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There was little correlation between attitudes and managers'

background attributes. Agency orientation and professional job

expectation proved to be more important in shaping managers'

attitudes toward dispersed recreation.
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ATTITUDES OF FOREST MANAGERS TOWARD DISPERSED
RECREATION ON ROADED FOREST LANDS IN

THE PACIFiC NORTHWEST

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

During the past 10 years in the Pacific Northwest two

distinct, diametrically opposed demands have been operating and

competing against one another. One demand is o increase timber

yields. Some of the Lorces that shaped this demand are the Con-

gressional Policy to build 26 million homes in the 1966-1976 decade,

the debate over the Timber Supply Act, overinstalled mill capacity

in the Northwest, runaway lumber and plywood prices, and the world

demand for wood as reflected by Japan's imports. The opposing

demard is the shift in land use from timber production to various

forms of recreation use, environmental protection most notably

evidenced by the Monongahela decision, other resource use such as

mining and grazing, and development of communities, highways and

reservoirs. One of the prime concerns of the Public Land Law

Review Commission's report "One Third of the Nation's Land" was

the lack of clearly established goals for the use of public lands as

established by the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960. "The



days of abundant resources and demands upon them free from conflict

are far behind usu (Public Land Law Review, 1970).

It is becoming increasingly evident that meeting both the

demand for timber and recreation on multiple-use lands will be an

area of prime concern to forest managers. Between 1960 and 1970

hunting and fishing rose from 563 to 771 million days. Timber con-

sumption during the same period was up by ZZ% (RPA Summary,

1974). Continued growth for recreation and timber is illustrated

by Figure 1. Conflicts between uses of timber production and

recreation have already complicated the public land manager's job

and this has been intensified by the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) of 1969 which requires environmental impact statements

for major federal 'projects. Consequently, more' publicinter-

vention in the planning process has resulted.

Through the NEPA process, interest groups confront managers and

their agencies concerning actions with which they disagree. Today

tanding to sue" is not limited only to those who can show a direct

personal economic interest in proposed public action. Representa-

tives now speak for citizens at large to stop construction of

a road or stop a timber sale or halt develOpment on public

lands. The East Meadow Creek action in Colorado, and the Mineral

King Controversy in California, are but two of the numerous con-

troversies which illustrate how the legal authority and professional
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Figure 1. This graph shows the expected growth in demand for certain

forest and range land uses. Target years are shown as percentages of

the base year (100 percent).

Source: USDA Forest Service (1974).
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judgment of forest managers has been complicated and limited as a

result of conflicts, not only between recreation and timber harvest,

but between users within the recreation spectrum itself.

Various investigators have suggested that problems of land use

compatibility are important areas for research. At the broadest

level, a report of the United States Department of Agriculture

(1974) suggests the need for studies that evaluate competing

demands for land and identify uses which are compatible with

neighboring uses. The report notes that in a survey of current land

use planning research identified under the Current Research

Information System there is a lack. of'investigatiori of the

complementaries and conflicts between recreation and alternative

land uses. Studies of this nature might be helpful to those trying to

integrate recreation with other land use activities.

Knowledge of conflicts and compatibilities of various uses is

essential for the coordination of land uses. Such knowledge is

important to fully integrate uses by eliminating those factors which

render themincornpatible (Dana, L957). Clawson and Knetsch (1966,

p. 299) in their discussion of outdoor recreation rese3rch needs,

raise an important question for researchers: "How far can manage-

ment practices that would or4inarily be undertaken for one resource

be modified so as to increase the output of the resources for all

uses ?" To date, little investigation has been directed at identifying



opportunities for modifying management priorities to meet prob-

lems with uses in conflict,,

Within the conflict of recreation versus other uses of public

forest lands lies the question of forest policy over the allocation of

scenic and recreational opportunities between concentrated and dis-

persed types of recreational use. One result has been the accentua-

tion of an "either-or" polarization between advocates of dispersed

and concentrated recreation. The real question should not be how

much accentuation oneither dispersed or concentrated recreation,

but how to provide a balanced array of recreational oppor-

tunities that complement each other whenever possible.

In this context in 1974 the PNW Forest and Range Station

(Seattle) initiated research to better define the nature and extent of

dispersed recreational use along forest roads. Dispersed recreation

is defined as recreational activities along forest roads at unofficial

undeveloped sites. They found that roads built primarily for sale

and management of timber were also being used in a complementary

fashion for dispersed forms of recreation including gathering

forest products, hiking, trailbike riding, hunting, fishing, etc. The

pilot studies found this type of recreation was growing in popularity

on open public lands (Hendee, 1974).

The growth of dispersed recreation has implications for

managers not only in the Northwest but throughout the nation. The
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National Forest system alone contains about 25, 000 miles of sur-

faced forest roads and an additional 200,000 miles of dirt or gravel

roads. Furthermore, opportunities for dispersed recreation can be

found on much of the 24 million acres of National Park Land, 472

million acres of Bureau of Land Management land and 37 million

acres of National Wildlife and Refuge lands administered by the

Bureau of Fisheries and Wildlife-

The Forest Service has addressed itself to the growth of

dispersed recreation in the Forest and Rangeland Renewable

Resources Planning Act of 1975. Goal C of the Outdoor Recreation

and Wilderness System stresses the Hincrease in the supply of out-

door recreation opportunities ancl services through Forest Service

programs which emphasize dispersed recreation. Goal C assumes

dispersed recreation will increase and developed recreation will

stabilize or growmore slowly. The recreation use target for Goal C

is 360-400 million Reported Vis itor Days (RVD's) by the year 2020 of which

110- 135 million RVD's is developed use and 250-275 million RVD's

is dispersed (Figure 2).

Analysis of selected dispersed recreation activities made by

Cicchetti (1969) illustrates expected growth of activities that

require both concentrated and dispersed types of opportunities

(Table 1).
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Table 1. Expected growth of recreation activities.
Millions of recreation days
1965 1980 2000

8

Fishing 310.7 371.0 424. 3

Hunting 131.8 132.5 103. 3

Canoeing 28,5 31.5 44.0

Sailing and other boating 304.8 447.4 908. 7

Camping (remote) 19.4 17. 1 11.8

Camping (developed) 75. 4 123.3 347. 3

Hiking 52.7 73. 3 133.8

Walking for pleasure 1021. 1 1500.1 1581.2

Snow skiing 31.0 46. 0 89.9

Horseback riding 103. 9 163.8 378. 7

Bird watching 188.0 241,. 7 357.8

Wildlife and bird photography 26, 9 33. 9 52.8

Picknicking 469.5 806.5 1693. 3

Sightseeing 521,8 818.6 633.2

Driving for pleasure 982.0 1267. 6 797.8

Source: Cicchetti et al. (1969).
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Management implications of dispersed recreation for the Pacific

Northwest will necessitate the following abetter definition of dis-

persed recreation; a regional policy statement considering the degree

of emphasis with existing recreation programs; the priority of dis-

persed recreation in total forest management programs; the identifica-

tion of constraints; an inventory of existing degree of development; a

need for formally designated areas such as backcountry areas; and

refined use statistics. Managers can help provide this information.

1owever, managers have displayed a broad range of attitudes concern-

ing the desirability of dispersed recreation. iispersed recreation has

been termed as "outlaw camping" to real "multiple use in action. "

These attitudes may influence the degree to which dispersed recrea-

tion is encouraged or inhibited on public lands rna.naged for multiple-

use (Hendee, 1974).

Managers' personal attitudes may affect their decision-making

process. Their opinions and attitudes about what users should prefer

are also important components of decision-making, but are unlikely to

be modified by user surveys alone (Heberlein, 1971). Thus research

to determine how managers perceive dispersed recreation can serve

two functions. It will enable field managers and their staffs to identify

their own bias as well as inform upper level administrators of existing

attitudes toward dispersed recreation. This can be particularly use-

ful in the formation of a dispersed recreation policy since managers'
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preferences are at this time largely unknown. In this case even small

amounts of information can settle differences among management

options and help the managers make pre-dictions, better serve users,

and successfully integrate dispersed recreation activities on mi.ltiple

use lands.

Research Objectives

The objectives of this study were to:

Describe and compare the nature and extent of attitudes toward

dispersed recreation among forest managers with the United

States Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Land Management

(BLM), State Board of Forestry and the Department of Natural

Resources in the respective states of Oregon and Washington.

Identify reasons given by these managers in support of their

pro and con views.

Test the hypothesis that factors in the managers' backgrounds

and personal characteristics can be correlated with their

attitudes toward dispersed recreation.



METHODS

Questionnaire Construction

Data on managers' attitudes concerning problems and

opportunities associated with dispersed recreation were solicited by

means of a nine-page mailed questionnaire The questionnaire

called for responses to 212 individual items and required about 15

minutes tocomplete.

The questionnaire was composed of four parts. 1 Part I

contained questions of a general and open-end nature which were

designed to provide information concerning the occurrence of out-

door and dispersed recreation, definition and need for a dispersed

recreation policy, as well as attractions, benefits and problems

associated with dispersed recreation activities. This section was

intentionally constructed in an open-end manner to allow managers

to provide information which later defined the variables in the

recoding process.

Part II was designed to have managers rate the occurrence of

dispersed recreation activities on their districts using a 5-point

scale ranging from "an important activity" to "an activity that rarely

or never occurs. " A listing of 23 distinct activities was included

'A complete questionnaire is included in Appendix A.

11



12

with Hothert! categories for activities not mentioned. Managers then

rated their management preferences toward the same activities using

a 6-point scale ranging from "strongly encourage" to "absolutely

prohibit," Spaces for individual comments were provided. Content

analysis of comments proved to be valuable since they accounted

for the differences of occurrence of activities and management

orientation which varies with seasons and climatic conditions.

Managers' comments qualifying their responses are incorporated in

the descriptive nature of this study and are documented by identifica-

tion code for future reference. Also included were questions designed

to determine the degree of seriousness of problems associated with

dispersed recreation activities, A three-point scale ranging from

unot really a problem" to "a serious problem" was constructed.

Part III contained attitude statements using a 5-point scale

ranging from a high of "I completely agree" to a low of "I com-

pletely disagree.

Part IV, data collected on personal characteristics and back-

ground attributes of forest managers, included level and type of

education, location of institution, year of graduation, primary

functional area of resource management, and length of time served

in the area, employee's agency, job class rating, membership in pro-

fessional resource management societies, resources journals

regularly read, age, outdoor and camping preferences.



Sampling Procedure

Pers onnel

Four public agencies were selected for study: the United

States Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the State

Board of Forestry and the Department of Natural Resources in the

respective states of Oregon and Washington. It was appropriate to

purposively select our sample from managers in a variety of func-

tional areas of resource management. Questionnaires were dis-

tributed to foresters within these agencies who had administrative

and decision-making or staff responsibilities for specific functional

areas of timber, recreation, fire control, engineering, wildlife,

range and watershed management. Other staff specialties such as

soils, land use planning, minerals, and landscape architecture were

included when they were present on the management level.

Personnel organization for the agencies differed slightly but

posed no serious problems in the selection process. Managers

were chosen by random sample for functional areas when more than

one position was present on the unit, Sample job descriptions were

obtained to better determine which forest managers would best serve

as respondents. The determining factors included a college degree,

13

2A description of personnel and functional areas is included in
Appendix B.
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professional experience (though not necessarily in their present

position) and knowledge and abilities required by the position. The

high level of education, and professional experience which will be

reported later with I background attributes,

signifies that the criteria were met in personnel sampling.

Areas

Study areas were purposively chosen based on current

administrative units of each agency. This greatly facilitated schedul-

ing and distribution of the survey. Since including all areas was

beyond the scope of this survey, approximately one-third were

chosen for the study. Stratified sampling was employed to organize

the areas into homogeneous subsets (in this case prime land units

were east or west of the Cascades), One-half of all prime units

were located east of the Cascade Mountains, the other half on the

west side. Once the location frame was satisfied all primary and

secondary units were randomly chosen, Location was chosen as the

delimiter in stratification to allow for areas which receive both heavy

14

Prime units are the largest land units administered by each agency.
Examples of prime units used in this study are National Forests
(USFS), Districts (BLM and State Board of Forestry., Local Areas
(Department of Natural Resources). Secondary units within prime
units are Ranger Districts (USFS), Resource Areas (BLM),
Districts (State Board of Forestry), Districts and Areas (Depart-
ment of Natural Resources).



15

and light recreation traffic and reduce bias in favor of only those areas

which are subject to intense recreational use.4 Visitor use data as a

delimiter were disregarded due to lack of current statistics.

Interview Schedule

A total of 519 questionnaires were distributed via the

agency personnel officers. Cover letters from each

agency introducing the study and its objectives proved to be valcable

in establishing the importance of the study. Respondents were aJ,so

asked to return the survey within two weeks. At that point, the first

of three follow-up letters was distributed again. A total of 483

valid questionnaires was returned by mail.

Variables Employed

A large number of variables were examined in the question-

naires. Variables in Part Iwere designed to describe the nature and

extent of managers' views concerning the present state of dispersed

recreation on their own areas.

Importance of recreation in general.
Importance of dispersed recreation compared to other types
of recreation.
Growth trend of dispersed recreation.
Reasons to support the growth trend of dispersed recreation.

4The sample of prime and secondary units used in this study is
included in Appendix C.



Existence of a dispersed recreation policy.
Definition of existing dispersed recreation policy.

. Need for a dispersed recreation policy.
Managers' recommendations for a dispersed recreation
policy.

Rating the occurrence of 24 specific dispersed recreation
activities.
Management preferences toward 24 specific dispersed
recreation activities.

Variables in Part II were designed to identify reasons given

by managers in support of their pro or con views toward dispersed

recreation.

Benefits identified with dispersed recreation.
Problems identified with dispersed recreation.
Manager's perception of seriousness of problems related
to dispersed recreation.

Variables in Part III were designed to describe managers'

personal and background characteristics which might be correlated

with their attitudes toward dispersed recreation.

Functional area of resource management.
Resource management training.
Agency.

Camping preferences.
Outdoor recreation preferences.
Age.

Job location.

16



Statistical Tests

The chi-square test was utilized for all cross tabulations to

determine whether actual (observed) frequency distribution between

independent sample groups is significantly different from that

expected, given the total number in the studied categories and

sample groups (Burch and Wenger, 1967). A significant difference

was defined as one that would have occurred from chance no more

than 5% of the time (0.05 level of significance). A significant chi-

square value is denoted by an asterisk in the tables.

The measure of association utilized to determine the strength

of relationships between attitude scores and individual question-

naire statements (ordinal measurement only) was y . Gamma meas-

ured the proportional reduction in error (PRE) possible in predicting

rank order variation in response to statements from knowledge of

individual's attitude score over the potential errors that might be

derived if these were random predictions. The value of ranges

from -1.0 to +1.0 (the sign indicates the direction of association).

Lambda, a second measure of association, was used for

qualitative (nominal) level variables and is appropriate for unordered

data. It indicates the relative reduction in error achieved by shifting

from one prediction rule to another. Lambda ranges from 0 to +1.0,

a zero value indicating no reduction in error. A 1.0 knowledge of the

17



independent variable permits prediction of dependent variables

without any error, A ? of . 75 indicates 75% fewer errors in pre'-

diction of the dependent variable by utilizing knowledge of the

independent variable than by predicting on the basis of marginal

modal attributes (Mueller, Schuessler and Costner, 1970).

Percentage differences between cells were estimated to be

significant at the 0.05 level and were determined by the normal

approximation to the difference between the parameters of two

binomial populations. The tested hypothesis was that there was no

difference between the two percentages. The test statistic is:
A API- Pz

Lb (i-) '
IP

'1 1 n- 2

where

= maximum likelihood estimator of the true per-
centage for response category i

A
P.(1-P.) = maximum likelihood estimator of the true

variance of the percentage for response category i

sample size for category i

A value of 1. 96 or greater indicates that the difference between

percentages is significant at the 0.05 level of significance, or the

probability of rejecting the hypothesis when it is true does not

exceed 0.05. (It should be noted that cases where the product Y is

less than 5 no attempt should be made to determine the significance

18



of differences since normal approximation is not reliable at low

sample counts.

Interpreting the Data

This study focuses on describing the nature and extent of

attitudes among foresters toward dispersed recreation. There are

numerous definitions for "attitudes " but a theme common to all

definitions is that attitudes reflect a person's disposition toward a

person, object or thing. If we know a person's feeling about some-

thing we assume his behavior toward it to be consistent with his or

her expressed attitude. However, this is not always true in life and

results must be viewed with discretion. Attitudes are useful but

imperfect indicators of behavior- - how a manager will ultimately

manage an area is not always cons isten-t with his attitude toward it.

Factors such as agency orientation, capabilities of the land, and

seasonal fluctuation as well as intangibles may dictate management

action rather than personal preferences. However, knowledge of

managers' attitudes should be considered in the planning

process.

If managers' attitudes collectively oppose or are divided on

established or proposed policy, problems in implementation and

enforcement may result. This is especially important for the Pacific

Northwest since regional and national policies regarding dispersed

19



recreation are in the initial planning stages. It should be kept in

mind that although managers attitudes are imperfect predictors of

management behavior and can change, they are also characterized

by a consistency in manner of expression. Attitudes are not

characterized by random unexplainable fluctuatiors. If randomness

does appear, it is often a result of the respondent's misinterpretation

of an item rather than intentional arbitrariness (Stakey, 1973).

20



ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

In spite of its length, 93% of the questionnaires were returned.

This included three follow-up letters being sent, the last one including

a duplicate questionnaire. This extraordinary high rate of return

signifies the interest, concern and involvement of forest managers

with the area of dispersed recreation. It also testifies to the

cooperation extended to this study by the USFS, BLM, Department of

Natural Resources and State Board of Forestry.

Part I data were collected on a number of general qiestions

designed to describe the natureand extent of dispersed recreation as

it exists in the Pacific Northwest today. The nature and extent are

defined by variables previously mentioned in the Procedure.

General descriptions of dispersed recreation as perceived by

managers are presented.

The Importance of Dispersed Recreation

Four questionnaire statements were related to the importance

of dispersed recreation on managers' areas. Response to these

indicated that 67% of those surveyed agreed that recreation was

extremely to very important on their areas, and 80% of those surveyed

agreed dispersed recreation was the most important, or of equal

21



22

importance compared to other types of recreation on their areas

(Tables 2 and 3). Table 3 indicates a statistically significant although

rather weak difference among agencies as to the importance of

dispersed recreation compared to other types of recreation.

The Growth of Dispersed Recreation

Eighty-four percent of the respondents believe dispersed

recreation activities along forest roads on their districts are

increasing while only 16% feel it is decreasing or remaining the

same. Evidence or reasons given by managers for this increase
V

were obtained by an open ended question and include:

Recreation trends - more people hunting, fishing, etc.
Agency contacts - visitor use data, permits, traffic counts.
Sociological trends - increase in discretionary income

and time.
Trace evidence - impacts or signs of recreation activity.
Access - ease and convenience of road travel to sites.
Equipment - impact ofseif-contained vehicles designed for

dispersed recreation.

Economy and energy crisis.

The reasons given indicate that today's managers are well

aware of the variety of influences which may affect the growth of

dispersed recreation. Furthermore, the responses to all questions

indicate that managers believe dispersed recreation to be an

important and distinct category within the recreation spectrum,



Table Z. Managers' rating of the importance of recreation in the Pacific Northwest0

N
Extremely Very Moderately Of slight or
important important important no importance

percent

All respondents 474 22 45 29 5

USFS 238 23 46 28 3

BLM 107 19 43 32 6

State Board of Forestry 53 26 42 23 9

Department of Natural Resources 76 15 50 30 5



Table 3. Comparison of dispersed recreation with all other types of recreation on managers
areas, Questionnaire item: Importance of dispersed recreation,

Of equal importance
N to other types of

recreation

The most
important

= 14.45, 6 df; significant at 0.05 level.

Less than or
not at all
im. ortant

per cent
All respondents 480 38 42 20

USFS 237 37 48 15

BLM 108 41 30 29
State Board of Forestry 53 43 42 15

Department of Natural Resources 76 33 43 24



Table 4. Managers' views of the growth of dispersed recreation.

Remaining
the sameInc reas ing Decreasing

All respondents 475 84

USFS 238 82

BLM 107 86

State Board of Forestry - Oregon 54 85

Department of Natural
Resources - Washington 76 82 16 2

percent

16 <1

18 <1

14 0

15 0



as well as one of the most popular and fastest growing types of

recreation in the Pacific Northwest.

The Nature and Extent of a Dispersed
Recreation Policy

Four questionnaire statements were concerned with the

existence of and attitude toward a dispersed recreation policy. Two-

thirds (66%) of managers believe that their agency has a policy

concerning dispersed recreation while 23% answered negatively and

11% were not sure. Differences between agencies were significant

with 76% of managers with the Forest Service agreeing their agency

had a policy, while only 43% of those managers in the BLM agreed

their agency had a po],icy (Table 5).

Table 5. Existence of a dispersed recreation policy.

26

42.24, 6 df; significant at 0.05 level.

percent -

All respondents 479 66 23 11

USFS 242 76 15 9

BLM 108 43 40 17

State Board of Forestry 53 56 28 15

Department of
Natural Resources 76 72 19

Not
Yes No sure



Managers' Attit.ides toward a Dispersed
Recreation Policy

Over three-fourths of the managers (77%) who believed their

agency had a policy agreed that the policy encouraged and facilitated

dispersed recreation activities (Table 6). Significant differences

occurred among agencies. Sixty-three percent of managers with the

BLM and Department of Natural Resources felt their agencies had a

positive policy while 85% of those managers in the Forest Service

thought their agency favored dispersed recreation. Content analysis

of rrianagers'comments indicated that to encourage and facilitate

meant providing access or safety regulations rather than comfort or

convenience to users.5

Table 6. Managers' perception of dispersed recreation policy.

= 17.29, 3 df; significant at 0.05 level = 0.20
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5Content analysis in this study is defined as the technique of listing all
responses and constructing broad categories for coding purposes.

An activity to be
facilitated and

encouraged

An activity not to be
facilitated and

encouraged

percent
All respondents 304 77 23

USFS 179 85 15

BLM 43 63 37

State Board of
Forestry 28 75 25

Department of
Natural Resources 54 63 37



Need for a Policy

Of those managers who believe their agency has no policy

concerning dispersed recreation activities, 76% felt one was needed

while 24% did uot. Differences among agencies were significant.

Managers with the Department of Natural Resources were almost

split in their views concerning the need for a dispersed recreation

policy. Fifty-three percent believe a policy is needed while 47% do

not (Table 7).

Table 7. Managers' views of the need for a dispersed recreation
policy. Questionnaire item: If your agency has no
policy, do you think one is needed?

10.40, 3 df; significant at 0.05 level.

Managers' Recommendations for a
DispersedRecreation Policy

Managers commented on what the policy for dispersed recrea-

tion along forest roads should be if their agency did not have one.

28

N Yes No

percent --
All respondents 160 76 24

USFS 60 88 12

BLM 60 73 27

State Board of Forestry 25 68 32

Department of Natural Resources 15 53 47
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Thirty-one percent called for a policy of protection and regulation.

This included establishing sites to control use, a reservation system

in overused areas, and off-road vehicle requirements. Twenty-eight

percent indicated a need for a clearly defined policy with official

recognition. According to managers, official recognition implies the

authority to legally enforce laws when necessary. Twenty percent of

the managers indicated the policy should be coordinated with other land

uses. Nine percent called for a policy dealing specifically with off

road vehicle use including trailbikes, 4-wheel drive and snowmobiles.

Seven percent felt a policy of minimum regulation was adequate and

1% called for a policy discouraging motirized use.

While the majority of managers agree their agencies have a

policy regarding dispersed recreation activities along forest roads,

many qualified their responses. Present policy was describedas

"vague, " "weak," "lacking specifics" and 1toutdated." They felt it to

be limited to narrow specifics such as Christmas tree cutting, 4-wheel

drive vehicles and snowmobiles. Furthermore, some present policies

relatecj only to certain areas at ce-rtain times, such as regulated

closures during critical periods of fire danger or wildlife activity.

Whtle managers did not object to policy by area, they indicated a

need for a broad comprehensive policy.

The collective response to thenature and extent of present

dispersed recreation policy sa-ggests that a clearer, comprehensive,

well implemented and adequately funded policy is necessary if



managers and their agencies are to successfully manage for

dispersed recreation activities along forest roads.

Occurrence of Dis ersed Recreation Activities

Managers ranked hunting, fishing and wood gathering as the

three major dispersed recreation activities occurring on their areas.

Although camping (outside of official campgrounds) ranked seventh,

this may underestimate the popularity of dispersed camping since it

occurs in conjunction with hunting and fishing. The gathering of

forest products would rank as the most popular dispersed recreation

activity if wood gathering, Christmas tree cutting and picking

berries, flowers, mushrooms and brush were combined.

Data from Table 8 suggest the most popular dispersed recrea-

tion activities are extractive and often short term in nature since

overnight camping is not 2sually associated with wood gathering,

berry picking, or Christmas tree cutting.6 Fishing and hunting aie

often day use activities but can be associated with overnight camping.

Mana:ement Preferences toward Dis.ersed
Recreation Activities

Data from Table 9 indicate managers encourage a variety of

Extractive activities are oriented toward using natural or semi-
primitive environments in searching for and extraction of
indigenous fish and/or game species, edible plants, etc.

30
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Table 8. Occurrence of dispersed recreation activities on managerst

areas.

Activity N
Major or Occasional, rare
important or nonexisting
activity activit

percent
Hunting 478 99 1

Fishing 473 94 6

Wood gathering 473 86 14

Motorcycles on roads 472 78 22

4wheel driving 471 74 26

Picknicking 475 72 28

Camping (not in
campgrounds) 475 70 30

Hiking 470 66 34

Motorcycles on trails 466 62 38

Christmas tree cutting 469 57 43

Picking mushrooms,
berries, flowers
and brush 471 56 44

Snowmobiling 470 52 48

Swimming, water play 466 40 60

Target shooting 473 39 61

Horseback riding 471 36 64

Rock collecting 472 34 66

Motorcy-cles cross country 448 32 68

Birdwatching 466 31 69

Cross country skiing 464 27 73

Socializing 456 26 74

Rafting 462 25 75

Sunbathing 459 25 75

Drinking (as a focal
point of recreation) 460 12 88

Extended living (squatting) 469 9 91



Table 9. Management preferences of dispersed recreation activities.
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N Encourage Tolerate Discourage Prohibit

percent

Hiking 471 89 10 1 0

Fishing 471 84 16 0 0

Birdwatching 469 83 17 0 0

Cross-country skiing 393 80 17 3 0

Picnicking 469 76 21 3 0

Hunting 471 75 23 2 1

Wood gathering 473 73 23 3 1

Picking mushrooms, berries,
flowers, brush 469 62 35 3 0

Horseback riding 470 60 37 3 1

Sunbathing 418 55 40 5 0

Motorcycles on roads 465 54 40 6 0

Swimming, water play 434 52 40 8 0

Rock collecting 471 50 43 7 0

Rafting 388 46 - 40 11 3

Snowmobiling 421 43 43 12 2

Camping (not in campgrounds) 472 35 45 19 1

Socializing 455 35 53 12 1

Christmas tree cutting 465 26 36 27 11

Motorcycles on trails 461 22 38 31 9

4-Wheel drive 462 12 40 45 3

Target shooting 471 10 56 30 4

Motorcycles - cross-country 452 4 9 57 30

Drinking (as a focal point
of recreation 463 1 22 70 7

Extended living (squattin 470 1 2 20 78
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activities. It may be suggested that most of the activities managers

would readily encourage have little site impact. The "tolerate

category selected by a large portion of managers for many activities

is probably a reflection of less critical attitudes toward those specific

activities even though they would not readily encourage them.

The only activities which the overwhelming majority of

managers would discourage or prohibit were cross-country motor-

cycle driving, drinking as a focal point of recreation and extended

living.

Significant differences of management preferences toward

dispersed recreation activities exist among agencies. Managers

with the Forest Service would more readily encourage dispersed

camping than managers in the other public agencies. However, the

"tolerate category regarded by a large portion of the managers

suggests that while managers might not readily encourage dispersed

camping, their attitudes are not necessarily negative toward this

activity (Table 10).

Management opinions about gathering of forest products were

significantly different among managers and their agencies. Eighty-

four percent of managers with the Forest Service would encourage

wood gathering compared to 53% of the managers with the Bureau of

Land Management. Data from Table 11 suggest more flexible

management attitudes toward the gathering of forest products in the

Forest Service than in the other public agencies.



Table 10. Agency management preference toward camping (not in
official campgrounds).

*y = 81.48, 5 df; significant at 0.05 level.

I was interes ted in determining if there is a relationship

between how often an activity occurs and the management preference

toward it. If an activity is popular do managers encourage it or not?

Table 12 shows relationships between occurrence and management

toward selected dispersed recreation activities.

Wood gathering was regarded as a major or important activity

by 86% of the managers while only 14% saw it as an occasional or

rarely occurring activity on their areas. Management views about

whether this activity should be encouraged was positively correlated

with the prevalence of the activity on the area. Similarly, camping

outside of official campgrounds was regarded as a major or important

activity by 70% of the managers. Management views about encourag-

ing dispersed camping were positively correlated with the prevalence

of camping on the area.
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N Encourage Tolerate Dis courage

AU respondents 465 35 45 20

USFS 235 52 40 8

BLM 104 17 56 27

State Board of Forestry 52 19 44 37

Department of Natural
Res ources 75 17 47 36



Table 11. Managers' preferences toward the gathering of forest products.

Wood gathering *

Christmas tree cutting**

Mushroom, berry,
flower and brush
picking ***

aE = encourage; T = tolerate; D = discourage

*
3df

**
X2=0.23, 6df

2X.=45.38, 3df

Each indicated X2 value significant at 0.05 level.

State Board of Department of Natural
Forestry Resources

T E T D N E T D

percent--- percent --- --- percent--- --- percent---

244 84 16 106 53 32 15 53 71 29 0 75 68 29 3

234 38 42 20 97 16 39 45 16 16 68 71 7 25 68

244 74 23 3 105 51 38 11 51 58 2 74 51 3

USFS BLM



Table 12, Management attitude linkages.

Statis tic

Rate of occurrence Management preferenceActivity Major and important
activity Encourage Tolerate Dis courage

percent
72 Wood gathering 86 73 23 4

.42 Motorcycles on roads 78 54 40 6

.27 4-Wheel drive 74 12 40 48

45 Camping (not in camp-
ground) 70 35 45 20

.41 Motorcycles on trails 62 22 38 40

.50 Christmas tree
cutting 57 26 36 38

.50 Snowmobiling 52 43 53 14
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Managers usually qualified their responses however. Content

analysis of open-end responses suggests that while wood gathering

is encouraged by 73% of all managers this is due to the fact that it

aids in the removal of slash (logging debris) and is often encouraged

as a management tool to remove competing hardwoods from conifer

forests, In other areas where wood is scarce or the presence of

slash enhances wildlife habitat, wood gathering would not be

encouraged as readily. Thus, data must be viewed with reservation

since factors such as land capabilities for dispersed recreation

and. other management objectives were not taken into account.

With the exception of motorcycle activity on cross-country

travel, management preferences toward off-road vehicles are

significantly different among agencies-. The majority of managers

(90%) were in agreement that cross-country motorcycle travel should

be discouraged or prohibited. Data from Table 13 suggest that

managers with the Department of Natural Resources would more

readily encourage the use of motorcycles on trails than managers

with the other public agencies. It is important to note that 37% of all

managers agreed to tolerate the use of motorcycles on trails. The

Htoleratett category denotes managers would not do anything at this

time and thus signifies a lassez-faire attitude rather than a negative

one. Managers with the Forest Service more readily encourage the



Table 13. Managers' preferences toward motorized activities.

percent --- ---percent--- --- percent-- --- percent--
Snowmobiling * 225 53 40 7 92 23 47 30 36 33 45 22 62 42 50 8

4-Wheel drive ** 229 14 39 47 104 10 35 55 49 4 33 63 73 21 52 27

Motorcycles on roads *** 233 60 36 4 105 43 47 10 49 49 45 6 74 49 43 8

Motorcycles on trails **** 228 21 36 43 101 21 35 44 47 17 49 34 73 34 40 26

Motorcycles -
cross-country 230 4 9 87 101 2 89 49 2 14 84 72 3 13 84

aE = encourage; T tolerate; D = discourage
*
X=45.88, 6df
x2=2o.71, 6df

USFS BLM

N Ea Ta Da N E T D N E T D N E T D

Each indicated X2 value significant at 0.05 level.

State Board of
Forestry

Department of Natural
Resources

***
x2= 11.08, 3df

2X = 12.86, 6df
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use of snowmobiles than managers with the other agencies.

Generally, managers with the Forest Service are more likely to

encourage off-road vehicle use on their areas than managers with the

BLM and the State Board of Forestry even though these activities

are not generally encouraged by most managers.

The fact that the Forest Service has a.longer history of recrea-

tion management as well as a larger proportion of recreation staff

represented in this survey might partially explain the differences

between the Forest Service responses and those of other agencies.

The Forest Service has been in the forefront of public attention over

the last few years, often in controversial positions. Perhaps this

has influenced their personnel The fact that many people have dis-

covered the use of National Fo-re.st land as a place for recreation may

have influenced managers to modify strict enforcement of regulations

and thereby tolerate rather than actively discourage many dispersed

recreation activities. Variation in the data between the Forest

Service and the other agencies might also be due to the pressure by

local community perspectives which the Forest Service has been

exposed to due to its leadership in recreation management.

For example, if a high percentage of local use rs.have indicated the

need and desire to engage in off-road vehicle activities, managers

might internalize community perspectives and provide this opportunity



to a greater extent thantheir own management preferences might

dictate. This phenomenon of "capture" by community perspectives

has been noted by Kaufman (p. 80).

Managers Reasons for Pro and Con Attitudes
toward Dispersed Recreation

Managers' attitudes as suggested from data in Table 14 are

overwhelmingly in favor of dispersed recreation activities along

forest roads. Ninety-four percent of the managers agreed they would
I'

favor to strongly favor dispersed recreation. Twelve questionnaire

statements were designed to identify reasons for managers' positive

attitudes. Two open-end questions asked managers to identify

benefits and attractions provided by dispersed recreation activities.

Ten questionnaire statements called for responses "I agree, " "I have

no opinion, " or "I disagree" to attitude statements which might

suggest reasons for pro attitudes toward dispersed recreation. A

total of 20 questionnaire statements were designed to identify

reasons for managers' negative attitudes. Nineteen statements were

concerned with the seriousness of problems associated wi,th dis-

persed recreation. One open ended questionnaire statement asked

managers to identify problems associated with dispersed recreation

activities.
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Table 14, Managers' overall attitude toward dispersed recreation.
Strongly
favor

Favor Oppose Str ongly
oppose

All respondents 475 34 60 6

USFS Z41 52 45 3 0

BLM 104 15 79 5 <1

State Board of Forestry 52 21 71 8 0

Department of Natural Resources 75 12 71 17 0



Benefits As sociated with Dispersed Re creation

In response to an open-end questioi 48% of managers indicated

the prime benefit associated with dispersed recreation was user-

related. User benefits included the chance to engage in outdoor

recreation, a high degree of visitor enjoyment, relaxation, privacy,

lack of campground restriction and regulation, and low cost for visi-

tors, Fifty-two percent identified benefits related to resource

management activities including low cost, administration and planning

consistent with multiple use values, and reduction of site damage.

The greatest resource management benefit was reduction of site

damage which was mentioned by 22% of managers. Dispersed activi-

ties spread users over a larger area thereby relieving pressure on

developed sites. Reduction of site damage included reduction in soil

compaction, soil erosion, vegetation damage, water and stream

pollution. There were no significant differences among managers

and their agencies (Table 15).

Managers' Pro Attitudes

Eighty-one percent of managers: regard dispersed recreation as

"real multiple use in action"(Table 16). Attitude statements such as

this may help explain the high degree of positive attitudes expressed by

managers in this study, In response to a similar question posed in an

open-end manner, only 6% of the managers identified multiple-use as

a benefit associated with dispersed recreation. The difference in

response may be due to the nature in which the questions were designed.
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Table 15. Managers' views of benefits associated with dispersed recreation.

Lower
N administrative

cost

Admjjstration and
planning

Consistent with
multiple

use

Reductj of
site damage

percent
All respondents 436 10 10 6 22 48

USFS 233 12 8 5 23 49 3

BLM
:11 10 5 24 47 3

State Board of Forestry 65 8 11 6 19 46 10

Department of Natnj Resrces 65 8 11 6 19 10

Benefits to
Noneusers
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Open-end questions require respondents to provide information while

closed questions require a response- to information already provided.

Open-end questions can be useful indicators of the intensity of mana-

ger& attitudes as well as determining the range of responses elicited

by a given question. Almost one-half (48%) of managers agree that

dispersed recreation provides more benefits than problems to forest

managers. Ten percent had no opinion concerning this statement.

Only 7% of the managers feel that dispersed recreation and timber har-

vest are incompatible, and less than one-quarter (24%) feel that dis-

persed recreation causes serious environmental impacts to land

(Table 16).

Selected attitude statements were compared among managers

and their agencies. Significant differences occurred between mana-

gers with the USFS and the rest of the agencies. Managers with the

USFS and the BLM are more likely to agree that dispersed recreation

should take precedence over developed recreation on public land than

managers with state agencies (Table 1-7).

Managers' reasons which support positive attitudes toward dis-

persed recreation are user and resource oriented, This signifies the

high concern and involvement with public service and interest. Many

managers commented that dispersed recreation activities enabled

more contact between agency and users which resulted in better

public relations for their management programs.

The distribution of people over a large area was mentioned as

being helpful in the reporting of fires and the discovery of other

problems of which managers might not be aware.



Table 16. Managers attitudes toward dispersed recreation.

us e in ac tion

No
N Agree Disagreeopinion

percent
Dispersed recreation alOng forest roads is real multiple-

477 81 15

Dispersed recreation provides more benefits than
problems to forest managers 478 48 10 42

Dispersed recreation activities should take precedence over
developed recreation activities on public lands 475 29 12 59

Restricted energy supplies will stimulate dispersed recreation 478 43 11 46

Dispersed recreation is an outgrowth of restrictions and
regulations elsewhere 478 33 11 56

People who engage in dispersed recreation along forest
roads do so to gain solitude and privacy 479 81 3 16

Dispersed recreation causes serious environmental
impacts to land resources 476 24 5 71

Dispersed recreation along forest roads poses a serious
fire risk 480 52 3 45

Dispersed recreation is not compatible with timber harvest 477 7 2 91

People who camp along forest roads do so mainly
because there is no fee 481 13 5 82



Table 17. Managers' pro attitudes toward dispersed recreation.

Attitude All USFS BLM
State Board of Department of

statement
Forestry Natural Resources

Aa Da N A D N A D N A D N A D

Dispersed recreation
provides more
benefits than prob-
lems to managers *

Dispersed recreation
should take precedence
over developed recrea-
tiononpubliclands**

Dispersed recreation
is real multiple-
use in action

= agree; D = disagree

*2 3df

**X2 = 23.40, 3 df

X=21.43, 6df

Each indicated X2 value significant at 0.05 level.

-percent - percent - -percent - -percent - -percent -

425 53 47 221 67 33 89 46 54 47 38 62 68 29 71

411 33 67 213 43 57 87 28 72 44 21 80 67 15 85

451 85 15 129 90 10 103 75 25 50 90 10 69 77 23



Problems Associated with Dispersed Recreation

Although sentiment expressed by- managers was largely in favor

of dispersed recreation, it is important to identify reasons which

might be attributed to negative attitudes. This would be helpful in

identifying barriers which would interfere with a successful program

and policy for the management of dispersed recreation as well as

identifying priorities for future research. Through content analysis of

an openend question managers identified the following problems asso-

ciated with dispersed recreation: maintenance problems, envi ronmen-

tal damage, fire, conflicts between users, conflicts between resource

management activities, and administrative problems (Table 18).

Maintenance was mentioned by nearly one-third of the managers

and was identified as the largest problem they encountered. Mainten-

ance included the vandalism of logging equipment, locks, gates, and

signs. Road maintenance also was a major concern among managers.

The settling of cost share agreements with private owners as well as

inter-agency budgeting could well be an area of conflict in the future.

Will monies to maintain roads come from the recreation or timber

management budget? This is a question managers may have to resolve.

Environmental damage was mentioned by 27% of managers sur-

veyed. Content analysis of comments revealed that erosion and

damage to trees and sites was considered to be the area o prime

concern for managers. Fifteen percent of managers mentioned fire

protection as a problem associated with dispersed recreation.

Significant differences existed among state and federal managers
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Table 18. Managers' views of problems associated with dispersed recreation.

Agency

* x2 =41.51, 15 df; significant at 0.05 level.

?= 0.05

Conflict between
N resource

activities

Environmental Conflict between
damage users

Maintenance Administration
Fire

protection

percent

All respondents 453 8 27 10 29 11 is

USFS 229 7 34 9 28 11 11

BLM 100 7 26 6 35 17 9

State Board of Forestry 53 8 20 19 24 4 25

Department of Natural Resources 71 10 11 11 30 10 28
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concerning recreation-related fires. About one-quarter of the

managers with state agencies believed fire was a problem related to

dispersed recreation while only one-tenth of the managers with

federal agencies expressed the same opinion. A partial explanation

of this phenomenon may be that state agencies in Oregon and Washing-

ton are responsible for fire protection and prevention on public and

private lands. The State Board of Forestry, for example, spends

39% of their total budget on fire programs.

No significant differences among managers were noted con-

cerning problems of conflict between users and conflicts between

recreation and other resource management activities.

Content analysis of managers' comments indicates the conflicts

mentioned most often occurred between cross-country skiers and

snowmobilers, bikes and hikers, and hikers and horseback

riders. Further research identifying the intensity of conflicts

between users engaging in dispersed recreation activities may prove

necessary in the future.

Seriousness of Problems Associated with
Dispersed Recreation

Reasons for negative attitudes may also be identified by the way

managers perceive the degree of seriousness of problems related to

dispersed recreation. Data from Table 19 indicate managers agree



Table 19. Managers' perception of seriousness of problems related
to dispersed recreation,

N
Serious
problem

Somewhat
of a

problem

percent
Vandalism of equipment 477 52 40 8

Theft of equipment 465 35 50 15

Damage to roads 478 34 46 20

Recreation related fire risk 475 28 57 15

Litter 476 26 67 7

Danger of logging accidents 475 24 60 16

Erosion 474 22 55 23

Site impact 476 19 57 24

Harassment to wildlife 470 15 49 36

Liability to landowner 464 14 46 40

Theft of logs 459 13 33 54

Aesthetic impact of human waste 476 12 53 35

Conflict between recreational
users 474 12 50 38

Unregulated recreation 436 10 50 40

Pollution 472 10 47 43

Water quality control 469 6 41 53

Water pollution due to
human waste 472 6 38 56

Health threat of human waste 474 6 33 61

50

Not a
problem
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that the three most serious problems associated with dispersed

recreation are vandalism of equipment, theft of equipment, and

damage to roads. Managers regarded most problems as "somewhat

serious rather than "serious." This may explain why managers

displayed relatively few negative attitudes toward dispersed recrea-

tion. The problems regarded by managers as serious are similar

to the more traditional problems associated with general outdoor

recreation and not unique to dispersed recreation.

Problems associated with scattered human waste are not

considered serious at this time. But the situation can change rapidly

if officially designated water quality standards are exceeded. The

fact that 56% of all managers regard water pollution due to human

waste and 61% of all managers regard the health threat of human

waste as Hnot a problem" may be attributed to the large number of

self-contained recreational vehjcles which are used by dispersed

recreationists (Hendee, 1974).

Managers among agencies differed significantly in their percep-

tion of the degree of seriousness of envirozmèntal danage (Table 20) and scat-

tered human waste due to dispersed recreation (Table 21). One-half of the

managers with the State Board of Forestry rega.rcLeros ion as a serious

problem while less than one-fifth of the managers in each of the other

agencies regard erosion as a serious problem. Almost two-thirds

(62%) of the managers with the Department of Natural Resources



Table 20. Agency perception of scattered human waste problem associated with dispersed recreation.

All USFS BLM
State Board of Department of

Forestry Natural Resourcesrroblem
N NP

a a
N NP P N NP P N NP P N NP P

percent percent percent percent percent

1'TP = not a problem; P = a problem

*
X2=21.54, 3df

**
x2= 18.39, 3df

X= 10.76, 3df

Each indicated X2 value significant at 0.05 level.

Water pollution* 466 56 44 235 46 54 106 59 41 51 71 29 74 72 28

Health threat ** 467 60 40 236 52 48 106 63 37 51 71 21 74 77 23

Aesthetics *** 470 35 65 237 28 72 106 59 61 52 46 54 75 43 57



Table 21. Agencies' views of environmental damage due to dispersed recreation. Questionnaire item: How serious are the following problems
associated with dispersed recreation.

P1 = not really a problem; P2 = somewhat of a problem; P3 = a serious problem

*
x2 = 35.50, 6 clf

**
X2=22.78, 6df

= 23 .23, 6 4f

Each indicated X2 value significant at 0.05 level.

All USFS BLM
State Board of

Forestry
Department of

Natural ResourcesProblem
P

1
p
2 I::

Pi P2 P3 I P1 P2 P3 N P1 P2 P3 l P1 P2 P3

percent--- - --percent percent--- perCeflt-- percent --

Erosion * 4 24 55 21 235 27 59 14 107 21 54 25 52 10 40 50 74 28 54 18

Site
impact** 470 24 58 18 236 19 60 21 106 20 62 18 53 25 59 17 75 45 43 12

Pollutjon*** 457 43 47 10 235 33 55 12 107 48 41 11 Si 49 43 8 74 62 33
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do not regard general pollution as a problem compared to one-third

of managers with the Forest Service whO do not regard pollution as a

problem.

Seventy-two percent of the managers with the Forest Service

regard aesthetics as a problem compared to 54% of the managers

with the Department of Natural Resources. A partial explanation for

this may be the visual quality management program introduced by the

Forest Service in 1972. Although this program is concerned with

aesthetics associated with timber harvest, it carries the impact of

visual quality in all forms. The success of the Forest Service in

introducing programs which unify and mold managers' perceptions

has been noted by Herbert Kaufman (1967).

Responses to questionnaire statements which identified reasons

for managers' pro and con attitudes reveal that dispersed recreation

provides a mix of benefits to managers, Furthermore, dispersed

recreation seems to provide a wide variety of benefits to users

as well. While managers among agencies did differ in the perception

of problems this might be related to a host of factors including

regional and national land management goals, leadership in

each agency, vertical and horizontal communication, public pressure,

and the physical capacity of each agency's lands. It is beyond the

scope of this research to account for these variables and the



influences they exert on their employees' perceptions. This is an

area in which research might prove to be useful..

Background Characteristics of Managers

Data were collected on a number of background attributes of

managers; age, level and location of education, functional area of

resource management training and experience, job location, as well.

as outdoor recreation and camping preferences. It was proposed

that background attributes might influence management preferences,

perception of the degree of seriousness of problems, and response

to attitude statements.

The majority of statistical tests indicated little or no correl-

tion to support the hypothesis. There was siibstantial conformity

among attitudes regardless of managers' background attributes.

Small variations due to background attributes among personnel. may

suggest a high degree of uniformity to official goals

among the agencies surveyed. The high level of compliance among

personnel within the Forest Service has been cited by Kaufman.

"Field compliance with higher level direction is outstanding in the

Forest Service because of strong organizational commitment of

employees particularly among those with decis ion making authority

(1967, p. xiii). This situation may exist for other agencies as these

7Background data on managers are included in Appendix E.
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data suggest, since 54% of managers surveyed had decision-making

responsibilities.

Where significant differences did occur they were related to

functional position within the organizational structure of the agencies.

It was proposed that different functional areas of resource management

might influence attitudes. Statistical significance appeared when prob-

lems or situations were directly related to their functional positions.

For example, 73% of recreation managers would encourage the use of

motorcycles on roads while only 42% of those managers in timber and

engineering would encourage this activity. Almost one-third (29%) of

recreation managers wocUd encou rage cross - country motor cycle

activity while only 3% of those managers in fire control, would encoir-

age this activity (Table 22). Fire managers may perceive recreation

related fires being caused by motorbikes with faulty spark arrestors

and may account for the differences between fire control and all other

managers' preferences toward this activity. The degree to which fire

managers' perceptions are correct may be a subject for further

research.

One-quarter of the recreation managers surveyed would encour-

age 4-wheel drive activities along forest roads, while only 6% of those

managers in timber and 4% of those managers in wildlife and range

would encourage this activity (Table 23). The use of snowmobiles is

also encouraged by a higher percentage of recreation managers than

by managers in other functional fields of forestry.



Table 22. Management preferences toward motorcycle activities by area of functional
responsibility.

Functional area
On roads*

N Ea

aE = encourage; D = discourage; T = tolerate

= 16.20, 4 df
= 4.49 8 df

17. l7 4 df

Each indicated x2 value significant at 0.05 level.

On trails** Cross country***
N E Ta D N E I)

-- percent-- percent
247 19 38 53 231 12 88

91 9 43 48 88 8 92

47 41 38 21 45 29 71

38 21 37 42 34 3 97

36 17 30 53 36 11 89

29 17 35 48 28 7 93

per cent

All respondents 246 53 47

Timber 92 42 58

Recreation 48 73 27

Fire 38 66 34

Engineering 38 42 58

Wildlife and range 30 50 50



Table 23. Functional management preference toward off-road vehicle use.

aE encourage; T = tolerate; D = discourage

*7
x 21.05, 8 df; significant at 0.05 level.

Functional area 4-Wheel drive* Snowmobiles

N Ea Ta Da N E T D

---percent--- ---percent---
All respondents 244 11 40 49 222 41 45 14

Timber 94 6 39 55 77 35 45 20

Recreation 48 25 48 27 47 53 43 4

Fire 36 11 33 56 34 50 41 9

Engineering 37 8 32 60 35 26 54 20

Wildlife and range 29 4 48 58 24 45 41 4
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Managers' views concerning the degree of seriousness of

problems associated with dispersed recreation also varied by func-

tional position. A higher percentage of managers in timber and

engineering viewed vandalism and theft of equipment as a problem

than did managers in the other functional fields of forestry (Table 24).

Similarly, 80% of managers in wildlife and range indicated that

harassment of wildlife was a problem associated with dispersed

recreation compared to 45% of managers in recreation and 58% of

managers in fire control (Table 25). Seventy-two percent of those

managers in recreation agreed that dt.spersed recreation provided

more benefits than problems to managers compared to 42% of

managers in fire control nd 45% of managers in timber management

(Table 26),

There was little difference between managers' attitudes and

their camping preferences. However,, two instances are reported

when significant differences did occur. Managers were asked to

respond to the following questionnaire item: Dispersed recreation

should take precedence over developed recreation on public lands.

One hundred percent of those managers who camped in highly

developed campgrounds disagreed with this statement, and 78% o

those managers who camped in semi-developed campgrounds

responded in a similar manner, while only 49% of managers who



Table 24. Functional perception of the most serious problems associated with dispersed
recreation.

Functional area

P1 = not a problem P2 = somewhat of a problem

P3 = a serious problem

Vandalism of
equipment*

P4 = a problem

Theft of
ea uirmen t*

= 11.49, 4 df Each indicated x2 value significant at 0.05 level.

= 24.06, 8 df

26. 91 8 df

Fire risk***
N p1 p4 N P p2 p3 P1 P2 P3

percent ---percent--- ---percent---
All respondents 250 48 52 242 14 52 34 249 16 57 27

Timber 94 38 62 93 70 50 43 94 20 54 26

Recreation 48 63 37 47 28 59 13 48 8 81 11

Fire 39 49 51 39 13 49 38 39 8 49 43

Engineering 38 42 58 36 11 42 47 37 11 54 35

Wildlife and range 31 65 35 27 19 63 18 31 32 42 26



Table 25. Functional management perception of harass
ment of wildlife, Questionnaire item: How
serious is harassment of wildlife due to dis
persed recreation?

Functional area N

= 13. 12, 4 df; significant at 0.05 level.

Table 26. Managers pro attitudes toward benefits of
dispersed recreation. Questionnaire item:
Dispersed recreation provides more benefits
than problems to managers.

Not a
.roblem '

10.08, 4 df; significant at 0.05 level.

A
roblem

percent

All respondents 246 36 64
Timber 93 32 68
Recreation 47 55 45
Fire 38 42 58
Engineering 37 30 70
Wildlife and range 31 20 80

Functional area N Agree Disagree

percent'"""

All respondents 223 52 48
Timber 84 45 55
Recreation 46 72 28
Fire 33 42 58
Engineering 35 51 49
Wildlife and range 28 56 44
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engage in dispersed camping disagreed with this statement (Table

27).

In a similar instance, managers who camped in developed or

semi- developed campgrounds indicated that conflicts between users

along forest roads was a greater problem than managers who

engaged in dispersed or backcount.ry and wUderness camping. I is

difficult to interpret the data from Tables 27 and 28 in light of the

fact that there was little correlation among managers' attitudes and

background attributes. In this case it will suffice to report the

findings and state that while managers in general were influenced more

by professional goals and organizational structure within their

agencies, there were instances when managers' persona' attributes,

in this case camping preferences, may have determined their views

concerning dispersed recreation activities.



= 27.22, 4 df; significant at 0.05 level.
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Table 27. Managers1 preferences toward dispersed recreation.
Questionnaire item: Dispersed recreation should take
precedence over developed recreation on public lands.

Camping preferences N Agree Disagree

percent---
All respondents 331 39 61

Non campers 3J 42 58

Camping in developed campgrounds 11 0 100

Camping in semi-developed
campgrounds ioi 22 78

Camping along forest roads
away from official
campgrounds 65 51 49

Backcountry and wilderness
camping 122 48 52



Table 28. Managers' attitudes toward recreation conflicts.
Questionnaire item: How serious are conflicts between
recreational users along forest roads.

Camping preference

Camping in semi-
developed
campgrounds 101 37

Camping along forest
roads away from
official campgrounds 65 43

Backcountry and
wilderness camping 122 39

* = 12. 90, 8 df; significant at 0.05 level.

Not really Somewhat A serious
a ofa problemproblem problem

percent

All respondents 330 40 49 11

Non campers 31 52 39 9

Camping in developed
campgrounds 11 36 37 27

45 18

51

53
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was undertaken to find out managers' eeiings about

the nature and extent of dispersed recreation, problems and benefits

associated with it, and to test the hypothesis that managers' attitudes

may be influenced by background attributes. Responses to the

questionnaire are rather extensive. At this point a ew broad

interpretations regarding the findings of this study are presented.

Dispersed recreation on public lands in the Pacific Northwest

is not generally an exclusive use. Mixes of resource uses typically

occur on the same areas. At this time managers do not perceive

conflict between users tobe serious, and zoning does not

seem imminent in the near future. Managers rated the occurrence

of a wide variety of activities associated with dispersed recreation

from berry picking to motorbike riding. The most popular activities

were hunting, fishing and wood gathering. Managers' encouragement

or lack of discouragement of the many different kinds of dispersed

activities testifies to the multiple-use values inherent in dispersed

recreation activities. For many managers the term 'encourage"

meant that they would provide safe access necessary for many of the

activities rather than provide comfort or convenience for users. The

only instances dispersed recreation activities were discouraged

involved lack of public safety or damage to the environment.
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Many dispersed recreation activities have peak times for use,

such as hunting and fishing. Other activities, such as hiking, can

occur all year long. The demands for dispersed recreation

activities are increasing and are closely linked to one another.

Those who participate in hunting and fishing also participate in

dispersed camping. Reasons for the increase were closely associated

with the boom in outdoor recreation as well as the explosion of

recreational vehicles, sophisticated equipment, public awareness of

the forest as a place for recreation and societal trends of the

"return to nature" and "back to the land" concepts. Managers under-

stand the appeal of dispersed recreation as well as its rapidly

increasing use. They also display a knowledge about social

processes underlying the reasons for use and the diverse values to

which recreationis ts are oriented.

Content analysis of managers' comments indicates that dis-

persed recreation on public lands provides a mix of problems and

benefits. Nonetheless, managers are overwhelming.y in favor of

dispersed recreation on their areas. The most serious problems

stem from vandalism, theft of equipment and daniage to roads.

The most attractive features identified by managers were the varying

degrees of outdoor experiences and skills required to engage in the

many types of dispersed recreation activities. Lack of regulation and

fees were also important user attractions. The most important
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resource attraction was the reduction of damage to the environment

associated with dispersed recreation. This may account for the fact

that managers do not view environmental problems as serious.

Study to deterrni,ne the degree of environmental damage will indicate

whether managers' perceptions are correct.

While most managers believed their agency had a policy regard-

ing dispersed recreation, a significant proportion (11%) were not

sure. This may indicate a lack of communication between managers

and their agencies concerning dispersed recreation activities.

Existing policies were often described as inadequate to meet the

demands of managing the variety of activities associated with dis-

persed recreation. State agencies often have regulations regarding

the management of specific dispersed activities such as wood cutting,

off- road vehicle riding, hunting and fishing. There seems to be a

need for a broad comprehensive policy for the use and management

of dispersed recreation in general.

This study indicates little evidence to support the hypothesis

that managers' attittdes toward dispersed recreation are influenced

by background attributes.

There are Lmportant implications of these findings relating to

the strong commitment that personnel display toward agency and

established job expectations. Due to the high conformity of employees

to professional perspective, change within these agencies may be



dependent upon policy by proclamation rather than communication

between lower and higher echelons. Future conflicts in the case of

dispersed recreation seem unclear. This may be due to the over-

whelmingly positive attitudes displayed by managers in their willing-

ness to provide the full array of benefits to users.

Data from this study may also indicate a new direction and

influence in the public agencies. New forces for dispersing but not

necessarily dis placing traditional conflict between tIcaptureI by

public pressure, and organizational conformity" may have come into

play. The growing demaxds of a diverse public o be involved in

specific decisions has placed local managers into direct political

contact with the public. Furthermore, the increasingly complexity

of public resource agency operations now requires more non-foresters

within their ranks. Aware of the changes upon them, forest managers

may be more sensitive to public demands and have takei a more

diversified vew of equitable natural resource allocation as well as

displaying the talents necessary for meeting the complex challenges

of multiple land use management.
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APPENDIX A

THE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Department of
Forest Management

Ojegon
State.

University

Study of Dispersed Recreation
Along Forest Roads

Dear Forest Manager:

The Oregon State University School of Forestry is studying the views of
forest managers toward dispersed recreation along forest roads. (By
dispersed recreation we mean recreational activities along forest roads
at unofficial, undeveloped sites.)

We are trying to identify inherent people and resource management prob-
lems as well as opportunities associated with dispersed recreation. As
a resource manager we need your input.

Please be frank and candid in your responses. Don't hesitate to add any
comments of your own. All your answers will be held in strict confidence.
The information gained from questionnaires will be aggregated so that in-
dividual responses can not be identified. Enclosed is a self-addressed
envelope for your convenience.

Cynthia M. Moutsinas
Forestry Research Assistant
Oregon State University

Corvalhs, Oregon 97331

No.

December 5,1975

ice t P owning
Asistant Professor\_
Oegon State Universir

Please send me a report of the findings of this study.

NAME:

ADDRESS:
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How important are recreation activities in general on your area?

Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Of slight importance
Not at all important

How important is dispersed recreation compared to other types of
recreation on your area?

The most important compared to other types of
recreation.

About of equal importance compared to other
types of recreation.

Less important compared to other types of recreation.
Not important at all compared to other types of

recreation.

In your opinion, does it appear that overall dispersed recreation
activities along forest roads on your district are:

increasing
remaining the same
decreasing

List the reasons that you feel support your answer to #3.

Does your agency have a policy regarding the management of dispersed
recreation?

Yes
No
Not Sure

If yes, does the policy recognize dispersed recreation as:

an important activity to be facilitated and encouraged
an activity that needs no special attention
an activity to be inhibited and discouraged
an activity to be absolutely prohibited
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If your agency has no policy, do you think one is needed? Yes, No

If yes, what do you think that policy should be?

What kinds of problems are associated with dispersed recreation
activities in your particular area? (Describe any conflicts between
recreation uses as well as impacts on other resources.)

What do you believe are the benefits of dispersed recreation activities
(if any)?

What do you think attracts people to dispersed recreation activities?
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11. Below is a list of dispersed recreational activities (recreational
activities along forest roads at unofficial, undeveloped sites).
Rate the occurrence on your district using the codes:

1 = major activity
2 = a less common but important activity
3 occurs occasionally
4 = rarely or never occurs

Please feel free to expand or comment on your answers.

wood gathering
camping (not in campgrounds)
Socializing
mushroom, berry, flower
& brush picking
drinking as a focal point of
recreation

Christmas tree cutting
cross country skiing
picnicking
swimming, waterplay
horseback riding
extended living (squatti'rrg)
target shooting
hunting

Comments:

fishing
rafting
hiking
bird watching
rock collecting
snowmobiling
sun bathing
4-wheel driving

Motorcycle Riding On:
roads
trails
cross country
other: (specify)
other: (specify)
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12. Choose the action you think should be taken for each of the dispersed
recreational activities in your particular area by using the codes:

Comments:

1 strongly encourage
2 encourage
3 tolerate (would not
4 = discourage
5 = strongly discourage
6 absolutely prohibit
7 not applicable

wood gathering
camping (not in campgrounds)
socializing
mushroom, berry, flower
& brush picking
drinking as a focal point of
recreation
Christmas tree cutting
cross country skiing
picnicking
swimming, waterplay
horseback riding
extended living (squatting)
target shooting
hunting

do anything at this time)

fishing
rafting
hiking
bird watching
rock collecting
snowmobiling
sun bathing
4-wheel driving

Motorcycle Riding On:
roads
trails
cross country
other: (specify)
other: (specify)
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13. How serious are the following problems associated with dispersed
recreation along forest roads?

1 not really a problem
2 somewhat of a problem
3 a serious problem

recreation related fire risk
damage to roads
conflicts between recreational users (hikers vs. trailbikers, etc.)
liability to landowner
danger of accidents with loggingtraffic
vandalism of equipment

environmental damage:
pollution
erosion
site impact
other: (specify)

theft:

equipment
logs
other: (specify)
litter
harassment of wildlife
unregulated and uncontrolled recreation

conflict with other resource management activities:
timber harvest
road building
water quality control
other: (specify)

scattered human waste:
aesthetic impact
health threat
water pollution
other: (specify)

Comments:

other: (specify)
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14. Put the number from the responses below which comes closest to your
view of each of the following statements.

1 = I completely agree with the statement.
2 = I tend to agree with the statement.
3 I have no opinion about this statement.
4 I tend to disagree with this Statement.
5 I completely disagree with this statement.

Dispersed recreation along forest roads is real multiple-use
in action.
Restricted energy supplies will stimulate dispersed recreation.
Dispersed recreation is not compatible with timber harvest.
People who camp along forest roads do so mainly because there
is no fee.
People who engage in dispersed recreation along forest roads
want to avoid other people.
People who engage in dispersed recreation along forest roads
do so to gain solitude and privacy.
Overall, dispersed recreation provides more benefits than
problems to forest managers.
Dispersed recreation along forest roads poses a serious fire
risk.
Dispersed recreation causes serious environmental impacts to
land resources.
Dispersed recreation activities should take precedence over
developed recreation activities on public lands.
Dispersed recreation is an. outgrowth of restrictions and
regulations elsewhere.

15. All in all do you personally favor or oppose dispersed recreation
activities on land administered by your agency?

I strongly favor dispersed recreational activities.
I favor dispersed recreational activities.
I oppose dispersed recreational activities.
I strongly oppose dispersed recreational activities.
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Occupation

Give the job title of your present position.

Indicate the main responsibility of your present position by checking
one of the functional areas of resource management below.

Supervisory - all management functions
Timber management
Recreation
Fire control
Engineering
Wildlife and fisheries
Range management
Watershed management
Other (please specify):

Is your present job a line (decision-making) or staff

(advisory) position?

How many years have you held your present position?

YOUR BACKGROUND

And finally, we have a few questions about your educational and occupational
background as well as your recreation preferences. This information will be
useful to the study in developing a better understanding of managers' views
toward dispersed recreation use.

Education

Check the highest level of school you have completed.

High school graduate
Some college or technical school
College graduate
Post graduate

Where did you get your resource management training?

What was your undergraduate major?

What year did you graduate?

What was your graduate major?
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Which agency are you employed by?

United States Forest Service
Bureau of Land Management
State Board of Forestry - Oregon
Department of Natural Resources - Washington

Tell us where you work by indicating the town, county and State.

Town

County

State

Indicate your present job rating.

CS rating (for federal employees)

Classification specification (for state employees)

Indicate the number of years you have worked in each of the following
different functional areas in resource management.

Functional Area No. of Years

Timber management
Recreation
Fire control
Engineering
Wildlife and fisheries
Range management
Watershed management
Other (please specify):

To which professional societies or natural resource clubs do you belong?

What resource management journals do you regularly read?
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Personal

What is your age?

What type or types of outdoor recreational activities do you personally
participate in? Indicate the number of times you participated in each
activity during the appropriate season.

Activity No. of times during appropriate season

Which of the following types of camping do you personally prefer?

camping in developed, intensively used campgrounds
camping in semi-developed campgrounds
camping along forest roads away from official campgrounds
camping away from roads in backcountry or wilderness
I do not camp

THANK YOU
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APPENDIX B

FUNCTIONAL AREAS OF FORESTRY BY AGENCY
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United States Forest Service

Personnel

Regional Forest Level

Regional Forester
Deputy Regional Forester
Supervisory Foresters and their immediate staff in functional

areas of:
timber management
recreation
fire control
lands and water
wildlife and range
engineering

National Forest Level
Forest Supervisor
Deputy Supervisors
Supervisory Foresters and their immediate staffs of the

functional areas of forestry of:
timber management
recreation
fire control
lands and water
wildlife and range
engineering

District Level
District Ranger
Assistant to District Ranger

timber management
s ilvjcuj.ture
fire control
recreation
engineering

Other specialties will be included when they are present ii the
management unit.
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Bureau of Land Management

Pers onne].

District Level
District Managers
Assistant District Manager
Chief of Resources and immediate staff in functional areas

of forestry of:
Branch of Forestry
Branch of lands and minerals
Branch of range and watershed
Branch of road engineering
B ranch of development and planning

Area Level

Area Managers - boundary and basin resource areas
Assistant to Area Manager
Immediate Staff in functiQna]. areas of forestry of:

Natural resource speciaUst
Range cons ervation
Field forestry

engineering
timber cruising
timber sales
reores tation

Other specialties will be included when they are present i.n the
management unit.

84



Oregon State Board of Forestry

Pers orine].

State Forester
Deputy State Forester
Assistant State Foresters - forest management and forest

protection divisions and immediate staff (Foresters 5) in
functional areas of forestry of:

timber
recreation
fire control
engineeriig
wildlife

Area Level
Area Managers and immediate staff in functional areas of

forestry of;
t irnb e r
recreation
fire control
engineering
wildlife

District Level
District Forester
Assistant District Forester and immediate staff in functional

areas of fore$ try of:
timber
recreation
fire control
engineering
wildlife

Other specialties will be included when they are present in the
management unit.
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Department of Natural Resources

Pers onnel.

Commissioner
Executive Administrator
Chief Deputy Supervisor
Environmental Forester
Resource Pla.nning Coordinator
Forester-Planner

Area Level
Area Manager (Natural Resources Manager II) and immediate

staff in ftnctional areas of forestry of:
timber
recreation
fire control
enginee ring
wildlife

District Level
District Manager (Forester III) and his immediate staff in

functional areas of forestryof:
timber
recreation
fire control
engineering
wildlife

Local Level

Local Managers (Forester II) and his immediate sta.ff in
functional areas of forestry of:

timber
recreation
fire control
engineering
wildlife

Other specialties will be included when they are present in the
management unit.

86



APPENDIX C

FOREST, DISTRICT AND AREA INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE
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Note: Also includes Regional Office staff.

Average of five persons per Forest and Ranger District.
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Forest

USFS Sample

Ranger District

1 Des chutes 1 Crescent
2 Sisters

2 Fremont 3 Bly
4 Lakevi,ew

3 Gifford Pinchot 5 St. Helens
6 Randle

4 Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie 7 Baker
8 Glacier

5 Ochoco 9 Paulina
10 Snow Mountain

6 Okanogan 11 Coneonully
12 Tonasket

7 Olympic 13 Quilcene
14 Shelton

8 Rogue River 15 Ashland
16 Butte Falls

9 Siuslaw 7 Hebo
18 Mapleton

10 Umatilla 19 Heppner
20 Pomeroy

11 Wallowa-Whitman 21 Bearsleds
22 Chesnimus

12 Willamette 23 Sweet Home
24 Lowell



Average of five persons per Distrct and Resource Area.

Note: Also includes Regional Office staff.
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District

BLM Sample

Resource Area

1 Salem 1 T illamook
2 Clacicamas

2 Roseburg 3 North Umpqua
4 South Umpqua

3 Medford 5 Klamath
6 Grants Pass

4 Prineville 7 Central Oregon
8 Des chutes

5 Lakeview 9 High Desert
10 Warner Lake

6 Burns 11 Riley
12 Andrews



State Board of Forestry Sample

Average of five persons per District and Area.

Note: Also includes State Office staff.
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Area District

1 Northwest 1 Forest Grove
2 TiU.amook

2 Eastern 3 East Central
4 West Central

3 Willamette 5 Clackamas-Marion
6 Western Oregon

4 Southern 7 Southwest
8 Coos Management Unit



partment of Natural Resources San

Average of five persons per Area, District and Local Area.

Note: Also includes State Office staff.
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Area District Local area
1 Northeast 1 Highlands 1 Loomis

2 Wauconda

2 North Columbia 3 Kettle Falls
4 Colville

2 Southeast 3 Yakima River 5 Cle Elum
6 Ahtanum

4 Klickitat 7 Glenwood
8 Trout Lake

3 Northwest 5 Rainier 9 Lacey
10 yeJ.mn

6 Mason 11 Carbonado
12 Eatonville

4 South PugetSound 7 Forks 13 Shelton
14 Woodsport

8 Clearwater 15 Gunderson
16 Bogachiel

5 Olympic 9 Lewis 17 Queet
18 Solles

10 Thurs ton 19 Chehalis
20 Winlock



APPENDIX D

LETTERS TO FOREST MANAGERS
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January 15, 1976

Dear Forest Manager,

By now we hope you have received the questionnaire we sent you
regarding dispersed recreation along forest roads.

Since we haven?t received your completed questionnaire, we are
sending this reminder asking that you please return it to us as sooi
as possible.

Your response is needed and we would appreciate hearing from you.

If you have returned the questionnaire, please disregard this notice,
If you have not received a questionnaire or if you have misplaced it,
we will be glad to send you another.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Moutsina.s
Research Assistant
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January 30, 1976

Dear Forest Manager:

This is just a reminder that we haven't received your completed
questionnaire regarding dispersed recreation.

Won't you please take the time to complete it and send it on to us.
Your response s important.

If you have returned the questionnaire, please disregard this
reminder. If you have not received one or have misplaced yours, we
will gladly send you another.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Moutsinas
Research Assistant
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February 21, 1976

Dear Forest Manager

About 6 weeks ago we sent you a questionnaire requesting your
opinions concerning dispersed recreation.,

Since we have not yet received your completed questionnaire, we are
sending you a duplicate in the hope that you will tace the time to fill it
out and send it back to us, A self-addressed enve]ope is enclosed for
your convenience.

Your response is important and necessary for our study. We
appreciate your cooperation in this effort. Please disregard this
letter if you have already responded.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Cynthia M. Moutsinas
Research Assistant
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MANAGERS' BACKGROUND DATA
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a MOther" category included landscape management,
minerals and lands, eec.

N

Supervisory 171 36

Timber management 95 20

Recreation 48 10

Fire control 39 8

Engineering 39 8

W ld]r if e 16 3

Range management 15 3

Watershed management
aOther

6

51

1

11

Total 480 100
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Managers' Area of Specialization

Managers' Level of Education

98

Major
Undergraduate
N

Graduate

N

Forestry 302 72 110 63

Forestengineering 14 4 4 2

Recreation 12 3 9 5

Science-Math 15 4 6 3

Agriculture 49 12 24 14

Engineering 17 < 1 7 4

Business 3 < 1 8 5

Social Science 3 < 1 3 2

Liberal Arts 2 < 1 3 2

Total 417 100 174 100

Level completed N

High school 23 5

Some college or technical school 46 9

College 348 73

Post graduate 62 13

Total 479 100



Location of Managers' Resource Training

99

West of the Cascades (PNW) 117 35

East of the Cascades (PNW) 31 9

California 10 3

Rocky Mountain Region 78 23

North Central 20 6

Lake States 32 19

Southwest 6 2

New England 9 3

Mid Atlantic 26 8

Southeast 7 2

Total 336 100



Geographic Considerations of Managers' Jobs

100

Population of Town

N

up to 5,000 221 48
5,001 to 20, 000 96 21
20,001 to 45, 000 68 15
over 45, 000 75 16

Total 460 100

Population of County

226 49up to 50, 000
50, 001 to 100, 000 90 19
over 100, 000 146 32

Total 462 100

Job Location

East of the Cascades 171 37
West of the Cascades 291 63

Total 462 100



Managers' Background Information
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(Continued on next page)

Age

N

43
193
159

9
41
33
17

21-30 years
31-40
41-50
over 50

Total 477 100

Job Rating

GS (Federal employees)
Entry level (7, 9, 11) 171 51
Mid level (12, 13, 14) 156 46
Top level (15, 16) 9

Total 336 100

Classification s pee ification (state employees)
Entry level (Forester I, II) 56 49
Mid level (Forester III, IV) 54 47
Top 1evl (Forester V, Area

manager, District manager) 4

Total 114 100

Area of responsibility
Line 256 54
Staff 219 46

Total 475 100

Length of time in present position
238 500-3 years

4-10 182 38
11-15 46 10
16-20
over 20

8 2

Total 477 100
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Agency

USFS 244 51
BLM 109 22
State Board of Forestry 54 11
Department of Natural Resources 76 16

Total 483 100



Managers' Outdoor Recreation Preferences
in Ranked Order

Activity Rank
fishing 1

hunting 2
camping 3

hiking 4

gathering forest products 5

skiing 6

picknicking 7

boating 8

pleasure driving 9

cross country skiing 10
backpacking 11

swimming, water play 12

horseback riding 13

motor and trail bike riding 14
snowrnobiling 15
rock hoi.inding 16

bird and wildlife watching 17

target shooting 18
photography 19
ocean play 20
golf 21
bottle, artifact hunting 22
mountain climbing 23
off-road vehicles 24
bicycling 25
tennis 26
jogging 27
cave exploring 28
gold panning 29
baseball 30
flying 31
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Managers' C3mping Preferences
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Camping preference

Non campers 31 9

Camping in developed campgrounds 11 3

Camping in semi-developed
campgrounds 101 31

Camping along forest roads
away from official
campgrounds 65 20

Backcountry and wilderness
camping 122 37

Total 331 100



APPENDIX F

LETTER TO REGIONAL FORESTER
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30 October 1975

Mr. Theodore A. Schlapfer, Regional Forester
United States Forest Service, Region 6
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Schlapfer:

We have recently initiated a long-range study of the problems of
compatibility between recreation and timber production on public and
private forest lands managed for multiple use. The first phase of our
investigation focuses on stiidying the views of public forest managers
toward dispersed recreation. By dispersed recreation we mean
recreation activities along forest roads at unofficial sites. Recent
research indicates it is one of the fastest growing recreation uses on
public forest lands and presumably will be receiving more attention
by forest managers in the future.

The objective of the study is to identify and tabulate managers' views
concerning some of the problems and benefits of dispersed recreation.
This new information will help to appraise inherent people and
resource management problems and hopefully suggest solutions for
those problems. In designing the questionnaire we have been working
with John Hendee's Recreation Research Project in Seattle to coordi-
nate our study with their dispersed recreation research.

To carry out our study we plan to survey by mailed questionnaire
professional foresters with the Forest;. Service, the Bureau of Land
Management, and the State Departments of Forestry in Oregon and
Washington. We need responses from a sample of approximately 200
managers who have decision-making or staff positions in resource
management. Please see the attachment for the Forest Service
personnel we wish to contact.

May we have your permission to contact the Forest Service Region 6
Office of Personnel to obtain the lists of names necessary for our
study? We would also welcome your endorsement in the form of a
cover letter that we could attach to the questionnaire or any other
kind of assistance in the form of alerting people in the field.

We plan to publish an Oregon State University Forest Research
Laboratory report and shorter version of the findings will be
submitted to an appropriate technical journal. Enclosed is a copy of
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the questionnaire for your perusal. This questionnaire is not in final
form but close enough tof you to determine the kinds of information
we need.

We will contact you by phone within a week concerning this matter.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Yours truly,

Cynthia M. Moutsinas,
Research Assistant

Enclosu re

cc: Dean C. Stoltenberg

Dr. Kent Downing
Assistant Professor
Forest Management
Oregon State University
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