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Large-scale ecosystem assessments aim to assist ecosystem management by

synthesizing current scientific knowledge on an area, and by providing a foundation

for policy discussions and decisions on land management. These assessments go

beyond traditional research efforts by moving away from narrow scope, system,

and institutional boundaries, and by attempting to integrate knowledge and

relationships on multiple facets of ecosystems. The human dimension of

ecosystems in particular is a relative newcomer to the planning table. This thesis

reviews the social component of four recent large-scale ecosystem assessments.

Objectives were to develop general guidelines for future social components of

ecosystem assessments, and to review the social context of ecosystem management

in Oregon in order to make recommendations for a social assessment within the

state.

A synthesis of existing assessments found consensus on issues which should be

considered in future social assessments, including the need for (1) open,

collaborative public involvement efforts, (2) adequately framed research questions,

(3) addressing varying temporal, social, and spatial scales, and (4) adequate

resources to complete the assessment. These findings indicate that while specifying

a standard framework or methodology for social assessments is problematic, there



is sufficient consensus on the major lessons learned from previous assessments to

propose guidelines for future efforts.

Findings from Oregon indicate that the state population is growing, increasingly

urbanized, and as a whole is becoming less timber-dependent. However, the forest

industry remains highly important to many communities and any future assessment

must examine the vulnerability of these communities to change. The forest values

that are currently ranked most important by state residents are wildlife habitat and

clean water. Public opinion remains negative towards clear-cutting, and the

perception exists that forests are being over-harvested. A sharp regional difference

exists in the state, particularly between Portland residents and those residing east of

the Cascade Mountains. An Oregon social assessment must recognize these

potential "hotspots" in terms of regional disparity in attitudes, community

dependence on the forest industry, and increasing migration into the state. Using

the guidelines synthesized by this project will help to create a more relevant and

socially acceptable Oregon assessment.
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A REVIEW OF THE SOCIAL COMPONENT OF ECOSYSTEM
ASSESSMENTS WITH RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OREGON

1 INTRODUCTION

This thesis explores the nature of the social component of large-scale ecosystem

assessments and suggests critical issues in Oregon that should be considered as part

of a statewide social assessment of Oregon's forests. Although some experts

predict that large-scale assessment efforts will continue to be performed in the

future (Gordon, 1999; Johnson, 1999), by and large there has been lift le evaluation

of the social assessments after project completion. This thesis examines the lessons

learned from the social component of selected ecosystem assessments, synthesizes

guidelines for future assessments, and makes recommendations for performing a

social assessment within the state of Oregon.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The field of natural resource management has been a beleaguered profession in

recent decades. The years following the Second World War caused massive social

changes that prompted shifts in environmental values, and traditional resource

management policies and processes were no longer meeting the priorities of

society. Policy-makers tended to define these political problems as technical

problems, to be solved by technical solutions. In response, many groups initiated

legal battles to combat the apparent indifference of agencies over shifting public

environmental values. The United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service

(hereafter referred to as the Forest Service) in particular suffered from these legal

skirmishes and attempted to resolve the situation by creating new policies to govern

their land management approaches. Ecosystem management (EM) is the current

Forest Service policy, and is intended to be a holistic approach to the management



of natural resources through the integration of its human, biological and physical

dimensions (Thomas, 1994).

While ecosystem management is the new policy direction for many federal

agencies, there is as yet no one single definition of its principles (Grumbine, 1994).

Grumbine (1994) offers the following definition, after an extensive literature

review of the issue: "Ecosystem management integrates scientific knowledge of

ecological relationships within a complex sociopolitical and values framework

toward the general goal of protecting native ecosystem integrity over the long term"

(Grumbine, 1994). One principle of ecosystem management is that it represents a

transition from focusing on desired outputs to desired conditions. However, there

is often confusion on how to execute ecosystem management on the ground. The

most significant barrier to implementing ecosystem management seems to be an

uncertainty over what it actually is (Schlager and Freimund, 1997). To help

address some of these knowledge gaps, this decade has seen the publication of

several large-scale integrated "ecosystem assessments" to serve as the starting point

for ecosystem management by aggregating information within some defined system

boundaries.

Assessments of forest conditions are not new to this region. They have been in use

in the Pacific Northwest since the early 1960's when the Duerr report investigated

projected declines in timber supply (Johnson, 1997). For many years, statewide

and regional assessments in Oregon continued to concentrate on timber supply

issues alone. Later, assessments began to focus on specific critical issues, such as

the conflict arising from perceived threats to northern spoffed owl habitat. The

Interagency Scientific Committee, chaired by Jack Ward Thomas, used the range of

the northern spotted owl as the planning unit, and thus turned the focus away from

the traditional goal of timber supply sustainability, to that of wildlife habitat

preservation. This drastic departure from the status quo created significant

upheavals in federal forest management (Johnson, 1997).
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More recently, assessments have been large-scale and have aimed beyond the focus

of a single use or species. Examples of these in the Pacific Northwest are the

efforts of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) and the

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP). Some of

these assessments developed in reaction to social conflict, while others were meant

to be proactive attempts to generate an integrated view of the "ecosystem." These

projects examine the relationships between a much broader range of ecosystem

dimensions, incorporating terrestrial, atmospheric, aquatic, economic and social

elements into the study. Their purpose is to document the biophysical and social

trends, conditions, likely effects, and needs of the ecosystems under investigation

(Driver et al., 1996). The intent of ecosystem assessments is to inform decision-

making by delivering the information required in order to productively discuss the

problems identified by the assessment (SAMAB, 1996).

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The challenges inherent in any large-scale scientific study such as an ecosystem

assessment are complicated by the fact that certain aspects of ecosystems have a

longer legacy of scientific investigation than others. For example, understanding

the "human dimensions," or "social aspects" of an ecosystem is in its relative

infancy when compared with timber supply or forest economics. Recent ecosystem

assessments have addressed social dimensions of ecosystem management, but each

took a different approach to the amount and type of social data collected (Endter-

Wada et al., 1998). Furthermore, there has been little comparison among examples

or integration of lessons from previous experiences, as each assessment tends to act

without much reference to what has been learned elsewhere (Herring, 1999). As

social assessments are an emerging form of social inquiry and suffer from a lack of

critical evaluation, an evaluative review will contribute to subsequent efforts. Such

critical reviews are fundamental to the learning process (Clark, Stankey and



Shannon, 1999). Future assessments will thus be more effective if they review the

strengths and weaknesses of past efforts (Swanson and Greene, 1999). As one

author remarked, "sharing experiences with practitioners of other assessments...

offers us an opportunity to learn from each other, and perhaps even steal a few

good ideas to use back home" (Nelson, 1999: 298).

While the best-known ecosystem assessments have been trans-boundary and trans-

institutional, this is not always the case. Recent, well-known ecosystem

assessments have been delimited by biological boundaries, such as a species range

or a drainage area; however, assessments may also be performed within areas

delimited by political boundaries, such as a national forest or within a state. For

example, the Oregon Department of Forestry has published assessments of forests

within the state, with the most recent report in 1988 (Lettman, 1988). Conspicuous

by its absence was the evaluation of any "social" forestry value (excepting

recreation and the economic impacts of recreation). A member of the Oregon

Board of Forestry, which sets policy direction for forestry in Oregon, suggested

that the next report should include an assessment of the social values that are

becoming a higher priority to the state's residents. Thus the purpose of this thesis is

to develop recommendations for future social assessment efforts, which can then be

used as a foundation for performing a social assessment of Oregon's forests.

Project objectives are:

To describe large-scale ecosystem assessments and the social components of

ecosystem assessments.

To describe the social context of ecosystem management in Oregon in terms of

environmental values and demographic patterns.

To develop guidelines for the social component of ecosystem assessments, and

to make recommendations for key issues to consider within an assessment of

Oregon's forests.

4
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These objectives form a two-pronged approach towards creating the foundation of a

social assessment for Oregon, where recommendations are made for both the

process and the content of the assessment.

There is a compelling rationale for this research into social assessments. Many

authors suggest that the number of ecosystem assessments will continue to grow

(Johnson and Herring, 1999; Gordon, 1993). While many of the assessments

performed to date have emerged primarily as tools to address crises, proponents see

in the future a role for assessments to help bridge the gap between policy and

science. If the (currently small) number of assessments continues to grow, then

they should build on what has gone before, rather than reinventing the wheel, or

making the same mistakes over and over again.

There is also a normative argument for investigation of social assessments.

Particularly in the Pacific Northwest, publicly owned land comprises a significant

proportion of total forested land. Natural resource management agencies are

stewards of land that is held in trust for the people of the nation. In this sense,

managers have the obligation to be responsive to social environmental values and

to promote public participation in the management of public lands. In the absence

of this kind of responsiveness and collaboration, the record shows over and over

again that stakeholders are not timid about using the judicial system in order to

have their needs met. Furthermore, the public does possess veto power and the

ability to take matters into their own hands if they do not approve of the way in

which management occurs. Recent ballot initiatives against clear-cutting in this

state are an example of a reaction of the body politic against policies that are

socially unacceptable. And lastly, resource management issues do not occur in a

vacuum but are social constructs. Without an understanding of the values of

natural resources and the social context in which they occur, then both managers

and the public are not looking at the entire picture when trying to understand

resource management. While technical information is necessary, on its own it is



insufficient in creating a complete image of the role of forests in the lives of

humans, and the role of humans in the life of the forest.

6



2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study uses a combination of a case study approach, literature reviews,

secondary data, and the results of a Roundtable Discussion that was convened to

discuss the social component of ecosystem assessments. Each is discussed in more

detail in the following sections. Included in this chapter is a section on the terms

used throughout this thesis.

2.1 CASE STUDIES

In this research, the unit of analysis is the ecosystem assessment. Large-scale

ecosystem assessments are recent efforts that bring together scientists from

multiple disciplines and across agency boundaries, and thus have occurred at

infrequent intervals and are few in number. The number of assessments that can be

used by this research is further reduced by the fact that they are very new means for

providing information for policy-makers and aggregating scientific information.

Thus some assessments cannot be included in this research, as they are currently

underway and have yet to publish their final reports. Four main ecosystem

assessments (Table 2.1) were selected for investigation, based whether the project

addressed social dimensions, the accessibility of the final reports, and the

availability of the scientists involved to meet for a Roundtable Discussion. These

four assessments were explored in a manner similar to a case study approach.

Case study research involves collecting information about a person, social setting,

event or group in order to permit the researcher to effectively understand how the

entity operates or functions (Berg, 1998). A main value in the case study method

lies in its role as a "breeding ground" for insights (Berg, 1998). This made it a

particularly suitable method of inquiry for this situation, where the unit of analysis

is an assessment, few of these assessments exist, and the assessments are an

emerging tool in natural resources and would benefit from an in-depth examination.

7



2.1.1 The Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team

President Clinton's Forest Conference in Portland in 1993 was called in response to

the gridlock that had occurred over the spotted owl dispute in the Pacific

Northwest. A result of this was the formation of a scientific team to address issues

raised at the conference. The Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team

was composed of interdisciplinary scientists and technical experts from a variety of

government agencies and universities. The team was given 3 months to develop a

range of management options for the area in Washington, Oregon, and Northern

California that provides habitat for the northern spotted owl. Within FEMAT were

teams examining terrestrial ecology, aquatic/watershed issues, resource analysis,

economics, social values and spatial analysis. The social assessment team,

constrained by the short time frame, primarily used existing records,

8

By linking these assessments to the demographic and values context of Oregon, the

foundation is laid for providing informed guidance on developing the social

component of an ecosystem assessment for Oregon. These assessments are

discussed below.

Table 2.1. Selected Ecosystem Assessments.

Ecosystem Assessment Acronym Year of
Report

Publication
Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team FEMAT 1993

Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project SNEP 1996
Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Project SAEP 1996

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project

ICBEIVIP 1997



documentation, and secondary data for this assessment. In addition, managers and

agency employees were contacted.

The social assessment portion of FEMAT was founded on certain basic

assumptions. First of all, any solution must account for the human dimension of

the problem. Next, the problem is not restricted to the boundaries of the habitat

range of the spotted owl, but has dimensions that are greater than that time frame

and region. Finally, there would be no solution to such a complex problem, as a

situation which has been building for years will take years to resolve. The

assumption was made that any solution will of necessity be a long-term one.

2.1.2 The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

The ICBEMP was also initiated in response to President Clinton's call for more

ecosystem-based forest management strategies at the 1993 President's Forest

Conference. Teams of federal employees from the United States Forest Service,

The Bureau of Land Management, the Environmental Protection Agency, the

United States Geological Survey and the US Bureau of Mines participated, as did

consultants who assisted on special assignments. The aims were to create a

framework for ecosystem management, and to perform a scientific assessment of

the Interior Columbia Basin. Some 144 million acres of land in Oregon,

Washington, Idaho and Montana were included in the assessment, where aquatic,

economic, social, spatial, terrestrial and landscape ecology elements of the Basin

were examined. In the social assessment, research questions included; settlement

patterns, population trends, regional attitudes, beliefs and values, American Indian

needs and values, natural resource amenities and the role of natural resource

institutions in the area.

9
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The ICBEMP clearly acknowledges the interrelationships between humans and

nature. "Past management has not adequately accounted for the linkages between

people and the environment. . ." There is also agreement that this is a beginning

point for a discussion of social values, rather than the be-all and end-all treatise on

social values in the Basin, supporting the similar findings of the FEMAT.

2.1.3 The Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Project

The Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Project report, published in 1996, was

compared to a "medical checkup" on over 15 million acres in Kentucky, West

Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, Alabama, Georgia and South

Carolina. The project was a collaborative effort between federal and state agencies,

universities, special interest groups and private citizens. Four elements of the

Southern Appalachians comprised the assessment, 1) social/cultural/economics, 2)

terrestrial resources, 3) atmospheric resources, and 4) aquatic resources. This

project was initiated to update the 10-year old forest management plans that were

authorized under the National Forest Management Act.

SAEP does not explicitly indicate the assumptions upon which the assessment was

based. However, it is acknowledged that human influences are closely tied to

ecosystems, and that it is useful to define ecosystems as "including human

settlements and cultures as integral components" (SAMAB, 1996). The

assumption is that ecosystems and humans are inseparable and should be treated as

such in the assessment process.

2.1.4 The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project

The controversy occurring in the Pacific Northwest over forest management in the

early 1990s was a factor in precipitating the Sierra Nevada EcosystemProject.

There was a growing sense in California and Nevada that the SierraNevada was in

danger; that the large majority of the land being held in public ownership was
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insufficient to protect the values and uses desired by residents (Erman, 1999). A

series of meetings and summits began, each sector (industry, science,

environmental groups) holding their own, until the need became apparent for a

comprehensive science assessment for the region. In 1992 Congress requested a

scientific review of the remaining old growth in the national forest of the Sierra

Nevada in California, and for a study of the entire Sierra Nevada ecosystem by an

independent panel of scientists (Erman, 1999). The overall goal of the Sierra

Nevada Ecosystem Project was to provide an accurate, multidimensional ecosystem

assessment so that key structural components and functional processes could be

identified and adequately described to enable the management of these systems at

sustainable levels into the future (Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project [SNEP], 1996).

SNEP was to provide Congress and society with an ecosystem assessment that

determined the linkages and components of the system in order to promote a better

understanding of the consequences of potential policy decisions. SNEP further

provides tools, models and approaches for evaluating the potential outcomes of

future management policies as they evolve (SNEP, 1996).

2.2 LITERATURE SEARCH

A reverse branching literature search was conducted, in addition to keyword

computer database and Internet searches. The fields of natural resource sociology

and ecosystem assessment were explored, as were studies examining attitudes and

values of Oregonians on environmental issues and management. Surveys specific

to Oregon and the Pacific Northwest were targeted to understand trends relevant to

the state, and to identify current environmental issues of concern to state residents.

Ecosystem social assessments being relatively new, a particular emphasis was also

placed on searching out the literature that critiqued and evaluated the social

component of ecosystem assessments.



2.3 SECONDARY DATA COLLECTION

Secondary data collection was used to describe the social context of ecosystem

management in Oregon. Agencies such as the United States Bureau of the Census,

Bureau of Economic Analysis, and the Center for Population Research and Census

provide data on the demographic indicators of population, urbanization, net

migration, natural population increase, income and education. Data from Oregon

Covered Employment and Payroll reports were used to identify changes in

contribution of timber to county economics. Data from federal and state

government were used, including Census data, annual agency reports, and other

literature. This information was compiled and then related to research on social

values in the United States and in Oregon.

2.4 ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION

A major source of information was a Roundtable Discussion held in Portland,

Oregon in June of 1998. A group of social scientists that had been involved in the

social component of ecosystem assessments were invited to share their experiences

and discuss the major lessons they had learned from them. The discussion was

used as a starting point for exploring some of the issues surrounding social

assessments, and was also helpful in revealing insights that were not emergent from

the literature. The meeting helped to create direction for the research process by

identifying some of the key principles of a social assessment. This guided the

review of previous social ecosystem assessments, which was then synthesized into

guidelines and recommendations for Oregon.

It is important to keep in mind that almost all of these members of the Roundtable

Discussion were participants in previous assessments. While this means that they

have experience in this field, it might also mean that they may have a different,

perhaps less objective, perspective about their assessment experiences. Thus

combining their views with the literature will help to provide a broader basis for

12



making the final recommendations than using only the findings from one data

source.

2.5 DEFINITION OF TERMS

The policy of ecosystem management (EM) refers to a paradigm that is meant to be

more holistic in its approach to natural resource management than earlier

management types. Attending to both ecological and social concerns is an oft-

quoted goal; however, what the "social aspects" or "human dimensions" of an

ecosystem actually means are rarely defined. These two terms are used

interchangeably in this work and explored in more detail in subsequent chapters.

The sequence of events leading to the evolution of the policy of ecosystem

management is discussed in the following chapter.

The term "ecosystem assessment" refers to efforts at creating an information base

on multiple dimensions of a specific ecosystem, including physical, biological, and

social aspects. Ecosystem assessments, also referred to as "science-based

assessments" (Gordon, 1993; Johnson, 1997) or "bioregional assessments"

(Johnson et al., 1999), are an attempt to provide a starting point for ecosystem

management of a specific area, given that EM is required to address multiple

dimensions of ecosystems. The FEMAT, the ICBEMP, the SNEP and the SAEP

all addressed social issues, although the means for doing so were not uniform or

consistent from one project to another. These studies of social issues are referred to

throughout this work as the "social component of an ecosystem assessment"

(SCEA). Some references are also made to "social assessments," which here are

used to refer to social assessments that are not made within a larger integrated

assessment. The question of what exactly constitutes the "social component of an

ecosystem assessment" is addressed in following chapters.

13



Sometimes the social component of an ecosystem assessment is confused with a

social impact assessment (SIA). The term social impact assessment is the

procedure required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.

NEPA required that a statement on potential environmental impacts must

accompany development plans proposed for federal lands. Two months after

NEPA was first signed, the BLM applied for a permit to build the Trans-Alaska

pipeline, and submitted an eight page Environmental Impact Statement that was

promptly contested by environmental organizations. By the time the permit was

granted 3 years later, the EIS had grown "from eight pages to eight feet" (Burdge,

1998). However, at that time the EIS was not mandated to address the social

impacts on local communities.

The term "social impact assessment" was first used on the Mackenzie Valley oil

pipeline (located in the Beaufort sea in northern Canada) between 1974 and 1978.

An in-depth SIA was performed which helped to establish this procedure as part of

an overall project appraisal. The effects of influx of thousands of new workers

participating in the pipeline construction on the indigenous people of the area were

investigated (Burdge, 1998). Impacts on the native cultures in the area were

examined, hearings were conducted in the local dialect in native villages, and

funding was allocated to assist the native people in presenting their views on the

project (Burdge, 1998). Since then, the role of social impact assessments has been

institutionalized both within the EIS process and through other such arenas as the

International Association for Impact Assessment and the Impact Assessment

Bulletin. By the 1980's, most agencies had developed regulations for

environmental and social impact assessments, including the World Bank, the

European Economic Community, and most US federal agencies.

The Forest Service conducts EIS's with any major federal proposal, including

projects that are proposed by private businesses on National Forest land (Hoover,

1997). The SIA usually focuses on impacts of the proposed action to the human

14
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environment, such as population, land-use patterns, lifestyles, attitudes, beliefs and

values (Hoover, 1997). Social assessments, on the other hand, are used to provide

information about a broad range of social conditions in an area, not just the

predicted impacts of a particular action (Hoover, 1997). While SIA is used in cases

where there is a specific policy change or structure proposed, social assessments

are used to identify community socio-economic status and trends in the absence of

a major policy change. In other words, a social assessment is not necessarily linked

to specific decisions, but provide data and information for a wide variety of

purposes (Bright et al., 1999). SIAs, on the other hand, are always used to forecast

potential consequences from a proposed action (Hoover, 1997). SIA is designed to

estimate in advance the social consequences that are likely to follow from a specific

policy action, whereas a social assessment is designed to inform policy makers of

the social political, economic and cultural context of decisions prior to the

development of alternatives. In a sense, data from a social assessment establishes a

baseline against which subsequent social impact assessments analyzing specific

policy actions might be judged (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999).

The ICBEMIP makes this distinction between social assessments and social impact

assessments:

Social impact assessments are attempts to predict the effects
of a specific program (such as a Forest or District plan) or a
specific project (such as a dam, campground, or timber
harvest) on people and social systems. These assessments
are typically conducted by first identifying characteristic
baseline social and economic conditions of the area of
influence... Next, these assessments describe trends in these
conditions. The impact assessment then estimates changes in
these conditions or trends that would likely result from either
the proposed action or the set of alternatives being assessed.

Although social assessments collect information similar to
the baseline data needed to conduct impact assessments, they



typically address a broader geographic area and are more in-
depth.
(Quigley and Arbelbide, 1997: 1877)

The ICBEMP thus sees the main difference to be one of scale, both in space and

degree of investigation. An additional difference is integration with other

dimensions which is a keystone of a successful assessment, and which is not

typically a tenet of SIA. For example, Burdge's (1998) comprehensive book on

social impact assessment nowhere addresses issues of integration with the other

components of an EIS. Furthermore, while attitudes are listed as SIA variables,

there is no recommended consideration of cultural and other values. The current

critical challenge to SIA in an environmental situation is the expanded temporal

and spatial scales related to ecosystem management (Krannich, 2000). But perhaps

the most significant difference is that SIA is a statuary obligation that tends to rely

on established, usually quantitative, methodologies, while the social component of

ecosystem assessments is in the early stages of evolution.

16



3 SHIFTING ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES AND
ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENTS

This chapter reviews the shifting social context which created the impetus for

ecosystem management, and the subsequent role of ecosystem assessments in

combining science and policy for this new management paradigm. The first section

of the chapter takes a brief look at the critical social changes occurring in the past

century which helped set the scene for change in natural resource agencies. Among

the changes discussed are the changing priorities of a nation emerging from the

Second World War, the transition of the environmental worldview of a large

portion of Western society away from a "dominance of nature" paradigm, and

subsequent efforts to compel natural resource management agencies to recognize

shifting public values through legislation. The second section examines some of

the purposes and functions of ecosystem assessments, including the role of the

assessment to help address the gap between policy and science, and the result of

assessments as a means to facilitate crisis situations.

3.1 THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

3.1.1 Post-war Prosperity Sets the Scene for Change

The birth of forestry as a profession in North America was led by Gifford Pinchot,

and others whose forest training was largely European-based (Behan, 1966, Jones

et al., 1995). The European ideology of the professional elite was transplanted into

a completely different social setting- that of the developing North American

democracy. During this period "the myth of the omnipotent forester" was born; the

attitude that a professional forester alone knew best how to manage public lands

(Behan, 1966). Foresters at this time were charged with Pinchot's famous mandate

of providing the greatest good for the greatest number in the long run. This was

interpreted to mean regional economic development, resulting in an emphasis on

17
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timber management rather than the conservation of all forest ecosystem values

(Koch and Kennedy, 1991; Lee, 1995). At the turn of the 21st century the values of

forests were mainly set by prices from the economic system (Koch and Kennedy,

1991). They were quantifiable, "objective" expressions of a free enterprise system.

"The market system... sent foresters long distance expressions of forest social

values, rounded off to an accuracy of two decimal points" (Koch and Kennedy,

1991:333). Non-economic forest values were assumed to be addressed if a constant

flow of economic benefits were forthcoming This woridview has been called the

"dominant social paradigm" (DSP) of our society (Harper, 1996)1. The DSP of

industrialized societies has long been characterized by a "human exempt"

philosophy, where humanity is thought to be separate from the environment,

operating under the following assumptions:

Nature for its own sake has little value; the natural environment is a resource

for human use.

Humans may dominate nature though science and technology.

Economic growth is more important than environmental protection.

Any risks inherent in maximizing wealth are justified.

Human inventiveness alone is sufficient to address resource shortages, meaning

there are no real limits to growth.

Individuals can be characterized as profit-maximizers.

There is no active role for citizen participants in government.

The status quo in modern industrialist society is acceptable, including the

current emphases on technology, efficiency, hierarchical systems and the

dominance of large organizations.

(On, 1992; Harper, 1996)

'It should be noted that while this is the dominant paradigm of thought upon which industrialized
societies are based, competing paradigms exist also.



This DSP is found in all industrialized societies regardless of political structure,

and exists also in less developed countries (Harper, 1996). The widely held DSP

meant that the traditional emphasis on commodity-based forest management was

acceptable and proper in the view of the majority of society.

Change began for the Forest Service when the United States, emerging from the

second World War, experienced the creation of a new social context; a public with

the leisure, finances and inclination to enjoy outdoor recreation opportunities

(Behan, 1966; Bengston, 1994). Increased individual wealth freed more people

from concerns of personal subsistence, allowing them to devote more time, energy

and money to social causes, such as civil rights and environmentalism. Prosperity

also created greater amounts of disposable income for people to spend on recreation

and tourism, while automobiles were more accessible to the general public,

increasing their mobility. Increased wealth made it possible for more people to

flood into summer camps and enjoy family vacations in state and federal parks

(Kanagy et al., 1994). The stewardship of forests was no longer concealed from

the public eye.

As the social system became more removed from the natural system in its day-to-

day workings, and interacted with it in a more recreational, less commodity-based

means, new forest values became widely and more democratically distributed. The

social system was expressing other, less quantifiable, forest values than those

which government agencies were used to managing. Attitudes towards forest

management were evolving from a traditional utilitarian orientation to a more

biocentric one, acknowledging that the natural world has intrinsic as well as

instrumental value (Ozanne and Smith, 1995).
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3.1.2 The Dominant Social Paradigm Evolves

Researchers do not consider this shift in social values to be a peak on a trend line

that will again start to move downwards, away from a high priority on non-

commodity values of forests (Dunlap, 1991). Rather it is thought to be a result of a

profound and widespread gradual evolution of the DSP of industrial societies to a

less utilitarian orientation. Kempton et al. (1997) use a schematic diagram to

illustrate their findings from an extensive study of American environmental values

(Figure 3.1). They found that the public holds greater support for the

environmental movement than they had anticipated; except for a few outlier groups

the majority of the public is strongly pro-environmental (Kempton et al., 1997).

The new, emerging worldview now competing with the Dominant Social Paradigm

is known as the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP), and is characterized by the

following principles;

Humans are different from other species due to certain characteristics such as

culture and technology, but are only one of many interconnected species who

are all members of a global ecosystem.

Humans are affected not only by social and cultural factors, but also by cause

and effect relationships in the natural environment.

Human affairs are constrained by very real biological and physical limits to

growth.

Carrying capacities can be extended by human inventiveness but not

indefinitely.

(Harper, 1996)
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Figure 3.1. Schematic summary of paradigms of the general public, two interest
groups, and outlying members of the public (adapted from Kempton et
al., 1997: 201).

3.1.3 Legislative Fixes for Wicked Problems

As more people were enjoying the outdoors, new demands for diverse values and

uses of natural resources were placed on public lands, and environmental values

formerly in the fringe were becoming accepted by mainstream America. This post-

war boom greatly increased the pressure on natural resources; commodity demands

on forests were increasing while the land base remained static. By the late 1960's

the public awareness on pollution, pesticide hazards, and other environmental

problems was widespread. The rapid and increasingly widespread shift in

dominant values in a relatively short period of time occurred too fast for

professional resource management agencies to adapt, and some people (though not

all) began to find traditional forestry practices distasteful (Behan, 1966; Bengston,

1994). At the same time that the public was becoming more aware of (and

concerned about) environmental issues, ecologists were discovering more of them.

The rate of loss of biodiversity and environmental deterioration appeared to be

accelerating, while environmental limits were being reached through population

growth, industrial expansion and resource consumption (Grumbine, 1994). Thus
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the population base was increasing, the resource base was shrinking, and more

demands were being made upon it. Forest management had developed into a

"wicked problem;" a dilemma that is not merely complex but cannot be solved with

technical "fixes" and has a large element of inherent valuation. Wicked problems

have no right or wrong answers, merely more or less useful solutions, and cannot

be solved by science alone (Allen and Gould, 1986).

Traditional planning efforts on a small-scale were insufficient to address these

issues. Planning on a broader scale that would acknowledge the complexity of

natural systems was needed. The ineffectiveness of natural resource management

agencies to respond to shifting public values towards forests generated a period of

intense social conflict, which continues today. The Forest Service has also been

charged with possessing a cultural environment that fails to reward employee

innovation, which may have contributed to the agency's inability to respond to

changing social values (Jones et al., 1995). During the 1960's and 70's many

government acts were initiated to address natural resource management (and

mismanagement), such as the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the

National Forest Management Act of 1976, and the Endangered Species Act of

1979.

The 1980's, however, saw the failure of agency planning efforts to fulfill the

requirements of these acts of legislation (Forest Ecosystem Management

Assessment Team [FEMAT], 1993; Cordell, Helton et al., 1999). The natural

resource agencies were left reeling from the effects in the courts (Bengston, 1994;

Jones et al., 1995). In the Pacific Northwest the crisis came to a head when federal

court Judge Dwyer placed an injunction against timber harvesting in National

Forests, accusing the Forest Service of failing to provide habitat for the spotted owl

(Caldwell et al., 1994). The fact that all timber activities could grind to a halt in a

region whose history was built on its tremendous natural wealth, due to the alleged

needs of a little-known wildlife species, was indeed an indicator of the immense



changes in the kinds of values which were being placed on the enviromnent. See

Figure 3.2 for a timeline showing some of these events.

Figure 3.2. Timeline of events relevant to the evolution of ecosystem
management (Adapted from Caldwell et al., 1994).

1944 Sustained Yield Management Act.
1960 Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act.
1969 National Environmental Policy Act.
1970 First Earth Day is celebrated.

Bolle Report (Bitterroot NF) criticizes USFS management.
1973 Endangered Species Act.
1974 Renewable Resources Planning Act.
1976 National Forest Management Act.
1982 Reagan administration rewrites the NFMA.
1983 Oregon Endangered Species Task Force names spotted owl as an indicator species.
1988 USFS finalizes guidelines for spotted owl.
1989 Seattle Audubon Society sues USFS for failure to provide spotted owl habitat

March: Federal District Judge Dwyer places injunction on 135 timber sales.
October: Congress adds rider to appropriations bill approving timber sale strategies
(1989-90).
October: Jack Ward Thomas made chair of Interagency Scientific Committee to
develop conservation strategy for the spotted owl. Habitat Conservation Areas are
key strategy.
USFS abandons previous spotted owl strategy and declares it will operate in manner
"not inconsistent with" ISC guidelines.

1990 USFS adopts "New Perspectives" (precursor of Ecosystem Management)
1991 Seattle Audubon Society sues USFS again, Judge Dwyer rules against USFS

May: Scientific Panel on Late-Successional Forest Ecosystems (a.k.a. the "Gang of
Four") is formed. Their report to Congress indicates no management alternative
exists which provides both high level of owl habitat protection and high timber
harvest levels.

1992 USFS issues supplemental spotted owl EIS and endorses ISC strategy in response to
Dwyer's 1991 ruling.
July: Dwyer rejects USFS supplemental spotted owl EIS.
USFS creates Scientific Analysis Team to respond.
March: SAT report is released.
USFS adopts Ecosystem Management as policy

1993 Clinton convenes the President's Forest Conference, FEMAT report published.
1996 Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Project published.
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3.1.4 Ecosystem Management Develops to Meet New Management Needs

The Forest Service began the "New Perspectives" program in the early nineties in

an attempt to break free from the traditional methods of forest management that

were the cause of so much controversy. This program began to institutionalize

society's paradigm shift by recognizing that there was a need for a change in

management, and a need for a new way to interpret the mission of the agency

(Gilmore, 1997; Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). The paradigm shift within the

agency was termed the New Resource Management Paradigm (NRMP),

incorporating the principles of the New Environmental Paradigm into its

management philosophy (Brown and Harris, 1992; Shindler and Cramer, 1999).

Table 3.2 contrasts elements of the NRMP with those of the Dominant Resource

Management Paradigm (a term for more traditional, utilitarian approaches to

management).

Table 3.1. Contrasting natural resource management paradigms (adapted from
Brown and Harris, 1992).

24

Dominant Resource Management
Paradigm

New Resource Management
Paradigm

Amenities coincidental to commodity
production

Amenity outputs of primary
importance

Anthropocentric perspective More biocentric perspective
Commodity outputs over environmental
protection

Environmental protection over
commodity outputs

Short-term scale Long-term scale
Intensive management practices Less intensive management

practices
No perceived resource shortages Limits to resource growth
Decision-making by experts Collaborative decision-making
Centralized decision authority Decentralized decision authority
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In spite of the policy shift within the agency, the New Perspectives program has

been accused of mainly reshaping the agency's image, with little emphasis on

integrating social science and knowledge as a part of that program (Cordell, Helton

et al., 1999). Despite this criticism, when a Delphi study was performed asking

Forest Service professionals what should be considered in a definition of New

Perspectives, only two of six response categories focused on ecological

considerations (Clark and Stankey, 1991). Focusing on changing public values and

uses of the forest resource, exploring new decision-making approaches, and re-

examining agency motives were seen as important components of the New

Perspectives philosophy (Clark and Stankey, 1991). Obviously there were those

who agreed that natural resource management needed to manage more than natural

resources.

New Perspectives was replaced by Ecosystem Management as Forest Service

policy in 1992, an approach that has since been embraced by many agencies (Jones

et al., 1995). The first use of the term "ecosystem management" is considered to be

a memo composed by then-Forest Service Chief Dale Roberts in 1992, who wrote

that "by ecosystem management, we mean that an ecological approach will be used

to achieve the multiple-use management of the National Forests and Grasslands. It

means that we must blend the needs of people and environmental values in such a

way that the National Forest and Grasslands represent diverse, healthy, productive

and sustainable ecosystems" (Jones et al., 1995). The current official Forest

Service version of EM closely follows Roberts' memo: "the use of an ecological

approach that blends social, physical, economic, and biological needs and values to

assure healthy, productive ecosystems" (Cordell, Helton et al., 1999).

The concept of ecosystem management has powerful implications for land

management, but sometimes policy direction occurs faster than social institutions

can respond. As we examine the complex problems arising from the

interrelationships between ecosystems and society, there are instances where there
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seem to be no institutional systems to resolve newer problems. Managers have

encountered an "institutional blank;" a social pattern or structure that is not yet

devised, but needs to be in order to achieve changed objectives (Andrews, 1997).

Ecosystem management is a new approach to land management, and one about

which there is much confusion. In order to perform ecosystem management there

has to be a foundation of information at a scale that stretches beyond traditional

planning boundaries. Large-scale regional ecosystem social assessments are meant

to help address this knowledge gap by combining information on many dimensions

of ecosystem management. However, assessments themselves may be

controversial due to their complexity, expense, and difficulty in making the

information relevant to specific forest management practices (Hoover, 1997).

3.2 ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENTS

Defining the term "ecosystem assessment" is almost as challenging as the search

for a working definition of ecosystem management itself. Both terms lack a

definition or agreement on what exactly they are supposed to be. A review of

assessment research illustrates that there are two main functions of an assessment:

to describe conditions, and to search for answers to a specific policy question,

issue, or crisis. Most often an assessment is both of these. The following sections

discuss three functions of ecosystem assessments; to act as an information resource

for science-based policy making; to present information, but not provide solutions;

and to address complex problems that current institutions cannot resolve.

3.2.1 Bridging the Gap between Policy and Science

Gordon (1999) suggests that, "Assessments are... attempts to use science-based

information and techniques to answer or help answer questions formulated by

politicians and other policy makers." He is a strong proponent of assessments as a

legitimate mechanism for constructing science-based forest policy, resulting from

the evolution of what he sees as a gradually more dependent relationship between
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science and government. An assessment is thus a success when people and results

are together able to give science-based answers to carefully defined policy

questions. While there are no statutory requirements for assessments, they

complement the planning mandated under the National Forest Management Act of

1976 (Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999).

While assessments themselves may not be translated directly into policy, they are

an important link in the chain of events that connect science and policy together.

The assessment acts as the initial information resource, which is then followed by

another kind of process for evaluating and choosing alternatives. These processes

may be different for different assessments; for example, federal lands operate

within NEPA requirements that may involve an environmental impact statement,

preparing and evaluating a range of alternatives for decision-makers to examine

(Swanson and Greene, 1999). These authors warn that there is a subtle but critical

distinction between the role of scientists and decision-makers in an assessment; the

scientific information alone does not make the decision, the decision-makers make

the decision. This distinction is discussed below.

3.2.2 Description, not Prescription

Jack Ward Thomas, former Chief of the Forest Service who himself has been

involved in many landmark assessments, suggests that "(Assessments are) a

synthesis of current scientific knowledge including a description of uncertainties

and assumptions. They are not decision documents, they do not provide direct

answers to specific problems, rather they provide the foundation for proposed

changes to existing land management policy, with the necessary information for

policy discussions and decisions." (Thomas, 1999). This means that assessments

are descriptive, not prescriptive; they should avoid selecting a "right" answer to a

problem, or selecting the "right" alternative. For example, the SAEP report

declared that solutions were not presented because prescription is a political

process in which citizens need to be involved (Southern Appalachian Man and the



Biosphere [SAMAB], 1996). They limited themselves to asking the "What is"

questions and leaving the "What should be" questions to the political processes

(Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). While the FEMAT presented management

alternatives, one of those was selected by President Clinton and his staff, not the

FEMAT team.

A Forest Service document on guidelines for social assessments discusses the

distinction between description and prescription, "Social science information is not

decision-making, rather it is input into decision-making. All resource management

decisions are inherently social and fundamentally political, limiting the

appropriateness of turning all issues into technical problems to be solved by a select

few scientists and planners" (Bright et al., 1999:11). This reinforces the

perspective of assessments as a tool to make decisions, rather than being the

decision-making forum itself. This was also realized by the FEMAT; "While

some may have hoped that the scientists on the FEMAT could solve the problems

associated with the management of forests in the Pacific Northwest, this is not the

case... the work of that team of scientists is done and the work of the political

process has just begun" (Shannon and Johnson, 1994). Consequently assessments

are usually meant to be descriptive, not prescriptive, of an ecosystem; prescription

becomes the task of policy-makers and the public.

Recent assessments have declared through their objectives the descriptive function

of the assessment; the SAEP, SNEP and ICBEMP have similar goals in providing

information on relationships found within the ecosystem boundary. The Southern

Appalachian Ecosystem Project attempted to examine "what is known" about the

region's ecosystems and air, water, and land resources. The intent was also to try to

identify potentially serious problems, before they threatened the well being of the

natural resources (SAMAB, 1996). The end product was the information needed to

allow for a productive discussion of the problems. Similarly, the ICBEMP overall

goal was to obtain information on current conditions and trends for the biophysical
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and social systems within the Basin. The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project

investigates past and current trends, and the implications of various policy choices

on ecological sustainability. In summary, an ecosystem assessment is an attempt to

gather relevant information on past, current, and future trends and conditions for an

ecosystem, in order to address specific policy objectives or questions, or to assist

decision-making.

However, the assessment should be more than a detailed list of data collected on

the ecosystem. A fundamental principle of the ecosystem management philosophy

is to the integration of the relationships between its dimensions (Clark, Stankey and

Shannon, 1999). Large-scale assessments can support individual forest plans by

showing how the plans fit into a bigger picture, by providing information not

included in National Forest plans, and examining relationships on a larger scale

(Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). Natural resource management requires getting away

from a species-by-species approach and more tools to help implement strategies

that consider whole ecosystems (Franklin, 1994). Integration between assessment

teams remains a challenge but this will clearly be the major contribution of future

assessments (Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999).

3.2.3 Assessment as Crisis Management

Many of the large-scale assessments have derived from a need to address policy

problems; FEMAT is the most notable example of this circumstance. The failure of

previous policies of the US Forest Service, and failure to comply with legislation

(as found by Judge Dwyer) to protect the habitat of the spotted owl precipitated the

crisis from which the FEMAT was born. The intent of the FEMAT was thus to

determine the possible biophysical, economic and social impacts of management

alternatives within the range of the northern spotted owl, a contentious and

polarized issue plaguing the Northwest for years. "People came together in a very

short span of time to assess a situation that had never been fully assessed since the

beginning of the controversy more than a decade previous" (Williams, 1995). This
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is not to suggest that assessments only occur in the midst of crisis. Rather, the

types of circumstances that justify an ecosystem assessment are frequently those

which precipitate a crisis. Swanson and Greene (1999) suggest that in order for an

assessment to be required and justified, two conditions must be met; 1) a problem

must exist in natural resource management that has not been solved by past

attempts, or not been addressed due to its broad scale and trans-jurisdictional

nature, and 2) a need must exist for policy making, generally because major social

conflict is involved. The presence of these conditions also means there will be

inherent challenges to the assessment process; in order to address wicked problems

the assessments are usually interdisciplinary, inter-institutional, receive high levels

of public and political scrutiny, and must work beyond accustomed spatial and

temporal scales (Swanson and Greene, 1999).

The following section discusses how the human dimensions of natural resource

management has been investigated within ecosystem assessments.

3.3 THE SOCIAL COMPONENT OF ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENTS

The biological and physical sciences were dominant in the early days of ecosystem

management. Social scientists were not a part of initial Forest Service EM efforts,

until through the "self-invited insertion of a handful of (social science)

professionals" the human dimensions were considered, and eventually made

official within the agency through the Human Dimension Task Group (Cordell,

Helton et al., 1999). Now there is greater support for the exploration of the nature

of the "human dimensions" of ecosystems as a component of ecosystem

management. The Forest Service suggests that ecosystem management has two

primary dimensions: the biological/physical dimension, and the human dimension

(Human Dimension Study Group, nd).

Acknowledging that there is indeed a human dimension to ecosystem management

recognizes that "...people are at the center of the debate. The needs of people drive
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the use and misuse of natural resources. Our efforts to understand how people

think about and act on the natural environment have been minimal, and yet most

controversies and shortages ultimately arise from human activity" (Szaro et al.,

1998). The FEMAT (1993) suggested that the values which are of increasing

importance to people are the ones for which our ability to measure are the poorest;

it may also be said that the values of increasing importance to people are the ones

that are hardest to define and recognize At the same time, the issues explored

within the "human dimension" of an ecosystem are more than the social values held

by people for the ecosystem. Social assessments performed within the bounds of

integrated ecosystem assessments assist managers in transcending political

boundaries to provide analyses of "social, cultural and economic forces that are a

part of the ecosystems" (SAMAB, 1996). But what information applies to these

forces? The answers are varied. Currently, methods of collecting such information

vary widely, having no systematic, consistent system for doing so across different

forest regions (Bright et al., 1999). Ecosystem assessments considering social

values have had carte blanche when determining what to study. While the social

components of ecosystem projects such as the ICBEMP, the FEMAT, SNEP and

SAEP all had similar goals, each one took a different approach to the amount and

type of social science data collected. For example, each used a completely

different unit of analysis for describing social conditions in the ecosystem, and the

dependent variables were equally diverse (Endter-Wada et al., 1998). The

limitations of numbers to measure what is important to people, in a society largely

governed by quantifiable sciences, adds to the confusion. These issues will be

addressed in the following section, which presents a brief review of the purposes of

the social components of the case study assessments.

3.3.1 Purpose of the Social Component of Ecosystem Assessments

According to the FEMAT, the purpose of the social assessment was "to provide

policy makers with an understanding of how potential policy options might affect

constituents and stakeholders and an analysis of potential effect on important social
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values and activities" (FEMAT, 1993: VII-4). Here the FEMAT acknowledges that

the social assessment is both descriptive and policy-driven. The authors of the

social assessment indicate that their role is to provide accurate and reliable

information for the policy making process, state the limitations of the data, and

discuss how to improve data (FEMAT, 1993). When the FEMAT received its

assignment, no policy actions existed and team efforts were directed at attempting

to provide those responsible for identifying specific policy actions with a better

understand of the social context within which such actions might be framed (Clark,

Stankey and Shannon, 1999). In the end, they focused on the values and activities

at stake and the distribution of social costs and benefits associated with the options

under analysis. This included both economic and social costs and benefits,

although the economic evaluation of the options was considered separately from

the social evaluation. The objectives were to:

Concentrate on the nature and distribution of the social values and uses found in

the range of the spotted owl;

Describe how these values and uses would be affected by the management

options;

Identify how different groups would be affected by the changes stemming from

the options;

Identify opportunities for dealing with the consequences.

A key declaration given up front by the social team was that the purpose of the

report was to facilitate policy analysis, rather than act as a research project. Report

readers were warned that the team depended on existing knowledge; the authors

were not testing hypotheses but identifying key research questions. Unfortunately,

the many critics of the social assessments condemned the authors for relying on

secondary information, ignoring this caveat.



The Social/Cultural/Economic section of the Southern Appalachian Ecosystem

Project examines the history, communities, timber economy, outdoor recreation

demand and supply, and roadless areas and wilderness within the study area. The

seven main research questions were determined through town hail meetings in the

ecosystem, and through requests for information from the other research teams.

These questions were asked about the human communities in the region, ranging

from changing demographics to the attitudes and values of the residents, to the

local dependence on extractive resources.

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Project clearly sets out the purpose and

scope for their social assessment, including a short description of the difference

between social impact assessment and the social component of an ecosystem

assessment. The objectives of the social assessment were explicitly defined; to

characterize the values, processes, and conditions that are the human components

of ecosystems, and to discuss possible trade-offs resulting from policy. "The

overall goals of the social assessment is to inform decision-makers about the social,

political and cultural context of their decisions and to provide information helpful

in defining and addressing important policy questions and public issues. The two

objectives are: to describe in a variety of ways the people who either live, or have

an interest in the Basin, and to discuss interactions between people and their

environments, particularly the recreation, scenic quality, and cultural and emotional

dimensions, as well as the influence and response of political and institutional

structures to these interactions." (Quigley and Arbelbide, 1997: 1877).

The SNEP's original six tasks, delineated by the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Study

Act of 1992, focused on the health of the ecosystems of the Sierra Nevada and

management strategies designed to protect them. The human dimensions of the

ecosystems were not considered except through the issues of urban and residential

development. A range of desirable disciplines to include in the study was listed;

again, none of these were social sciences excepting forest economics. The SNEP
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Steering Committee further interpreted the Act, and requested of the science team a

two-part study which used available data to provide 1) an inventory of old-growth

and other associated ecosystems of the Sierra Nevada, and 2) an ecosystem study of

the area which included assessments, alternatives and environmental, social and

economic consequences of the recommended strategies (SNEP, 1996). The

Steering Committee also requested that the assessment include a social overview of

historic, current, and projected human influences and anthropogenic effects on the

Sierra Nevada ecosystem. As seen with the other assessments, the assessment

aimed to provide both an inventory of relationships and conditions, and a study of

potential consequences stemming from various alternatives.

To summarize, it can be seen that the main functions of the social component of

ecosystem assessments has been to examine context and consequences. This is not

surprising, considering the goals of an ecosystem assessment are to do the same, as

discussed in the previous chapter. However, as has been discussed in this project,

bringing social scientists into natural resource management planning is not a

practice that has been long established. It is encouraging that the requirements of

the social assessment team are largely a mirror of the larger goal, and not a

diminished form of the project objectives.

3.3.2 Social Assessment Research Issues

As mentioned earlier, while each of these social assessments has had similar goals,

each went about achieving those goals in different manners. A brief description

follows of the issues of history, environmental amenities, demographic changes,

attitudes and values, public participation and affected communities, which are

commonly studied within social assessments. Some of the assessment also

considered other topics, such as the role of the public as agents of policy change,

the role of institutions, or environmental justice. The topics presented here,

however, are those that at least three of the four assessments examined in the

course of their social analysis.



3.3.2.1 Human History of the Ecosystem

All of the four assessments presented earlier included a historical overview of

human settlement in their social reports. As the FEMAT explained, such a review

helps to set the context for "where we are and how did we get here" (FEMAT,

1993). These descriptions show the history of settlement patterns and use of

natural resources in the area, which also helps to portray how the ecology of the

area has been influenced by human use. This historical perspective can also help to

put the evolution of policies in perspective and show how changes have been made

over time.

3.3.2.2 Recreation and other Amenities

The FEMAT performed a region-wide assessment of recreation, scenic, and

subsistence values. The available information on social values was supplied by

BLM and National Forests, although they found that there was a low availability of

this type of data (Clark et al., 1994). The ICBEMP similarly examined recreation

through application of secondary data and the recreation opportunity spectrum

(ROS), as well as exploring the scenery and scenic integrity in the Basin. The latter

component however, was done on a rather large scale of analysis due to time

constraints (McCool and Burchfield, 1999). They found that environmentally-

based amenities contribute greatly to the quality of life of residents, help to attract

in-migration, and provide recreational settings for residents and non-residents.

However, amenities are not well integrated into planning systems (Quigley and

Arbelbide, 1997).

The SAEP examined outdoor recreation demand and supply using ROS analysis,

recreation use patterns, recreation participation data, economic valuation, and

exploring the nature of the relationship between recreation and "sense of place."

Recreation is treated in a separate chapter from the rest of the "social dimensions'

information in the SAEP report. Three main recreation topics are researched: the
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opportunities to meet unique recreation demands; the changing nature of recreation

demand; and recreation supply. Two questions on recreation and sense of place

that were explored were how the changing social context in the Southern

Appalachians might affect future recreation, and how recreation opportunities

affect the lifestyles and local culture. Roadless areas and designated wilderness

were also inventoried; acreage of roadless areas, summaries of research and

conservation efforts, data from annual wilderness reports, examination of policy

direction for roadless areas, census data, and endangered species data are presented.

They concluded that recreation areas are abundant, but road corridors, trail

networks and some scenic access areas are becoming crowded with users.

SNEP performed an in-depth investigation of the nature of recreation pursuits

performed in the Sierra Nevada; 5 key questions were the organizing framework for

this issue. These were: the current levels and types of recreation; the spatial and

temporal distribution of these activities; a profile of recreationists; the agencies

providing the opportunities; and possible future trends.

3.3.2.3 Demographic and Land Use Changes and Trends

This issue was not one that was greatly explored by the FEMAT. The ICBEMP,

SAEP and SNEP, however, all examined population trends, patterns, and growth

rates within their study area, natural increase and net migration, population

lifestyles (based on income and residence), poverty, rural character, land ownership

patterns, and urban sprawl. These are all issues which relate the changing nature of

the populations to resource impacts. Most of the assessments found that there are

danger signals ahead in that population and land conversion is increasing, yet

people are demanding more amenity values.

3.3.2.4 Attitudes, Values and Beliefs

All but the SNEP looked at the range of attitudes, values and beliefs toward natural

resources held by the area residents, and the SNEP did examine this topic through a
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more removed manner, by examining the public as an agent of change in policy

through shifting social values. The ICBEMIP went one step further, in fact, and

attempted to quantify the existence value of the Eastside Basin to the nation as a

whole. The FEMAT used the record of public comments, the submissions made

during the President's Forest Conference, and previous attitude surveys within the

region to assess the range of values held there.

The SAEP suggests that one of the integral elements of ecosystem management is

determining the range of values desired by the public. Their methodology was to

perform a literature review of national environmental concerns in conjunction with

a telephone survey of 6,000 residents of the Southern Appalachians (SAMAB,

1996). On the whole, they found that residents of the Southern Appalachians have

positive attitudes and values toward the natural resources of the region, but lack

objective knowledge of the issues. The ICBEMP also performed an attitude survey

on four populations with an interest in the Basin: those residing in the Basin itself;

those living in the Columbia River Basin but west of the Cascades mountains; the

national public, and ICBIEMP project participants. In addition to this means of

gathering data, less formal means of data collection were utilized, such as the issues

identified during project scoping, position statements presented by various

stakeholder groups, and editorials and other forms of media.

3.3.2.5 Needs and Values ofAmerican Indians

All of the assessments examined this topic in some way. The FEMAT social

assessment team investigated what the different management options would have

for Native American people. Treaty law gives status as "prior and continuing

sovereigns" to those tribes, meaning that they must be consulted as legally

constituted sovereign governments (FEMAT, 1993). The team reviewed the

effects of management options on local area tribes, although there was no

interaction with actual tribal representatives. The team recommended that



interagency consultation and collaboration be initiated with tribes on programs

sensitive to, and respective of, Native American spiritual beliefs (FEMAT, 1993).

Secondary and historical data was used by the ICBEMP to determine the needs and

concerns of American Indians, in a slightly different manner than the FEMAT.

Whereas FEMAT examines the effects that different management options would

create, the other 3 assessments are inventories of the areas and the relationships

between different aspects of the ecosystem. The ICBEMP begins its social

assessment by considering the historical roots of the area, starting with its Native

American settlement. Further in the report is a more detailed discussion on the

relationships that the American Indians in the Basin have with the natural

environment, and with agencies operating within the Basin. These relationships are

identified as being important because; 1) Forest Service and BLM actions affect

resources and areas of concern to American Indians, and 2) The federal government

has certain trust responsibilities and obligations to tribes based on various legal

agreements, including treaties, and these have implications for ecosystem

management (Quigley and Arbelbide, 1997).

SNEP does not make an assessment of Native Americans as the ICBEP does, but

uses a case study format to investigate the management of an area overseen by four

institutions. One of these is Tule River Indian Reservation. The case study

examines how the mandate and historical development of each institution affects its

management of the land base.

3.3.2.6 Public Participation in the Assessment Process

Except for the FEMAT, the four main ecosystem assessments considered here had

commitments to maintaining an open process; and as mentioned earlier, the

FEMAT was highly constrained by time for such activities and this lack was

acknowledged by the assessment team. In lieu of this activity, the FEMAT social

assessment team performed an analysis of public comments that had been lodged
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with the Forest Service and BLM over the previous decade. They concluded in the

end that for ecosystem management to be successful there must be collaboration by

all people across all forests. This would also require fundamental changes in

federal land management planning processes to provide the leadership for this

effective collaboration (FEMAT, 1993).

The ICBEMP had a goal of maintaining an open process throughout the assessment

and concomitant lETS; however at times there were conflicting views on what

exactly this was meant to achieve (McCool and Burchfield, 1999). As with the

FEMAT, they concluded that a more collaborative approach to planning might be

more suitable for EM planning than other public participation techniques.

However, the use of public participation in the assessment process was adaptive to

the changing needs of the project, and the changing ability of the team members to

recognize the value in this process. Initially, the public meetings were used to

accumulate more social data, but eventually evolved into a more collaborative

process.

For the SAEP, public participation was "an important part of the assessment... one

of the first actions of the assessment was to conduct a series of town hall meetings

at which the public gave suggestions on the major themes and questions to be

addressed" (SAEP, 1996). Thus public participation was used as a means for

framing the research questions which were later pursued by the team.

SNIEP organized an involved series of public participation efforts. Three types of

groups were targeted: key contacts, collaborative place-based groups (i.e. a variety

of place-based stakeholder groups), and the general public. Methods of public

participation included a newsletter, an open letter to the public, a series of meetings

and workshops, and selected contacts who participated in a focused review of the

assessment reports. The team found that while initially most scientists were



skeptical of the value of public participation by the end of the process most were

positive about exchanges with the public.

3.3.2.7 Community Resiliency and Dependence

The ability of communities to adapt to changes has been a concern for policy-

makers, particularly in terms of recognizing smaller, rural, resource-dependent

communities that may be particularly vulnerable to changes in natural resource

policies. The FIEMAT performed an assessment of rural communities through a

survey of county extension agents, asking questions on community adaptability to

change. Workshops with government employees also examined community

adaptability. The ICBEMP examined conditions in rural communities in the Basin

by looking at transfer payments and community resiliency indices, such as

population, economic diversity, civic infrastructure, amenities and location.

The SAEP asked as one of its major research questions in the social assessment,

"How does natural resource management impact local communities in terms of

their economic and social status, particularly if they are located near major tracts of

land?" In order to answer this question, characteristics of counties were examined

such as dependence on natural resources, social diversity of communities near

public lands, and differences between rural and urban counties.

SNEP examined communities with regards to what was termed community

capacity, incorporating a new approach to the study by rejecting a county-level unit

of analysis, which they suggest is not a significant unit with which people identify.

Community capacity is defined as the collective ability of community residents to

respond to both internal and external stresses and take advantage of opportunities in

order to meet the needs of residents.
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The following two chapters explore the social context of natural resource

management in Oregon, preparatory towards identifying key issues and guidelines

for a social assessment for the state of Oregon.



4 ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES AND ATTITUDES
RELEVANT TO OREGON

The second objective of this project is to "describe the social context of ecosystem

management in Oregon in terms of environmental values and demographic

patterns," in order to identify critical issues to be considered within an Oregon

social assessment. This chapter addresses the first part of that objective and is

organized into two sections. The first presents findings from the literature on

environmental attitudes as they are associated with basic demographic

characteristics and personal attributes such as gender, age, place of residence,

timber dependence, social class, membership in environmental organizations, and

political ideology. The second section of this chapter explores the findings from a

literature review of Oregon-specific studies on environmental values and attitudes

towards forest management.

When discussing "environmentalism," three terms tend to be used; attitudes, values

and beliefs. In general, values inform attitudes, which then generate behaviors.

Most of the Oregon-relevant literature examines values and attitudes. In short,

values have been said to be an enduring conception of the preferable, which

influence choice and action (Brown, 1984). Attitudes are measures of how people

feel about issues, or an orientation toward objects or situations (Manning et al.,

1999).

4.1 FINDINGS FROM THE LITERATURE ON ASSOCIATIONS
BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES

Earlier chapters have demonstrated that environmentalism in industrial societies

has become mainstream. The majority of Western society is more likely to be pro-

environmental when compared with the public of only a few decades ago

(Kempton et al., 1995). However, this support for environmentalism remains a
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continuum. While society as a whole may be more supportive of

environmentalism, many quantitative studies examine how attitudes about

environmentalism may be correlated with their demographic characteristics.

Often demographics can be significant explanatory variables of environmental

attitudes, yet only explain a low amount of total variation (Lowe and Pinhey, 1982;

Mohai, 1992). In addition, some studies may find that a particular variable is a

highly significant predictor, whereas other studies may find the same variable to

have very weak explanatory power, or even none at all. Thus while demographic

data can be significant, clearly there are other factors at work influencing value

systems and environmental attitudes. For example, those who generally hold pro-

environmental views may oppose measures that benefit the environment but restrict

their own choices (Brunson and Steel, 1997). Obviously caution must be used

when attempting to predict environmental concern from demographic variables.

With this acknowledgement, however, an awareness of the kinds of attitudes that

are held by certain demographic subgroups may still be useful for understanding

the relationships existing between people and forests. While the public as a whole

is becoming more pro-environmental, certain demographic sub-groups may hold

stronger environmental views than others. The variables of gender, place of

residence, income, education, membership in environmental organizations, age,

political ideology, and extractive-resource dependence are discussed below in terms

of their association with environmentalism.

4.1.1 Gender

Gender is often thought to be a significant variable that might be correlated with

environmental concern, although few empirical studies specifically examining this

issue exist. One extensive literature review found that to date, empirical research

of the effect of gender as an independent variable on general environmental
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concern is inconclusive (Aldred Cheek, 1997). Perhaps a better statement would be

that while studies usually do find gender to be significant, the practical significance

of this difference is slight. In addition, authors often state that while gender was

significant they were unable to find evidence to support a specific hypothesis;

therefore the underlying reasons for the gender effect are unknown.

A prominent hypothesis for the gender difference is sex role socialization,

suggesting that women are more socialized than men to be the nurturers and

caregivers in society. This can result in two effects; that women tend to also feel

more nurturing towards the natural environment for its own sake; or that women

are more likely to seek environmental protection due to its benefits for human

health. Conversely, males are socialized to be providers and to interact in

economic markets, thus placing a higher priority on development and economic

growth, which often occurs at the risk of the environment (Mohai, 1992; Steger and

Witt, 1989). Political sex role socialization also reduces the probability that

women are environmental activists (Mohai, 1992; Steger and Witt, 1989). This

causes women to be less politically active then men in general, again due to sex

role socialization, and thus their participation as environmental activists is reduced.

Two further possible explanations of reduced activism by women are due to

situational constraints: women may be more affected by family and home

responsibilities than men, which reduces the amount of time to participate in other

activities. Structural constraints also may exist, where gender differences in

political participation are a function of socioeconomic characteristics, such as

income and education (Mohai, 1992).

Regarding environmental knowledge, Mohai (1992) found from the literature that

while women are significantly more concerned than men on local environmental

issues, studies examining general environmental concern show a "statistically

significant but modest" gender effect. In addition, women are thought to have a

lesser amount of knowledge on environmental issues than men, while the amount
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of concern is the reverse (Steger and Witt, 1989). For example, a study by Reading

et al. (1994) of attitudes and knowledge in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem

found that males scored significantly higher than females on their knowledge scale.

At least two studies have focused exclusively on the issue of gender and

environmental concern. Mohai (1992) using national survey data examining

general environmental concerns (as opposed to local concerns), found that women

were more concerned than men about the environment, although the degree of the

difference was modest. This was independent of the occupational status of women,

thought to be a possible indicator of the "women as nurturer" theory. Contrary to

expectations, female homemakers scored lower than full-time employed females

for all 3 concern indicators. Steger and Witt (1989) examined gender differences

on attitudes to acid rain in eastern Canada and the USA. They found that women

tend to hold beliefs that are more nurturing and protective of the environment than

do men, and theorize that the socialization of women "produces attitudes and

beliefs that are easily aligned with those expressed by environmentalists."

Mohai (1992) found that the ratio of male to female environmental activists is 2 to

1, and 3 to 2 for environmental contactors (those who write a letter to

organizations, etc.). These differences exist after controlling for socioeconomic

characteristics, and for variables thought to account for the low participation of

women in politics in general. Thus the author finds no explanation for the gap

between high environmental concern and low activity for women, although he

suggests that additional constraints on women in general may account for their

decreased role in environmental activism (for example, full-time employed women

may still be responsible for the majority of duties within the home). Therefore

neither the structural nor situational constraints seem to fully account for gender

differences. On the other hand, Steger and Witt (1989) find that women who are

active in the environmental movement tend to participate in a wider range of

political activities meant to influence policy; females who are involved in
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environmental organizations are the strongest environmentalists of all. This study

found that women in both countries were more protective than men of the

environment, were greater supporters of the New Environmental Paradigm, and

were more likely to back a moratorium on acid rain-causing activities (Steger and

Witt, 1989). Gender, activism and country interact so that the strongest

environmentalists were Canadian activist women.

Unlike these two studies above which examined only the issue of gender, studies

that examine several demographic variables may find that gender is a weak or

nonexistent explanatory variable. Jones and Dunlap (1992) found that gender was

an inconsistent and not very significant predictor of environmental concern (where

environmental concern was measured by support for government spending on

environmental issues). Two studies examining effects of rural-urban residence on

orientations toward forest management (Brunson et al., 1997), and environmental

attitudes (McBeth and Foster, 1994) found gender was not significant, and only

weakly significant, respectively. However, many other studies that examine effects

of demographic variables on environmental concern do find that gender is

significant (Hansis, 1995; Reading et al., 1994; Shindler et al., 1993; Steel et al.,

1994; Steel et al., 1998). Findings include that: the value orientations of women

are significantly more biocentric than men (Steel et a!, 1994); males are more

utilitarian than women (Reading et al., 1994); and that more females than males

support banning clearcutting on federal forests in the Pacific Northwest (Hansis,

1995). Obviously, relative proportions of males and females in the population tend

not to vary widely.

In conclusion, it may be summarized that gender is often, but not always, a

significant variable predicting environmental concern. Where local issues are

investigated as opposed to some general measure of concern, women do appear to

be more concerned than men (Hansis, 1995; Reading et a!, 1994, etc.). However,

there are also the counter-intuitive findings that though women may have higher



levels of concern, they have lower levels of activism and knowledge about the

environment.

4.1.2 Age

Many studies find that increasing age is associated with decreasing support for the

environmental movement (Brunson et al., 1997; Jones and Dunlap, 1992; Lowe and

Pinhey, 1982; Ozanne and Smith, 1995; Steel et al., 1994; Steel et al., 1998). Age

could be significant for more than one reason. First of all, it could simply be due to

a life-cycle effect where concern declines with age. There may also be a cohort

effect; as more of society embraces the NIEP, younger cohorts are more exposed to

this paradigm, making them more environmentally aware by comparison with older

cohorts (Kanagy et al., 1994). Lastly, there may be very specific period effects,

such as environmentally disastrous events (i.e. the Chernobyl disaster, and the

widespread awareness of ozone depletion) that influence whole cohorts. Period

effects can be very strong; a "surge" in support for environmental spending in the

1980's was found to be largely due to period effects (Kanagy et al., 1994). When

controlling for period effects, cohort replacement was found to also contribute to

this "surge" as well. The findings overall, then, suggest that younger respondents

are not more pro-environmental due to a life-cycle effect, but that younger cohorts

are different from older ones due to socialization in a different time, and are

affected differently by significant events (Kanagy et al., 1994).

4.1.3 Residence and Timber Dependence

A common assumption is that residence is a strong predictor of environmental

concern; urban dwellers are thought to be more strongly environmentalist than rural

residents. On the whole, most studies examining this variable find residence to

have a statistically significant effect on environmentalism. As with gender, there

are many hypotheses as to why this relationship may exist. The environmental

deprivation theory indicates that those who are more exposed to environmental
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pollutants (urban dwellers who are, for example, exposed to higher levels of

automobile and industrial emissions) will place a higher priority upon

environmental protection. This is thought to be related to size of place of

socialization (measured by residence at age 16). The rural-urban dichotomy has

also been explained by rural dwellers being more socialized to have utilitarian

attitudes towards the natural environment, as dependence upon resource extractive

industries tends to occur in rural areas. Other possible confounding factors are

education and income, which tend to be greater in urban areas, and which are also

associated with greater levels of environmental concern.

Most general studies of environmental concern that examine several demographic

variables test the effect of residence and find it significant (Brunson et al., 1997;

Jones and Dunlap, 1992; Steel et al., 1994). For example, respondents in the

Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem area who were from small towns were more

utilitarian than people from more populated areas, and also scored higher on the

knowledge scale (Reading et al., 1994). One in-depth examination of the

relationship between residence and environmental support (Lowe and Pinhey,

1982) tested many hypotheses associated with four major theories of causation for

the rural-urban split (some of which were mentioned above). It was determined

that urban people do in fact have higher levels of environmental concern than those

living in rural areas, although no theory could be strongly associated with this

relationship. The environmental deprivation theory, the rural socialization theory,

the possibility that small communities would favor growth at the risk of

environmental damage, and the importance of socialization in metropolitan areas

were all either dismissed or received only weak support. The authors concluded

that none of these theories were adequate explanations of rural-urban differences in

support for environmental protection (Lowe and Pinhey, 1982). The most

significant finding was that place of socialization was more significant than place

of current residence, even when controlling for other factors. Brunson and others

(1997) found that support for less utilitarian management policies cut across the



rural-urban dichotomy and was more strongly associated with timber dependence

when controlling for residence.

McBeth and Foster (1994) tested the conception that where environmental attitudes

are expressed in rural areas, it is due to the presence of wealthy urbanites who have

moved to rural areas. This idea was not empirically proven; while wealthy

newcomers did express the strongest pro-environmental sentiments, the perceived

dichotomy of elite newcomers versus anti-environmental natives was not found to

exist. People in rural areas instead expressed their environmentalism in their own

ways and through their own culture (McBeth and Foster, 1994).

In summary, it appears that the assumptions commonly made on the urban/rural

split on environmental attitudes, and the timber dependent/non-timber-dependent

split, are oversimplifications of the story. Residence and timber-dependence are

interrelated issues, and to make associations on environmental attitudes based on

one, without consideration for the other, is not providing a full story of the

situation.

4.1.4 Social Class

Both income and education are often assumed to be positively related to levels of

environmental support. Education is thought to be an influence upon

environmental concern, as environmental issues can be highly complex and can be

better understood by the better educated (Steel et al., 1994). Income could be

significant as those with higher incomes need to devote a lesser proportion of their

finances to basic needs and may have greater willingness-to-pay for environmental

issues. However, that these relationships actually exist is yet unclear. The

literature reports inconclusive evidence that these variables are in fact positively

correlated with environmental concern; "education appears to have a moderate,

positive association with environmental concern, while income and occupation do
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not seem to be related to environmental concern.., at best, there have been mixed

results" (Aidred Cheek, 1997). In fact, Aidred Cheek observes that some authors

report that those with higher incomes were more utilitarian in their attitudes (i.e.

Reading et al., 1994). While it has been found that, "as real income increases, the

public's willingness to support increased spending on environmental protection

also increases" (Elliott et al., 1995), other authors find no correlation at all with

income (for example, Jones and Dunlap, 1992).

Again, there is some support that education is positively correlated with levels of

environmental concern and support for environmental spending, but not all findings

consistently support this. For example, Steel et al. (1994) found that this

relationship held only for their Oregon sample, but not for the nation. Clearly the

role of these variables should be viewed with caution in the absence of definitive

answers as to the nature of their relationship with environmentalism.

4.1.5 Environmental Organization Membership

It seems obvious that those individuals who are members of an environmental

group would be more concerned about the environment than those who are not.

Certainly several empirical studies have found this to be true (Brunson et al., 1997;

Reading et al., 1994; Steel et al., 1994; Steel et al., 1998). For example, in the

Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, environmental organization members were more

inclined to support greater restrictions on development and natural resource

exploitative policies, and preferred increased protection for wildlife and protected

areas (Reading et al., 1994). In samples of both Oregon and national publics,

environmental group membership had a significant impact on whether a respondent

ranks higher on a biocentric scale (Steel et al., 1994). However, there are many

statements upon which samples of sawmill workers and Earth First! members2

2Eah First! has no formal membership, only those who subscribe to its beliefs.
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agreed: for example, that there is a need to protect the environment because humans

depend upon it for survival; nature has value for its own sake; and that it is

desirable to reduce consumption (Kempton et al., 1997: 203). Thus while

environmental membership can be a significant variable affecting values, this does

not necessarily imply that members' values will always differ from other, highly

disparate, interest groups. It seems more likely that the difference will tend to be

regarding the degree of environmental concern between groups, and not the

direction.

4.1.6 Political Ideology

There appears to be evidence that those who are politically liberal are moderately

more concerned about the environment than those who are not; there is less

evidence that there is some relationship between political party and environmental

concern (Aidred Cheek, 1997). Steel et al. (1994) tested liberalism as an

explanatory variable on biocentrism, declaring that "value orientations are

conceivably influenced by, or are a component of, general political and social

values.., the liberal/left perspective has been identified with support for natural

resource protection." They found that liberalism, as self-professed by respondents,

was the strongest variable in predicting a biocentric orientation towards forests of

any variable they examined. Hansis (1995) found a strong relationship between

opposition to clearcutting on federal forests and political ideology; the more liberal

the person the greater the disagreement with clearcutting. Other studies examining

this variable tend to find it significant (Brunson et al., 1997; Ozanne and Smith,

1995; Steel et al., 1998), although in-depth studies of this variable are rare.

Overall, it be said that these demographic characteristics discussed above have the

potential to act as predictors of environmental support or concern, but should be

used with caution. Certainly some of the characteristics, such as political ideology
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and environmental organization membership, are consistently found significant in

many studies. Others associations, such as gender and environmental concern,

remain inconclusive. And the characteristics of age, social class, and

residence/timber-dependence appear to be highly correlated with other factors, or

are affected by other confounding variables. The following section investigates the

research that has been done on these characteristics, in the context of Oregon and

the Pacific Northwest.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES IN OREGON

In this section, findings for specific environmental values and beliefs for the state

of Oregon are presented. These include personal individual values held by

Oregonians; those values which are considered important for the community;

attitudes towards forest management practices; and demographic associations

which were found specific to Oregon.

4.2.1 Personal Values

The Oregon Values and Beliefs survey (Oregon Business Council, 1993) explored

the core beliefs of Oregonians in order to better inform policy debate. This study

used personal interviews with Oregon residents from all counties (which were later

aggregated into four regions; Metro, East, Southern and West). Two interview

techniques were employed; conventional open-ended questioning, and scaled

comparison, which forced interviewees to choose between two opposite values.

Commitment to family was the highest ranked personal value, with "concern for

the environment" ranked third. However, this third place ranking for

environmental concern does not reveal the regional variation. A high ranking in

the Metro region (Portland area) accounted for the high ranking overall, although

this value was as low as eighth place in eastern counties.
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Perhaps the most important indication of the role of the natural environment to the

well-being of the state's residents was revealed when respondents were asked what

they personally value most about living in Oregon (Table 4.1). Of greatest value

were the state's natural beauty and recreation opportunities. These had a 36%

response rate, 15% higher than the next-ranked value (sense of community).

"Environmental quality" was third at 14%. The majority of respondents suggested

that the best way to encourage businesses to move to the state was by maintaining

an attractive and high-quality environment (75%), as opposed to relaxing

environmental regulations. Clearly, the environment is a highly valued aspect of

life in Oregon, and people wish to see that value protected. In view of the changing

state demographics, it is hardly surprising that overpopulation is the greatest fear

held by Oregon residents, as is the fear of "becoming like California."

Environmental destruction, loss of forests, loss of natural resources, and

"environmentalists taking over" were among the top 12 fears for Oregon (Oregon

Business Council, 1993).

Table 4.1. Most important personal values.

Personal Values Percent
Participation in Family 88
Career or Job Opportunity 62
Concern for Environment 49
Practice of religion or spirituality 46
Charity to others 44
Independence of self 40
Being economical or thrifty 38
Seclusion, solitude or privacy 35
Supporting your community 34
Diversity of people 22



Note that in Steel et al.'s study, "biocentrism" connotes a utilitarian attitude towards the
environment, but one that is less so than an "anthropocentric" attitude.
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Values have also been studied in Oregon as measured by a tendency towards

anthropocentric or biocentric value orientations. Results showed that state

residents are keeping in step with national trends as they move from an

"anthropocentric" orientation to a more "biocentric"3 one, although the national

public has a stronger degree of biocentrism (Steel et al., 1994). Sociodemographic

variables were related to value orientations, and Oregonians were compared to the

national public with respect to these questions. The effect of the assessed value

orientation was then related with attitudes towards forest management activities.

Biocentric respondents in the study were more likely to support "less intrusive"

management activities. For those respondents classified as anthropocentric,

Oregon respondents were more likely to support human uses of forests, while

national respondents were more receptive to preservationist policies.

4.2.2 Community Values

Oregonians ranked community commitment to environmental quality 10th out of a

list of 32 possible community values (Oregon Business Council, 1993). In spite of

this, it is interesting to note that environmental issues predominate in responses to

open-ended questions. Fourteen percent of respondents indicated that "The

environment" was the most important issue in Oregon at the time. This number

almost doubles (24%) when asked what the most important issue would be in ten

years time. Ten percent replied that "the environment" was what they would

change, if they could "fix" anything about Oregon. Respondents were also asked,

"Which government service do you feel is more important, regardless of cost or

how well you feel the service is currently provided?" From a list of 24 government

services, the responses for environment-related services ranked between 5thi and

23 (Table 4.2). The high ranking of drinking water is echoed in later surveys



which found that among the highest held values for forests were as providers of

clean water (Davis and Hibbits, 1999).

Obviously environmental values are considered important both on a personal and a

community level to state residents, although the environmental values are ranked

lower when considered as a desirable community value, rather than a personal

value. This discrepancy continues when examining the benefits of forests to

individuals, as opposed to the perceived value of forests to the state, as seen in

Table 4.3 (Moore Information, 1993). For example, the importance of forests as a

source ofjobs is rated much higher for the state than for a personal source ofjobs,

which may be a reflection of the perceived importance of the industry to the state

economy. In general, the economic values of forests were seen as being more

important on a state level than a personal level. The high personal values for

environmental amenities and recreation reflect the findings mentioned earlier that

the natural amenities of the state were what people valued the most about living in

Oregon.

Table 4.2. Environment-related government services (Oregon Business Council,
1993).

55

Rank Service Percent
5 Drinking water and sewer services 72
16 Natural resources management 45
17 Environmental regulation 38
19 Parks and recreation 31

23 Tourism and other state marketing 20



Table 4.3. Importance of forest uses to respondents and to the state (Moore
Information, 1993).
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The perceived social benefits provided by forests appeared to change between

surveys conducted in 1993 and 1995. In 1995, social benefits of forests ranked in

descending order were as a source of clean water, fish and wildlife habitat, source

of employment, source of revenue, and a source of forest products (Moore

Information, 1995). In 1993, clean water and wildlife habitat were of less concern

than revenue (Moore Information, 1993). In the 1997 Oregon Forest Resource

Institute there was a continued high value placed on non-economic vs. economic

values of forests, although economic values were still important (Davis and

Hibbits, 1997). Even in timber dependent areas, non-economic values were at least

as important as economic ones. In 1999, the highest valued uses of public lands

were as a source of clean drinking water and for providing wildlife preservation

areas (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). The next ranked tier of values included fish and

wildlife habitat protection, landslide protection, economically healthy communities,

protecting forests from urban development, maintaining harvest levels and

protecting wildlife diversity. Conmiercial land development and recreational

opportunities were the lowest ranked values and goals (Davis and Hibbits, 1999).

4.2.3 Management Practices

The Oregon Forest Resource Institute in 1993 began a series of surveys on attitudes

of residents on timber harvesting activities, perceptions of management, and

Forest Uses Personal (%) State (%)
Source ofjobs/tax revenues 28 47
Environmental values 24 17

Recreation 23 8

Source of wood products 10 15

Scenic attraction 10 6
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ecosystem values. The forest industry has not always received a high degree of

respect; in 1995, for example, respondents were divided on whether they approved

of forest management activities in Oregon in general (Moore Information, 1995).

However, the most recent survey in 1999 found that there was a trend, in general,

of a more favorable regard for the forest industry in general than in earlier years.

Specific issues are discussed below.

4.2.3.1 Harvesting and Silviculture

In 1995, almost twice as many people felt that more changes were necessary to

protect the forest environment during timber harvest than did not (Moore

Information, 1995). The major environmental problem that interviewees felt forest

managers should be concerned with during timber harvest was wildlife habitat

protection (Table 4.4). An encouraging result for forest managers was that only 6%

felt that timber harvesting activities were responsible for declining salmon

populations. Hydroelectric dams (3 8%) and industrial! commercial development

(2 1%) were seen as the main culprits.

Table 4.4. Major environmental problems during timber harvest (Moore
Information, 1995).

Problems Percent
Protecting wildlife habitat 20
Stream protection 11

Clearcufting 9

Soil erosion 8

Reforestation 5

Over-cutting 4
Protecting water quality 4



58

The 1999 Oregon Forest Resource Institute survey investigated attributes of highly

valued timber management practices. Preferred silvicultural methods are those

which leave trees for water, wildlife, and streamside protection. However, most

respondents (85%) could not name any specific requirements of the Oregon Forest

Practices Act, although a narrow majority recognized that there are laws requiring

reforestation and riparian buffer zones. To stimulate good management practices,

tax incentives and better enforcement of existing laws are preferred over creating

more laws (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). Requiring Oregon forest practices to be

certified as sustainable by scientific experts was also seen as a good means for

changing forest management. Oregonians also feel that unhealthy forests (due to

insects, disease, and drought) should be managed depending on local

circumstances, rather than setting a broad scale policy (Moore Information, 1995).

Respondents are divided on the benefits of planted forests versus original forests;

45% think they provide the same benefits, and 40% do not (Davis and Hibbits,

1999). Table 4.5 lists of some the perceived differences between these forest

types. A majority agrees that replanted forests can be designed to replicate old

growth forests, planted forests can be as diverse as natural ones, and that

plantations can provide the same benefits to fish and wildlife. However, the ability

of a plantation to supply the same aesthetic benefits was not as strongly supported.

Table 4.5. Differences between planted and original forests (Davis and Hibbits,
1999).

Differences Percent
Monoculture, lack of diversity 15

Resemble tree farms 13

Too young! No old growth 6
Smaller trees than in original 9
Long time to grow 9

Creates different wildlife habitat 7



4.2.3.2 Clear cutting and Over Harvesting

There is a strong concern in Oregon both over clearcutting as a management

practice, and that forests harvest levels are too high. In 1993, "over cutting" was

perceived as the largest forest-related problem in Oregon, and again in 1995

(Moore Information, 1993; Moore Information, 1995). In 1995, the list of the most

significant problems perceived with Oregon's forests were similar to those from the

1993 survey (Table 4.6), although clearcutting was then listed as the number one

problem (Moore Information, 1993). The perception of these two concerns was

even higher in 1997. In that year over cutting (27%) and clearcutting (22%) were

seen as the greatest problems regarding Oregon's forests, a respective increase of

10% and 6% over the 1995 survey (Davis and Hibbits, 1997). Fifty-four percent of

respondents thought that clearcutting was never the best choice for the environment

and wildlife, although 40% thought that there are times when it is the best practice.

Smaller clearcuts are perceived to be "better" for the environment (Davis and

Hibbits, 1999). Reasons for and against clear-cutting in 1997 (where land

ownership is not specified) are listed in Table 4.7.

Table 4.6. Perceived forest-related problems in Oregon in 1993 and 1995 (Moore
Information, 1993; Moore Information, 1995).
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Problems in 1993 Percent Problems in 1995 Percent
Over cutting 16 Clearcutting 17

Poor forest management 14 Over cutting 16

The spotted owl issue 11 Mismanagement
of Timber

9

Too many environmentalists 10 Environmentalists 7
Need to balance jobs and
environment

10 Government
interference

6



Table 4.7. Reasons for and against clearcutting (Davis and Hibbits, 1997).
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Clearcutting remained a controversial management technique in 1999, as in the

previous OFRI surveys. The defeat of Ballot Measure 64 in the 1998 state election,

and it's revamping for the 2000 state election, highlights its continued perception as

a critical issue regarding timber harvesting. The issue is obviously a complex one;

for example, while a majority of Portland area residents supported a hypothetical

ban on federal forest clearcutting (Hansis, 1995), Ballot Measure 64 was soundly

defeated in Multnomah county, which includes the city of Portland (although

Multnomah did have the most support in Oregon for the measure). Forty percent of

respondents in 1999 were opposed to clearcutting, 30% were neutral, and 27%

were supportive (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). Those who were highly supportive of

clearcutting on private land feel that people have the right to manage as they see fit

on their own land (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). Those who feel that that forestry laws

are not being enforced are more likely to oppose clearcutting, and

environmentalists are less likely to support it, yet forest industry households were

not more likely to do so (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). Those who support clearcutting

(but less strongly) use the rationale that clearcutting removes diseased trees, is

profitable, helps the economy, and is acceptable under private ownership. For

those who strongly oppose clearcutting, reasons given were that it harms the

environment, is ugly, forests should be preserved, and it reduces wildlife habitat.

Reasons For Percent Reasons against Percent
Helps regrowth 29 Bad for fish and wildlife 43
Removes diseased trees 24 Causes erosion 40
Can be done responsibly 23 Ugly 20
Good for wildlife 16 No need to 10

Hinders regrowth 8
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While most people do not feel clearcutting is a necessary forest management

technique, many of those opposed to this practice are open to learning more about

the issue (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). Hansis, who found that surveys did not

necessarily tell the entire picture of respondent's attitudes, also found this nuance in

a 1995 study. The issue of clearcutting in the Pacific Northwest was examined

both through surveys and personal interviews (Hansis, 1995). Respondents were

asked to reply to the statement "Clearcutting should be banned on federal forest

land" (this question was also asked as part of a study by Steel et al. discussed

below). Groups more likely to support the statement were women, those with a

higher education, and self-identified liberals. Sixty-two percent of the Portland

area group supported this statement. Hansis, who used a combination of qualitative

and quantitative methods, reports that in-depth interviews revealed nuances not

discernible by quantitative results. Several respondents agreed with the statement,

and then proceeded to qualify that answer with situations when clearcutting is

acceptable, and vice versa. This aligns with the OFRI finding that many opponents

of clearcutting were still open to learning more about the practice (Davis, 1999).

4.2.4 Forest Land Ownership

In the OFRI surveys, ownership is rarely identified when asking respondents to

articulate their views on forest management. The most recent survey, however, did

bring up the issue of forest ownership to see if this affected responses (Davis and

Hibbits, 1999) Almost 60% of respondents felt that there should be a difference

between the management of private and public forests. Seventy-seven percent felt

that large corporate owners manage differently than small landowners; of these,

48% felt that small landowners care more about the environment and manage their

land better. Eighty-four percent agreed, "private forest landowners have a right to

profitably manage their land for healthy productive forests." Eighty-seven percent

felt that private forest landowners should be able to earn a profit from managing

their forests.



4.2.5 Industry Perception

The OFRI studies show support for forest management in the state. A majority of

respondents felt that environmental conditions as a whole were "moving ahead." In

1997 and 1999, responses were generally positive for the forest industry. For

example, 77% of respondents currently feel that practices in Oregon are better or

the same than in other states (Davis and Hibbits, 1999). A similar shift in attitudes

(from neutral to positive) is also being seen in neighboring states. Possible causes

are educational efforts from the forestry community, changes apparent on the

ground (i.e. visible regrowth on harvested lands), reduced activity on federal lands,

and in Oregon a possible backlash from the anti-clearcut Ballot Measure 64.

Levels of agreement with certain statements about the forest industry are given in

Table 4.8.

Table 4.8. Attitudes about forests, forest industry, and forest management (Moore
Information, 1995).
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Statement Agree
(%)

Disagree
(%)

The forest products industry will continue to be an
important part of Oregon's future economic base.

76 17

Oregon is not running out of timber. 52 41

With proper management, timberlands can sustain both
production levels of the recent past, and provide
protection for wildlife and watersheds.

74 19

Due to increased forest protection, there are prospects
for higher timber harvest levels in Oregon in the future.

68 30

Oregon's timber-dependent communities have little
else to depend upon.

55 40

Oregon forests are thriving and the state remains
attractive to those seeking scenic beauty.

76 19

National forest lands should continue to be managed
for a variety of uses, including timber harvest activities.

82 14



Respondents also agree that it is possible for harvesting to occur without

unwarranted environmental affects. In 1995, 70% felt that companies are doing a

good job at protecting the forest environment, and two years later 75% of

respondents agreed that timber harvesting can occur without undue harm to the

environment (Moore Information, 1995; Davis and Hibbits, 1997). Fifty-four

percent agreed that the forest products industry has changed practices and is

harvesting using techniques that are less harmful to forests (Davis and Hibbits,

1997).

This is not to suggest that all is a bed of roses in terms of public appreciation for

the forest industry. Many respondents (3 8%) thought that practices had not

changed, but that industry was trying to convince people otherwise, and almost

60% agreed that the industry is mainly concerned with profit and will not adopt

environmentally "better" harvest methods if it costs them money (Davis and

Hibbits, 1997). That same survey also found that 66% of respondents did not

believe that forests are growing faster then they are being cut.

4.2.6 The Future of Forest Industry in Oregon

Oregon residents seem to consider that it is not only likely, but desirable, that

environmental protection will become more important than economic growth in the

years to come (Oregon Business Council, 1993). However, when asked

specifically whether the economy will move from logging to tourism, 70%

indicated that this was likely, although only 49% indicated that this would be

desirable. At the same time, 40% of respondents believed that the amount of

forests in Oregon will decrease, while 30% thought it would stay the same (Moore

Information, 1993). Reasons for an anticipated decrease in forestry were due to

growth and development, and poor reforestation efforts, while reasons for increase

were due to reforestation, stricter legislation governing reforestation, and greater

environmental awareness (Moore Information, 1993). A majority expected
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Oregon's forests as a source of wood products to decrease. For those who thought

so, the major reasons were environmental restrictions (50%) and poor forest

management (2 1%).

Things seemed more positive in 1995, when 61% of respondents felt that they

thought the forest products industry would remain as, or more, important to the

state as in the past (Moore Information, 1995). Respondents were very positive in

agreeing with the statement that it is possible to maintain a healthy forest products

industry while maintaining the state as an attractive place to live (89%).

Oregonians also believe that the industry is ensuring that there will be sufficient

wood to meet future needs. In 1995, almost 80% of respondents felt that forestry

companies were doing an average or better job to ensure that there will be sufficient

trees to meet future demand, and in 1997, 85% agreed that it is possible for both

Oregon's forests and forest products industry to thrive (Moore Information, 1995;

Davis and Hibbits, 1997).

4.2.7 Education and Agency Trust

Where attitudes towards forest management are negative, it appears that there is the

potential for improvement through education. In general, levels of awareness on

ecosystem management in Oregon are low. Twenty-five percent replied that they

were not informed about EM; only 12.5% considered themselves informed or very

informed (Steel et al., 1998). However, where respondents are provided with

information and then asked to reply to statements on the forest industry, in every

case, after hearing the statement, the interviewee responded favorably (Moore

Information, 1995). For example, after hearing that forests grow faster than they

are being harvested, 63% felt better about timber harvesting (Moore Information,

1995). The Oregon Forest Resource Institute concludes that public education



efforts can be potentially very rewarding on improving perceptions of forest

management.

A majority also feels that companies were learning good management techniques

from science (Moore Information, 1995). Respondents were asked whether harvest

levels were set by politics and policy, science, or market conditions. Seventy

percent felt that levels were set by politics, and 2% felt that it was determined by

science. However, 65% felt that levels should be determined by science (Moore

Information, 1995). Respondents with the most positive attitudes to ecosystem

management (who were more likely to be younger, urban residents, and have

higher levels of education) have confidence in the US Fish and Wildlife Service

and university scientists (Steel et al., 1998). Unfortunately, this means that the

groups most supportive of EM are those who are least confident in the agencies

responsible for its implementation (Steel et al., 1998). Residents with negative

attitudes towards ecosystem management were found to have high levels of

confidence in the Forest Service and the BLM (Steel et al., 1998).

4.2.8 Demographic Associations with Environmental Attitudes in Oregon

Studies often try to correlate demographic variables with attitudes and behavior. In

Oregon, one study tried to relate environmental value orientations (biocentrism vs.

anthropocentrism) to demographic variables and some self-assessed measures of

environmental and political views (Steel et al., 1994). Mail surveys were sent to

citizens of Washington, Oregon and Northern California living west of the Cascade

Mountains. Value orientations were affected by age, gender, education,

dependence on timber industry, self-assessed political ideology, membership in an

environmental organization, and self-assessed post-materialism. Political ideology

appeared to be the most reliable predictor of value orientation, but value

orientations were independent of whether the respondent's residence was rural or
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urban. These variables were also found significant in a study that investigated

levels of awareness ecosystem management, and confidence in natural resource

management agencies (Steel et al., 1998). Education, age, gender, residence,

timber-dependence, membership in an environmental organization, and recreation

(those who frequently recreate in public forests) were predicted to affect support for

ecosystem management. However of these, only "green membership" was not

significant at the 0.05 level.

Support for ecosystem management in Oregon is complex when examined in the

light of a respondent's timber-dependence and residence. Oregonians were more

likely to be dependent on the timber industry than the national public, and were less

likely to be members of an environmental organization (Steel et al., 1994).

Timber-dependence in Oregon has been found to be significantly negatively

correlated with more biocentric orientations and support for ecosystem

management (Steel et al., 1994; Steel et al., 1998). However, Brunson et al. (1997)

found that rural non-timber respondents were only slightly less likely to support

ecosystem management, suggesting that community dependency is not consistently

a strong influence on support for this management paradigm. They found that

residence and personal dependency was insufficient to explain attitudes towards

resource management (Brunson et al., 1997). Findings from these studies are

compared in Table 4.9.

Regional variation is apparent in most of the studies of beliefs and attitudes towards

natural resource management in the state (Brunson and Steel., 1997; Davis and

Hibbits, 1997; Oregon Business Council, 1993). General environmental concern

was found to be highest in the Metro region, fourth in the West, fifth in the South,

and eighth in the East (Oregon Business Council, 1993). Western Oregonians were

found to be more likely to support a preservationist model of range management

than were easterners; in fact, when compared with other samples, Eastern Oregon

differed from both Oregon as a whole and the national samples on all attitude and
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belief items, and were more utilitarian in attitudes than either (Brunson and Steel,

1997). Eastern Oregon respondents also were more supportive of traditional uses

of rangeland and grazing in wilderness areas. They were also less likely to believe

that more wilderness is needed; grazing should be banned; ranches should pay

higher grazing fees; or that greater efforts are needed to protect fish and rare plants

(Brunson and Steel, 1997). This is hardly surprising considering the significance of

residence and timber-dependence discussed above and their interactions with other

variables.

This regional variation is not always consistently supported. When asked to choose

between jobs and the environment; for example, both the Metro and the Eastern

areas were equally concerned for these values (Oregon Business Council, 1993).

However, employment was found to be valued over the preservation of endangered

species in Eastern Oregon (Brunson and Steel, 1997).

Overall, while the economic benefits of forests are important to Oregonians, non-

economic benefits are of greater importance. Oregon may be lagging behind

national trends, but the state as a whole is becoming more environmentally

concerned (Steel et al., 1994). Oregonians place a high value on the natural beauty

of the state, and include the beautiful environment and the recreational

opportunities as critical components adding to their quality of life. They feel that

clean water and wildlife habitat are some of the most important functions provided

by forests in the state. The forest industry is emerging out from under the negative

perceptions it was suffering from in the early part of the 1990's, but people remain

skeptical of the need for clear-cutting as a forest management practice. There is the

perception that over-cutting is a threat to the forest resource here, and that national

forests exist to provide more than timber for mills, but rather a variety of benefits

for society.



Table 4.9. A comparison of three articles examining support for Ecosystem
Management in the Pacific Northwest.
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"X" denotes significance at the specified level. "-" denotes not significant at the specified level.
Cells left blank means that the study did not address this variable. Residence = urban or rural
resident. Timber = Timber industry dependent for economic livelihood. Green = member of, or
supports, environmental organizations. Visitor = Visits public forests. Informed self-assessed
awareness on federal forest policy. Recreation = Frequent recreation in public forests.
* Note that Brunson et al. did not examine timber and residence individually but as subgroups; rural
dependent, urban dependent, rural non-dependent and urban non-dependent.

There appears to be strong associations between age, education, timber-dependence

and political ideology and support for ecosystem management in Oregon. The

current trends of these and other demographic characteristics are discussed in the

following chapter, in order to help identif' the key issues that should be addressed

by a social assessment within the state.

Variable Brunson et
al., 1997 *

Steel et al.,
1998

Steel et
al., 1994

Significant
for all at

<0.01

V V

-
V

-

Age x x x x x x x
Education x x x x x x x
Timber-dependence x x x x x x x
Political Ideology x x x x x x x
Green Membership x x - - x x
Residence x x - x - -

Post-materialism - x - x
Gender - - - - x x
Income - -

Recreation - -

Visitor - -

Knowledge - -



5 A REVIEW OF OREGON DEMOGRAPHICS

The previous chapter presented the findings on characteristics that have been

associated with environmental attitudes, both in general, and the research that is

specific to Oregon. Now that we know the state of environmental attitudes in

Oregon as they are associated with demographic traits, examining trends in these

traits will help us to understand the many ways that people value, impact, and use

the natural environment in Oregon. As mentioned earlier, this project investigates

both the process and the content of an Oregon SCEA, and demographic trends are

fundamental components of SCEA. Understanding demographic trends places

natural resource management in a social context, can help to predict how public

opinion about the environment may change in the future and how it has changed in

the past; and identify policies about which people may tend to feel more strongly.

Demographics are common measures used to identify sub-groups in a population;

they are the statistical characteristics of human populations (such as age or

income). Due to the accessibility of Census data, and the fact that basic

demographic data are almost always asked within surveys, this information is

inexpensive, available, and useful for understanding changes occurring in a

population. Regarding social assessments, this information can give land managers

and other decision-makers an idea of demands likely to be placed on natural

resources (Quigley and Arbelbide, 1997). In this section, the demographic

characteristics of population, migration, social class, political orientation, and

timber dependence are examined. The basic unit of analysis used here is the

county, and the majority of the data comes from the United States Bureau of the

Census.
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5.1 POPULATION

As of 1998, the population of Oregon was estimated at 3,282,000, constituting

1.2% of the U.S. population and placing the state 28th in the nation by population

(Center for Population Research and Census, 1999). During the first four years of

this decade, the rate of increase in Oregon's population was almost double that of

the nation; 8.4% compared to the national average of 4.8% (Center for Population

Research and Census, 1999). Figure 5.1 shows the change in the state population

from 1980 until 1994, illustrating that the rate of population increase has amplified

since the mid-eighties; the rate of increase is also predicted to increase in the future.

The state population is estimated to rise to 3.7 million by the year 2010 (United

States Bureau of the Census, 1999). State population predictions indicate that

Oregon population should remain constant in contributing approximately 1.2% to

the national population in 2000 (United States Bureau of the Census, 1997).
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Figure 5.1. Oregon population from 1980-1998.
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Oregon has a low population density compared to the national average. The

average number of people per square mile in Oregon is 32, which is less than half

of the national average density for the nation of 74. Oregon ranks 24th in the nation

for percentage of people living in metropolitan areas4. Seventy percent of Oregon

residents live in metropolitan areas, lower than the national average of 80% (United

States Bureau of the Census, 1997). This results in an uneven population
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Census defines a metiopolitan Statistical Area as one city with 50,000 or more inhabitants; or a
Census-Bureau defined urbanized area of at least 50,000 inhabitants and a total metropolitan
population of at least 100,000 persons (US Bureau of the Census, 1999).



distribution throughout the state as this urbanized population is largely located in

the eight counties along the Interstate 5 corridor (Multnomah, Washington,

Clackamas, Marion, Linn, Lane, Douglas and Jackson). This situation has

remained approximately constant since 1970, when 70% of the state population

lived in the Willamette Valley, which is approximately 14% of the land area of

Oregon (Holden and Sheperd, 1974). While half of Oregon's counties are found

east of the Cascade Range, only 13% of the state's population resides there, this

number having remained constant over the past 20 years. Figure 5.2 shows the

population increase by county for the years 1990-1997.

Figure 5.2. Percentage increase in county populations from 1990-1997 (Center for
Population and Census, 1999).

Legend

Sherman was the only county to experience a population decrease during this time

period, undergoing both a net out-migration and a negative natural increase.

Deschutes experienced the most growth with a 35% increase during these 7 years.
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The population of coastal counties did not increase greatly, ranging only from only

1.9% for Coos County, to 10.3% for Tillamook. Josephine and Jackson counties in

the southwest experienced greater growth than neighboring counties, reflecting the

growth in the Medford area. Medford itself has increased from 47,000 in 1990 to

59,000 between 1990 and 1998. Eastern and southern counties did not increase as

greatly as those in the northwest and central parts of Oregon. Counties with greater

amounts of urbanized areas tended to undergo a greater population increase. Figure

5.3 illustrates the increasing urbanization in Oregon. Keisling (1999) predicts that,

"over the next decade, population and employment are expected to grow more

rapidly in Oregon than in the nation, but at a slower pace in Oregon than in the past

decade."

Figure 5.3. Percent urban population in Oregon 1900-1990.



5.2 MIGRATION AND NATURAL POPULATION INCREASE

Net migration (persons moving to Oregon minus persons leaving Oregon) and

natural increase (births minus deaths) currently account for 70% and 30%,

respectively, of the increase in the state population. This substantial in-migration

effect is a reversal of the trend seen in the early 1980's, a time of net out-migration

due to economic recession (Center for Population Research and Census, 1994).

5.2.1 Migration in the 1970's

During the early 1970's there were numerous studies examining the effects of in-

migration and out-migration on Oregon's population. At the time, while there was

a net in-migration, there still was a significant out-migration; in fact, the out-

migration was four times as large as the net. Yet the in-migration to Oregon was

double the national average at the time. As much as one eighth of the state's

population in 1970 had lived elsewhere in 1965. Thus while the overall net

migration may have been low, the out-of-state mobility of a large part of the

population and its replacement by in-migrants could significantly affect the

demographic mix of the state's citizenry (Holden and Sheperd, 1974; Sheperd and

Holden, 1975; Young, 1975).

Population and distance were found to be the most important elements in

understanding the numbers of people moving between places (Sheperd and Holden,

1975). People are more likely to move shorter distances than across the country;

more populous places are able to draw people from further away; out-migrants are

more likely to go to more populous areas of nearby states; and out-migrants leaving

Oregon are more likely to move to neighboring states (Sheperd and Holden, 1975).
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Population concentrations tend to attract people as these are the places more likely

to be able to provide employment (Sheperd and Holden, 1975). Rural areas with an

economic base tied to a resource extractive industry were less likely to experience

growth through migration, particularly in the eastern and coastal counties. One

striking example of the proximity/population theory is that in the seventies, many

out-migrants from Oregon were simply moving to the Washington side of the

Portland metro area. Another example is that Eastern Oregon was receiving more

in-migrants from Idaho than any other state (Holden and Sheperd, 1974).

Nationally, interstate migrants are more likely to be young (especially in the 20-29

year age bracket), well educated, and have occupations with higher status and better

than average pay (Sheperd and Holden, 1975). Younger people are more mobile as

they are less likely to be married, have children, are less tied down with homes and

mortgages, and are more willing to move to gain a good first job or improve on

their current job. It is suggested that the level of out-migration from a state

depends on the size of this mobility-prone segment of the population. Conversely,

the level of migration to the state depends on this segment in neighboring and

proximal states (Sheperd and Holden, 1975).

Sheperd and Holden (1975) discussed the possibility that a "brain drain" was

occurring in the early seventies, as they found that in-migrants to the state had

higher education than the state average, but less education than out-migrants.

However, data were only available on out-migrants to Washington and California,

so no conclusions could be made. However, in general, Sheperd and Holden

(1975) concluded that out-migrants were so similar in characteristics to in-migrants

that the migration experienced by Oregon was more a result of national social and

economic patterns than from factors that could be controlled by the state.



5.2.2 Migration in the 1990's

While in recent years there has been less research specific to migration in Oregon,

the general patterns found two decades ago still exist. In-migrants remain more

likely to be younger, more highly educated, and unmarried than are current

residents (Vaidya, 1998). The urban "pull" also still exists, as 69% of current in-

migrants to Oregon settle in the Willamette Valley, 44% in the Portland area alone

(Vaidya, 1998). Southwest Oregon (Coos, Curry, Douglas, Jackson and Josephine

counties) received 15% of the total in-migrants, and all of Eastern Oregon received

16%. Recently, 14% of all residents of Oregon had moved to the state between

1990 and 1996, a slight increase from the 12.5% predicted by Holden and Sheperd

(1974) in 1970.

The effect of proximity continues to be evident, as 51% of all new residents to

Oregon come from the neighboring states of California and Washington (37% and

14%, respectively). Washington received more people than it sent to Oregon in the

early part of this decade. States that sent more in-migrants to Oregon than they

received from Oregon are Alaska, Texas, Idaho, Montana, and Colorado

(Wineberg, 1995). Forty-two percent came from elsewhere in the country, with

international migrants contributing only 7% to the proportion of in-migrants.

Acock (1995) indicates that in-migrants arrive in descending order from the

western states, then abroad, south, north central and northeast.

Age-wise, the trend continues that younger people are more mobile. For example,

from 1985-1990 there were significantly more out-migrants aged 20-24 than in-

migrants (Wineberg, 1995). As discussed earlier, younger people tend to be more

mobile, although other age groups may also have an affect. For example, there are

many retirement communities in some regions of the state (most notably on the

coast and in the southwest) which may draw older in-migrants.
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Vaidya (1998) concludes that the amount of in-migration to the state is largely

determined by the economic well-being of the state. Figure 5.4 illustrates the

negative in-migration to the state during the late 1980's, a time of serious economic

recession. Currently, the increase of high technology as a component of the state

economy helps to attract "high-quality" in-migrants, such as those with higher

education levels (Vaidya, 1998).

Figure 5.4. Oregon natural increase and net migration, 1981-1994. (Center for
Population Research and Census, 1995).
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5.3 SOCIAL CLASS

Social class is a term used when referring to education and income levels. Results

from the Oregon General Population Survey indicate that the average educational

level of Oregonians has increased since 1990 (Vaidya, 1997). The number of

residents with a bachelor's degree or higher has increased by 6% to 29%; those

with some college or an associate degree was at 33% by 1998 (Vaidya, 1997,

1999). According to the U.S. Census, Oregon in 1995 was ranked 35th in the

country for enrollment in public elementary-secondary schools, with a rate of

90.1%, just below the national average of 91.6% (United States Bureau of the

Census, 1999).

Household income in Oregon is rising; the median income increased 30% between

1989 and 1995, while inflation was 27% (Vaidya, 1997). While the state lags

behind the nation in per capita income, the gap has been steadily closing in recent

years (Figure 5.5).

The per capita total personal income5 (TPI) in northwest Oregon is higher than

elsewhere in the state (Figure 5.6). Counties that are the most heavily populated

tend to have higher TPI. In 1996, almost 12% of Oregon households were below

the federal poverty level, a statistic unchanged from 1990. Having a higher

education, being married (and thus increasing the probability of a dual-income

family), and being male lessened the chance that a resident was living in poverty

(Vaidya, 1997).
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capita personal income as a measure of income is calculated as the total personal income of the
residents of an area divided by the population of the area. Per capita personal income is often used
as an indicator of the quality of consumer markets and of the economic well being of the residents
of an area (Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1999).
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Figure 5.5. Per capita total personal income for Oregon and the nation, 1969-1995.
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Figure 5.6. Per Capita Personal Income by County, 1996 (Bureau of Economic
Analysis, 1998).

Legend

5.4 POLITICAL ORIENTATION

Research indicates that political orientation can effect environmental attitudes.

While one literature review found that political party is less significant than

ideology (Aldred Cheek, 1997), in the absence of state-wide data on political

orientation, political party affiliation will be used here (Table 5.1). Party may be

used cautiously as a proxy for political ideology if the broad assumption is made

that Democratic party affiliation indicates a more liberal orientation and

Republicanism is indicative of more conservative tendencies. In general, Eastern

Oregon counties are less affiliated with the Democratic party than the Willamette

Valley and South/Coast regions. However, significant differences may exist within

counties that are masked by county level data.
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5.5 TIMBER DEPENDENCE

Oregon's economy has been based on natural resources since the first days of its

settlement, through the years of the Second World War, and up until the home-

building boom of the seventies (Keisling, 1999). As this "boom" recessed in the

early eighties, the need for industrial diversity became apparent, further emphasized

by the timber harvest reduction on federal lands in the 1990's. Trends indicate that
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Table 5.1. Percentage Registered Voters with Democratic Party Affiliation6, 1998
(Elections Division, Oregon Secretary of State, 1998).

6 Percent democratic affiliation = (# Democratic / (# Democratic + #Republican + # Non-affiliated +
#other affiliation) * 100

Valley East/Central
Washington 35.6 Sherman 38.9
Clackamas 38.4 Hamey 35.5
Columbia 48.1 Deschutes 33.7
Yamhill 35.0 Crook 38.4

Multnomah 49.2 Gilliam 39.4
Marion 36.8 Grant 35.3
Linn 39.2 Wasco 42.5
Polk 36.5 Lake 36.5
Lane 43.3 Baker 36.8
Benton 39.5 Morrow 40.6
Hood River 39.6 Union 38.1
SOUTH/COAST Wallowa 36.1
Curry 37.4 Umatilla 35.6
Jackson 34.9 Klamath 34.6
Clatsop 44.1 Jefferson 37.1
Lincoln 42.8 Malheur 30.0
Douglas 37.3 Wheeler 37.5
Tillamook 45.5
Coos 45.9



that these figures are from covered employment data, which does not include employees not
covered by unemployment insurance.
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high technology and construction are on a long-term upward trend, while timber is

on a long-term decline (Yunker, 1999). High technology has been growing from

22% of the manufacturing employment from 1990 to 28% in 1998 (Keisling,

1999). High technology currently makes up 51% of the state's export economy,

whereas wood products account for 12%. However, while the state as a whole is

becoming more economically diverse, there are rural areas which are still

dependent upon natural resource industries, such as agriculture and forestry. There

has been a decline in lumber and wood products as a portion of the manufacturing

sector of Oregon from 33.2% in 1983 to 25.4% in 1993 (Lux et al., 1993). The loss

of high-paying jobs in this sector is also noted by the decrease in average annual

payroll. From 1983 to 1993 the average annual payroll for all manufacturing

industries increased by 40%, while lumber and wood products payroll increased by

only 26% during the same time period.

Nevertheless, in 1993 this sector provided one in four jobs in the manufacturing

sector in the state (Lux et al., 1993). Figures 5.7 and 5.8 show lumber and wood

products employment and payroll, respectively. All counties except for Jefferson

experienced a decline in the importance of the forest sector as a proportion of the

county's economy, both in employment and in payroll, from 1978 to 1995. More

recently, the Asian financial crisis in 1997 caused a greater impact in Oregon than

in most other states, as trade with Asia comprises approximately 60% of the state

export economy. This resulted in "Oregon's exports of agricultural products and

lumber and wood products in early 1998 (being) substantially lower than prior-year

figures" (Keisling, 1999).



Figure 5.8. Change in Forest Sector Covered Payroll as Percent of County Total
from 1978-1995 (Oregon Employment Department, 1978-1995).

Legend

Data may be unavailable due to confidentiality issues in collecting payroll and employment data.
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Figure 5.7. Change in Forest Sector Covered Employment as Percentage of County
Total Covered Employment from 197819958 (Oregon Employment
Department, 1978-1995).

Legend
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There are several trends apparent in the data discussed in this chapter. First of all,

the population in Oregon is increasing and is predicted to continue doing so. In-

migration is a large component of this population increase, affecting the character

of the state as the new residents bring with them different attitudes and perceptions,

and tend to have different average levels of education, age and are more likely to be

unmarried. In-migrants also tend to settle in the urbanized areas of the state, which

has implications for environmental attitudes, as was discussed in Chapter 4. The

current trends in educational levels and income in the state are positive, while

poverty levels remain static. Timber dependence as a whole in the state is

declining, but many rural communities still depend heavily upon this sector for a

major part of their economy. These demographic trends are discussed further in

Chapter 6, where the implications of these trends are associated with the data on

environmental attitudes in order to pinpoint the key issues in Oregon which would

benefit from a deeper investigation through a social assessment.
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6 PRINCIPAL FINDINGS FOR THE SOCIAL COMPONENT
OF AN OREGON ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENT

Previous chapters have explored two key elements for a social assessment in

Oregon. First of all, the process of performing SCEA needs to evolve and build on

previous assessments. Secondly, the content of the SCEA needs to include an

understanding of the social context of natural resource management in Oregon. In

this chapter, these two elements of process and content are synthesized into key

issues for an Oregon social assessment.

6.1 KEY PROCESS-ORIENTED ISSUES FOR SCEA

The following is a synthesis of results from the literature reviewed, the Roundtable

Discussion, and the assessments. By combining these three sources of information,

the guidelines are strengthened as not all of these guidelines would have emerged

from a review of only one data source.

The main issues which arise from these findings regard integration, framing

researchable questions, working within project constraints, using secondary data,

the use of peer review, the scale of investigation, and maintaining an open process.

Each issue is discussed by presenting the background on the issue, the lessons

learned from existing assessments, and the implications for future assessments.

It should be emphasized that these issues are all interrelated with each other. For

example, appropriate question framing will affect all of the other issues. The

question of scale affects the appropriateness of data sources, the resource

constraints will affect the participation processes at the science team's disposal, and

the use of different forms of knowledge might have implications for the peer

review process.



6.1.1 Integration Between Dimensions

A main principle of ecosystem assessment is the integration of information rather

than presenting it in disparate packages according to subject. The trend in science

in this century has been towards ever-greater specialization, making integration a

paramount challenge to ecosystem assessments. Integration of planning efforts has

been required by legislation since the 1973 National Environmental Policy Act,

which requires the formation of an interdisciplinary team for resource planning and

impact assessment (Clark, Stankey, Brown et al., 1999).

Ideally the assessment team will include representatives from various disciplines

and will share their knowledge in a manner that allows consideration of all types of

effects from a proposed action (Clark, Stankey, Brown et al., 1999). In practice,

however, the barriers to this kind of integration are numerous. For example, the

ICBEMP strove towards integration but found that the project structure prevented

this from occurring; project teams operating in isolation from the start of the project

found it difficult to come together at the end to integrate their results, after having

spent the project time working on different problems, scales, and data sets (S.

McCool, personal communication, 2000). The science teams of the SAEP were

segregated from each other, creating their own objectives and agendas that were

carried through until project completion (Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). The

authors of the social component thus felt that their primary failure was a lack of

integration with the other disciplines, although they viewed their effort as a success

in every other way (Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). To remedy this, Cordell, Helton

and others (1999) recommend creating teams around questions rather than content

to promote integration from the outset. This approach is supported by Clark,

Stankey and Shannon (1999: 260); "...We must take the time up-front to define

appropriately integrated, policy-assessment questions prior to taking action;

integration is hard to achieve at the end if this step has not been done." Question
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framing, discussed in the following section, will be greatly impacted by integration

as different perspectives come together to identify problems.

Integration is a challenge for the ecosystem assessment overall, and not only for the

social assessment team. However, there are barriers to integration that specifically

affect social scientists more than those in other fields. One social scientist involved

in the ICBEMP feels that until the issue of scale is resolved, social scientists will

never be equal players in the assessment game (S. McCool, personal

communication, 2000). Another scientist with much experience in various

assessments in the Pacific Northwest feels that the main barrier to social science

integration is that social scientists have their own language and views that are

different from other scientists. There has been insufficient collaborative work done

across disciplines to allow scientists to speak each other's languages; the subculture

of each discipline creates a barrier to working together (K. N. Johnson, personal

communication, 2000). Ewert (1996) discusses two categories of barriers to social

scientists; endogenous barriers, and exogenous barriers (Table 6.1). Endogenous

barriers are those that originate within the field of ecosystem social science, such as

the shorter legacy of research, or traditional emphases on economic perspectives.

Exogenous barriers, or those barriers originating outside the field, primarily arise

from the dissimilarity in priorities, data, and boundaries between the natural and

social sciences, and act as challenges towards integrating social science research

with other sciences.
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Table 6.1. Barriers to integrating human dimensions research with other ecosystem
dimensions (Adapted from Ewert, 1996).

These barriers may have direct implications for integrated ecosystem assessments.

There is often a failure to integrate social and biological components in

assessments; complications arise from dissimilar ecosystem and administrative unit

boundaries; and high costs result from overzealous data collection with dubious

long-term relevance (Driver et al., 1996). And as mentioned above, there is a

shorter legacy of scientific investigation into "social" ecosystem values, however

they are defined. FEMAT social scientists discovered that not only was there a

lack of existing site-specific data on social values, but that thenewness of social

Exogenous Barriers Endogenous Barriers
Low priority ascribed to
human dimension issues by
other sciences,

Applicable theories are sparse and
unconnected to natural resource
management.

Data are scarce, may be hard
to equate with other science
data

Lack of coordination and leadership,
particularly from a national perspective.

Non-social scientists often
develop research agendas.

Preponderance of economic perspectives
in HDR efforts.

Other scientific fields
measurements do not
account for human constructs
such as political boundaries

A lack of professional societies, journals
and university departments in HDR

HDR involves
interdisciplinary work that
may be poorly recognized in
traditional scientific
disciplines.

Available data often at levels not
conducive to effective managerial
decision-making.

Funding for HDR may be
unbalanced and inadequate

Examples of direct application of }{DR
are limited.



assessment efforts affected the abilities of the social scientists to produce the

required analysis (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999).

Obviously the issue of integration is a crucial one, and is relevant to this

examination of social assessment. However, the issue cannot be adequately

addressed within the scope of this project. Furthermore, the issue of integration is

a concept that should be discussed in terms of all dimensions of an ecosystem

assessment and not only in a discussion of the social component.

6.1.2 Identifying Researchable Questions

A central tenet of problem solving is that effective problem framing9 occurs at the

start of the process. There are five fundamental steps to effective problem solving;

Building an understanding of the problem: defining the problem space.

Establishing some initial criteria for the goal.

Searching for solutions.

Deciding among solutions.

Evaluating progress: comparing to initial goals and monitoring the

solution.

(Bardwell, 1991)

The first step is the most important but typically least valued part of the process

(Bardwell, 1991), which was strongly emphasized by participants in the

Roundtable Discussion. "Defining the problem space" means exploring what

values and assumptions underlie the issue, and thus this process will have a great

impact on how the problem will be solved (Bardwell, 1991). The literature

emphasizes that the keystone of an assessment is appropriate framing of research

questions (Gordon, 1993; Hahn, 1999). Problem framing helps to ensure that what
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Problem framing is defined by Bardwell as "a concerted effort to focus one's understanding of a
problem" (Bardwell, 1991; 607).



is measured is what people care about. Part of this process includes remaining

open and accessible so that the public has a sense of ownership with the problem-

solving efforts.

Social scientists involved in SCEA have agreed that setting appropriate goals will

set the tone for the rest of the assessment. A major lesson arising from the

ICBEMP overall assessment was to set clear goals and set them early; "scientific

assessment work and moving targets are not a good combination" (Hahn, 1999:

297). This was also found to be true by the social scientists in the ICBEMP, who

for a long time could not know what issues to examine until the scoping process

was complete (S. McCool, personal communication, 2000). Another example is

the allegation that the Society of American Foresters Task Force on Scheduling the

Harvest of Old Growth Timber did not involve policy-makers in the creation of the

Task Force, nor in setting its questions (Gordon, 1993). And an alleged problem

with the FEMAT was inadequate problem definition (Raynor, 1996). Problems

were defined in a manner unacceptable to major stakeholders, resulting in court

battles with both ends of the spectrum, from environmental groups to a coalition of

forest industry businesses (Durbin, 1994; Raynor, 1996). The SAEP, on the other

hand, attributed its successful social component in large part to its scoping and

operationalizing of the human dimension analysis (Cordell, Helton et al., 1999).

Roundtable participants also stressed that carefully defining the questions of

interest is the most crucial step of the social assessment. This was one of the

strongest recommendations to emerge from the discussion, and one of the most-

cited lessons learned from participation in assessments. They agreed that scientists

alone cannot, and should not, identif' the research questions. Conflicts and

problems surrounding resource issues are not simply biophysical problems but

rather a debate about public values and choices. One participant remarked that,

"The critical step is problem framing... we must debate up front on framing the

problem or everything else (in the assessment) can be wasted". The process of
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question framing was also felt to be closely interwoven with the principle of

maintaining an open, inclusive process:

I would urge the value of a more participatory process which
goes beyond the identification of issues and tries to get
stakeholders to articulate their forest land use goals and to
agree on criteria for measuring the achievement of these
goals. With these in hand, it's possible for the social
assessment framework to provide the basis for feedback to
the stakeholders on the social impacts of their goals and to
government agencies on the kinds of transition strategies that
would be needed to mitigate negative impacts.

Also related to question framing, beyond developing an understanding of the

problem, is defining the questions in a way that is researchable. Assessment

evaluators need to ask whether the policy question translates into researchable

terms (Gordon, 1993). If the assessment is to be science-based, then the questions

must be defined in a way that permits science to answer, or at least address, them

(S. McCool, personal communication, 2000). This would also mean making

explicit which are legal and budgetary constraints, as opposed to limits imposed by

defining the researchable question. The terms "researchable" or "operational"

indicate that the questions or issues are worded in a manner that spells out precisely

how the concept will be measured (Babbie, 1998). For example, a theoretical

question posed for an Oregon assessment could ask what Oregonians value about

their forests. An answer cannot be sought without framing the question in a

maimer that allows for measurement. For example, are Oregonians those who are

born here, those who reside here year-round, those who own property here, or who

have lived in the state at least 5 years? And what are "their" forests- state, federal,

municipal, private, or publicly owned lands? And there exist myriad means for

examining "values." Once the questions have been properly framed, it is also

imperative to remain focused on the questions without distraction. Gordon (1993)

suggests that a necessary criterion of evaluation assessment is whether the policy
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question or issue was carefully posed, specific, and well understood by the policy-

makers, researchers and the public.

Earlier, it was discussed how the social component of an ecosystem assessments

tends to fulfill two purposes; by describing the social context of management, and

predicting the social effects of policies. Both of these assessment functions benefit

from carefully defined questions. Without first framing the research questions, the

project team may inadvertently spend public resources and long hours on carefully

crafting an elegant answer to a question that nobody has asked. Question framing

remains critical when the assessment examines social context. In this case,

determining the variables under investigation becomes the focus of the framing

efforts (Driver et al., 1996). Without examining the relevance of variables to the

assessment, extraneous variables may be collected because they can be, and not

because they are relevant. Collecting inappropriate information can add to the

financial cost, increase pressures on time constraints, create problems with data

management, and reduce credibility in the social assessment (Driver et al., 1996;

Gordon, 1993).

Lastly, appropriate question framing will add to public credibility in the assessment

process. As one Roundtable Discussion participant remarked, "If we don't measure

what people care about, how can we convince them of anything9" Using a bottom-

up approach to generate an advanced concept of the problems in the assessment

area will help to ensure that the questions addressed are useful in understanding the

social relationships within the ecosystem.

6.1.3 Project Constraints

Large-scale ecosystem assessments such as the FEMAT, the ICBEMP, the SNEP

and the SAEP are by no means usual or ordinary events. They are drastic

departures from traditional planning mediums; they cross over institutional,
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political, and biological boundaries; and require project resources at a scale beyond

ordinary planning projects. Whether sufficient resources of time, people, and

money are devoted to the assessment obviously will affect the ability of the

scientists to get the job done. Shifting deadlines, restricted access to information

and equipment, and limited availability of skilled personnel will all influence the

outcome of the assessment. As discovered by many assessments, the need to do

things the "right" way may be overshadowed by more immediate practical

demands. For example, employees may not be able to continue to participate in

long-term projects if their own daily work suffers as a consequence (Hahn, 1999).

In order for assessments to be successful, there needs to be appropriate resources,

funding, time, and personnel made available.

When the assessment is meant to address specific policy issues, timing may be an

important factor in the utility of the report (Gordon, 1993). Obviously, where the

report is to assist a specific issue for which a deadline is looming, the finest report

will be useless if unavailable until after the issue is resolved. For example, the

National Acid Precipitation Assessment Program final report did not meet its

Congressional deadline by months, which significantly affected the credibility of

the report (Gordon, 1993). In a reverse situation, the FEMAT presented a large and

wide-ranging report in only 90 days, but was buffeted by criticism for its allegedly

incomplete information, despite its time constraints. Similarly, the scientists of the

SABP also felt restricted by time constraints, although their project timeline was

one year (Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999). In retrospect, the SAEP social scientists

suggest that similar projects should be organized so as to diminish time constraints,

in order to produce a more thoughtful, integrated and comprehensive assessment

(Cordell, Hoover et al., 1999).

Shifting deadlines caused havoc for the social scientists in the ICBEMP. The

project was initially meant to last for 9 months, and expanded to more than 2 years.

However, the deadline extensions were always extended by 3-4 months at a time,
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preventing the initiation of any long-term projects or research. In at least one case,

a social scientist with considerable expertise in a specific field felt unable to

participate in the ICBEMP, as he felt it was impossible to do the task within the

required time frame (S. McCool, personal communication, 2000). Also a function

of time constraint was that the original tasks of the social component of the

ICBEMP were so great that many were not completed. For example, recreation

was considered on a large scale only, symbolic meanings were largely not

described, and aesthetic issues were only described at a watershed level (McCool

and Burchfield, 1999).

The presence of scientific expertise and financial commitment also affect

assessment results (Gordon, 1993, 1999). For the FEMAT (and the ICBEMP in the

early days at least) financial constraints were not an issue. Being presidential

initiatives they were provided with the necessary financial resources. The

ICBEMP, however, later encountered budgetary constraints, which prevented

certain activities from being performed. The project was left in the paradoxical

position of having no financial constraints in the beginning of the project and then,

in later days, unable to perform certain tasks and projects due to a lack of funds. (S.

McCool, personal communication, 2000).

Gordon (1993, 1999) suggests that the availability of skilled personnel may also be

a constraint on assessments. However, none of the assessment literature examined

here, nor the Roundtable participants, suggest that the availability of talent has been

a significant limiting factor in social assessments. Time and finances are the

primary constraints on activities, although the shortage of these commodities may

create concomitant shortages in others. For example, a reduced accessibility to data

or personnel may result from short operational timelines. Obviously, the FEMAT

was critically hampered by time. As remarked in the FEMAT social component,

problems that developed over decades cannot be solved in a matter of months or

years (FEMAT, 1993). Similarly, wicked problems of staggering complexity
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cannot be understood in a matter or weeks or months. In order for an assessment to

be able to be open, credible, and complete, there must be sufficient time allowed

for team members to address the questions asked of them.

There remain some conflicting views on the effects of short time frames on

assessment work. Recommendations have come those from all of four major

ecosystem assessments studied here to remove time as a limiting factor. However,

while many predict an increase in the number of ecosystem assessments, Johnson

and Herring (1999) predict that these will continue to be driven by crisis. When

assessments are driven by crisis they are often able to find the finances required to

perform them, but at the same time crisis situations rarely have the luxury of a long

time frame to search for information and solutions. It is also suggested that

assessments that are driven by crisis will fail to provide the credible science needed

for policy-makers. This creates the need for a relatively neutral ground for

assessments to be performed, outside of crisis and heated politics (Gordon, 1993,

1999). Some authors, however, argue that a short time frame is an asset. "If an

assessment cannot be completed with a year then perhaps it should not be started...

short bursts of focused problem solving are more likely to result in useable results

than a protracted effort with shifting focus, or, more deadly, a long, intermittent

effort... FEMAT, for all its warts, was finished quickly and was accepted by the

policy makers in time to solve the problem facing them" (Johnson and Herring,

1999: 370-37 1). On the other hand, the observation was made that, "Given a one-

year life from birth to maturity, the (SAEP) was a remarkable accomplishment"

(Cordell, Helton et al., 1999). Were it possible, some compromise between a

project fueled by panic and one doomed to indifference would be best.

Is it overly obvious to conclude that an assessment requires the resources required

in order to perform it? It might be, but the fact remains that the resources were not

always available. Time may be short due to political expediency, and government

funding is not inexhaustible or even always reliable. A more realistic
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recommendation, therefore, would be not to suggest that sufficient resources are

devoted to the assessment, but that the assessment frames its questions reasonably

in view of its constraints. Even if this happens the bounds of the constraints may

fluctuate throughout the time frame of the assessment.

The availability of data is another factor which will affect the success of the

assessment. Many assessments, such as the FEMAT and the SNEP, used only

secondary data and did not collect any primary data specifically for the assessment.

This issue is discussed in a separate section below.

6.1.4 Wise Use of Secondary Data

As social assessments are primarily intended to aggregate information on various

human dimensions of ecosystems, some comments must be made on the nature of

the data collected. Secondary data can be powerful for addressing policy issues,

where the question of interest does not preclude its use; it is often plentiful, easily

obtained, inexpensive, efficient, and (depending on the source) has been collected

over a long period of time. In many instances it would be absurd for assessments to

collect primary data when the information exists elsewhere. For example,

assessments examining population trends tend to utilize data from the United States

Census; such data are established, plentiful, and accessible. For these reasons

many authors recommend using secondary data where at all possible (Bright et al.,

1999; Driver et al., 1996; Force and Machlis, 1997). Some social assessments,

such as the FEMAT and ICBEMP, have relied primarily upon secondary data for

answering research questions and supplying information on the social context.

SNEP, indeed, had a policy of using only secondary data (SNEP, 1996). The kind

of data collected will depend on the assessment constraints, the questions asked in

the assessment, and the methodology used to answer them.
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Making use of secondary data was a key theme in the Roundtable discussion on

data collection. Participants suggested that understanding how to use existing data

sources should be made a priority prior to collecting primary data. For example,

there are many data sources which might be very applicable to answering the

questions at hand (Census data, existing survey data, peer-reviewed literature,

unpublished data). Some specific methods suggested by the Roundtable were

focused literature reviews; examining past trends in industry structure, recreation,

and other uses and attitudes; and an analysis of public involvement records.

Unfortunately, difficulties may arise if constraints preclude collecting primary data,

and the appropriate secondary data are not available. The FEMAT was charged

with being "unscientific" in the social assessment (Gale, 1994). The lead authors

suggest that claims such as this stem from a misconception of the intent of the

assessment and the constraints under which it operated. The social assessment was

not a typical research project that generated new knowledge and set hypotheses;

rather it attempted to examine existing knowledge and apply that knowledge to a

policy problem (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999). When the FEMAT scientists

tried to use secondary data, they found major data gaps. For example, agencies

were found to be poorly equipped to understand recreation, scenic, amenity, and

subsistence values, for the basic descriptive information on these issues was often

unavailable (Clark et al., 1994). While this affects the quality of the assessment it

may also be helpful to expose data gaps and weaknesses, which in turn may create

an incentive for agencies to re-examine their data.

On the whole there is much support for using secondary data in social assessments.

Indeed, some assessments have made a point of using only existing data. The

danger is this approach is that data are collected because they can be collected, and

not because it helps to answer research questions or add to the understanding of the

ecosystem. However, this may be less of a problem in social assessments. In the

SABP a paradigmatic difference was found between different scientists; social
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certain biologists were seen as willing to collect information because it was

possible to do so, in the absence of any particular reason for doing so (Cordell,

Helton et al., 1999).

The implications of this issue for future assessments is that while secondary data

are highly useful they should not be used to drive the assessment. For example,

Census data, as mentioned earlier, are widely available; much of the data are most

easily available at a county level. But if the assessment questions require

information at a scale smaller than the county level, then the search for data should

continue. The SNEP (which had a policy of using secondary data only) found that

the county was not a meaningful unit for people; most people do not identify

strongly with being a member of a county. Since the authors saw a fundamental

flaw with using county-level data for their needs, a new methodology for

measuring community capacity was developed for the assessment. In this case, the

ease of availability of county level data was not the driving factor in the unit of

analysis.

6.1.5 The Role of Peer Review

The peer review of research is part of the scientific tradition. This usually takes

some form where hypotheses are developed and tested, then submitted to a blind

peer review process; the referee through his or her anonymity has no vested interest

in the outcome of the research and is able to objectively critique the science and its

conclusions (Johnson, 1997). Peer review has been used in many assessments in

keeping with this tradition, which is also supported in the literature. Gordon (1993,

1999) suggests that ideally, assessments will use existing, peer-reviewed science.

Johnson (1997) criticizes the lack of peer review in early assessments in the Pacific

Northwest. He charges that where peer review was used in these early assessments

it was cut short, or not entirely blind; team members were used as reviewers or else
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particular individuals were sought out for their opinions. He does acknowledge

that the Thomas report and FEMAT used peer review, albeit on an "abbreviated

schedule." The FEMAT social team employed peer review to help refine their

approach; in the middle of the assessment process two key scientists familiar with

the problems faced by the team provided comments and critique which helped

guide the subsequent work (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999). As well, in order

to more closely examine the approach used by the social team and their discussion

of results, a final step of the FEMAT social assessment was to contact professional

societies to assist with a blind peer review. This review provided constructive and

critical comments, and in general the reviewers were supportive of the overall

approach, key concepts and discussion presented by the team (Clark, Stankey and

Shannon, 1999).

Most of the SNEP reports underwent multiple cycles of rigorous review by a

variety of reviewers; in fact, the SNEP committee suggests that the sum of the

review was greater than normally encountered through peer review. The process

included a review of proposals first by the Science Team, then by the SNEP

Coordinating Committee; then a presentation of preliminary technical results to an

external group of science reviewers. Final reports underwent internal reviews by a

minimum of 5 Science team members; external review by 3 anonymous reviewers;

and review by key public contacts (SNEP, 1996). While definitely a rigorous

process, Johnson (1997) suggests that this came at the cost of integration of the

final report; he suggests that the rigorous peer review left little energy for

integrative work.

There definitely is a place for peer review of social assessments in order to provide

scientific credibility for the assessment process. However, in the haste to fasten on

peer review as a means for ensuring scientific credibility, it is important not to do

so at the cost of social credibility. There may be a tendency for scientists to feel

uncomfortable with public opinion and other data gleaned from public participation
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since it may not be considered "scientific" (McCool and Burchfield, 1999). Yet if

a goal of the assessment is to maintain an open process, scientists must accept that

in an applied decision making process, knowledge about ecosystems is widely

dispersed and may comes in many different forms (McCool and Burchfield, 1999).

Thus the fundamental question becomes how to deal with these different forms of

knowledge as data. McCool and Burchfield (1999) propose that the manner in

which informal knowledge is assessed by the project team should be made explicit.

For example, how is the team to incorporate anecdotal or experiential knowledge

obtained through a public participation process into the assessment data? If ground

rules for "good science" are established as part of the assessment process, there

may be reduced arguments over methods and diminished conflict over results

(McCool and Burchfield, 1999). Providing credible science at the cost of an open

process is akin to throwing out the baby with the proverbial bathwater; both

elements should be part of a credible assessment.

6.1.6 Scale of Analysis

A key feature of ecosystem assessments is the collection and interpretation of data

to detect the existence of hierarchical structure, the scales over which such structure

occurs, and interactions among hierarchical levels (Lessard et al., 1999). Scale may

be simply described as a graduated series or scheme of rank or order, or the level of

spatial resolution perceived or considered (Helms, 1998). It is an important

attribute to consider in any type of assessment, and no less so for a social

assessment. Traditionally, scale is used in a geographic or spatial sense, such as a

stand, drainage, landscape, or ecoregion. However, these geographical scales may

not always coincide with social units. A glance at the map of the United States,

and the straight lines delineating many state borders, should be enough to convince

anyone that current social and political boundaries do not necessarily follow natural

biophysical divisions, and vice versa. While scale is usually interpreted as



"spatial" scale, other types of scales are also of particular relevance in the social

component of an ecosystem assessment.

The boundaries of recent large-scale forest assessments have been a biophysical

demarcation such as geographic areas, or a species range. While the processes

associated with natural resources occur within an ecosystem boundary, human

relationships occur within other system boundaries, such as state or county borders,

institutional divisions, or communities of interest. Working through the morass of

overlapping and interrelated scales of measurement is a perilous undertaking in the

social component of an assessment. The differing types of scale required by a

social assessment over those used in other assessment components may well be one

of the greatest barriers to integration. Ecological spatial scales (such as a stand, or

watershed, or species range) will not necessarily apply to human interactions,

impacts, and communities, due to the fact that people are mobile, can transport

basic resources, and can communicate across natural boundaries (Driver et al.,

1996). Many types of scales may be relevant in a social assessment, and

sometimes they may parallel those used in the biophysical parts of the assessment

and at other times they will not (Bright et al., 1999; Driver et al., 1996). Bright et

al. (1999) propose three types of scale for a social assessment; spatial, social and

temporal (Table 6.2). Another concept related to the issue of scale is that of

ownership and tenure. Ownership of land affects its management, the public

perception of the kind of management that should occur there, and the legislative

requirements.

101



Table 6.2. Types and examples of scales for social assessment (Adapted from
Bright et al., 1999).

"Social scale" refers to the social groupings of people, affected by place and

geography but not defined by these alone. Examples of social scale include

individuals, groups, organizations, communities, and populations. For example,

some of the assessments (i.e. SNEP) have examined the role of institutions within

the assessment boundaries, which is an example of studying at the social scale.

Temporal scale will also be a consideration, as human temporal scales are much

different than biophysical temporal scales. For example, the time scale of human

impacts on the ecosystem is very different from geologic impact. A potential
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Scale
Type

Levels Examples

Spatial Small/local Project, community
Medium! multi-
community

National forest

Large! regional Large natural ecosystem
Very large!
National

May cross political boundaries to include
global concerns

Social Individuals Citizens, organization members
Groups Informal associations outside of families,

built around hared networks
Organizations Groups formally connected by professional

relationships or political interests. Often
joined over common concerns- "community
of interest"

Communities Urban, suburban, rural
Populations Broad collection of communities,

organizations, groups and individuals
Tempo
ral

Past history Historical records and information

Current Current information
Future Projected trends, alternative futures



problem for social scientists is examining the future of the temporal scale, due to

the difficulty of making predictions in the social environment.

To commit an ecological fallacy is to assume that something learned about a unit

may also be said about the individuals making up the unit (Babbie, 1998). This

was a problem encountered by the ICBEMP economic team who were criticized for

using data at large scales that were not representative of smaller scales- as indeed it

may not be, as different scales have different emergent properties (S. McCool,

personal communication, 2000). While as a whole the regional data supported the

thesis that the economic situation in the Columbia Basin was healthy and robust,

this obscured the concern of the public for small rural communities (McCool and

Burchfield, 1999). Despite the healthy economic outlook for the four state regions,

the futures of small resource dependent communities were less stable due to

variations occurring at the community scale, obscured by regional data. This was a

strong example of the break between what the public perceived as appropriate

scale, and the perception of the scientists for what was appropriate scale (McCool

and Burchfield, 1999). The social component, or indeed any component of the

assessment, must at least explicitly declare the scale at which they are operating, to

prevent being accused of committing the crime of theorizing beyond the scope of

the data. Framing the questions in an open process may help to bridge the gap

between the social expectations and the result of the assessment.

The issue of scale is one that is closely tied to integration. Clark, Stankey and

Shannon (1999) predict a trend towards large-scale regional assessments in order to

prevent narrow and parochial views of the resource base. The effectiveness of this

prevention will depend on an integrative approach. Scale, along with integration,

may well be one of the most difficult concepts to understand and apply in the

assessment. Furthermore, the lack of continuity among scales used by different

assessment components may be one of the greatest barriers to integration,

particularly for the social component. When social scientists are at the table in the
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ecosystem assessment, but are not utilizing similar or comparable scales as the rest

of the assessment, the ability of the team as a whole to address the social

dimensions are limited.

The lead authors of the ICBEMP social component suggest that the primary issue

with scale which demands clear resolution is the pixel size that should be used for

data collection (McCool and Burchfield, 1999). Complicating the issue are the

availability of data at varying scales, and the appropriate scale of investigation

varying with each discipline. Another question raised by the ICBEMP social

scientists, related to scale, was the issue of depth. Once the scales have been

determined, how much investigation is needed to answer the question? They

suggest that the "question of detail seems to be correlated with pixel size and is an

issue that needs clear resolution" (McCool and Burchfleld, 1999).

Finally, there exists a dichotomy between the need for planning at the landscape

level, and the difficulty in applying studies done at that level on the ground. An

assessment has been likened to dropping a world atlas on people in need of a

photograph (Hahn, 1999). The atlas may help with the big picture, but critical

information may be lost. Hahn (1999) proposes that success is therefore defined in

how the assessment is used at the local level.

To summarize, the problem of scale is one that is important to consider, yet seems

intractable. More research and planning is required in order to better understand

how scale affects an integrated assessment. Some of the questions related to scale

are;

At what pixel size does data need to be collected to answer the questions?

At what pixel sizes are data available?

What level of detail is sufficient to answer the question?

How will varying types of scale (temporal, spatial, social) be addressed?
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What are the expectations of the public regarding the scale for issue resolution?

How should the assessment be responsive to the needs of the public?

How can the concept of scale in the social assessment be used appropriately for

that discipline in a means that will also not preclude integration within the

ecosystem assessment as a whole?

How can the assessment team avoid committing an ecological fallacy?

How can the team make the information useful at a local level?

6.1.7 Maintaining an Open and Accessible Process

Policy literature indicates that there are four essential elements that contribute to

policy "effectiveness." The policy should be adaptive, use the most appropriate

technology/science, be implementable, and have low transaction costs (Daniels and

Walker, 1996). Two additional conditions that affect public acceptability (or social

legitimacy) for the policy are that the policy process must be made in a rational

manner, and that people have the right to contribute to a decision-making process

where a policy impacts their lives (Daniels and Walker, 1996). A "Fundamental

Paradox" of public policy arises from these competing issues of inclusion and

expertise (Daniels and Walker, in press). While there is the demand for policy-

making to be participatory, at the same time, often only a few people are able to

knowledgeably participate by virtue of their expertise in that field. The paradox

also often ensures that the more complex a policy issue, the greater the need for

people to participate in its formulation, but the less people have the ability to

participate where the decision must be based on good science.

In spite of the "Fundamental Paradox" in public policy formation, there was

universal consensus by Roundtable Participants that public involvement be a part of

the assessment framework in some form. Keeping an open process and promoting

public participation creates an increased sense of ownership and accessibility in the

process, which may help to foster trust between stakeholders and the agencies
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involved in the assessment (Nelson, 1999). In fact, assessments might be better

able to deal with the paradox than are institutions, as through their multi-

disciplinary nature they learn to deal with many types of information and

knowledge, and particularly as integration becomes a more realistically attainable

goal. Furthermore, while the paradox appears to preclude participation by those

with an interest, but little knowledge on an issue, it is likely that as the participants

become more familiar with the issue they will achieve greater levels of knowledge.

Thus in a sense, participation becomes a form of social learning in which both the

"public" and the science team gains from the involvement.

There are many dimensions to the "open process" principle. This may include

improving means for public participation, being more inclusive of policy-makers

and mangers in the assessment process, or setting clear goals for the

communication of assessment outcomes. Maintaining an open process in the

evolution of the assessment from start to finish may or may not be a goal of the

assessment. If not, however, team leaders should be aware that large-scale social

assessments performed without significant public involvement will draw criticism

and reduce credibility in the project outcome.

A strong criticism of the FEMAT was that they operated in closed rooms without

any input from public or stakeholders (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999;

Lawrence et al., 1997). FEMAT was also accused of relying too much upon expert

opinion that might not necessarily reflect that of the general public. "There have

been charges that the social assessment team operated secretly, even furtively, and

more damning, in isolation from the larger disciplinary community of which we are

a part... the restriction on a consultative, inclusive relationship with the wider

community- both public as well as professional- was an onerous restriction, one

which we felt, in the long run, could prove deleterious to the overall FEMAT effort.

At the same time, constraints made it clear that a fully open and inclusive process

would not be possible" (Clark, Stankey and Shannon, 1999). Clearly the social



scientists were aware of these failures of the assessment to maintain an open

process, and the risks that this posed to the overall assessment effort.

The ICBEMP held public meetings that evolved in format from a formal style with

a few minutes only for questions from people, to a more informal question and

answer format (McCool and Burchfield, 1999). The meetings were used to get

additional information on issues and values, but the scientists felt that the meetings

resulted in a good two-way flow of information rather than a one-way flow from

the scientists to the public. In other words, the public meetings evolved into a more

collaborative process than was originally intended. More than 83,000 citizens and

interested parties provided public comment on the ICBEMP (Humphrey et al

1994). The Southern Appalachian Ecosystem Project also attempted to maintain an

open process, and used public meetings to identify areas of concern to residents of

the ecosystem. This is more in line with the recommendation of Jack Ward

Thomas, who suggests that in assessments, the process should be as transparent and

as open as possible (Thomas, 1999).

Roundtable Participants agreed that public involvement and interaction with the

affected community would go a long way towards achieving increased public

acceptability. Just as importantly, by involving the public from an early stage, the

research questions that are addressed will be the ones of importance to people. One

participant suggested that it would be more effective to use science to inform and

address the public's preferred alternatives, rather than asking people what they

think of technical alternatives. Maintaining an open process incorporates many of

the elements discussed in this chapter, such as question framing, addressing the

Federal Advisory Commiftee Act; and promoting social credibility.

The Roundtable participants recommended hearing from multiple perspectives,

both through public involvement and through integrating the assessment with other

dimensions of ecosystem research. Certainly, no social component teams have
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recommended that public participation be excluded from the process. However, the

challenges inherent to public participation must be recognized. For example, the

potential for the "squeaky wheel to get the grease" is high in public involvement

efforts. Using town hail meetings was mentioned several times at the Roundtabie,

but one participant mentioned in retrospect that the danger to this format of

participation is that information is only forthcoming from those who show up at the

meeting, and none on those who do not. Reviewing input from public comment

processes was suggested at the Roundtable as one means of identifying what

problems exist, and what people care about. In the FEMAT, the authors indicate

that the problems that led to the gridlock situation in the early 90's were not new

problems, but had been in the public comment record for several years. However,

there apparently was no monitoring procedure that permitted these concerns to be

aired in a broader forum. This raises the issue of providing multiple avenues of

involvement. If only one means for people to become involved in the assessment is

available, then those who prefer to input in other ways are excluded. For example,

town hall meetings were mentioned above as an example of obtaining public input.

If this is the only method of participation employed, then the all of the people who

do not attend are not necessarily those who are not interested; they may be

interested yet feel uncomfortable in participating in this kind of way. They may

prefer to write letters, or participate in smaller meetings, or vote in a referendum,

and so on.

In order for public involvement to be useful, public participation questions could

also be framed as a menu of options, with the acknowledgment that any changes

require trade-offs. If questions are not framed as a menu of options, people tend to

return the most desirable end or painless option. However, this does not

realistically acknowledge that all gains are offset by losses elsewhere. For

example, asking people if tax breaks are desirable is unrealistic if it fails to

acknowledge that funding losses will occur elsewhere (Ehrenhalt, 1994). "There

are plenty of high-paid pollsters out there who are perfectly happy to tell their
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clients that public opinion consists of whatever somebody on one end of the

telephone happens to say to somebody on the other end who asks.. .(But) public

opinion exists in a meaningful way only when people have some understanding of

more than one side of the question" (Ebrenhalt, 1994:7).

Beyond public participation, policy-makers and the managers responsible for

implementing the assessment results or the plans derived from the assessment need

to be involved in the process. Gordon (1999) claims that assessments in the past

have failed to include policy-makers in the assessment process, resulting in

outcomes that are not keyed to the reality of the policy-maker's world. Both

professional and general public participation contributes to a better resolution

process, as each group has strengths and weaknesses that are counterbalanced by

the other.

Communication of the assessment results is emphasized in Gordon's (1993, 1999)

reviews of ecosystem assessments. He urges that an assessment is pointless

without a strong commitment by the team to distribute their findings, and that clear

and timely communication is as important as good science. He argues that the time

and trouble needed to do an adequate assessment can only be justified if a policy

forum exists to accept it. Communication should also be improved between the

policy-making community and the scientific community. A part of the problem

may be that scientists and policy makers are products of two different

organizational cultures with different reward systems, creating a barrier to

communication (Gordon, 1993). And finally, communication within the team will

go a long way towards improving the project results and maintaining credibility

once it is completed. During the SAF Task Force on Scheduling the Harvest of Old

Growth Timber, Gordon reports that public confidence in the report was damaged

after some team members renounced the report after its publication.
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A striking example of what may occur in the wake of a lack of social acceptability

or public confidence in the assessment process is the legal battles initiated over

alleged failures of assessments to address the requirements of the Federal Advisory

Committee Act. This act was meant to prevent under-representation of interested

parties within federal advisory committees, reduce the number of federal advisory

committees (FACs), and to moderate the undue influence of special interest groups

on the outcomes of federal government decision-making. While this will not be an

issue in a state assessment of Oregon's forests, it has been a problem with some of

the ecosystem assessments investigated here and will continue to be an issue for

federal assessments. Furthermore, the legal suits occurring over FACA compliance

are an indication of the potential consequences of systematically excluding people

from the process. A study investigating barriers to ecosystem management found

that almost half of the interviewees regarded the Federal Advisory Committee Act

(FACA) as the greatest legal barrier and the second greatest barrier overall

(Schiager and Freimund, 1997).

FACA requires that meetings in which a mixture of federal and nonfederal

scientists are involved must follow specific open-meeting procedures (Johnson,

1997). Under FACA guidelines, advisory committee meetings are open to the

public, and any person may submit written statements to the committee and speak

at committee meetings ("FEMAT goes to court", 1994). Groups are prohibited

from initiating recurring meetings where that group's view is used as a preferred

source of advice or recommendations for the federal government (Schiager and

Freimund, 1995). FACA requires that the committee;

Establish a written charter with the committee mission

Give notice of meetings in the federal register

Have fair and balanced membership

Open meetings to the public wherever possible (if the meeting does not discuss

classified information)



Have the sponsoring agency prepare minutes of committee meetings

Provide public access to the information used by the committee

Grant the federal government the authority to convene and adjourn meetings;

and terminate within 2 years unless the charter is renewed

(Long and Beierle, 1999)

FACA has proved to be a double-edged sword in the realm of public participation

in environmental policy. Federal expenditures must be made by federal employees,

thus if non-federal employees provide advice and recommendations on the

dispersal of funds they must do so by following FACA guidelines (Schlager and

Freimund, 1995). At a time when federal natural resource agencies are attempting

to move towards more collaborative planning measures between government and

local stakeholder groups, they are constrained by doing so by FACA. Unless an

advisory committee is chartered under FACA, members are unable to advise the

agency through a group consensus. If, however, local groups do charter under

FACA, there may be more potential for the groups to provide advice, but this

comes at the deterring cost of many more procedural hoops for participants to jump

through (Long and Beierle, 1999). It may be concluded that if efforts to engage

local communities are working, it is in spite of FACA, and not because of it (Long

and Beierle, 1999).

FACA has significant implications for ecosystem assessments. The precedent has

already been set for assessments to be attacked through failure to comply with

FACA regulations. The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project was challenged under

FACA; the California Forestry Association (CFA) filed against the US Forest

Service in 1995. Like the FEMAT, SNEP consisted of both federal and non-federal

employees (SNEP, 1996). However, advisory committees are established under

FACA through statute, general agency authority, or presidential authority (Long

and Beierle, 1999), and as SNEP was initiated by congressional action the court did

not find in favor of the CFA. It is interesting to note that under FACA, the FACs
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are restricted if they provide advice on decisions; although the aim of SNEP was to
provide information only, and not analysis, this was insufficient for exemption

from FACA as the Forest Service would be using that information to make plans.
Thus the non-prescriptive nature of an assessment may not suffice to exempt it
from FACA requirements.

In a less successful lawsuit (from the assessment team's point of view), the

FEMAT was also sued by the Northwest Forestry Association (NFA), a coalition of
forest industry groups, for failure to comply with FACA guidelines ("FEMAT goes
to court", 1994; Durbin, 1994). A goal of this legal action was to force the

administration to conduct an open, public process examining a variety of scientific

alternatives (Durbin, 1994). The Northwest Forestry Association felt that the

majority of those involved in FEMAT were "pro-ecosystem management" and

were therefore less capable of producing alternatives that were supportive of the
forest industry ("FEMAT goes to court", 1994). NFA won the legal action, as the
FEMAT was held to be in violation of the procedural requirements of FACA. As
the President established the group, and non-federal-employee team members were
providing advice and recommendations to federal officials, this assessment should

have followed FACA's procedural guidelines regulating public interactions

(Schlager and Freimund, 1997). However, the court did not forbid the plan because

the plaintiffs failed to demonstrate that the report would have yielded different

results if FACA guidelines had been followed (Durbin, 1994).

Rulings such as the above may limit the involvement of non-federal scientists in

future scientific analyses, and it may make public involvement processes more
formal (Johnson, 1997). Future assessments must take steps early on to determine
whether the ecosystem assessment falls under FACA and act accordingly. Whether
or not FACA regulations improve public participation in policy is under debate (i.e.
Long and Beierle, 1999); regardless, lawsuits over the legality of the assessment
will hardly improve credibility or social acceptability of assessments. As
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assessments may place the onus on social scientists to direct public involvement

procedures for the assessment, those scientists should be aware of the implications

of FACA.

6.1.8 Other Recommendations Emergent from the Roundtable

The Roundtable Discussion proposed two other elements for a social assessment

that were not found in the evaluative literature of social assessments (although they

are discussed in the theoretical literature); the use of multiple methodologies, and

the monitoring of indicators.

Triangulation, as a survey term, means applying trigonometric principles to finding

a location, by taking bearings from two fixed points that are a known distance

apart. Triangulation was also the term used by the Roundtable Discussion when

referring to using a variety of methodologies and approaches towards answering

questions. Thus the Roundtable was using the term in the sense that a richer

understanding of an issue may be gained by using several methods to understand it.

This is not an uncommon approach in science by any means. For example, Hansis'

(1995) study discussed in an earlier chapter examined clearcutting in the Pacific

Northwest through both personal interview and surveys, and he concluded that this

combined methodology created a richer data source, with nuances which the survey

alone did not reveal.

As not all social information is contained in documents and databases, a variety of

sources of information should be explored, both secondary and primary data, as

well as quantitative and qualitative data (Bright et al., 1999). A complete social

assessment will use information collected from a variety of methods to allow for a

comprehensive analysis of the social environment (Bright et al., 1999). The SNEP

reported that they used many different methodologies from many different

disciplines. Sociologists and economists used different analytical techniques and
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approaches, producing complementary and sometimes contradictory results. These

results differed due to the discipline, orientation and scale used in the analysis.

Although the SNEP team agreed that this may make integration more difficult, the

use of diverse approaches and the opportunity to debate about their differences

leads in the end to a richer analysis and to the identification of human and

institutional issues operating at different scales (SNEP, 1996).

The Roundtable participants also recommended that there be some form of

monitoring to ensure that the assessments remain "living" documents, without

becoming obsolete within a few years of the initial effort. This represents a

departure from other perspectives of assessments (i.e. Johnson and Herring, 1999),

which view assessments as a concerted effort towards a single goal that is then

processed through a policy forum. Emphasizing monitoring means that the

assessment is seen as an ongoing process, rather than an end result. While there are

advantages to such an approach to assessment (such as maintaining a current

database of information, keeping abreast of changes and trends, and practicing

adaptive methods of research), there exist institutional challenges to monitoring

efforts. For example, the nature of large-scale ecosystem assessments means that

they are extraordinary efforts to cross agency barriers and boundaries; in such a

case, who would be responsible for monitoring activities? And for what purpose is

the monitoring performed? This issue is closely related back to question framing.

Simply monitoring without any evaluative component reduces the activity to a

sterile data hunt. There should be some means, after the assessment is complete,

for addressing the situation if indicators move beyond some pre-determined

acceptable levels. In a sense, this ties into the concept of "adaptive management,"

where the element of learning is incorporated into management practices.
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6.2 KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS FOR A SOCIAL ASSESSMENT OF
OREGON'S FORESTS

In Chapters 5 and 6 the current trends in the character of the state, and the

environmental attitudes of its residents, were presented. In this section those

findings are used to identify the key issues facing forest management in the state

that should be addressed by a social assessment. Coupled with the guidelines from

the previous section, these results represent the first step of performing a social

assessment of forests in Oregon.

Among the key issues are: the high priority placed by residents on non-economic

values of Oregon forests; the changing demographic character of the state,

especially urbanization; the issue of clearcutting and its perception within the state;

and the regional differences in environmental attitudes.

6.2.1 Increased Priority on Non-economic Environmental Values

Oregonians appreciate both the economic and non-economic benefits of forests, but

the priority are on non-economic benefits such as clean water and wildlife habitat.

The series of four OFRI studies discussed in Chapter 5, for example, show that

state residents ranked the economic importance of forests above environmental

considerations in 1993. Just six years later that ranking was beginning to reverse.

When asked what they valued most about the state, the beauty of the natural

environment was the highest order value. In addition, many high-ranking values

are "non-use" values, such as preserving wildlife habitat. Currently, the importance

of forests for clean water and wildlife are of greater importance than employment.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the perceived economic benefits are greater outside of the

Portland metropolitan area. In all OFRI studies, the majority of respondents agree

that it is possible for healthy forests and a healthy economy to co-exist.
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Clean water, wilderness areas, and wildlife habitat are consistently the highest

ranked values with each OFRI survey. Replanting and reforestation are also highly

held values. Where the perception exists that replanting is lagging behind harvest

levels there is a negative perception of forest management. Urban development

was one of the lowest values for forestlands. This presents a conundrum in a state

where the urbanized population is on a long-term growth trend.

The median age for both the nation and the state is increasing as the "baby boomer"

generation ages. The generations bracketing the baby boomers are both

disproportionately small, which has created a skewed age distribution without

precedence in history (Marcin, 1993). Oregon is actually older than the national

median and has been so at Census years since 1970. These changing population

trends will affect the context for political issues as a whole, not only natural

resource management. As baby boomers age, they continue to be a powerful force

in lobbying for social change. For example, the American Association of Retired

Persons is a highly effective lobbying organization at many government levels, and

as baby boomers skew the population age towards older medians, issues of

importance to older people will doubtless receive much attention. There is the

potential therefore for the value that this group places on natural resource

management to have significance for forestry in Oregon. Marcin (1993) suggests

that baby boomers have more education and greater environmental awareness than

their parents, and at the same time they have less direct contact with commodity

production from the land. He predicts that this may result in an increased interest

in non-consumptive forest uses.

The tendency for women to proportionally dominate older populations will affect

the population gender ratio (Backman et al., 1995). Whether this will have

measurable impacts on natural resource requirements is very unclear. Research

shows that gender differences in environmental attitudes, knowledge and activism

remains poorly understood, at best (Steger and Witt, 1989). The general rise of



education levels and income will also have implications for environmentalism in

the state. Studies show that in the Pacific Northwest, education (often correlated

with income) can be a statistically significant predictor of support for ecosystem

management (Brunson et al. 1997, Steel et al., 1994: Steel et al., 1998).

As mentioned above, timber dependence appears to be more significant than rural

residence for environmental concern. Oregon is reducing its dependence on timber,

with high technology comprising the majority of exports. At the same time,

however, timber manufacturing remains very important to the economic base of

many areas outside Portland and the Willamette Valley area. In general, in the

Pacific Northwest, personal timber-dependency influences attitudes towards

ecosystem management, independent of residence; urban dependent residents were

less likely than rural non-dependents to support ecosystem management, indicating

that dependency, rather than residence, is a better predictive variable for

environmental attitudes (Brunson et al., 1997). Studies generally tend to classif'

respondents as "timber-dependent" if they say that they or a member of their family

are employed by the timber industry - a different (and less sophisticated) method

than that used by economists examining community timber dependence. If the

measure of timber-dependence is employment, then areas with less timber

dependence can be expected to maintain higher levels of support for ecosystem

management.

The contribution of in-migrants to the state population may also have implications

for natural resource management. In-migrants tend to be younger, better-educated,

more likely to be professionals, and in Oregon, tend to come from Washington and

California. People are settling in the already urbanized areas of the state, such as

the Willamette Valley, the Portland area and the Bend area. Less urbanized areas

such as Eastern and Southern Oregon counties are less populated and urbanized,

and are thus are not "pulling" the in-migrants to these areas as much.
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As discussed above, the increasing numbers of people living in urbanized areas will

decrease exposure to traditional forestry. Furthermore, the in-migrants tend to

possess those characteristics that are most associated with having higher levels of

environmentalism. And while long-term Oregonians may not always support forest

management activities, they may be more likely to remember the origins of the

state economy in the timber industry and more likely to understand the importance

of the timber industry to the state, than newcomers. For example, counties with

higher proportions of residents born in Oregon were less likely to support the recent

"anti-clearcut" measure proposed in the last state election (Kline and Armstrong,

n.d.).

Self-assessed political orientation has been the strongest predictor of pro-

environmental orientation in some Oregon-specific studies (i.e. Steel Ct al., 1994),

where more liberal respondents are less utilitarian or anthropocentric in their views.

Monitoring the political behavior of Oregonians may therefore have some

relevance in assessing future forest policies.

Many of the forest values have been correlated with demographics. Some have

agreed with "traditional" associations, and some have not. For example, timber

industry households were not more likely to support clearcutting, although

environmentalists were more likely to do so. In 1993, those with lower education

were more likely to approve of forest management activities with a net approval of

12%; for post college respondents net approval dropped to -23%. For the same

questions, Multnomah had net approval of -14%, while eastern Oregon had +5%.

However, current or former forest products households did not have positive net

approval rates. The empirical studies have shown that socio-demographic variables

may be significantly correlated with values and attitudes toward forest

management. Age, education, timber dependence, political ideology and

environmentalist membership were statistically significant for three studies. For

these three similar studies in Oregon, age, education, timber dependence,



119

membership in an environmental group, and political ideology were consistently

statistically significant in predicting value orientations and support for ecosystem

management (Brunson et al., 1997; Steel et al., 1994; Steel et al., 1998). Gender

was significant in one of those three studies, and residence in two. On the whole,

Oregon is fairly biocentric (although less so when compared to the nation). When

taken together with changing Oregon demographics, there are significant

implications for forest management in the state. Identif'ing trends in these

variables in Oregon may give policy makers some insights into how Oregonians'

values may be changing in the future. At least it can be said that the majority of the

variables are increasing in the state which previous research associates with

environmental concern. In particular, the implications of urbanization is to move

the state away from its historical rural character. This is further discussed below.

6.2.2 Increasing State Urbanization

Demographic change affects both the context of forest management and the nature

of the demands placed on ecosystems. However, demographic effects may tend to

be overlooked as an influence on commodity requirements and forest use because

these may not be readily apparent and tend to change slowly with time (Marcin,

1993). Yet as populations grow, demand also grows for resource products and

natural settings. Increased production to meet these demands may in turn have

negative impacts on environmental amenities. Concomitantly, the expansion of

unmanaged urban sprawl into rural areas may reduce the amount of resources

available for the production of goods and services (Wear et al., 1999).

Furthermore, the potential for these negative impacts may be occurring in a social

context where people desire less emphasis on timber production in managed

forests. This is the case in Oregon, where the proportion of the state population

living in Census-defined urban areas is increasing at the same time that residents

rank urban development as one of the lowest priorities for forestlands (Davis and

Hibbits, 1999).
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Land conversion in forested lands is largely attributable to two processes; shifts

between agriculture and forestry, and a permanent loss to urban development

(Weiler and O'Leary, 1997). In developing countries, the relationship between

population growth and deforestation results from the increased need for cultivable

land. In developed nations such as the United States, population growth rates are

not nearly as rapid as those in developing nations, making migration and its effects

on urbanization and development a greater force in deforestation.

Wear et al. (1999) found that population density is negatively related to the

probability that the land remains in commercial timber production (the variables of

site index, slope, and access to site were statistically insignificant). This indicates

that forestlands at highest risk from land conversion are those in proximity to areas

of high population density as the urban area expands. Areas of moderate

population density may be at risk due to a reduced investment in timber production,

if a perceived susceptibility of property to land use conversion discourages active

investment (Wear et al., 1999). In western Oregon, land located closest to rapidly

growing cities face the greatest likelihood of conversion to urban uses, and

projected reductions in timberland are highest on non-industrial private forestland

(Kline and Alig, in press). Kline and Aug project that in western Oregon,

forestland will decrease by 18% and farmland by 29%, from 1990 to 2025. They

also predict that the area of urban land in western Oregon will increase by 216%.

Regions at greatest risk are the counties with both significant amounts of

timberland and near large, fast-growing cities, such as Portland and Eugene (Kline

and Alig, in press).

Oregon's urban growth boundary policy may help to restrict the amount of

development encroaching into forestland. The state took steps to restrict urban

sprawl through Goal 14, a statewide planning policy adopted in 1974. Through

Goal 14 and other statewide planning programs, urban sprawl is restricted from



121

intruding into surrounding rural areas by setting urban growth boundaries (UGB)

for Oregon cities. Farmland and forestland adjacent to urban areas are thus

protected from development by urban sprawl (Oregon Department of Land

Conservation and Development, 1992). While development is acceptable between

the current city limits and the UGB, the land beyond is zoned to remain rural

(although the UGB may be amended). State government has also adopted the

Oregon Benchmark Project, setting goals for the state measured by 92 indicators, or

"benchmarks." One of these goals is maintaining healthy and sustainable

surroundings within the state. Key benchmarks for this goal include the

preservation of forest, agriculture and wetlands. According to a recent benchmark

report, 92% of 1970 levels of forestland are still reserved for forest use, and 97% of

1970 farmland levels remain in agricultural use (Oregon Progress Board, 1999).

Programs such as these may help reduce the vulnerability to land conversion of

forestlands adjacent to urban areas.

There is another less tangible, yet still important, effect of increasing urbanization

on forestry activities. As more people move to more urbanized areas, they tend to

become more removed from forested lands and less dependent on forest-related

industry. The export economy in Oregon in recent years has undergone a

tremendous shift, moving from a reliance on resource-dependent sectors to high

technology. So as the state evolves towards an information-based economy, fewer

people will have direct interaction with traditional forestry, which may in turn

influence their attitudes towards forest management activities. In the Pacific

Northwest, timber dependence was found to have greater significance on

environmental support for ecological management than residence (Brunson et al.,

1997; Steel et al., 1994). Urban residents tend to be less dependent on resource-

extractive industries (Brunson, 1997). As these urban residents are more removed

from the forest and are less exposed to utilitarian uses of forestland, maintaining

other aspects of the forest ecosystem may become more important; such as

preserving biodiversity and wildlife habitat, and maintaining clean water.
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Currently, many rural counties in Oregon are not experiencing as much population

increase as urban areas, but are increasing more through in-migration than natural

increase'0. Urban dwellers may choose to move to rural areas for many reasons.

Many are attracted by the perception that rural areas are further removed from the

"rat race" and fast-paced, high-pressure lifestyles often found in larger urban areas

(Shands, 1991). Improved access to high technology is also giving people the

ability to telecommute (use computer technology to work from remote locations),

which may add to migration to rural areas.

The different attitudes held by urban, non-timber-dependent individuals and rural

residents can cause conflict when urban residents move to rural areas. Newcomers

may hold different values and priorities than long-term residents. For example,

they may see development projects as a threat to the amenities that drew them to

the area in the first place. Conflict can result if the long-term residents (LTR) are

pro-development at the expense of recreation or aesthetic opportunities (Blahna,

1990). However, conflict may not be only between newcomers and LTR; the

conflict may be rooted in a disagreement with agency policy, or if newcomers are

the catalysts for a conflict that unites both newcomers and LTR, forming coalitions

against a conm-ion foe (such as a company, agency, or other newcomers and LTR).

While some authors argue that actually interactions between newcomers and LTR

are likely to be low, thus decreasing potential for conflict (Lee, 1991), there are

many possible sources for conflict The urban-forest interface (UFI) is the term for

residential development near forests (Shands, 1991). Residents may find the

following consequences of moving to a UFI undesirable;

Aesthetics affected by harvest or silviculture



Logging trucks on rural roads

Pets threatened by wildlife

Pesticide applications

Fire hazards

Decreased municipal services

Recreational hunting in the area

On the other hand, forest managers may have to face problems such as;

Fragmented land ownership patterns

Reduction in forestland

Demand for fire protection by UFI residents

Wildlife harassment by pets

Private lands adjacent to public lands may decrease recreational access

Overcrowding and ecological impacts resulting from increased recreation visits

As baby boomers reach middle age, the trend for urbanites to seek homes in rural

areas may be expected to continue, "creating the potential for more residential

interface with forest management issues such as fire protection and timber-cutting"

(Marcin, 1993:41). Thus the rural regions of Oregon in areas experiencing (or

maybe experiencing in the future) significant levels of in-migrants from urban areas

are potential sources of conflict, stemming from a variety of possible sources.

6.2.3 Clearcutting is Contentious in Oregon

People think poorly of clearcutting throughout all OFRI studies and the Hansis

(1995) study, which asked questions about this issue. In all OFRI surveys,

10 Counties in Oregon with a higher average annual increase (years 1990-1997) due to natural
increase rather than in-migration are; Grant, Lake, Maiheur, Sherman, Union, and Umatilla.
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clearcutting or over harvesting was the major complaint about forestry in Oregon.

A surprising finding in the 1999 study was that while dues-paying

environmentalists were more likely to oppose clearcutting, forest industry

households were not. Also in 1999, 60% agreed that there can be scientific reasons

for the practice, and a small majority said the size of clearcut makes a difference.

But despite improving trends for forest management overall, clearcutting is still

opposed by the majority of Oregonians. It is the single biggest complaint with

Oregon's forests (Moore Information, 1993; Moore Information, 1995; Davis and

Hibbits, 1997; Davis and Hibbits, 1999).

Despite these severely negative perceptions of clearcutting in Oregon, in 1998,

state voters defeated a ballot initiative whose intent was to promote sustainable

forestry practices and protect forests by restricting clearcut logging, herbicide,

and pesticide use. An analysis of county-level voting data found that initiative

support was greater in more urbanized counties, with higher proportions of highly

educated, wealthier residents who are registered Democrats, although overall the

measure was soundly defeated (Kline and Armstrong, n.d.). Voter support for

the initiative was lower in counties with higher proportions of timber-dependent

residents and native-born Oregonians. These findings correspond with the

associations reported above between these characteristics and environmental

concern.

Ownership of forest land affects how people perceive management issues. Some

suspicion towards private companies exists. For example, in the 1997 OFRI survey

people thought that harvest levels had decreased in the past 5 years on public land,

but not private. In 1999, however, the majority believed that private landowners

are doing more to protect the environment than a decade ago. Also in 1999,

respondents agreed that there should be a difference in how Oregon's private and

federal forests are managed. Both forest industry households and environmentalists
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were more likely to agree with this sentiment. A difference in amount of land

under private ownership also affected perceptions, as larger landowners were seen

to be more profit-oriented. Federal forest management in Oregon has made a

strong move away from clearcutting in the aftermath of the FEMAT and the

Northwest Forest Plan that arose from the assessment. Obviously, however, the

negative perception remains of clearcutting and this perception may be linked to

ownership.

There are many educational activities in the state aimed at providing information on

forest management, such as those performed by the Oregon Forest Resources

Institute, Project Learning Tree, or the World Forestry Center in Portland.

However there remains suspicion and distrust of the ability of forest management

to protect the values that Oregonians desire from their forests. The very negative

perception of clearcutting has almost moved beyond a strong dislike for a

management technique, to become a symbol of the inability of forest managers to

protect the values held by society. The 1998 ballot initiative is one example of

events that may occur when groups try to dictate the direction of management if

they feel their environmental values are unprotected. In other words, despite the

changing policies of forest management and educational efforts there remains

significant negative perceptions of clearcutting within the state, and this situation

does not appear to be changing greatly with time.

6.2.4 Regional Disparities are Highly Apparent in Oregon

Regional differences in environmentalism are apparent in the state. For example:

eastern Oregon is less supportive of pro-environmental rangeland policy; the

Portland area was not supportive of clearcutting on federal land; and general

environmental concern is highest in the Portland metro area and lowest in eastern

Oregon (Brunson and Steel, 1997; Hansis,1995; Oregon Business Council, 1993).

While the state is less environmentally concerned than the nation, western Oregon
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is more so than eastern Oregon (Steel et al., 1994). Residence was significant in

several studies, and implications for the state are that rural areas are less receptive

to the idea of ecosystem management or "new forestry." Brunson et al. (1997)

qualif' that the difference is not due merely to residence differences but that the

timber-dependence associated with rural residence has a strong effect.

Oregon's demographics have changed substantially over the last 20 years.

Increasing population, in-migration, and urbanization have changed the character of

many of Oregon's communities. In recent years, despite the decline in lumber and

wood products employment and payroll, the state economy has been growing

rapidly. However, overall state economic indicators can mask changes at the local

level. In particular, the Portland metro area tends to skew statewide averages. For

example, the contribution of agriculture, forestry and fisheries to the economic base

of the state as a whole is 9.6%. Without including the Portland Metro area, that

number increases to 12% (Beuter, 1998). As Oregon's Board of Forestry looks to

the future, they must realize that the political and economic character of most of

Oregon's population may be different than that found in rural areas where most of

the forest resource is located. Future assessment efforts should attempt to gather

demographic information at local and regional scales.



7 CONCLUDING REMARKS

Ecosystem assessments are an emerging form of interdisciplinary research on

natural resources. It has been said that biological systems are not only more

complex than we think; they are more complex than we can think (Thomas, 1999).

Integrating the many ways in which we think of natural resources at least represents

a step in the direction of recognizing this complexity. At the same time, it is a

move away from approaches that in the past have proven to be inadequate in

representing the many ways in which our society affects and is affected by its

natural environment. This thesis examines one dimension of this (commonly

referred to as the social or human dimension of the environment), and the way in

which this dimension has been addressed by ecosystem assessments.

In a broad sense, there are two main elements to an ecosystem assessment. There is

the process through which an assessment is conducted and facilitated, as well as the

content that is obtained through that process. Ten guidelines are proposed to

facilitate the process of performing future social assessments. These represent the

fundamental lessons that have been learned by those involved with assessments in

the past. Four content issues for a social assessment are also proposed. Taken

together, these two major findings represent the first step in the process for an

Oregon social assessment.

The findings presented in the preceding chapter represent the fundamental lessons

learned from those scientists involved in the social components of previous large-

scale ecosystem assessments and are grounded in their experiences. These findings

were synthesized into the following ten guidelines for performing social

assessments as part of large-scale ecosystem assessments.
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Guideline 1: Researchable Questions. Social assessment questions and/or goals

should be clear, researchable, and determined through an open process to be

representative of a broad array of concerns of the public, managers, decision-

makers and scientists.

Guideline 2: Resource Constraints. Constraints on the assessment process should

be defined from the outset, and goals and methods should be realistic in view of

those constraints.

Guideline 3: Existing Data. Existing information is the preferred data source for

the social assessment f appropriate; however, this should not preclude the use of

primary data f this is the better means by which to address the research questions.

Guideline 4: Peer Review. Peer review can be a valuable tool to ensure scientflc

credibility, f not performed at the cost of social acceptability; both are critical to

the assessment process.

Guideline 5: Issues of Scale. The social assessment team should explore the

meaning of scale (temporal, spatial, and social; depth of analysis; and pixel size)

for each research question, with the goal of keeping the scale set to locally relevant

levels.

Guideline 6: Open Process. The assessment process should be collaborative,

open, and accessible; actively seek out multiple perspectives from communities of

interest and place; and help foster a sense ofpublic ownership in the assessment.

The assessment team has a duty to consider regulatory constraints and obligations

that may affect this process, such as the Federal Advisory Committee Act (only

applicable in a federal situation).
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Guideline 7: Forms of Knowledge. The social assessment should support the

concept that knowledge comes in many forms, and that informal and experiential

knowledge has validity.

Guideline 8: Triangulation. Using a variety of social science disciplines and

methodologies for addressing social assessment goals creates a richer information

base for the assessment.

Guideline 9. Monitoring. A mechanism for keeping the assessment current should

be implemented so that the assessment may be kept relevant and up to date.

Guideline 10. Linkages. The social assessment must go beyond a simple

presentation of data, to explore the nature of the linkages between the questions

pursued by the social assessment.

The main caveat for these guidelines is that each of these should be thought of in

terms of the trade-offs that they represent. Some of the guidelines may not be an

explicit goal of some future social assessment; indeed, they were not necessarily

goals of the assessments examined here. However, they represent the insights

gained from those individuals who have been involved in the process. If the lesson

emerged from a situation where a guideline was not applied, then perhaps the cost

of not performing that process was too great. In other words, the consequences of

not following the guideline were found to have been severe in the past. As an

example, the Roundtable participants who had participated in the FEMAT strongly

recommended that future assessments perform many actions that the FEMAT did

not.

Since the guidelines are synthesized from a variety of sources they will be

applicable in many situations. For example, many of the guidelines will be useful

for stand-alone social assessments, such as those performed for a National Forest.
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The guidelines may also prove useful in acting as criteria for evaluation of

assessments after completion. Many of the guidelines are also applicable to the

ecosystem assessment as a whole. The question framing principle, for example, is

one that will apply to all sub-fields of the assessment. The primary use of the

guidelines, however, will be to at least alert scientists to the pitfalls of the past that

have proved problematic, and hopefully help to avoid them.

Despite a variety of functions for the guidelines, there are some caveats for their

use. The context of the overall assessment may affect the ability of the social

component to follow all these guidelines. For example, if project constraints vary

widely throughout the timeline, then realistically framing the social research

questions in view of the project constraints will not be possible, or at least will be

highly challenged. Furthermore, it should be recognized that these guidelines are

only the start of the process. Each of the guidelines represents a discipline in itself;

for example, public participation in natural resources is a field of inquiry with a

rich history and legacy of its own. For each of the ten guidelines, a further plethora

of questions might be asked. The value of the guidelines lies not in providing a

definitive work but rather in being the first macro-level evaluation of social

assessments, and as such should be considered the beginning of the process.

The third objective of this project was to make recommendations for key issues to

be examined within a social assessment for Oregon. Earlier chapters have

presented a review of environmental attitudes in Oregon as well as current

demographic trends. These were used to identify some of the more pressing issues

facing Oregon with regards to environmental management. These are:

Issue 1. Environmental values are slufting. Environmental values in the state

appear to be moving away from commodity use and more towards non-commodity

values, such as clean water, wildlfe habitat, and preservation values.
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Issue 2. The state is increasingly urbanized. The state is rapidly becoming more

urbanized in character. This has implications for the way in which commodity uses

of natural resources are managed, which lands are vulnerable to conversion, and

the importance of resource extraction as perceived by residents.

Issue 3. The state demographic character appears to be changing. Residents of

the state are moving away from past trends. The state is largely becoming more

urban, better educated, income is rising, and the population is increasing, as is the

median age. What are the implications of these changes on natural resource

management in Oregon?

Issue 4. Clearcutting is a highly contentious issue in Oregon. Regardless of

regulatory constraints and changes in federal forest practices, clearcutting is one

of the perceived greatest dangers to Oregon 'sforests, and interest groups continue

to challenge this practice through ballot measures and forms ofprotests.

Issue 5. Regional disparities in the state are highly apparent. The population

concentration in the Willamette valley tends to skew "statewide" visions of the

state. Any assessment must recognize the great chfferences in attitudes, economic

bases, and population characteristics of the coast, valley, southwest and eastern

regions of the state.

One of the Roundtable Participants suggested that problems with assessments can

be that frequently the science team determines what the questions are, without first

bringing them to a wider audience. The guidelines for the process listed above

make it clear that an open and accessible assessment process is a key for success.

The intent here is not to preclude the guidelines by prematurely identifying issues

in Oregon without determining first if these are important to Oregonians. Rather,

the aim is to provide a starting point for an Oregon assessment as the literature

suggests that these are dilemmas for forest management in the state. Through the
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assessment process other issues will no doubt emerge which are of importance to

Oregonians. There are certainly other issues, such as the listing of many salmon

species as endangered, which are not discussed here but which are highly important

to residents of the state. These recommendations are not meant to be all

encompassing. Rather they represent the first step of a process in developing

ecologically sound and socially acceptable solutions to forest management

problems.
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