees. Those who wrote letters 

also had significantly less confidence in the agency. 

Agency employees receive a more representative sense of 

their constituents' confidence in the unit by employing all 

of these participation techniques than an outsider would 

receive from listening only to the public discussion over 

the plan. 
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Frequency distributions of variables representing 

styles of participation are summarized in Table C5. 

Table C5. Styles of Participation 

# of unit planning processes 
respondent participated in 

1 64.4% 
2 to 5 24.7 
6 or more 10.9 

Member of 

environmental or conservation group 50.0 
outdoor recreation, hunting, 
or fishing club 41.3 

community service group 35.8 
business or commodity association 25.7 
town or county government 12.3 
other 8.5 

Represented an organization in planning process 29.5 

Participation techniques 

Wrote personal letter 68.4 
Attended public meeting 59.4 
Met privately with unit employees 46.4 
Sent form letter or signed petition 46.0 
Spoke at public meeting 29.1 
Participated in workshop/advisory comm. 25.8 
Prepared comments for organization 24.7 
Participated in group demonstration 7.4 
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Socio-Demographic Characteristics 

A majority (55.6%) of respondents lived within 25 

miles of their planning unit, and approximately two-thirds 

(69.5%) live in communities of less than 50,000 residents. 

The majority (50.2%) of respondents were between the ages 

of 35 and 54. The average planning participant was very 

highly educated. Thirty-five percent had worked toward or 

completed a graduate or professional degree. The vast 

majority were Caucasian males, and the majority had gross 

family incomes of over $35,000. Table C6 summarizes the 

socio-demographic characteristics of respondents. 

Planning Unit 

Analyses of variance (alpha = .05) revealed that 

confidence in the planning units and in the agency varied 

significantly among units (See Table C7). Participants on 

the National Forests in Texas, the two California planning 

units (the Angeles and Los Padres) and the two eastern 

units (the Wayne and Nantahala/Pisgah) had relatively high 

levels of confidence. (Note that numerical ratings of 

confidence in this study run counter to what is expected. 

Respondents with the highest level of confidence were given 

a score of one; those with the lowest level, four.) 

Participants in the planning process on the National 
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Table C6. Socio-demographic Characteristics 

Male 76.6% 

Mean age (in years) 49.8 

Education 

less than high school graduate 2.1% 
high school graduate 13.9 
some college or graduate of junior college 25.0 
graduate of four year college 24.0 
work toward or completion of graduate degree 35.0 

Race or ethnic identification 

caucasian 
indian/native american 
other 

Gross family income in 1988 

less than $10,000 
10,000 to 19,999 
20,000 to 34,999 
35,000 to 49,999 
50,000 to 64,999 
65,000 to 79,999 
80,000 or more 

Number of miles respondent lives from unit' border 

0 to 1 mile 
2 to 10 miles 
11 to 25 miles 
26 to 100 miles 
101 to 250 miles 
251 to 3000 miles 

Size of town respondent lives in 

50,000 or more residents 30.5 
2500 to 49,999 residents 41.6 
less than 2500 residents 27.9 

Respondent owns inholdings on unit 14.4 

94.4 
1.9 
3.7 

4.2 
14.1 
26.6 
22.3 
16.3 
6.0 
10.5 

2 0 . 8  
24.5 
10.3 
2 6 . 8  
10.9 
6.7 
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Forests in Texas were by far the most trusting in both 

their unit and the agency. Their level of trust was so 

different than that of other participants that they may 

represent a special case, defined by different cultural 

characteristics or the unit's low response rate. The 

Salmon, Payette, Siskiyou, Santa Fe, and Gallatin planning 

units all received low mean confidence ratings. 

Participants seemed to be more uniformly distrusting 

of the agency than of their units. After excluding the 

Texas, the range of mean confidence ratings of the units 

was greater than the range of mean ratings of the agency. 

The range in confidence in planning unit between the high 

ranking Wayne and low ranking Gallatin was 0.71. Between 

the Los Padres and the Santa Fe, the range in mean 

confidence in the agency is only 0.45, and the differences 

among the units are not significant. 

The survey data also showed that respondents from 

Regions 8, 9, and 5 had significantly higher levels of 

confidence in their units and the agency than respondents 

from Regions 6, 3, 4, and 1. These results should be 

treated tentatively, however, because of the small number 

of units sampled in each region. 
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Table C7. Level of Confidence by Planning Unit 

Confidence in Confidence in 
Unit*** Aaencv** 

Unit (Region) % Sample 
Mean 
Rating 

Mean 
Rating 

Texas (8) 

Wayne (9) 

Los Padres (5) 

Nantahala/ 
Pisgah (8) 

Angeles (5) 

Colville (6) 

Prescott (3) 

Nez Perce (1) 

Salmon (4) 

Payette (4) 

Siskiyou (6) 

Santa Fe (3) 

Gallatin (1) 

TOTAL 

(N) 

4.1% 

7.0 

8.5 

10.9 

7.3 

8.1 

10.9 

6 .  6  

7.5 

7.5 

9.2 

6 . 8  

5.6 

100.0% 

(532) 

1.88 

2.14 

2.16 

2.18 

2.24 

2.37 

2.39 

2.44 

2.55 

2.58 

2.60 

2.77 

2.85 

2.40 

(521) 

1.95 

2.49 

2.48 

2.59 

2.51 

2.74 

2 . 6 8  

2 . 8 0  

2.71 

2.75 

2.69 

2.93 

2.90 

2.65 

(524) 

NOTE: Significant differences in levels of confidence among 
planning units determined through analyses of variance 
(alpha=.05). **p<.01, ***p<.001. 
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APPENDIX D: POLICY PREFERENCE 
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Two methods were used in this study to classify 

respondents by their policy preferences. The first was a 

method described in Milbrath (1984) that is based on the 

theory that cultural views about the relationship of humans 

to nature are currently shifting (Dunlap and Van Liere 

1978; Catton and Dunlap 1978 and 1980; Pierce et al. 1987). 

Because this system was not very successful at 

distinguishing among respondents in this sample, another 

system, similar to Milbrath's in concept but based on 

different questions, was devised. The results of the two 

classification systems are described in this appendix. 

Milbrath's (1984) system classifies people into eight 

types according to their degree of support for a "New 

Environmental Paradigm" (NEP) or a "Dominant Social 

Paradigm" (DSP). A paradigm is a widely accepted structure 

of beliefs "that organizes the way people perceive and 

interpret the functioning of the world around them 

(Milbrath 1984)." Milbrath identifies three issues that 

distinguish supporters of the NEP from those of the DSP: 

1) whether the condition of the world environment is a 

large or small problem; 2) whether greater scientific and 
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technical development or basic changes in the nature of 

society are most needed tp solve our environmental 

problems; and 3) whether there are limits to growth beyond 

which industrialized society cannot expand. 

In his survey of the general population and leadership 

groups in the United States, Great Britain, and Germany, 

Milbrath found that respondents could be categorized into 

eight types with distinct demographic and political 

characteristics based upon their opinions about these three 

issues. He labeled these types, from strongest DSP 

supporters to strongest NEP supporters: 1) the rearguard; 

2) the establishment; 3) weakly active establishment 

followers; 4) the undecided middle; 5) nature 

conservationist establishment followers; 6) nature 

conservationists; 7) young, lower class, environmental 

sympathizers; and 8) the vanguard. 

Under Milbrath1s system, respondents give their 

opinion about these issues on a seven point scale in which 

one represents total agreement with the DSP position (a 

small environmental problem, greater scientific and 

technical development, and no limits to growth) and seven 

represents total agreement with the NEP position (a large 
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environmental problem, a basic change in the nature of 

society, and limits to growth). Respondents who choose the 

middle position, number four on the seven point scale, when 

answering the second and third questions are not 

categorized under Milbrath's system because they do not 

show a preference for either paradigm. The system for 

categorizing respondents is shown in Table Dl: 

Table PI. Answers to Three Classification Questions Given by Hilbrath's Eight Types 
size of better technology 

envi ronmental or change in limits to 
problem nature of society growth? 

Rearguard 1-5 1-3 1-3 
Establishment 1-5 1-3 5-7 
Weakly active 
establishment followers 1-5 5-7 1-3 
Undecided middle 1-5 5-7 5-7 
Nature conservationist 
establishment followers 6-7 1-3 1-3 
Nature conservationists 6-7 1-3 5-7 
Young, lower class, 
environmental sympathizers 6-7 5-7 1-3 
Vanguard 6-7 5-7 5-7 

Milbrath found that members of the "rearguard," 

followers of the DSP, tended to be wealthy, male, well 

educated, and middle aged, and to work in the production 

sector of the economy. According to Milbrath, this 

paradigm is well represented politically as the percentage 

of rearguard business, labor, and political leaders was 

greater than the percentage of rearguard members in the 

general population. Proponents of the NEP, the "vanguard," 

were frequently young, highly educated, not quite as 
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wealthy as the rearguard, and employed in the service 

sector. Although they were not as well represented among 

the country's political leaders as the rearguard, they were 

very active politically. 

Approximately 60% of Milbrath's respondents fell into 

the other six types. "Establishment" members tended to be 

older and their beliefs less extreme than members of the 

rearguard. "Weakly active establishment followers" 

believed a basic change in the nature of society is needed 

but otherwise support the DSP. They had moderate levels of 

education and income but were not very active politically. 

Proponents of the "undecided middle" frequently worked in 

the service sector and had relatively low levels of 

education and income. Their desire for changes in the 

nature of society and limits to growth may come from 

concerns other than the environment. Such a small 

percentage of respondents were "nature conservationist 

establishment" followers that Milbrath suspects that this 

combination of beliefs may be contradictory and that many 

of those who fell into this category may have misunderstood 

the questions. "Nature conservationists" include many 

hunters and fisherman who wanted to conserve wildlife and 

our current way of life at the same time. They were older, 
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male, and had moderate levels of income and education. 

They saw themselves as having a great deal of influence on 

local environmental policy but not much nationally. 

"Young, lower class environmental sympathizers" had the 

lowest levels of income and education among all eight 

types. Milbrath hypothesized that they believed that 

economic growth was necessary for their situation to 

improve although they were concerned about the environment. 

Table D2 shows the results of using Milbrath's system 

to classify national forest planning participants. Forty-

nine percent of respondents were members of the "vanguard," 

Milbrath"s (1984) term for strong supporters of the new 

environmental paradigm (NEP). The next largest group 

(24.9%) could not be classified using Milbrath's system 

because they were undecided about whether there are limits 

to growth or whether social change or technological 

developments are most needed to solve environmental 

problems. Another 7.5% were "young, lower class, 

environmental sympathizers," and the remaining 18.6% were 

categorized as one of the remaining six types that are more 

supportive of the dominant social paradigm (DSP). 



Table D2. Differences in Confidence, Participation Styles, Forest Management Preferences, and Demographics among Milbrath's 8 Types 

Perceived condition of environment 

Change most needed to solve Better 
environmental problems 

Are there limits to growth? no 

technology 

Small problem 

Change in Better 
society 

yes no 

Rearguard 

Ueakly 
Active Est. 

Establishment Followers 

yes 

Undecided 
Middle 

no 

technology 

yes 

Large problem 

Change in 
society 

yes 

Nature Con. Lower Class, 
Establish. Nature Environmental 
Followers Conservationists Sympathizers Vanguard 

Percent of sample' (N=522) 3.8 

Hean confidence scores 
in unit*** 2.42 
in agency*** 2.62 

Participation styles (% used technique) 
spoke at public meeting*** 63.2 
attended public meeting* 84.2 
wrote letter for group*** 42.1 
attended workshop** 52.6 
member-environmental group*** 15.0 
member-business association** 60.0 
mean # part, techniques used** 4.53 

2.5 

2.39 
2.45 

53.8 
61.5 
30.8 
38.5 
30.8 
23.1 
3.77 

Forest management preferences (% feel it is very important to:) 
preserve genetic diversity*** 
provide goods & services*** 

22.2  
88.9 

30.8 
61.5 

1.7 

2.52 
2.65 

77.8 
88.9 
77.8 
33.3 
22.2 
55.6 
5.00 

33.3 
66.7 

5.6 

1.98 
1.98 

20.7 
58.6 
6.9 
13.8 
24.1 
24.1 
2.52 

72.4 
40.7 

23.5 

Socio-demoqraphic characteristics 
% receive income from 
unit resources*** 
education (rank)*** 4 
income (rank)* 8(high) 
% male 80.0 
mean age 51.6 

30.8 50.0 17.9 
8(high) 1(low) 2 
5 1(low) 4 

92.3 88.9 93.1 
47.7 53.0 51.3 

1.5 

2.24 
2.42 

25.0 
37.5 
12.5 
62.5 
37.5 
37.5 
3.00 

62.5 
50.0 

28.6 

87.5 
56.5 

3.4 

1.98 
2.18 

11.1 
72.2 
11.1 
33.3 
33.3 
33.3 
2.89 

72.2 
44.4 

17.6 

83.3 
47.1 

7.5 

2.36 
2.86 

15.8 
44.7 
21.0 
10.5 
51.3 
28.2 
2.74 

92.3 
31.6 

7.9 

76.9 
49.3 

49.0 

2.57 
2.84 

30.3 
60.6 
25.5 
25.5 
66.0 
20.7 
3.16 

91.3 
25.2 

15.7 

73.9 
49.4 

1 Twenty-five percent of respondents could not be classified under this system. 
» p<.05; *» p<-01; **» p<.001. 
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As can be seen in Table D2, Milbrath's eight types 

displayed some significant differences in confidence, 

participation styles, forest policy preferences, and aocio-

demographic characteristics. As Miller (1974) would 

predict, the most confident respondents were those that had 

moderate policy preferences: the "undecided middle", 

"nature conservationists", and "nature conservationist 

establishment followers." Milbrath's classification system 

reveals that there are "cynics of the dominant social 

paradigm" and "cynics of the new environmental paradigm" in 

forest politics. 

Supporters of the DSP, the "rearguard", the 

"establishment", and "weakly active establishment 

followers", were the most politically active participants. 

They were more likely to have spoken out at public meetings 

and to have represented an organization in the planning 

process. They also appeared to have been better 

represented on advisory groups and in workshops than the 

undecided middle and supporters of the NEP. As expected, 

many supporters of the DSP cared more about the forests 

providing goods and services than protecting the 

environment. They were relatively wealthy and well 

educated and were more likely than other respondents to 

receive income from forest resources. 
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Members of the "establishment" were very similar to 

the rearguard except that they participated less often and 

were somewhat less extreme in their preference for economic 

uses of the forests over environmental ones. 

The small group of respondents who fell into the 

category of "weakly active establishment followers" were, 

contrary to Milbrath*s predictions, the most active. The 

fact that there was relatively little variation in their 

beliefs and participation styles suggests that their level 

of activity was not an anomaly. The paradigm of these 

respondents (they see the need for basic change in the 

nature of society but are not overly concerned about 

protecting the environment or limiting the growth of 

industrialized society) could be based on religious or 

moral beliefs. 

As Milbrath would predict, "undecided middle" 

respondents were the least active politically. Of all 

Milbrath's types, they were the most likely to support both 

environmental and economic uses of the forests. They were 

also the least educated and had the lowest incomes. 

Milbrath suggests that the type he labels "nature 

conservationist establishment followers" may not represent 
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an existing paradigm. The small number of respondents in 

this category and the fact that, unlike the seven other 

types, there was high variability among respondents in 

participation styles, forest management preferences, and 

education and income levels suggest that Milbrath is 

correct. 

In this sample, Milbrath's system was not very 

successful at distinguishing between paradigms on the 

environmental end of the spectrum: the "vanguard," "young, 

lower class, environmental sympathizers," and the "nature 

conservationists." "Nature conservationists" were not more 

likely than other respondents to be members of hunting and 

fishing clubs. They were significantly more confident in 

their unit and the agency, participated less, and were not 

as highly educated as members of the "vanguard." Although 

they cared somewhat more about protecting the environment, 

in most ways they resembled members of the "undecided 

middle." 

"Young, lower class, environmental sympathizers" were 

not younger, less educated, or poorer than members of the 

"vanguard." On average, they participated somewhat less 

than the "vanguard," but the difference was not 

significant. 
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Overall, Milbrath's classification system was not very 

successful in this study at categorizing respondents by 

their policy preferences because some of the types were not 

discrete and a substantial percentage of respondents were 

not categorized. The systems' inadequacy in this case may 

have occured because societal paradigms have shifted since 

Milbrath conducted his research or because of differences 

between his sample and this one. However, Milbrath's most 

important contribution is not this particular 

classification scheme, which can be modified, but his 

theory of shifting societal paradigms and his concept of 

classifying people by these paradigms. 

Another classification system based on respondents' 

preferred forest management policies was devised that is 

based on respondents1 answers to two questions about the 

relative importance they place on environmental and 

economic benefits from their planning unit. Respondents 

were categorized as either 1) pro-environmental use, 

2) pro-economic use, or 3) pro-multiple use. The system's 

categories are distinct, and 97.0% of respondents are 

classified. The system is not as universal as Milbrath's, 

however, because it refers only to national forest 

management issues. Because it has three categories rather 
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than eight, the system also does not have the same 

potential for precision as Milbrath's. 

As shown in Table D3, this system also reveals that 

ideologically extreme respondents were the most cynical. 

"Pro-environmental use" and "pro-economic use" respondents 

were the least confident. The different levels of 

confidence among these three groups is evidence of the 

political importance of the dispute about whether economic 

uses of the national forests can be sustained while 

protecting the environment. Table D3 also shows that these 

three types of respondents had different participation 

styles and socio-demographic characteristics. 

"Pro-economic use" respondents were the most active 

participants in the planning process. They were more 

likely to represent organizations and to participate in all 

aspects of the planning process, including meeting 

privately with agency employees, serving on advisory 

committees, and participating in workshops. About half of 

them belonged to business or commodity associations, and 

almost one quarter were active in town or county 

government. Almost half of them received income from unit 

resources, over a third lived in towns of less than 2500 

residents, and about half had at least a bachelor's degree. 
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Table D3. Differences in Confidence, Participation Styles, 
and Demographics among Pro-Environmental Use, Pro-Economic 
Use, and Pro-Multiple Use Respondents 

Environment Economic Multiple 

% of sample rN=516) 56.0% 13.6% 30.4% 

Mean confidence scores 

in unit*** 2.57 2.35 2.11 
in agency*** 2.89 2.51 2.25 

Participation styles (% use participation technique) 

spoke at public meeting*** 25.4% 47.8% 28.4% 
attended public meeting* 55.6 73.9 61.5 
participated in workshop/ 
advisory committee** 22.5 43.5 25.7 
met privately with unit 
employees** 43.3 63.8 46.6 
wrote letter*** 75.0 73.9 55.4 
participated in group 
demonstration 7.4 8.7 7.4 
represented an organization** 25.9 44.9 27.5 
member-environment group*** 69.6 15.9 26.3 
member-business assoc*** 19.0 52.2 26.3 
active in town/county govt* 10.4 23.2 12.2 
mean # of participation 
techniques used*** 2.97 4.01 2.92 

Socio-demographic characteristics 

receive income from unit*** 
resident of rural area*** 
live>100 mile from unit** 
mean age*** 
bachelors degree or more*** 
income> than $50,000 
male 

% categorized as Milbrath's 
vanguard 

10.0 48.6 29.9 
21.3 36.8 36.8 
22.4 10.2 11.1 
47.4 50.9 53.0 
71.7 50.0 38.1 
36.0 34.9 24.2 
75.4 83.8 76.3 

77.2 23.3 57.6 

* p<.05; ** pc.01; *** pc.001. 
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The "pro-multiple use" respondents participated about 

as often in the planning process as pro-environmental use 

respondents, except they were significantly less likely to 

have written a personal letter to the unit about the plan. 

They were relatively inactive in organizations and were as 

likely to belong to an environmental group as to a business 

association. About one third received income from the 

forest and lived in rural areas. Almost all lived within 

100 miles of the forest. On average, they were the oldest 

participants and had the lowest level of education. 

"Pro-environmental use" respondents participated at 

levels similar to the pro-multiple use respondents, except 

that they wrote more personal letters. They were more 

likely to belong to environmental groups and the least 

likely to have participated in town or county government. 

On average, they were the youngest, the most educated, and 

the most urban respondents. They also were the most likely 

to live over 100 miles from their unit. 

In this study, the broadest survey of participants in 

the NFMA planning process to date, the majority of 

respondents were "pro-environmental use," and only 13.6% 

were "pro-economic use." Environmentalists are sometimes 

portrayed as members of a highly-organized, special 
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interest group. This study reveals that the vast majority 

of "pro-environmental use" respondents participated as 

private citizens, unaffiliated with any group, and their 

avarage level of involvement was significantly lower than 

that of "pro-economic use" respondents. 
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