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ABSTRACT 

A comparative study of Park Service and Forest Service profes

sionals' perception and management of wilderness indicates differences 

exist which are related to use versus preservation issues. Profes

sional socialization, agency mission, and agency tradition appear to 

contribute to the differences. Attitudes favoring preservation or 

"wise use" reflect opposing philosophical stances existant in the early 

conservation movement. John Muir and Gifford Pinchot, who were integ

ral in the history and development of the Park Service and Forest 

Service exemplified these philosophical differences. 

In this study, the Park Service appeared more preservationist 

in nature than did the Forest Service. Forest Service responses indi

cated greater tolerance of intrusions associated with human use in or 

near wilderness areas. Perception and management of two wilderness 

areas near Tucson were investigated. Cooperation was good between the 

Forest Service and the Park Service despite differences in management 

policies. Results suggest that management by different agencies may 

create different quality wilderness areas. Differences in perception 

affect management policies which are in turn reflected in the wilder

ness lands themselves. The effects of professional bias on perception 

and management of wilderness areas is worthy of further investigation. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Intense demands on natural resources and the growing complex

ity of problems faced by our society has led to an overwhelming depen

dence upon professionals (Sewell 1971, Sims and Baumann 1976). This 

dependence has significant consequences, for, in addition to gaining 

the advantages of their specialized knowledge we also get their biases. 

Inherent in professionalism is .the danger of narrowed ways of looking 

at problems and amplification of biases existent in the professional's 

body of knowledge (Culhane 1981, 326). This study focuses upon profes

sionalism in the Forest Service and the National Park Service and how 

it affects their perception and management of two wilderness areas near 

Tucson, Arizona; the Pusch Ridge and Rincon Wilderness Areas. The 

purpose of this study is threefold: to discover if there is a differ

ence in perception of wilderness between professionals of the two 

agencies; what factors appear to influence differences in the ways in 

which the two agencies perceive problems and solutions relating to 

wilderness management; and the effect of the professionals' perception 

of wilderness on management of the areas themselves. 

Organization of the Thesis 

Chapter 1 discusses American wilderness and professional 

socialization, provides a short history of the Forest Service and Park 

1 
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Service, and states the objectives of this study. To provide further 

background and to clarify legal or agency definitions of wilderness, 

Chapter 2 deals with selection criteria for federal natural areas. 

Chapter 3 provides a physical description and history of land use for 

the two study areas. Chapter 4 presents the methodology used in this 

research, including the development of the questionnaire, the use of 

the Thematic Apperception Test, the selection of the sample, means of 

administering the survey, and the method of analysis. Chapter 5 is a 

summary and analysis of the results of the questionnaire relating to 

attitudes towards wilderness in general. General characteristics and 

attitudes of persons in the two~agencies are assessed. A discussion of 

results from cross tabulating different agency characteristics and 

motivations with management practices, attitudes, and preferences is 

also provided. The results of the Thematic Apperception test and 

attitudes of professionals in the local agencies towards Push Ridge 

Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of the Saguaro Wilderness Area are 

discussed in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 presents the summary and conclusions. 

Background 

Wilderness 

Wilderness is one of our nation's most valuable resources. A 

resource is any attribute of the environment appraised by people to be 

of value over time (O'Riordan 1971). We can assume wilderness is 

valued by the fact that the American people have set aside land to be 

preserved as wilderness. However, wilderness itself is difficult to 

define. Nash spends the first seven pages of his book Wilderness and 
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the American Mind discussing the origin and definitions of the word 

wilderness and concludes that there is a tendency for "wilderness to be 

a state of mind" (1967,5). He offers a framework for describing wild

erness in the form of a continuum from purely wild to purely civilized. 

Wilderness would be at the purely wild end of the continuum (1967,6). 

To Marshall, "The wilderness is all the senses harmonized with immen

sity into a form of beauty which to many human beings is the most 

perfect experience on earth" (Marshall 1954 quoted in ORRRC 1962,4). 

In the American Heritage Dictionary (1969), wilderness is "an unset

tled, uncultivated region left in its natural condition" while the 

Wilderness Act of 1964 describes it as "an area where the earth and its 

community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a 

visitor who does not remain" (U.S. Statutes, Public Law 88-577, 1964). 

The question remains, what are untrammeled, unsettled, and natural 

conditions. 

Numerous studies have shown that people's perception of where 

wilderness begins and what are acceptable levels of human influence in 

wilderness areas vary significantly. Day hikers and roadside campers 

may believe wilderness begins at the road edge or boundaryline and 

approve of facilities such as telephones, toilets, fireplaces, showers, 

and electricity (Bultena and Taves 1961). Wilderness purists on the 

other hand may not perceive the wilderness to begin for several miles 

from roads or the wilderness boundaries and might find even fire rings 

and designated trails offensive (Merriam and Ammons 1968, Lucas 1964). 
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Wilderness is not a static concept. Although legally defined 

in the Wilderness Act, Congress has already modified the definition of 

wilderness by relaxing some of the virginal criteria of the original 

Wilderness Act and by changing management restrictions (Underhill 

n.d. ,5). What wilderness is to become depends largely upon the man

agement practices in designated areas and on the types or quality of 

land admitted into the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). 

Currently there are over 80 million acres in the NWPS. This comprises 

1.8 percent of the land in the lower 48 states and 15 percent of the 

land in Alaska. The Forest Service manages the majority of designated 

wilderness in the lower 48 states while the Park Service manages most 

of the Alaskan lands (Runge 1984). The Fish and Wildlife Service and 

Bureau of Land Management also manage some wilderness and wilderness 

study areas, but the Forest Service and Park Service are the two 

agencies entrusted with the largest portions of American wilderness. 

Land meeting wilderness definition is limited and is vulner

able to recreational, political and economic pressures (Church 1977). 

A trebling of the nation's population since 1900 in conjunction with 

significant migration from metropolitan to non-metropolitan areas and 

the institutionalization of the leisure ethic since World War II has 

contributed to intense recreational pressures on wildernesses (Outdoor 

Recreation Policy Review Group 1983). Timber, grazing, mining, and 

water and power interests form a strong coalition against inclusion of 

land in the wilderness system and seek legislation favoring exploita

tion of designated areas. Forest Service and Park Service profes
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sionals are faced with a complex set of problems and strong interest 

groups in their management of wilderness areas. Intensely used wilder

nesses near urban areas exemplify many of the problems facing wilder

nesses in the future. 

Interest in wilderness preservation has increased dramatically 

in the past 50 years. Initially wilderness was perceived as an enemy 

to be conquered in the name of progress. It was not until the realiza

tion that we could destroy all remaining wilderness, that concern for 

wilderness preservation gained broad public support (Nash 1967). Men 

like Henry Thoreau, George Perkins Marsh, John Muir, and Frederick Law 

Olmstead signaled the change in attitude (Nash 1967). The artists 

Catlin, Cole, Moran and Bierdstadt helped advance wilderness as a 

symbol or value. This awareness was kept alive by popular writers 

including James Oliver Curwood, Zane Grey, and most significantly, by 

strong wilderness adherents such as Sigurd Olson (1946) in his book on 

the Quetico-Superior region The Singing Wilderness and Aldo Leopold 

(1949) in Sand County Almanac. Reflecting the changes in attitude 

towards wilderness, membership in the Wilderness Society has grown from 

a few enthusiasts in 1935 to over 90,000 today (Underhill n.d.). 

Value of Wilderness 

Wilderness has both social and scientific value. Socially it 

provides sanctuary, emotional catharsis, intensive experience, soli

tude, refinement of sensory impressions, and a means of reassuring 

ourselves of our sanity (Bultena 1961, Miller 1982, McKinley 1963, Sax 

1980, Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission 1962). Although 
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Gans (1962) states there are no empirical studies indicating that 

outdoor recreation is essential to mental health, he does indicate that 

recreation itself is important in a balanced life. More recent studies 

and literature reviews suggest that wilderness experiences can have 

therapeutic effects on people suffering from emotional and behavioral 

adjustment problems (Clark 1976, Gibson 1979). These benefits may be 

derived from the opportunity to spend less psychic energy role playing. 

During a wilderness experience, one may lose contact with the manmade 

chaotic world and is able to form a new perspective on his or her 

relations to others and to the environment (McKinley 1963). Or, 

improvement may be a result of the intensity of physical or interper

sonal experiences (Gibson 1979). Further study is needed, but there 

are indications that assigning therapeutic value to wilderness in 

today's culture is valid. 

Scientific values of wildernesw include wilderness as a place 

where biological processes or natural systems can be studied, as an 

example of how healthy land maintains itself, as a reservoir of genetic 

diversity, and as a safeguard against ecological oversimplification 

(Leopold 1949, Miller 1982). 

To many, wilderness areas are a necessity. They are a symbol 

of ecological conscience "the development of a land ethic, a feeling of 

morality towards the earth" (Olson 1958). The acceptance of responsi

bility and the willingness to seek solutions offers hope that we can 

"give future generations guidance and direction toward a balanced 
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existence with their natural environment" (School of Renewable Natural 

Resources 1978, 16). 

If wilderness has become the symbol for ecological conscience, 

there is the belief that should we lose wilderness we would lose the 

very things which distinguish living from mere survival: 

...most disturbing is...the very fact that human beings are so 
adaptable. This very adaptability enables them to become 
adjusted to conditions and habits which will eventually destroy 
the values most characteristic of human life...life in the 
modern city has become a symbol of the fact that man can become 
adapted to starless skies, treeless avenues, shapeless 
buildings, tasteless bread, joyless celebrations, spiritless 
pleasures - to life without reverence for the past, love for 
the present, or hope for the future (Dubos 1965, xvii-xviii). 

Today, although the experiential, moral, and scientific values 

of wilderness are generally recognized (Hendee et al 1978, Leopold 

1949, Sax 1980, Miller 1982, Dubos 1981) designating land as wilderness 

remains an issue. In Arizona debate over which lands were suited for 

inclusion in the Arizona Wilderness Bill was a heated issue in 1984. 

Currently only land which is publicly owned, roadless, and comprises a 

unit over 5,000 acres may be considered for inclusion into the wilder

ness system. Degradation of the natural environment through bulldozing 

roads for timber harvest and mining activities, and by building ski 

areas and mountain subdivisions has increased the possibility of loss 

of quality natural environments and potential wilderness areas (Arizona 

Daily Star Feb. 9, 1984; Runge 1984; Walsh, Loomis, and Gillman 1984). 

The preservation of remaining wilderness depends significantly upon 

setting aside additional wilderness areas and the wise management of 

current ones. 
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Wilderness Management 

Major issues in wilderness management are ethical views on land 

use, carrying capacity, regulatory or manipulative measures, and alter

native aproaches. 

There are three major ethical views on land use: economic, 

conservationist/preservationist, and ecological. The economic view is 

that land should be used in a manner which brings the highest profit to 

its owner or user. Economic interests in fossil fuels, mineral depo

sits, grazing land, and water and timber resources still threaten 

existing and proposed wilderness areas. Today Forest Service planning 

depends heavily on computer analysis. Dollar value is assigned to 

various uses such as timber, grazing, mineral exploitation, wildlife, 

recreation, and wilderness in order to help evaluate which combination 

of uses would be maximal for an area. "Officials in many Western 

states believe strongly that wildlife and recreation...are greatly 

undervalued by the Forest Service" (The Arizona Daily Star February 

12, .1984). Work is being done to enhance the economic value of wilder

ness for computer analysis by adding existence and bequest values into 

economic models which do take recreational benefits gained from wilder

ness areas into consideration. 

Existence value is willingness to pay for the knowledge that a 
natural environment is protected by wilderness designation even 
though no recreation use is contemplated. Bequest value is 
defined as the willingness to pay for the satisfaction derived 
from endowing future generations with wilderness resources 
(Walsh, Loomis, and Gillman 1984). 

A problem with this approach is that wilderness values tend to be 
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intangible and emotional and thus may not fit into an economic or 

"rational" model. The preservationist view, on the other hand, main

tains that land should be set aside and not used or developed in order 

to preserve the land's health and beauty. This view begs the question 

of recreational use. The ecological view holds that we should treat 

land with respect and love and balance the needs of other living crea

tures with our human needs in order to preserve other species and the 

land's self-renewing capacity (Miller 1982, 184). The extent to which 

an agency holds any of these views will significantly affect its man

agement of an area. 

Perhaps wilderness areas were better off when nobody cared 

about them (Lowenthal 1968). Nash (1967) claims we are in danger of 

loving our wildernesses to death. Establishing appropriate levels of 

use is central to the continued preservation of wilderness. The con

cept of carrying capacity is one approach to the problem. Hendee et 

al. (1978) states that there are many definitions of carrying capacity 

which range from strictly environmental concerns to ones dealing with 

social or psychological factors. They maintain that "to promote under

standing of the underlying intent of the concept" (184) is vital and 

describe carrying capacity as follows: 

.. .carrying capacity is ultimately a judgmental determination 
rather than the product of some absolute and measurable charac
teristic of the environment. In specifying carrying capacity, 
we are prescribing the use configuration consistent with the 
social and ecological conditions we wish to prevail at a loca
tion. These conditions are formalized in area management ob
jectives derived from managerial judgment and citizen input, 
tempered by various constraints, such as laws. Definitions of 
appropriate capacity levels need to be derived in light of a 



10 

spectrum of outdoor opportunities in order that diversity and 

equity be achieved. Finally, capacity is a probabilistic con
cept; it is neither possible nor necessary that all contin
gencies be accomodated (185). 

Carrying capacity can be divided into physical and social carrying 

capacity. Physical carrying capacity is the amount of use resources 

can bear without significant deterioration. Social carrying capacity 

is the maximum number and kinds of encounters with others which can be 

sustained without deterioration of wilderness experience quality 

(Frissell 1979, Hendee et al. 1978, Jubenville 1976, Shreyer and 

Roggenbuck 1978, Towler 1977, USNPS 1974). 

It is commonly accepted that the quality of the wilderness 

experience is negatively influenced by an increased number of contacts 

with others. Tolerance towards contact is dependent upon the type of 

contact, the general psychological attributes of the user, the 

discrepancies between the expected outcome of the experience and the 

actual outcome, and the extent to which the user is a "purist" (Hendee 

et al. 1978, Lucas 1964, Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978). Lee (1977) 

finds no significant association between attitudes towards crowding and 

behaviors to avoid social interaction among wilderness users. Hammitt 

(1982) discusses the cognitive aspect of wilderness solitude as 

follows: 

...one of the principle values derived from wilderness is 
escape - an opportunity for temporary release from the rules 
and pressures of everyday life. Solitude in this situation 
refers to escape and isolation from individual people...freedom 
of choice and spontaneity of action appear to be key charact
eristics of what is commonly called the "wilderness experience" 
(480). 
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This may help explain why despite the emphasis placed on solitude in 

many wilderness studies, wilderness recreation is frequently a group 

activity and why wilderness users are usually friendly to each other. 

The question of the user's perception of environmental damage 

was addressed in several studies. Visitors frequently do not perceive 

the physical impact of their use. This can partly be explained by 

their lack of training in biological sciences. Another factor is 

whether or not they have visited the area at an earlier time when 

environmental damage was less severe and thus can compare current 

conditions against earlier ones. 

Apparent tolerance for other wilderness users and inaccurate 

perceptions of environmental deterioration found in wilderness visi

tors, suggest that the social carrying capacity levels for an area may 

be higher than those for physical carrying capacity (Purdy 1981, Vaske 

1980, Knudson and Curry 1979). 

The management of wilderness areas includes regulatory and 

manipulative means of controlling the intensity and character of 

visitor use. Regulatory measures include zoning regulations and 

restrictions on use. Manipulative measures are physical alterations, 

information dispersal and setting eligibility requirements (Fish and 

Bury 1981). Although it has been argued that any regulation of wilder

ness use detracts from the freedom associated with the symbol of wilde

rness, some studies have shown that the majority of users support such 

management techniques as pricing, reservation systems, and mandatory 

wilderness permits in an attempt to insure the quality of the wilder



12 

ness (Hendee and Lucas 1973, Shelby et al. 1977, Stankey and Baden 

1977). 

As increasing numbers of people seek the benefits of wilder

ness, management and preservation of wilderness become increasingly 

difficult. Alternatives to wilderness recreation are called for to 

mitigate user pressure. Wilderness areas cannot fulfill all the out

door recreational demands of society — although they have a very 

special role. Recreation is a continuous need rather than an intermit

tent one, therefore it is essential to provide recreational areas and 

services in and near the places people live and work. According to 

Lowenthal (1968), 

The once-in-a-lifetime wilderness experience, the two-week 
cross-country jaunt, the Sunday jog around the reservoir — 
these are too rare to sustain a real appreciation of nature, 
even when supplemented by sumptuous picture books of primeval 
areas. The aspects of the outdoors that people care most about 
are those with which they are familiar; to love at a distance 
is not enough (67). 

Offering alternative outdoor recreational opportunities as well as the 

improvement of the urban environment would lessen recreational demands 

on parks and wilderness areas (U.N. 1969, Jubenville 1976, Glickson 

1956, ORPRC 1983). 

Professional Socialization 

The Wilderness Act of 1964 prohibited the formation of a new 

agency for the management of wilderness areas and gave the responsi

bility to the Forest Service, Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife 

Service. The Bureau of Land Management now has wilderness lands to 

manage also. "Because of the different missions and guiding philo
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sophies of these agencies, management guidelines for wilderness vary" 

(Fish and Bury 1981, 608). Just as the different missions are 

reflected in policy choices, the different agencies undoubtedly 

attract certain types of people as employees because of the various 

guiding philosophies of the agencies. Many people making decisions 

about wilderness have a strong professional identification which can 

shape their perception of the environment (Saarinen 1976). It is 

important to understand both the extent to which employees of the 

different agencies identify with their profession and agency and how 

they actually perceive the wilderness areas they administer. 

"Decisions to modify or change the environment are based not so much on 

the environment as it is, but rather on the environment as it is 

perceived by the decision maker" (Saarinen 1976, xi). 

The effects of professional socialization have been the subject 

of much research in recent years. In many studies professionalization, 

professional identification, and professional socialization have been 

used interchangeably. Professional socialization is the process by 

which individuals internalize the norms of their profession or agency. 

O'Riordan (1976, p.14) claims that "...professionalism is not simply 

specialized competence but tribal ideology". Hall (1968, p. 144) 

defines professionalization as "movement toward correspondence with the 

professional model"; while Kaufman (1960, p. xiii) remarks, 

...the success of the Forest Service in welding the behavior of 
hundreds of geographical dispersed and relatively isolated 
Rangers into a unified organizational pattern apparently rests 
heavily on manipulation of the perceptions, thinking, and 
values of members of the Service. 
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We might assume the same could be said of the Park Service. 

Many factors encourage professional socialization. Among these 

are personal predispositions, previous educational experience, 

specialized training, peer attitudes, and the social environment, jux

taposed with the agency mandate, tradition, incentives and contraints 

(Barker 1977, Culhane 1981, Kaufman 1960, Super 1968). In time, 

professionals, in a sense, become a part of the organization and it 

becomes a part of them (Kaufman 1960). As expressed in a letter to a 

top Forest Service official in Washington, 

Forest Service managers...seem to be homogenized in their 
thoughts, and their decisions reflect that...rotation of upper 
level management personnel prevents an affinity from developing 
between a forester and his forest...His loyalty is not to the 
land, it is to the agency and its operating manual, its produc
tion goals, its planning process and its budgets.1 (Ring, AZ 
Daily Star, Feb. 12, 1984. Sec. E). 

In the resource management field, research on professionaliza-

tion has been largely confined to the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of 

Reclamation, Bureau of Land Management, Forest Service, and agencies ' 

involved with water and air pollution problems (Maas 1951, Culhane 

1981, Sewell 1971, Sims and Baumann 1976, McMeikan 1968, Barker 1977). 

These studies indicate that environmental decision making is greatly 

dependent upon the agency making the decision, and on the agency man

date. It also appears that perception of the nature of environmental 

problems varies significantly between professionals of different 

agencies. Sewell (1971) calls for a wider policy emphasizing holistic 

rather than fragmented views of environmental problems. To ensure that 

the broader view is taken, he suggests it may be necessary to change 
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administrative structures, laws, and policies. He also feels that 

involvement of the public is essential. 

The Forest Service and Park Service have different mandates. 

It appears likely that their perception of environmental problems would 

also vary. A comparative look at the history and missions of the two 

agencies may be helpful as a basis for further discussion. 

Forest Service and National Park Service 

The development of an agency and its mission is seldom simple 

or straight forward. Many ideas and philosophies are woven together to 

form the tapestry of an agency's mission. The fact that concepts, 

missions, and agency form are continually changing makes it difficult 

to .unravel the pattern of people and ideas who have influenced the 

development and mission of an agency. However, I will briefly descibe 

major legislation in the development of the Forest Service and Park 

Service, mention some of the people whose ideas and beliefs were 

strongly influential in formulating the missions of the two agencies, 

and discuss the agencies' missions. 

The Forest Service and National Park Service may be considered 

sister agencies. Both were born of the conservation movement, and both 

agencies manage large tracts of Federal Land, much of which is 

forested, mountainous, and scenic. The general public frequently seem 

unaware of the differences between the two agencies. Images of a 

"ranger", whether park ranger or forest ranger are of someone who is 

fortunate enough to spend most of their time out in the "woods" 
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guarding the land through manning a fire tower, educating the public, 

or telling the public what they can or can not do on that land. 

Lumping forest rangers and park rangers into the same category may be 

understandable, after all, the uniforms are similar. However, despite 

similarities, there are major differences in the history of the two 

agencies and in their development and missions and thus in the respon

sibilities of the employees. 

The Conservation Movement 

The Conservation Movement, an outgrowth of Progressivism at the 

turn of the century came from two separate sources which are reflected 

as different steams in conservation efforts today (McConnell 1954). 

Park Service and the Forest Service, as agencies, were outgrowths of 

these two streams and have traditionally had conflicting points of 

view. The two different viewpoints can be summed up as -

...one tends to emphasize an accommodation of uses, each of 
which may be presumed to stand on more or less even footing, 
except as one or another use appeals to greater or smaller 
numbers of people. Given the character of American society, 
this amounts to an emphasis on material values. The other 
elevates certain values to a preferred position, no matter how 
few the people to whom these appeal. It elevates nonmaterial 
above material values as a matter of principle (McConnell 1954, 
200). 

Gifford Pinchot and John Muir, instrumental in the development of the 

National Forest and National Park Systems, have been considered by many 

to epitomize the two viewpoints. Muir, mystic and scientist, saw 

divinity reflected in all "the wild things of Creation" (Ibid., 191). 

This shows cleary in his writing. 

Benevolent, solemn, fateful, pervaded with divine light, every 
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landscape glows like a countenance hallowed in eternal repose; 
and every one of its living creatures, clad in flesh and 
leaves, and every crystal of its rocks, whether on the surface 
shining in the sun or buried miles deep in what we call 
darkness, is throbbing and pulsing with the heartbeats of God 
(Ibid., 191). 

Pinchot, the pragmatist, pointed out what he considered three main 

principles of conservation: 

The first principle of conservation is development, the use of 
the natural resources now existing on this continent for the 
benefit of the people who live here now. 

...conservation stands for the prevention of waste....The first 
duty of the human race is to control the earth it lives upon. 

The natural resources must be developed and preserved for the 
benefit of the many and not merely the profit of the few 
(Ibid., 191). 

The development of Forest Service and Park Service have been 

complex. They have had to gain and keep the support of different 

administrations and of the public. One way to insure agency survival 

is to have a clearly identified mission or purpose (Foresta 1984). 

Philosophical stances exemplified by Muir and Pinchot have been 

integral in the history and development of the Park Service and Forest 

Service. 

The U.S. Forest Service 

In response to an era of land theft and resource exploitation 

before and after the Civil War — a time in which vast tracts of land 

were destroyed through grazing, lumbering, and mining — people such as 

Secretary of the Interior, Carl Schurz, Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry 

David Thoreau expressed the need for forest protection. The concern 

was intensified by the 1871 Pestigo, Wisconsin forest fire in which 1.3 
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million acres of forest were burned and 1,500 people were killed (Frome 

1971). 

In 1876 Congress passed a bill calling for the establishment of 

a special unit in the Department of Agriculture which would study the 

forest situation and suggest means for their preservation and renewal. 

Two thousand dollars was appropriated for the study and Franklin Hough 

appointed to the post. In 1881 the special unit was given status as a 

division and in 1886 gained permanent statutory rank. Bernard Fernow, 

first head of the division of Forestry was replaced by Gifford Pinchot 

in 1898. In 1901 the division became the Bureau of Forestry and by 

1905 received appropriations ammounting to $439,000 (Frome 1971, 

Kaufman 1960). 

At the time of its inception, the Bureau of Forestry had no 

lands to manage. Its purposes were research, public information, and 

assistance (Kaufman 1960). The Department of the Interior had juris

diction over federally owned forests. The first federally owned forest 

reserves were set aside in the Creative Act in 1891 which stated -

The President of the United States may, from time to time, set 
apart and reserve, in any State or Territory having public land 
bearing forests, in any part of the public lands wholly or in 
part covered with timber or undergrowth, whether of commercial 
value or not, as national forests, and the President shall, by 
public proclamation, declare the establishment of such forests 
and the limits thereof. (Frome 1971, 213). 

These reserves were closed areas, and the Act did not provide for any 

plan of operation. The Organic Act for the Forest Service which was 

passed in 1897, gave the Secretary of the Interior the authority to 

"control and administer the reserves as well as to protect them, and 
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conferred on him the power to make rules governing their occupancy use, 

and disposition (Kaufman 1960, 27). The Organic Act expressed the 

objectives of the reserves as being "for the purpose of securing 

favorable conditions of waterflows and to furnish a continuous supply 

of timber for the use and necessity of citizens of the United States" 

(Frome 1971, 12). In 1905 the reserves and the responsibilities for 

the reserves passed from the Department of the Interior to the 

Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Forestry. The Bureau of 

Forestry was renamed Forest Service and forest reserves became national 

forests. Gifford Pinchot was instrumental in getting the forest 

reserves transfered to the Bureau of Forestry (Kaufman 1960). 

At the time of the transfere, Gifford Pinchot wrote himself a 

letter and then obtained the approval and signiture of the Secretary of 

Agriculture. This letter expressed ideas which were to become part of 

the mission of the Forest Service. 

In the administration of the forest reserves it must be 
clearly borne in mind that all land is to be devoted to its 
most productive use for the permanent good of the whole people, 
and not for the temporary benefit of individuals or companies. 
All the resources of forest reserves are for use, and this use 
must be brought about in a thoroughly prompt and businesslike 
manner, under such restrictions only as will insure the perma
nence of these resources....The continued prosperity of agri
cultural, lumbering, mining, and livestock interests is 
directly dependent upon a permanent and accessible supply of 
water, wood, and forage, as well as upon the present, and future 
use of their resources....In the management of each reserve 
local questions will be decided upon local grounds; the domi
nant industry will be considered first, but with as little 
restriction to minor industries as may be possible; sudden 
changes in industrial conditions will be avoided by gradual ad
justment after due notice; and where conflicting interests must 
be reconciled the question will always be decided from the 
standpoint of the greatest good of the greatest number in the 
long run (Foss 1971, 364-365). 
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Use was the keynote and the oft quoted "greatest good for the greatest 

number" refered to economic interests. 

In 1908 Theodore Roosevelt called a conference of governors and 

other leading citizens in the nation. At this conference it was recog

nized that "the protection, preservation, and wise use of the natural 

resources is not a series of separate and independent tasks, but one 

single problem." (Pinchot quoted in Frome 1971, 16). 

The National Park Service 

The Forest Service was created in 1897, nineteen years before 

the National Park Service. How.ever, the first lands set aside as 

federal reserves were National Parks. By 1891 when the Forest Reserve 

Act was passed, the nation had already set aside six areas as National 

Parks: Hot Springs, Arkansas; Yellowstone; Mackinac Island, Michigan; 

and Sequoia, Yosemite, and General Grant in California (Foresta 1984, 

Frome 1971). Although Nash claimed that the national park system was an 

American "invention", Foresta feels that the early parks were an 

accumulation rather than an invention and as dependent upon "pork 

barrel politics, on the need for a catch-all category for miscellaneous 

withdrawals of public land, and on purely idiosyncratic circumstances" 

(Foresta 1984, 11) as on "our unique experience with nature in North 

America, our democratic ideals, the vastness of our public domain, and 

the affluence of our society" (Nash quoted in Foresta 1984, 11). 

The early parks were managed by the U.S. Cavalry. Management 

often consisted largely of efforts to keep formerly permited utili
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tarian uses from destroying the resources of the parks. An example is 

the running battle the cavalry had with sheepmen in Yosemite. The 

sheep, "hooved locusts" as John Muir called them, were destroying the 

high mountain meadows. The sheepmen continued using the meadows as 

pasture after it was forbidden. The cavalry, in an effort to control 

the situation would expel the sheepman from one side of the park and 

chase the herds out the other side. This might be considered one of 

the early regulatory measures in the parks...and in a sense a precursor 

of the propensity for law enforcement found today throughout the Park 

Service. 

The parks however were not well protected. The controversy 

over damming Hetch Hetchy Valley in Yosemite to supply water for San 

Fancisco increased public awareness of the vulnerability of the 

national parks. Gifford Pinchot supported legislation favoring a dam 

at Hetch Hetchy. Muir led the fight to save the valley. Hetch Hetchy 

was lost in 1913, but public and govenmental awareness of a need for an 

agency to administer the parks was wakened (Everhart 1983). 

In 1914 Steven Mather wrote to his friend Franklin Lane, secre

tary of the Interior to complain of conditions in Sequoia and Yosemite 

National Parks. Lane's response was, "Dear Steve, If you don't like 

the way the national parks are being run, come on down to Washington 

and run them yourself (Ibid. 14)." In 1915 Mather became assistant to 

the secretary of the Interior in charge of Parks with Horace Albright 

as his chief assistant. Not until 1916 did Woodrow Wilson sign the 
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National Parks Act which established the National Park Service as an 

agency to -

...promote and regulate the use of the national parks and 
monuments, taking such measures as conform to the fundamental 
purpose of these preserves: "Which purpose is to conserve the 
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife 
therein, and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such 
manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations" (Ibid. 16). 

Mather and Albright promoted the parks and the Park Service as 

an agency. They gained public support by working on agency image and 

by providing tangible benefits such as improved access to national 

parks. They gained a political and elite support group through special 

backwoods trips for congressmen and influential businessmen, by 

building luxury hotels such as the Ahwahnee in Yosemite and the El 

Tovar at the Grand Canyon, and by "portraying national parks as good 

opportunities for private enterprise and especially for the tourist 

business" (Foresta 1984, 24). 

Although improving access to the parks and encouraging the 

development of tourism in the early years of the Park Service may be 

seen now as conflicting with the preservationist attitudes exemplified 

by Muir, in that time period they were not contradictory. Muir saw the 

western mountains as rich in wilderness and approved the construction 

of roads which would make them accessible to the public. A dramatic 

increase in population and decrease in wilderness availability provides 

a different famework for viewing development now. 

Pinchot advocated wise use of the nation's resources to meet 

the needs of the people — economic needs. The use was most often 
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consumptive use. Muir denounced this philosophy and emphasized non-

material over material values. His philosophy was preservationist in 

nature. Although Mather and Albright encouraged the development of 

tourism in the early years of the Park Service, it was in an effort to 

gain support for the agency and to ensure to safety of the park system. 

Their basic attitude was preservationist and the use was considered 

non-consumptive of resources. The two missions, multiple use and 

preservation, are sometimes diametrically opposed. The respective 

missions may attract different types of people as employees and 

influence their perception of the lands they manage. 

Objectives 

This study will be an exploration of the differences in percep

tion and management of the two wildernesses by the Forest Service and 

Park Service, and some factors that may affect those differences. 

There are four main hypotheses to be examined: 

1. Perception of wilderness will differ according to the 

amount of professional socialization among employees. Variables 

affecting socialization will include years in the profession, mobility, 

specialized training, and educational experience. 

2. Perception of what the quality standards for land to be 

included in the wilderness system will vary between personel in the two 

agencies. 

3. Employees of the two agencies will perceive wilderness 

differently because of differing agency mandates and agency traditions 
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inherited from Muir and Pinchot. 

4. Forest Service and Park Service employees will show different 

preferences for educational, restrictive, or manipulative types of 

wilderness management. 

Potential Contributions of This Research 

Twenty times as many people visit wilderness areas today as in 

the 1930s (Hendee et al. 1978). Because we can expect continued and 

increased use of wilderness in the future and because of the need for 

imaginative management policies, managers' perceptions of, wilderness 

are worthy of investigation. While not definitive, this study will add 

to information about the effects of professional socialization on 

environmental decision making. This information may help the Forest 

Service and the Park Service design programs encouraging a more holis

tic approach by their employees. It may also enable the public to 

better understand the professional's perspective and thus work with 

them in a more informed manner in order to safeguard the continued 

existence of wilderness. 



CHAPTER 2 

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR FEDERAL NATURAL AREAS 

Values expressed in selection criteria for federal natural 

areas have changed over time. The progression has been from anthropo-

centric values, to biocentric values, to a blend of both. In this 

context, anthropocentric is used as centering on human value and 

experience while biocentric emphasizes biological integrity and natural 

processes. National Forests, National Parks or Monuments which have 

been set aside because of their natural features, Research Natural 

Areas, and Wilderness Areas may in some instances be confused with each 

other. They are often spatially congruent, have characteristics in 

common, administratively may overlap (except for National Forests and 

National Parks and Monuments), and sometimes have similar criteria and 

management policies. In this chapter I will look at the criteria 

involved in the selection and setting aside of the four different types 

of areas and whether or not the standards and guidelines set for the 

four areas appear to be adequate for their protection. 

Administrative and Legal Factors 

Factors which distinguish National Forests, National Park 

Service natural areas, Research Natural Areas, and Wilderness Areas 

from each other are: method of designation, legislative protection, 

agency jurisdiction, funding, and land acquisition. 

25 
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The first National Forests were withdrawn from the public 

domain by Presidential proclamation. Additional ones were selected and 

purchased through the National Forest Reserve Commission (Frome 1971). 

National Forest lands have legislative protection and can not be sold 

(The Arizona Daily Star, March 24, 1985) although land swaps with 

other federal agencies are possible. The Forest Service is the sole 

managing agency of its land. However, the game and fish that live on 

Forest Service lands are the property of the state. The Forest Service 

receives funds from Congress for the administration and maintenance of 

their areas. 

National Parks are designated through an act of Congress; 

Monuments by Presidential proclamation. As units within the National 

Park Service, both have legislative protection and can not be sold. 

The Park Service, as sole managing agency, receives funds from Congress 

for the acquisition of new park areas and the management or maintenance 

of established areas. New parks may be carved from pre-existing public 

lands and private land for parks may be purchased in fee simple (ie. 

the land and the development rights to the land) or less than fee 

simple. 

Research Natural Areas are designated areas located on pre

existing federal reserves. They are designated by the managing agency 

and receive no special legislative protection or appropriations. A 

Research Natural Area is administered by the agency which designated it 

and upon whose land it is located. Managing agencies are encouraged to 

purchase private land adjoining an RNA if such a purchase will improve 
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the integrity of the ecosystem being preserved. However, no special 

funds are appropriated by Congress for that purpose. 

Wilderness areas are designated by Congress and are protected 

by the Wilderness Act. Like Research Natural Areas, they are carved 

from pre-existing federal reserves. The Purchase of private lands is 

unlikely due to lack of funding. Wilderness Areas fall under the 

jurisdiction of either the Park Service, Forest Service, Fish and 

Wildlife Service, or Bureau of Land Management. 

Selection Criteria 

National Forests — Anthropocentric 

The emphasis on multiple use and the recognition of the 

aesthetic values of some national forest lands reflect anthropocentric 

criteria in the selection and management of national forests. 

The first forest reserves were established in 1891 at a time 

when "Americans were worried that the country's rapid industrial growth 

would be stopped by an impending shortage of raw materials..." (Roth 

1984, 3). The Forest Service Organic Act of 1897 stated that the 

purpose of the national forests was for "securing favorable conditions 

of water flow, and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use 

and necessities of the citizens of the United States" (Frome 1971, 

214). The emphasis was clearly on use for the citizens. According to 

Foresta (1984), the concept of public land ownership was integrally 

related to the idea of public good. Although the criterion was essen

tially commodity oriented, other uses such as recreation, hunting, 

fishing, and hiking were permitted on forest service lands. 
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By placing lands with timber or undergrowth in the National 

Forest System, the Forest Service ended up with some of the most 

scenic, impressive landscapes in the western United States. As early 

as 1910, administrators in the Forest Service felt that some of the 

more impressive forest lands should be preserved for their aesthetic 

qualities and for the enjoyment of the public. In the 1920s the 

National Park Service carved several national parks from national 

forest lands, including Grand Canyon National Park. The Forest Ser

vice, in order to combat these measures classified potential national 

parks as "Primitive areas" and.administered them similarly to national 

parks (Foresta 1984). 

National Parks or Monuments — Anthropocentric to Biocentric 

The National Park Service was established in 1916. Initially 

it was not clear exactly what a national park was supposed to be 

(Foresta 1984, 9). However, traditional criteria for the establishment 

of new parks and monuments were basically anthropocentric and empha

sized human appeal. National parks "should be sublime above 

all...scenery and its value was based on direct human appreciation" 

(Foresta 1984, 3). An emphasis on scenery is clear in the basic 

charter of the Park Service: 

the fundamental purpose of the said parks, monuments, and 
reservations which purpose is to conserve the scenery and the 
natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to 
provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by 
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of 
future generations (Aug. 25, 1916, c. 408, 1.39 Stat. 535). 

The emphasis on scenery or the natural features of parklands is 
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reflected in the legislation establishing most parks and monuments 

since the Park Service's inception. Examples are the legislation 

establishing Everglades National Park in 1944, "For the purpose of 

protecting the scenery, the wildlife, and other natural features of the 

region...(Dec. 6, 1944, c. 508,58 Stat. 794)", and that establishing 

Virgin Islands National Park in 1956, "A portion of the Virgin 

Islands...containing outstanding scenic and other features of national 

significance shall be established..."(Aug. 2, 1956, c.885, 1.70 Stat. 

940). 

As the park system grew, reservations within the system were 

classified as natural, historical, or recreational areas. The 1975 

Management Policies manual lists the criteria for new additions to the 

system as follows: "An area must be nationally significant in terms of 

portraying those natural and historic themes identified in the National 

Park System Plan (1-3)." Within the Park Service System, natural 

areas include "all those national parks and monuments established 

because of their natural features..."(FR 16651, Dec. 29, 1966). In the 

1981 Management Policies manual, a description of nationally signifi

cant natural areas included the following qualities: 

An outstanding example of a geologic landform or biotic area 
that is still common or of broad distribution. 

A rare extant remnant geologic landform or biotic area of a 
type that is now vanishing due to human despoilment, although 
once widespread. 

An extant geologic landform or biotic area that was extremely 
unique in the region or Nation during presettlement times. 
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A site possessing exceptionally high ecological or geological 
diversity, e.g., species, biotic communities, habitats, 
landforms, observable geological processes. 

A site containing biotic species or communities whose natural 
distribution at that location makes them of unusual biogeo-
graphic significance, e.g. high numbers at range limits or of 
diverse geographic affinities, relics, endemics, extreme 
disjuncts. 

A site harboring a concentrated population of rare plant or 
animal species, particularly those officially recognized as 
threatened or endangered. 

A critical refuge necessary for the continued survival of 
either common or uncommon wildlife species. 

A site containing rare or unusually abundant fossil deposits. 

An outstandingly scenic area. 

A site that can be described as an invaluable ecological or 
geological benchmark due to an extensive and longterm record 
of research and scientific discovery. 

As Foresta points out, these criteria are much more biocentric than the 

traditional criteria. "They emphasize the refuge quality of the System 

and only one of the ten could unquestionably be considered visitor 

oriented..."(1984, 115). Scenic value receives much less emphasis 

than it used to traditionally. 

The switch to scientific or biocentric criteria and concerns 

could be because most areas of exceptional scenic quality have already 

been claimed by the Park Service or Forest Service. Thus, in order to 

continue expanding the park system the Park Service may have had to 

change its criteria of significance. On the other hand, it may also 

reflect a more sophisticated awareness of the environment and of ecolo

gical values which grew out of the concerns of the 1960s and 1970s and 

which is reflected in such legislation as the National Environmental 
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Protection Act and the Wilderness Act, by the activities of groups like 

the Nature Conservancy, and by the establishment of the Council on 

Environmental Quality. 

Research Natural Areas — Biocentric 

The national system of Research Natural Areas has been develo

ping since 1927. Currently 4.4 million acres of federal land are 

designated Research Natural Areas (Federal Committee on Ecological 

Reserves 1977, 5). Agencies managing Research Natural Areas are the 

Forest Service Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of 

Indian Affairs, Fish and Wildlife Service, Air Force, Energy Research 

and Development Administration, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

In 1976 the Federal Committee on Ecological Reserves (FCER) was 

established to help coordinate preservation and research activities and 

to assure that the quality and size of the RNA system is sufficient to 

insure the progress of ecological sciences in the United States 

(Federal Committee on Ecological Reserves 1977, 1-3). 

In order to better coordinate the efforts of the different 

managing agencies in selection of Research Natural Areas the FCER 

established the following selection criteria: 

Areas primarily of interest for their biological features, 
especially typical of unusual terrestrial and/or aquatic 
ecosystems and their component physical parameters, their 
waters and soils, their animal and plant species, and the 
complex communities and associations into which these are 
organized; 

Areas primarily of interest for their physical features, for 
example, typical or unusual geological formations that can be 
non-destructively researched; 
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Areas primarily of interest because of their importance as 
sites for research paleontology (FCER 1977, p. 268). 

The selection criteria for Research Natural Areas are strongly 

biocentric. The use of these areas is basically limited to research 

and education. However, despite the fact that the natural areas are to 

be baselines for ecological data, land use in some of the areas has 

included such things as recreation, tourism, hunting, grazing, old 

mines, logging, cabins, canals, docks, coast guard stations, and even a 

cottonwood plantation (FCER 1977). Scenic values are not taken into 

consideration, and recreational use which is more than observational is 

either discouraged or prohibited (FCER 1977, 272). 

Wilderness Areas — The Blend 

The national Wilderness Preservation System is currently 

comprised of approximately 80 million acres. Nearly "1.8% of the land 

area in the lower 48 states and about 15% of the land area in Alaska" 

are designated wilderness (Runge 1984, p. 56). Advocation of wilder

ness preservation seems to have increased at an inverse ratio to its 

availability (Underhill n.d.). The push for a Congressional Act set

ting up a Wilderness Preservation System grew from a report by the 

Wildland Research Center in 1962. The authors felt it was essential to 

protect wilderness areas by law or our wilderness resource would be 

lost. This conclusion was based on the following observations: 

1. Land administering agencies could put wilderness to other 
uses. 

2. Agencies lacked full jurisdiction over some land uses 
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(e.g., raining) within wilderness. 

3.There was a lack of coordinated control over wilderness uses. 

4. There was a lack of distinctive management policy (Outdoor 
Recreation Resources Review Commission 1962 in Hendee et al. 
1978, 64). 

These concerns show a significant change in attitude from that of 

the conservation movement at the beginning of the century. Early 

Conservationists placed a great deal of faith in the ability of 

governmental agencies to manage land in the best interest of the 

public. 

The Wilderness Act which emerged from Congress in 1964 

after a nine year battle was a compromise. Wilderness advocates 

considered it better than no protection although it lacked some 

wilderness safeguards they had considered essential. The type of 

management and the purpose of wilderness areas is expressed in the 

Act as follows: 

Wilderness Areas shall be administered for the use and enjoy
ment of the American people in such manner as will leave them 
unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness and so as 
to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation 
of their wilderness character, and for the gathering and dis
semination of information regarding their use and enjoyment as 
wilderness (U.S. Statutes, Public Law 88-577, 1964). 

The wording, referring to both use and enjoyment, is remarkably similar 

to the legislative mandate establishing the National Park System in 

1916. Scenic values, however, are placed as the last on the list of 

wilderness criteria. For the Park Service, scenic values, the unique, 

the incredible vistas were of utmost importance from the beginning. 

The Wilderness Act defines Wilderness as: 



34 

A Wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his 
own works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an 
area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled 
by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An 
area of wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an 
area of undeveloped federal land retaining its primevel char
acter and influence, without permanent improvement or human 
habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve 
its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have 
been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the 
imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has 
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and 
unconfused type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand 
acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable 
its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) 
may also contain ecological, geological or other features of 
scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value (U.S. 
Stat., Public Law 88-577, 1964). 

These criteria are a blend of anthropocentric and biocentric values. 

The emphasis on natural processes, the absence of manmade structures, 

and ecological, scientific, or geological values are essentially bio

centric. The call for opportunities for solitude and recreation and 

the consideration of educational, scenic, and historical values are 

anthropocentric. 

Protection 

Wilderness Preservation System criteria are similar to those 

for the selection of traditional "natural" parks and monuments as well 

as for Research Natural Areas and recent NPS natural parklands. Many 

areas within the park system are designated Wilderness Areas. Wilder

ness Areas exist on Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Fish 

and Wildlife Service lands also. Research Natural Areas may be desig

nated on almost any government-owned land. Some Wilderness Area land 

is also designated Research Natural Areas. So, it is possible for a 
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piece of federally owned land to be an established "natural" park or 

monument, a Wilderness Area, and a Research Natural Area — or, a 

National Forest, a Wilderness Area, and a Research Natural Area. This 

congruence of designations is meant to give added legal protection to 

areas. The selection criteria and management constraints become 

increasingly definitive from the generalized criteria for forest 

reserves and national forests or the wording of the 1916 Park Service 

mandate to the more specific criteria for Research Natural Areas and 

use prohibitions found in the Wilderness Act (i.e. no logging, roads, 

or motor vehicles). 

The increasingly specific and biocentric criteria for natural 

areas does give added protection in most instances, but is still inade

quate in many others. Differing management policies of the responsible 

agencies affect use and area quality. Despite quite specific criteria 

for Research Natural Areas, there is no legal protection. Eight 

different agencies administer Research Natural Areas. These agencies 

may or may not police the areas depending upon administrative prior

ities and budget constraints. The agencies may designate an area as a 

Research Natural Area or void the designation. Designation and manage

ment of Research Natural Areas are strictly agency decisions guided by 

standards suggested by the Federal Committee on Ecological Reserves. 

Sometimes, the specific nature of the criteria can work against the 

protection of an area. Logging, or the creation of roads in potential 

Wilderness Areas can rule out its becoming a Wilderness Area. 
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Summary 

The traditional conservationist attitude at the beginning of 

this century placed an emphasis on human enjoyment of nature and main-

tained a belief that civilization and nature would come into an equili

brium (Foresta 1984, 2). This belief is reflected in the values found 

in criteria for the earlier park natural areas which did not have a 

scientific base and were truly anthropocentric in that these reserves 

were set aside specifically for the enjoyment of the public. Anthropo-

centrism is reflected in the faith in public ownership of resources for 

the public good implicit in early criteria for forest reserves and 

national forest lands. However, the essential tension between conser

vation as "preservation" and conservation as "wise use" was present 

from the beginnings of the Forest Service and Park Service reserves. 

The environmental awareness which grew out of the 1960s and 1970s does 

not have such a positive view of the relationship between civilization 

and nature. Today environmentalists tend to believe that the natural 

world is being damaged in blatant as well as subtle ways. They feel 

that development is threatening to swallow the last remaining, undis

turbed ecosystems, and that frequently human use and enjoyment of the 

natural areas may be one of the greatest threats to those areas. This 

attitude has given rise to the development of more scientifically 

based, specific criteria for park selection in the National Park 

Service. The values behind these criteria are biocentric. The 

emphasis is on biological integrity rather than human enjoyment. The 

criteria for Wilderness Areas reflect the traditional concern for human 
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enjoyment of natural areas with the environmentalist's respect for 

natural processes. 

There remains in our policies and criteria for the selection of 

Federal Natural Areas a confusion of values and attitudes. This may be 

seen as a carryover from the earliest conservation movement, or as the 

paradoxical need we have to both preserve and enjoy nature. It is 

possible that a human's intellectual enjoyment, appreciation, or 

valuing of an area can only stretch so far. We may lose something in 

our emphasis on biocentric criteria. The preservation of areas based 

simply on their ecological or scientific value may be important as a 

baseline. However, the affective value of an area, qualities which 

elicit an emotional response from us, are the essential characteris

tics. We tend to try to protect that which we love. Unfortunately it 

is still difficult to write selection criteria which explicity spell 

out the qualities of a place which elicit wonder, appreciation, love, 

or the desire to preserve. Perhaps selection criteria may be seen as 

justifications for the selection of areas considered to be of value for 

affective or economic reasons. If this is so, selection criteria for 

wilderness areas reflect the values of the agencies administering them 

as well as the groups who were instrumental in their initial 

designation. 



CHAPTER 3 

STUDY AREAS 

The first wildernesses included in the Wilderness Preservation 

System were forested areas in remote locations. Recently, several 

desert areas and undeveloped lands close to urban settings have been 

added to the system. The availability of wilderness recreation for 

people in cities has been a consideration in the selection of some 

recent wilderness lands. Intensely used wildernesses near urban areas 

exemplify many of the problems facing wildernesses in general. Pusch 

Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of Saguaro Wilderness Area 

are significant areas because both of them are desert wildernesses, are 

close to a rapidly growing urban community, have similar physical and 

biotic characteristics, and are managed by two different agencies. In 

this chapter I will provide a physical description and history of land 

use of the two areas, and briefly discuss the effect that wilderness 

designation may have on their future use. 

Desert Wilderness 

Woe unto them who build house to house and lay field to field 
lest there be no place where a man may be placed alone in the 
midst of all the earth. 

(Isaiah 5:8) 

One strong thread of the wilderness concept can be traced to 

the Israelites of biblical times. Wilderness was tied closely to 

38 



39 

desert. In the Old Testament there were four Hebraic words used which 

were later translated as "wilderness": Arabah — plain...an obscure 

place, Tsiyyah — dry .place, Tohu — ruin or desert, and Midbar — 

pasture. In North America, however, the word wilderness has tradi

tionally been synonymous with forests and mountains. 

Deserts in America "have been looked on as waste land, as 

something to be reclaimed, as of very little value for anything. Only 

swamp and marshland have we regarded, equally with desert, as something 

to be changed and put to "use" just because it is there (Fosberg in 

Lewis 1971, 18). 

The first designated wilderness areas were in forests and 

mountains. In recent years, desert landscapes and ecosystems have 

begun to be more valued. The Wilderness Act of 1964 does not specify a 

particular land type. Under the law, deserts or prairies, as well as 

forests or mountains can be considered for wilderness status. The 

recent increased awareness of the value of desert ecosystems and 

landscapes has been instrumental in the addition and proposed addition 

of more desert wildernesses to the Wilderness Preservation System. 

Location and Current Legal Status 

. Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of the Saguaro 

Wilderness Area (see figure 1) are within a half an hour drive from 

metropolitan Tucson, Arizona, which has a growing population of 

approximately 600,000. 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area, located in the western portion of 

the Santa Catalina Mountains, encompasses 56,430 acres. This wilder-
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Figure 1. Study Area: Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area (WA) and 
Rincon Unit of Saguaro Wilderness Area (WA). 
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ness is named for the major promontory on the west end of the range 

which supports a small population of desert bighorn sheep (Pusch Ridge 

Wilderness Management Plan 1982). The Santa Catalina Mountains lie to 

the north of Tucson and are easily visible from metropolitan Tucson and 

the surrounding areas. Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area, a part of the 

Coronado National Forest, was designated as wilderness in 1978. 

The 62,499 acre Rincon Unit of Saguaro Wilderness Area lies to 

the east of Tucson and includes the Rincon Mountains and Tanque Verde 

Ridge. The Rincon Mountains are also easily visible from Tucson and, 

along with the Catalinas and two other mountain ranges, provide Tucson 

with a spectacular physical setting. The Rincon Unit became a desig

nated wilderness in 1976, and is managed by the United States National 

Park Service (United States Department of the Interior 1982). 

Physical Description 

Hastings and Turner (1965) point out that while the concept of 

desert to many people is that of an "expanse of sandy wasteland," 

desert regions include the "moist highlands that stud the desert, and 

those lying immediately adjacent to it (vii)." Both wilderness areas 

include moist highlands as well as desert slopes. 

Climate 

The two Wilderness Areas, lying within the northeastern edge of 

the Sonoran Desert, experience distinct summer and winter rainfall 

periods and fall and spring droughts (USDI 1982). Winter rains are 

usually gentle and extensive while summer rains are characteristically 
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intense, localized thunderstorms. Elevation range in the Rincon Unit 

is 2,700 to 8,666 feet; in Pusch Ridge WA, 2,800 to 9,000 feet. Due to 

these elevation changes, both areas vary significantly in both precipi

tation and temperature. Precipitation varies from 11 inches at the 

lower elevations to 30 or more at the higher. Winter snowfall, is 

limited to flurries at lower elevations but may be heavy on the moun

tain tops. Snow packs do not usually occur until December and are gone 

by March. July average maximum temperature at the lower elevations is 

95 degrees Fahrenheit; at the highest elevations, 68 degrees Fahren

heit (USDI 1982; USDA 1975). 

Air Quality 

In a wilderness area one might expect pure air. In the Rincon 

Unit and Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area, clean, crisp air is an attraction 

at higher elevations. However, air contamination from motor vehicles, 

copper smelters, blowing dust particles, aircraft and industry is 

common at the lower. Inversion layers result in smog blankets at over 

7,000 feet. This contamination arises outside the wilderness area 

boundaries, but adversely affects the areas themselves. Visible air 

pollution can affect visitors' aesthetic experience of the wilderness 

areas (USDI 1982, USDA 1975). The population of Tucson is expected to 

reach over one million people by the end of the century. Increased 

urbanization will no doubt result in problems with poorer air quality 

such as those already faced in Grand Canyon National Park and the 

Superstition Wilderness Area. Poor air quality affects more than 

visibility. In a study on Saguaro National Monument East, the Office 



43 

of Arid Land Studies (1982) reported, "In addition to the effects on 

human and animal life, a decrease in air quality could cause injury to 

many plant species... Of particular concern are the possible effects of 

ozone and sulfur dioxide... " 

Physiography 

Although the Rincon and the Santa Catalina Mountains are of the 

same geological unit, the landforms of the two ranges are dissimilar. 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness is characterized by its dramatic cliffs, deep 

canyons, and spires. The Rincons have gentler, more rounded contours. 

John C. Van Dyke's (1898 republished 1980) description of a desert 

mountain range could well be of Pusch Ridge: 

For days I have been watching them change color at sunset 
— watching the canyons shift into great slashes of blue and 
purple shadow, and the ridges flame with edges of glittering 
fire (1). 

Igneous rocks predominate in both ranges. These include 

granite and other intrusive rocks. In the Rincon Unit, the granite has 

been metamorphosed into what is called Catalina Gneiss. Another 

metamorphic rock, schist, and some sedimentary rocks are also found 

(USDA 1975, USDI 1975 and 1982). Soils in both areas are generally 

shallow and moderately high to highly erosive (USDA 1982). 

Vegetation 

Hastings and Turner describe the Sonoran Desert as having the 

greatest diversity in flora of the four regional deserts in the North 

American Desert (1965). The elevation range in both wilderness areas 
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allows existence of the full range of life zones and plant communities 

that resemble the latitudinal change in vegetation when traveling 

between Mexico and Canada. 

The current flora of the wilderness areas can be used to trace 

the development of the area's ecosystems: 

The existing biotic communities, and their component species 
are derived from two distinctively different geofloras; the 
cold-adapted Arcto-Tertiary Flora of northern origin and the 
warm adapted Madro-Tertiary Flora of southern origin. These 
communities evolved under the pressures of gradually increasing 
aridity. Reflecting these origins, a majority of the plants 
growing below 1,829 meters (6,000 feet) elevation today are 
basically of southern origin; most of those above this eleva
tion are of northern origin. Both geofloras evolved throughout 
the 65 million-year Tertiary Period of earth history (USDI 
1982, 26). 

The perennial native desert plants are sensitive indicators of 

environmental changes. The effects of soil type, climate, topography 

and humans and their domesticated animals can often be inferred from 

quality and type of vegetation cover (USDI 1982). 

Both wilderness areas have the following life zones and 

associated biotic communities: 

Life Zones Vegetation Types 

Lower Sonoran Desert Scrub 
Grassland 

Upper Sonoran Woodland 
Transition Pine Forest 
Canadian Mixed Conifer Forest 

(USDI 1975 and 1982; USDA 1975). 

Figure 3 is a visual representation of the changes in life zones and 

their relation to elevation changes. Appendix A contains a listing of 

the biotic zones and some associated plant species. 

Saguaro National Monument, including the Rincon Unit, was set 
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aside in 1933 because of the "intrinsic interest of the natural vegeta

tion," especially the giant saguaro (USDI 1982). The impressive stands 

of saguaro in the Rincon Unit which attracted attention in the early 

1930s had dwindled by one third in some areas and by three fourths in 

others by 1962 (Hastings and Turner, 1965). Failure to regenerate may 

be due to microclimatic changes from plant removal by grazing, natural 

climatic events, compaction of the soil by grazing, change in vegeta

tion type due to woodcutting, or vandalism (Hastings and Turner 1965, 

USDI 1982, Underhill and Shand circa 1984). These activities were 

occurring for more than 50 years before Park Service protection. 

Grazing was allowed to continue until 1975. Lack of adequate regener

ation for over a hundred years is a significant factor in the depletion 

of the saguaro forest. 

Wildlife 

There is a great diversity in wildlife resources in the Santa 

Catalina and Rincon Mountains. These resources include species endemic 

only to Mexico and the American Southwest (USDA 1975). 

Mammals. Animals are often adapted to certain plant commun

ities and may therefore be found at particular elevations and are 

localized in their range. Mammals such as the white-tail deer range 

mainly in the coniferous forest. Javelina and mule deer are asso

ciated with the desert scrub and oak woodland communities. Abert 

squirrels have largely replaced the more timid Arizona Gray squirrel 

which, along with Cliff chipmunks are found in the oak/pine and pine 
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woodlands. Omnivorous mammals such as the coatimundi, skunks, ringtail 

cats, and skunks are found in several life zones. Large predators such 

as mountain lions, black bear, coyotes, grey foxes, and bobcats occur 

in all the biotic communities (USDI 1975 and 1982; National Resource 

Recreation 1973). 

All the mammals mentioned above occur in both Wilderness areas. 

Grizzly bears, grey wolves, ocelots, and pronghorn antelope no longer 

occur in either area. Trapping, hunting, predator control, grazing, 

and human encroachment on habitat or lands adjoining the areas are 

reasons why these animals have disappeared. In the Rincon Unit an 

occasional jaguar wanders through. Although the last desert bighorn 

sheep were seen in the Rincons in 1942, a herd of between 50 to 150 is 

found on Pusch Ridge. The herd was formerly found at lower elevations 

than presently, but has retreated to the cliff tops due to human 

encroachment (USDI 1975 and 1982; USDA 1982, National Resource Recreation 

1973). 

The Forest Service allows legal hunting in their wilderness 

areas, the National Park Service does not. Each year three or four 

mature male bighorn sheep are taken from the Pusch Ridge Wilderness 

Area. It is felt that this does not harm the herd. There are varying 

opinions regarding the viability of the herd. The Forest Service and 

the Arizona Game and Fish feel that the herd is stable. Monson and 

Sumner (1980) describe the bighorn subspecies found in Pusch Ridge as 

being an introverted group, intolerant of humans. They feel that 

unless something is done to rigorously exclude people from their habi
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tat the herd will become extinct. They feel that disturbance of ewes 

at lambing time by hikers or photographers may have a serious effect 

as ewes seldom lamb in areas disturbed by outsiders. One possibile 

solution would be to introduce a more gregarious subspecies, nelsoni, 

and crossbreed them with the timid mexicana found here. This would 

hopefully help develop a herd more tolerant of humans and also increase 

resistance to disease (Jaten 1984) 

Reptiles and Amphibians. The Rincon Unit contains the habitat 

of the desert tortoise, an endangered species. Also recorded within 

the unit are 20 species of liza.rds, 31 of snakes (including 7 which are 

poisonous to man), and 8 of frogs and toads (USDI 1975 and 1982). 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area is the habitat of four species of 

turtles, including the desert tortoise. Also recorded within the area 

are gila monsters, 17 species of lizards, 27 species of snakes, and, 

again, 8 speices of frogs and toads (National Resource Recreation 

1973). 

Birds. Species are usually restricted to a particular habitat 

because of nesting and food requirements. The diversity of bird 

species in both wildereness areas may be attributed to the variety of 

habitats, from desert scrub to fir forest, found there. The abundance 

of riparian habitats in the Santa Catalinas support a bird population 

of national significance. Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area boasts 45 dif

ferent families of birds including 220 species. These numbers include 

both resident and migratory species. Threatened or endangered species 
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which utilize the Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area are southern bald eagles 

and the perigrin falcon. (USDA 1975, National Resource Recreation 

1973). Resident birds of the Rincon Unit include roadrunners, desert 

sparrows, Gambel's quail, cactus wrens, Gila woodpeckers great horned 

owls and 68 other species including the rare Merriam's turkey and the 

endangered peregrine falcon (USDI 1975 and 1982). 

History of Land Use 

The Rincon Mountains became part of Saguaro National Monument 

in 1933 and the Rincon Unit part of the Saguaro Wilderness Area in 

1976. The Catalinas received Forest Reserve Status in 1902, and became 

part of Coronado National Forest in 1908. Pusch Ridge received wilder

ness status in 1978. Despite different status as federal properties, 

the two wilderness areas had very similar land use histories. 

The Hohokam lived along washes and creeks in both mountains 

ranges. In the Catalinas the major use was probably to escape the 

desert heat, hunt, and gather wild food such as jojoba nuts. There is 

evidence along Rincon Creek that the area was used continuously for 

about 600 years (Arnberger 1985). The Hohokam used the water from the 

mountains for irrigation. Their culture disappeared from the area in 

the 15th century. Their disappearance could be due to climate change, 

warfare or to increased salinity of the soil from irrigation. 

The Papago and Pima Indians, possible decendants of the 

Hohokam, hunted small game in the mountains and gathered fruit from the 

cacti. Papagos still come to Saguaro National Monument in July and 

August to gather fruit from the giant saguaro (USDA 1975, USDI 1975 and 
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1982, National Recreation Resources 1973, Underhill and Shand circa 

1984). 

The early people who used the land seemingly had little or no 

impact on the ecology of the land. If the Hohokam did disappear due to 

increased salinity of the soil from irrigated agriculture, one might 

consider increased soil salinity a significant impact. However, 600 

years later it is difficult to determine what the impact may have been. 

According to Underhill and Shand (circa 1984) the Apaches based 

in the Tanque Verde and Rincon Mountains probably had more impact on 

the area than any other Indian group. They raided the Spanish and 

Anglo settlers and postponed the mining of limestone, livestock 

grazing, or the cutting of mesquite and palo verde in what is now the 

Rincon Unit of Saquaro Wilderness Area. They may have also made the 

above activities less attractive in the Catalinas. However, after the 

Gadsden purchase in 1853, the Catalinas began to be recognized for 

their recreation potential by the U.S. Cavalry. In the 1870s areas 

such as Sabino Canyon in the Catalinas were used for Army rest camps. 

Civilian recreation soon followed (USFS 1975). 

Grazing 

Grazing may have a negative effect on both vegetation and 

wildlife. Domesticated animals compete with wildlife in grazing areas 

and destroy habitat for smaller wildlife. Excessive grazing can strip 

the land of vegetation and cause severe erosion of the soil. 

The Spanish arrived in the late 17th century and brought 

cattle, sheep, and goats. They apparently used the two wilderness areas 
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very little for grazing. The moderate grazing done in the Tucson Basin 

apparently had little negative effect: "historical evidence indicates 

that the region's landscapes were .open and blanketed with grass, and 

most streams were perennial and unchanneled" (Hastings and Turner 1965 

cited in USDI 1975). 

Anglos arrived with the Gadsden purchase. Large scale grazing 

began in the early 1880's with the arrival of the railroad. Livestock 

in the Tucson area increased from 12,000 in the 1870s to 114,000 in 

1890 (Hastings and Turner 1965). Overstocking, coupled with a three 

year drought from 1890 to 1893,.denuded the range and caused the loss 

of approximately 75 percent of the livestock. The heavy rains and 

floods which broke the drought caused sheet erosion and arroyo cutting. 

Within the Rincon Unit many of the perennial grasses and more succulent 

shrubs were eliminated and replaced by less palatable species such as 

mesquite, ocotillo, acacias, and burroweed. With the deterioration of 

the ranges, grazing became less important. However, in 1912 there were 

21 grazing allotments. The south side of the Catalinas which contain 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area were closed to grazing by 1935-36 and 

cattle were removed from the canyons. Grazing was allowed in the 

Rincon Unit until 1975. Domesticated animals compete with wildlife in 

grazing areas and destroy habitat for smaller wildlife (Underhill and 

Shand circa 1984, National Recreation Resources 1973, USDI 1982). 

Mining and Woodcutting 

Mining in the Rincon Unit consisted mainly of limestone 
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quarries to provide lime and mortar for the construction of Ft. 

Lowell in the 1870s. Kilns were constructed near the quarries. 

The courts ordered the kilns closed in 1920 because they required 

large ammounts mesquite and palo verde for fuel. Aside from the cut

ting of mesquite and palo verde there apparently has been no signi

ficant cutting of timber in the Rincon Unit (Underhill and Shand 

circa 1984). 

Prospecting for mineral resources has been fairly common in the 

Catalina Mountains. Small deposits of silver, gold, lead, tungsten and 

copper have been found. Most mining has been done north of Mt. Lemmon 

outside of the Wilderness area (National Recreation Resources 1973). 

Mining influenced the settlement of Summerhaven on the top of Mt. 

Lemmon. Logging began in the area in order to supply lumber for con

struction of the mines. For a time there was a sawmill at Summerhaven. 

Logging was limited in 1916 to cutting timber in such a way as to 

promote natural growth. It has been recognized that timbered portions 

of the Catalinas are of more value for other uses than logging. Today 

the only cutting that is permitted is to improve stands and to remove 

high-risk hazard trees (National Recreation Resources 1973). 

One side effect of mining and grazing in the two wilderness 

areas was the creation of myriad trails throughout the mountains. 

There are 105 miles of trail in Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and 74 

miles of trail in the Rincon Unit. The construction of a highway to 

the top of the Catalinas was also related to mining. This road 

provides easy access to the wilderness area for recreationists. The 
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absence of a road to the top of the Rincons makes the Rincon Unit a 

more desirable wilderness for some people seeking wilderness 

experiences. 

Hunting and Trapping 

Hunting1 and trapping have also had an effect on the areas. 

These practices have undoubtedly contributed to the disappearance of 

mountain lions, jaguars, wolves,and desert bighorn sheep from the 

Rincon Unit and the disappearance of jaguars, antelope, and wolves from 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area. 

Recreation 

There has been a greater emphasis on recreation in the 

Catalinas than in the Rincons. The riparian areas have historically 

been used for play and swimming, first as Army rest camps, then by 

citizens seeking to escape Tucson's summer heat. The Catalinas are 

used for organizational camps, which were established between 1914 and 

1956. There is a ski area on Mt. Lemmon. The organizational camps and 

ski area are outside the wilderness area boundaries. However, an 

emphasis on this kind of recreation in the past coupled with easy 

access may attract people with different recreational interests to 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness area than those who use the Rincon Unit. 

The Future ̂  Threats and Promise 

The threats to Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit 

of Saguaro Wilderness Area arise from external as well as internal 
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factors. White (1967) pointed out that major resources of desert areas 

are the amenities of space, climate, and landscape. As world popula

tion increases and techniques for harvesting or lifting water in desert 

areas improve, these amenities are attracting people and industries to 

land once considered to be of marginal value. 

Development 

Pusch Ridge became a wilderness area in 1978 through the 

Endangered American Wilderness Act. Pusch Ridge was one of several 

areas where -

undeveloped national forest lands exhibiting wilderness values 
are immediately threatened "by pressures of a growing and more 
mobile population, large-scale industrial and economic growth, 
and development and uses inconsistent with the protection, 
maintenance, restoration, and enhancement of their wilderness 
character... 
(Public Law 95-237, February 24, 1978 in USDA 1982). 

This is an accurate description of the pressures facing the Rincon Unit 

as well as Pusch Ridge. 

In Pusch Ridge the combination of landforms and a large nearby 

population center "makes it difficult to be out of sight, sound, or 

smell of the works of modern man" (USDA 1975, 22). There are several 

areas where houses are within 50 feet of the wilderness boundary. 

Beneath Pusch Ridge itself, between the wilderness boundary and Oracle 

Road, there are plans for a housing development. The plans call for 

over 500 homes plus apartment complexes. This would mean a potential 

population of 2000 to 5000. Many of the residents would use the 

wilderness as their backyard. There will be kids running around with 

.22 rifles, dogs running free, increased noise from "ghetto 
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blasters" motor bikes, and traffic. There will be light pollution, 

reflections from windows and roofs and air pollution from auto emis

sions. These factors would undoubtedly affect the bighorn sheep herd 

who live on the ridge top as well as affecting general wilderness 

values of the area (Jaten 1984). The existence of the bighorn sheep 

herd was significant in having the area designated as wilderness. The 

elimination of the sheep would diminish the power of the wilderness 

symbol. 

Similar problems are facing the Rincon Unit. However, the 

geomorphology of the Rincons makes it somewhat easier to avoid seeing 

metropoli-tan Tucson. Although Underhill and Shand (circa 1984) point 

out that "housing developments are gobbling up most of the private 

land" (9) surrounding the wilderness area, the new Forest Service 

Rincon Wilderness area provides a nice buffer on three sides of the 

Park Service Rincon Unit. The Park Service is concerned about the 

effect increased use of the area may have on the remaining stands of 

saguaro. A major emphasis.in the management of wilderness areas is on 

natural processes. There is sometimes debate over the validity of 

vegetation manipulation to protect or enchance a certain species of 

plant or animal. Although Saguaro National Monument was set aside 

larely due to the giant saguaro forests, the saguaros were not signifi

cant in the wilderness designation of the Rincon Unit of the Saguaro 

Wilderness Area. Management of the land to enhance saguaro regenera

tion or simply allowing the saguaro forest to disappear may be a diffi

cult decision for the Park Service since it involves conflicting philo
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sophical stances. Similarly, management decisions regarding improving 

bighorn sheep habitat and introducing a new subspecies to mix with the 

Pusch Ridge herd could raise philosophical questions for the Forest 

Service. 

Carrying Capacity 

Nash (1967) claims we are in danger of loving our wildernesses 

to death. We may be doing this by causing environmental deterioration 

from use and by destroying the wilderness experience through crowding. 

Both of these factors are directly related to the concept of carrying 

capacity of the land as defined in Chapter 1. 

Environmental Deterioration. Heavy recreational use affects 

the land. Excessive use of riparian areas leads to soil compaction, 

water pollution, removal of vegetation, and thus a decrease in species 

diversity of both plants and animals. Excessive encroachment on ani

mals territories such as hunting or even wildlife observation may 

disturb animals and lead to lower reproduction rates or may conflict 

with animals' food gathering activities. Hiking or horseback riding 

cross country and "cutting" switch backs can lead to multiple trails 

and significant soil erosion. Heavy use of campsites causes soil 

compaction, erosion, evidence of wood gathering, and other signs of 

human intrusion. 

Crowding and Conflict. People seek wilderness for various 

reasons.. To some, the value of wilderness lies in testing one's 

endurance or skills. Others seek solitude and closeness to nature. 
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Some value primitive recreation or the study of undisturbed ecosystems. 

And still others seek aesthetic experiences. Some people go to a 

wilderness area just to picnic, drink beer, swim, or have a social 

gathering. 

Because there are so many different concepts of what type 

activity and behavior is acceptable in wilderness areas there is the 

possibility of conflict between individuals which may diminish enjoy

ment of the area. As wilderness areas become more heavily used, the 

chance of conflict increases. 

It is commonly accepted that the quality of the wilderness 

experience is negatively influenced by an increased number of contacts 

with others. Tolerance towards contact is dependent upon the type of 

contact, the general psychological attributes of the user, the discre

pancies between the expected outcome of the experience and the actual 

outcome, and the extent to which the user is a "purist" (Hendee et al. 

1978, Lucas 1964, Schreyer and Roggenbuck 1978). Some research indi

cates that there seems to be no significant association between atti

tudes towards crowding and behaviors to avoid social interaction among 

wilderness users (Lee 1977, Hammitt 1982). 

Social carrying capacity may potentially be higher than 

physical carrying capacity (Purdy 1981, Vaske et al. 1980, Knudson and 

Curry 1979). Which one of the capacity measures the Park Service and 

the Forest Service emphasizes in the management of their respective 

areas may make a significant difference in the wilderness quality of 

those areas. 
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Promise 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of Saguaro 

Wilderness area are alike in many respects. They have similar physical 

characteristics and similar land use history. Managed by different 

government agencies for at least the last 50 years, they have received 

protection through designation as National Forest and National Monument 

and, since the late 1970s, have received further legal protection as 

Wilderness Areas. The legal definition of wilderness quoted in Chapter 

2 provides a guideline for both the Park Service and Forest Service in 

the managment of the two areas. It protects the areas from development 

within their boundaries and provides guidelines as to the type of 

recreation which is appropriate to wilderness. The problems of deter

mining physical and social carrying capacity rests directly on the 

respective agencies as does the ways in which the areas are managed. 

Will the Forest Service and Park Service be able to maintain or rein-

stitute wilderness character into areas which are under such heavy 

pressure from outside development and from recreational use? It is 

hoped that they will succeed. Then, there will remain a semblance of 

wilderness near Tucson. Places are needed for the study of natural 

processes and to provide opportunities for solitude, 

lest there be no place where a man may be placed alone in the 
midst of all the earth (Isaiah 5:8). 



CHAPTER 4 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study attempts to explore possible differences or simi

larities in attitudes towards and perception of wilderness between U.S. 

Forest Service and U.S. National Park Service personnel, and to indi

cate ways these attitudes may affect management policies. The National 

Park Service and Forest Service manage Congressionally-defined Wilder

ness Areas. However, wilderness plans and many management decisions 

concerning specific wildernesses are formulated on a local level. It 

was felt that managers' perceptions of what a wilderness is supposed to 

be will be reflected in local management policies. 

The Study Area 

To test the hypotheses it was necessary to select wilderness 

areas managed by the U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. National Park 

Service respectively. Different land types and ecosystems may evoke 

different attitudes as well as necessitate different kinds of manage

ment. This study avoids that type of problem by examining two very 

similar areas under different management. The selection was made on the 

basis of the following controlling factors: ecosystem similarity, 

comparable size, land type, and proximity to a major metropolitan area. 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and Saguaro Wilderness Area (Rincon Unit) 

were selected. A description of physical characteristics and history 
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of land use are found in Chapter 3. To avoid confusion between the 

Rincon Unit of the Saguaro Wilderness Area and the new Forest Service 

Rincon Wilderness area it should be noted that the Forest Service now 

manages a Rincon Wilderness Area which surrounds the NPS unit on three 

sides. This Wilderness Area received official designation with the 

passing of the Arizona Wilderness Bill in the fall of 1984 — after my 

study had been formulated. NPS and FS are trying to design a coopera

tive plan whereby the two Rincon wildernesses will be managed as a 

whole. 

The Samples 

Five different samples were selected for this study: Forest 

Service personnel associated with the Santa Catalina Ranger District 

and the Coronodo National Forest Supervisor's Office, Park Service 

personnel from Saguaro National Monument East, a generalized group of 

Park Service employees from various Park Service areas in the western 

United States, a generalized group of Forest Service employees from 

diverse Forest Service areas, and members of the Southern Arizona 

Hiking Club. 

The number of personnel directly involved in the management of 

the two Wilderness Areas is small. Saguaro Wilderness Area (Rincon 

Unit) has five professionals directly associated with its management. 

Pu.sch Ridge Wilderness Area has four professionals directly involved in 

its management. To increase sample size and encompass broader view

points , some employees peripherally associated with the two wilderness 

areas were also interviewed. It was felt that a broader perspective 
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of the management of the two areas could be obtained by interviewing 

receptionists, maintenance personnel, and environmental education 

specialists as well as resource management specialists, land and 

resource staff and supervisors. 

In order to explore Forest Service and Park Service attitudes 

towards wilderness in general and to test professional socialization in 

the agencies, a broader sample was chosen from both the Park Service 

and Forest Service. The attitudes of the more general sample could then 

be compared with members of the Forest Service and Park Service who 

were interviewed locally. A questionnaire was administered to two Park 

Service training classes, one at the Albright Training Academy, Grand 

Canyon National Park, Arizona and one at Marin Headlands in California, 

November and October 1984 respectively. Members of these training 

classes were from a variety of Park Service Areas in the western United 

States and held positions ranging from Park Technician to Training 

Coordinator for the National Park Service. The length of time spent 

with the Park Service varied from 1 to 19 years with a balance between 

those new to the agency, those having been with NPS from 5 to 10 years, 

and some having been in service more than 15 years. The questionnaire 

was given to be completed at home and returned. The response rate was 

43 percent. The same questionnaire was distributed to a Forest Service 

mid-management level training class at the Forest Service's National 

Advance Resource Technology Center at the Marana Air Park, Arizona in 

early January 1985. Of this sample nine had been with the Forest 

Service more than 15 years, one 11-15 years, and two 6-10 years. The 
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sample is heavily weighted with those having been in the Forest Service 

for a long time which may show up in difference between their attitudes 

and the ones expressed by the special sample here in Tucson. The 

response rate was 42 percent. The questionnaire contained the same 

sections as those used in the personal interviews with the exception of 

the questions pertaining specifically to Pusch Ridge and Rincon Wilder

ness Areas. 

In order to provide a comparative sample of individuals who may 

have had experience in wilderness areas and were familiar with Pusch 

Ridge and Rincon Wilderness Areas, the president of the Southern 

Arizona Hiking Club was contacted. He provided a selective list of 

members who were active in the club and had, at some time, held office 

in the club. Questionnaires were sent to thirty-five people. Twenty-

two were completed and returned. The questionnaire completed by hiking 

club members contained only sections on Pusch Ridge and Rincon, and on 

general attitudes towards wilderness and wilderness values. 

The Interview 

Interview of the local Forest Service and Park Service profes

sionals were conducted by the writer who visited the respondents at 

their work. The interviews ranged in time from one and one-half hour 

to three hours depending on the interest of the individual. The inter

view consisted of three parts: parts one and two of the questionnaire 

(see appendix for copy), a modified version of Murray's Thematic 

Apperception Test, and finally, section three of the questionnaire. 
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The questionnaire was given first with the interviewer asking 

questions and marking responses. On four of the questions, the respon

dent was handed cards with choices on them in order to facilitate the 

interviewing process. Except for these four questions, the respondents 

did not see the questionnaire directly. The interviewer attempted to 

record spontaneous questions or comments during the interviewing 

process. After the first two sections of the questionnaire were 

administered, rapport had been established and the participants were 

given TAT instructions and shown a picture about which they were asked 

to tell a story. The interviewer recorded the stories by hand as they 

were being told. Those participating in the interviews were quite 

cooperative and very interested in the questions. The respondent was 

then given the final section of the questionnaire to complete while the 

interviewer reviewed the first two sections. This put the respondent 

at ease while completing the questionnaire. 

The Questionnaire 

The first part of the questionnaire was concerned with Pusch 

Ridge and Rincon Wilderness Areas specifically and with wilderness 

areas in general. These questions were largely open-ended questions 

aimed towards discovering personal definitions of "wilderness." The 

latter part of this section dealt with differences or similarities 

between the Forest Service and the Park Service, what the respective 

agency missions were, and what type of people the respondents felt 

were attracted to the different agencies. 

The next major section was concerned with the respondents' profes
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sional and personal backgrounds. Questions regarding their reasons for 

entering the agency, what they liked about their work, and their 

attitude towards the agency were designed to help determine how strong 

the individuals' sense of professional identification might have been. 

Questions were asked about personal background such as age, where they 

were raised, preferred leisure time activities, and how often they 

visited wilderness areas. 

The final section of the questionnaire dealt with wilderness 

values. Closed questions were used, mainly ranking statements and 

multiple choice. Some of the questions were drawn from Lewis' (1971) 

study on the Superstition Wilderness, and from Towler's (1977) thesis 

"Hiker Perception of Wilderness in Grand Canyon National Park". Other 

questions were formulated by the writer with the help of Dr. James L. 

Sell. This section was designed as a check on perceptions of wilderness 

and management expressed in the rest of the interview. 

The Thematic Apperception Test 

A modified version of Murray's Thematic Apperception Test was 

used. The test was developed by Murray in the 1950s for use in clini

cal psychology. Use of modified T.A.T. tests are described by Saarinen 

(1973, 1974, 1976) and have been used successfully by Geographers such 

as Saarinen (1966), Sims and Baumann (1976), and Mitchell (1974). In 

the interview, the respondents were shown a sketch of four individuals 

kneeling around a map (see Chapter 6, figure 3). They were then given 

the following instructions: 
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I am going to show you a picture and have you tell me a story 
about it with a beginning, a middle, and an end. This is a 
picture of a meeting of Park Service and Forest Service person
nel. They are discussing a planning problem. Who do you think 
are the various persons attending this meeting? What is going 
on at the momment? What are they feeling, thinking, and 
saying? How do you think the situation will turn out? 

The purpose of the TAT test was to discover the emotional tone 

of the relationship between the two agencies, what type of management 

problems may be faced in the Wilderness Areas which would require input 

from both agencies, and who respondents felt might participate in such 

a meeting. As in Sims and Baumann's study (1976) the rationale behind 

using this technique was a desire to avoid the power of suggestion 

inherent in much direct questioning. 

Analysis 

For the purposes of statistical analysis, the Forest Service 

and Park Service local samples were combined with the respective, 

general agency samples. Chi square tests, analysis of vaiance, and 

discriminant analysis were performed to determine if there were notic-

able differences in attitudes towards wilderness and wilderness manage

ment practices between Park Service and Forest Service respondents. 

The samples were not random samples, therefore attitudes expressed may 

not be representative of those held by other members in the agency. 

However, differences noted were in the direction one might have 

predicted given the different agency mandates and philosophies. 



CHAPTER 5 

PROFESSIONALS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS WILDERNESS 

Comparison of Park Service and Forest Service respondents' 

attitudes towards their own agencies and wilderness provides 

interesting results. Subsamples for each agency were combined to form 

larger groups for comparison. Data presented in this chapter is 

grouped according to the main point of each hypothesis given in Chapter 

1, p. 23: factors influencing professional socialization, quality 

standards for wilderness lands, agency mandates and traditions, and 

management preferences. If variations exist between the groups, 

findings are rendered in tabular form. Results to individual questions 

significant at or beyond the five percent level are marked with an 

asterisk (*). In some instances, responses to attitude statements were 

reduced from five to three categories to improve the significance of 

the results. Discriminant analysis was used to see if Park Service and 

Forest Service professionals could be correctly discriminated from each 

other on the basis of their attitudes towards management issues. 

Professional Socialization 

Factors which may affect attitudes towards wilderness include 

where a person was raised, educational level, field of interest, and 

age. These factors may also strongly affect a person's socialization 

within an agency. 

66 
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Demographics 

Residence as youth. The ORRRC report (1962) classified a 

majority of wilderness users and enthusiasts as having urban rather 

than rural backgrounds. Since all but one person in the study stated 

that the preservation of wilderness was either important or very impor

tant to them as a personal objective, the participants in this study 

can be considered wilderness enthusiasts. 

Table 1. Place of residence as a youth (percent of sample; 
n=sample) 

Place Category FS NPS Total 
(n=25) (n=38) (n=63) 

Rural (5,000 or less) 

Small city (5,000 - 50,000) 

Large city (over 50,000) 
or suburb within 15 miles 
of a large city 

52.0 21.0 33.3 

16.0 35.0 27.0 

32.0 43.0 38.1 

Over half of the Forest Service . sample are from a rural background 

while 43 percent of the Park Service sample are from a large city or 

the suburb of a large city. Therefore, Park Service rather than 

Forest Service employees of this sample more closely resemble the 

traditional wilderness enthusiasts in terms of place of origin. 

A person's experiences with natural areas may differ greatly 

depending on whether he or she is raised in an urban or rural setting. 

Being raised in an urban setting could intensify some persons' need for 
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"wilderness" type experiences. In a rural setting these experiences 

are more likely to be an integral' or acccepted part of life. In rural 

communities one is more familiar with practical uses of resources and 

therefore may not view resources as being very fragile. A person 

raised in an urban setting is more likely to have been introduced to 

natural areas through recreational excursions with a wilderness group, 

as a visitor to a National Park Service Area, or through the writings 

of conservationists. As a result, they may expect different- things 

from a wilderness area and may view resources as more fragile and in 

need of protection or preservation than one raised in a more rural 

setting. 

Age and gender. The age and gender composition of the two 

samples were notably different. Age differences may reflect the ype 

of training sessions the general samples were chosen from. The Forest 

Service training session was for professionals at a mid-management 

level. The Park Service training sessions were for professionals in 

the early stages of their Park Service career. 

The Park Service sample is both younger on an average and has a 

higher proportion of women than does the Forest Service sample. The 

median age for both groups is between 30 and 39 years of age. However, 

while nearly half the Forest Service sample fall into the 40 to 49 year 

age bracket approximately half the Park Service group are from 22 to 29 

years old. Nearly one third of the Park Service sample were women as 

compared with only 12 percent in the Forest Service. The Forest Ser
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vice and Park Service have traditionally been male dominated agencies. 

The comparison of age and sex composition of the two samples may ref

lect a move towards a more comparable mix of men and women in the 

profession in recent years. 

Table 2. Age (percent of sample; n=sample) 

Age FS NPS 
(n=25) (n=38) 

18-21 4.0 0.0 

22-29 4.0 47.4 

30-39 - 32.0 31.6 

40-49 48.0 10.5 

50-59 8.0 5.3 

60 + 4.0 2.6 

Table 3. Gender (percent of sample; n=sample) 

Gender FS NPS 
(n=25) (n=38) 

Female 12.0 31.6 

Male 84.0 68.4 

If attitudes vary between men and women, as well as between 

young and older persons, changes in the demographic structure of the 

two agencies could affect agency's policies towards wilderness in the 

future. A comparison (from the total sample) of women's and men's 
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attitudes indicate that although attitudes were generally the same, 

there were some interesting differences. 

Table 4. Differing attitudes on appropriate wilderness acti
vities and management practices (MP) (percent in favor). 

Activity or MP Female Male 
(n=15) (n=47) 

* Fishing 26.7 66.7 

* Hunting 6.7 46.8 

* Trapping 13.3 38.3 

* Controlling visitation by 
requiring reservations 100.0 61.7 

* Technical rock climbing 50.0 42.9 

Hang-gliding 35.7 6.4 

* Cut trees in heavily forested 
areas to create more open 
spaces and meadows 20.0 0.0 

More men than women were in favor of fishing, hunting, and 

trapping. The women were unanimously in favor of controlling visita

tion by requiring reservations as compared to less than two thirds of 

the men. More women than men were also in favor of the high-risk, 

fairly technical sports of rock climbing and hang-gliding. And, more 

women were in favor of cutting trees in heavily forested areas to 

create more open spaces and meadows, which may indicate a concern for 

aesthetics as opposed to or in addition to biological integrity. 
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Statistically, there were no significant differences between 

male and female responses regarding reasons for preserving wilderness, 

reasons for joining the agencies, what they liked about their jobs, 

attitudes towards their jobs, who they believed should set quality 

standards for wilderness areas or about most management issues. How

ever, the different attitudes towards wilderness activities and manage

ment practices listed in table 4 suggest that as more women are 

included in the agencies and in the decision making process, management 

practices and quality standards for wilderness areas may be affected. 

It would also be of interest to compare the attitudes of young 

employees to those held by older employees. 

Education. Education and training are major forces affecting 

attitudes and perceptions of individuals. 

Table 5. Education (percent of sample; n=sample) 

Highest Level FS NPS 
(n=25) (n=38) 

High School 8.0 0.0 

College (1-4 years) 60.0 78.9 

MA 28.0 18.4 

Phd. 4.0 0.0 

The level of education for members of both agencies was comparable. 

However, the agencies appear to attract people from different fields. 
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* Table 6. Field of study (percent of sample) 

Field FS NPS 

Natural Sciences 60.0 39.5 

Social Sciences 16.0  55.3 

No Response 24.0 5.3 

The Forest Service appears to attract people with a natural science 

background while the Park Service attracts people from the social 

sciences. The category "natural sciences" included renewable natural 

resources, forestry, ecology, agriculture, wildlife management, 

biology, forest hydrology, range management, and botany. "Social 

science" included education, English, geography, recreation and parks, 

and sociology. The Forest Service emphasis on resource management is 

reflected in the educational background the employees it attracts. The 

comment by one of the Forest Service professionals that the main 

purpose of the Park Service is people management fits well with the 

Park Service hiring a majority of people with social science 

backgrounds. 

Socialization 

Reasons for joining. Table 7 lists the main reasons given by 

Park Service and Forest Service employees for joining their agencies. 

Responses of the Forest Service and Park Service samples regarding 

their reasons for joining the agency were similar yet appeared to have 
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different emphases. 

Table 7. Main reason for joining (percent listing as main 
reason). 

Reason FS NPS 

Working Conditions 28.0 15.8 

Like agency's mission 16.0 31.6 

Education and training 16.0 7.9 

Philosophical interest 8.0 21.0 

The three reasons most frequently mentioned by each agency were chosen 

from the list of twelve they were given to chose from. Park Service 

employees appeared more influenced by the agency's mission and by 

philosophical interests, while Forest Service personel were most 

interested in working conditions — with education and training, and 

agency's mission, tied for second. The relative importance of education 

and training cited by Forest Service members and compared to Park 

Service response again supports the idea that the Forest Service draws 

people with specific training for technical positions as compared to 

the Park Service where many positions are more general in nature. 

Current jobs. Park Service employees most frequently listed 

the subject matter of their work and working in desirable areas as the 

aspects of their work most appreciated. For the Forest Service, 

interesting subject matter, working conditions, and doing independent 

work were most important. Interestingly, although 20 percent of the 
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Forest Service sample mentioned salary as something they liked about 

their job, none of the Park Service sample did. 

Table 8. Things liked about present job (cumulative percent 
items listed as first, second, or third). 

Aspect Total FS NPS 

Interesting subject matter 68.3 60.0 73.7 

Working in a desirable 
geographic area 39.7 32.0 44.7 

Working conditions 30.2 44.0 21.1 

Doing independent work 30.2 40.0 23.7 

Co-workers with whom to 
associate 27.0 12.0 36.8 

Working with the general public 23.8 16.0 28.9 

Seeing the implementation of 
your decisions 17.5 24.0 13.2 

Co-workers from whom one can 
learn 12.7 12.0 13.2 

Having maximum job security 9.5 8.0 10.5 

Salary 7.9 20.0 0.0 

Attitudes towards agency. Attitudes of professionals towards 

their respective agencies were elicited by asking respondents whether 

they agreed, disagreed, or felt neutral about a series of statements. 

Responses to these statements help indicate how strongly a person 

identified with his or her agency (see Table 9). 
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Park Service and Forest Service responses were quite similar. 

Employees in both agencies appear to identify strongly with and have a 

generally positive attitude towards their respective agencies. Nearly 

90 percent of the Forest Service sample and 100 percent of the Park 

Service sample indicated that they felt a sense of pride in being a 

part of their agency. Over 90 percent of both groups felt that 

deciding to work for their respective agencies was a good idea, and 

over three fourths of both groups indicated that they would be willing 

to expend extra effort to make their agency successful. There were 

some interesting minor differences, however. Although 20 percent of 

the Forest Service sample felt._their values were different than their 

agency's values, none of the Park Service sample did. Nearly 30 per

cent of the Park Service sample were neutral regarding whether or not 

the record of the Park Service was a good example of what dedicated 

people can accomplish, while twelve percent of the Forest Service 

sample did not feel that the record of the Forest Service was a good 

example of what dedicated people could 

accomplish. 

Despite the apparently favorable attitude towards their respec

tive agencies shown by the sample, over 40 percent of both groups felt 

they could just as well work for another agency as long as the type of 

work was similar. This would seem to indicate as strong an attachment 

to profession or type of work as to the agency for which they work. 

Results suggest that while both groups have strong professional and 

personal ties with their agency, a small number of the Forest Service 
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sample question their agency's values and past works. 

Table 9. Attitude toward agency (percent response) 

Attitude FS NPS Total 

I feel a sense of pride in being 
a part of (NPS/FS). 

agree 88.0 100.0 95.2 
neutral 8.0 0.0 3.2 
disagree 4.0 0.0 1.6 

Deciding to work for (NPS/FS) 
was a good decision on my part. 

agree 98.0 94.7 93.7 
neutral 8.0 2.6 4.8 
disagree 0.0 2.6 1.6 

I am willing to put in a great-
deal of effort beyond that nor
mally expected of an employee in 
order to make (NPS/FS) successful. 

agree 84.0 78.4 80.6 
neutral 12.0 13.5 12.9 
disagree 4.0 8.1 6.5 

* My values and the agency's I 
work for are not very similar. 

agree 20.0 0.0 7.9 
neutral 12.0 13.2 12.7 
disagree 68.0 86.8 79.4 

* The record of the (FS/NPS) is a 
good example of. what dedicated 
people can accomplish. 

agree 79.2 71.1 74.2 
neutral 8.3 28.9 21.0 
disagree 12.5 0.0 4.8 

I could just as well work for 
another agency as long as the 
type of work was similar. 

agree 44.0 42.1 43.5 
neutral 24.0 15.8 19.4 
disagree 32.0 42.1 37.1 
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Mobility. Kaufman (1960) suggested that the more often a 

person moves with his job, the weaker the ties with the general com

munity and the stronger the identification with and dependence upon the 

agency and co-workers for social support. 

* Table 10. Average number of years between moves (percent 
moved). 

Years FS NPS 

1-4.9 52.0 97.4 

5 + 48.0 2.6 

The average length of time between moves for the Forest Service sample 

was 4.9 years, for the Park Service sample, 1.9 year (ANOVA, .0000 

significance level). The frequency of moves for Park Service employees 

may be related to the fact that many in the sample had begun as 

seasonal employees and had not long been with the agency. One of the 

Forest Service person's interviewed stated that a major frustration in 

his work was the fact that he had no roots. If this is so for Forest 

Service personnel, it must be felt even more strongly by many in the 

Park Service. Frequent moves and remote locations increases identifi

cation with agency, work, and co-workers. The agency becomes a family 

of sorts with the associated sense of closeness and possible frustra

tions derived from that closeness. 

Quality Standards for Land 

It was hypothesized that quality standards for wilderness land 
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would vary between the two agencies. In testing this hypothesis, it 

was assumed that the concept of what wilderness "should" be could 

affect both the type of land chosen for inclusion in the Wilderness 

Preservation System, and how the land in the system is managed. Des

cription of what wilderness "should" be is divided into three 

categories: motivations, wilderness terms, and sounds and sights. 

Motivations 

The reasons one has for visiting a wilderness area may strongly 

influence what one expects a wilderness area to be. Most respondents 

in this study visited wilderness areas as part of their work. Recrea

tional experiences and motivations for seeking wilderness areas aside 

from work-related objectives may suggest certain qualities respondents 

hope to find in wilderness areas. 

Persons in this study had recreational experience with wilder

ness as well as job related experiences. The number of trips to a 

wilderness area or the number of days spent in a wilderness area during 

the past year does not necessarily reflect the importance a person 

places on wilderness. It does, however, indicate familiarity with 

wilderness, opportunity for visiting wilderness areas, and willingness 

to spend time pursuing "primitive and unconfused" types of recreation. 

In the samples studied, the Park Service employees averaged both more 

trips to wilderness and more days in wilderness during the past year 

than did Forest Service personnel. 
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Table 11. Number of visits to a wilderness area in the past year 
(percent; n=sample) 

Visits FS NPS 
(n=25) (n=38) 

I-5 64.0 50.0 

5-10 24.0 23.7 

II-15 4.0 7.9 

20 + 8.0 18.4 

Table 12. Number of days spent in a wilderness area in the past 
year (percent; n=sample) 

Days FS NPS 
(n=25) (n=38) 

I-5 56.0 28.9 

II-29 32.0 36.8 

1-1.9 months 0.0 5.3 

2 months + 0.0 10.5 

In 1960 to 1962 0RRRC surveyed wilderness users to discover 

their motivations for being in wilderness. The 21 reasons used in 

their survey were then divided into five broad motivational categories: 

aesthetic-religious, exit-civilization, pioneer-spirit, health, and 

sociability (Lewis 1971). Towler (1977) and Lewis(1971) both used 

these categories in their studies of backpackers in the Grand Canyon 

and Superstition wilderness users. The three studies were completed 

eight to twenty-three years ago. However, the question of motivation 
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is still useful as a basis of comparison between wilderness users and 

wilderness user/managers. 

Respondents in the Forest Service and Park Service were asked 

to rate each reason for wanting to be in the wilderness as (1) very 

important, (2) somewhat important, or (3) not at all important to them 

personally. 

Table 13. Reasons for wanting to be in wilderness (percent 
responding "very important"). 

Motivation FS NPS ORRRC Towler Lewis 

Aesthetic-Religious 

To observe the beauty 
of nature 72.0 89.5 81.0 91.6 89.0 

* To breathe fresh air and 
drink pure water 28.0 68.4 35.0 49.0 65.0 

To gain a sense of commun
ication with God 25.0 23.7 32.0 24.3 38.0 

* To gain a feeling of 
harmony with nature 60.0 57.9 38.0 59.7 48.0 

Exit-Civilization 

To get away from the 
demands of the work-a-
day world 56.0 68.4 57.0 - 63.0 

To have a change of pace 40.0 40.5 47.0 48.4 54.0 

To be alone for a while 48.0 57.9 34.0 52.6 56.0 

To get away from the 
sights, sounds, and smells 
of civilization 64.0 81.0 61.0 70.9 74.0 

* To be far away from crowds 
of people 44.0 71.1 43.0 55.4 67.0 
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Table 13 continued. 

Motivation FS NPS ORRRC Towler Lewis 

Pioneer-Spirit 

To increase my skill in 
camping and woodcraft 12 .0 15, .8 20 .0 - 17 .0 

To experience the thrill 
of facing dangers in the 
wild 28 .0 18, .4 7 .0 24, .7 13 .0 

To live in a primitive 
way by camping out 20 .0 26, .3 27 .0 35, .9 31 .0 

To explore unchartered 
areas of the wild 40 .0 23, .7 22 .0 29, .1 33 .0 

To experience the feeling 
of being able to survive 
on my own in the wild 24, .0 21. ,1 19, .0 29, ,5 22 .0 

To have a taste of the 
rugged life of the early 
pioneer 24, .0 8. .1 19, .0 28, .0 

Sociability 

To enjoy the easygoing 
companionship of camp life 16, .0 22. ,2 36, .0 32. ,3 35 .0 

To be able to spend lots 
of time with my family 20, .0 14. ,3 27, ,0 12. ,0 35 .0 

Health 

To keep healthy through 
vigorous outdoor activity 24. ,0 44. 7 39. ,0 55. ,0 61, .0 

To take it easy 28. ,0 13. 2 20. .0 22. 3 25, .0 

To get rid of tension 44. .0 43. 2 36. 0 33. 9 48, ,0 

To restore my health 8. 0 24. 3 5. 0 20. 3 22, ,0 
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As can be seen in Table 13. the major motivations for both the 

Park Service and the Forest Service samples are in the Aesthetic-

Religious and Exit-Civilization categories. However, there are statis

tically significant differences between members in the two agencies in 

their responses to four of the reasons included in these categories: 

to breathe fresh air and drink pure water; to gain a feeling of harmony 

with nature; to get away from the sights, sounds, and smells of civili

zation; and to be far away from crowds of people. On these, Park 

Service response was considerably higher than Forest Service. Only 2.6 

percent of the NPS sample listed "to gain a feeling of harmony with 

nature" as "not at all important" while 20 percent of the FS sample 

did. Of the twenty-one reasons, only four were listed by over 50 

percent of the FS sample as being very important. They are — to gain 

a feeling of harmony with nature; to observe the beauty of nature; to 

get away from the sights, sounds, and smells of civilization; and to 

get away from the demands of the work-a-day world. In contrast, seven 

of the twenty-one reasons were listed as very important by over 50 

percent of the Park Service sample: to breathe fresh air and drink 

pure water; to get away from the demands of the work-a-day world;, to be 

alone for a while; to get away from the sights, sounds, and smells of 

civilization; to be far away from crowds of people; to observe the 

beauty of nature; and to gain a feeling of harmony with nature. The 

high response to Aesthetic-Religious and Exit Civilization by Park 

Service members could reflect either the type of personality of the 

people who choose the Park Service as a career or the traditions handed 
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down from Muir, or both. 

Interestingly, just as more of the Park Service sample gave 

more reasons why they wanted to be in the wilderness than did the 

Forest Service sample, so did the Park Service professionals spend more 

time in the wilderness during the past year than did Forest Service 

employees. 

The Park Service response to the following reasons in this study 

was higher than that of any other group in former studies: to breathe 

fresh air and drink pure water; to get away from the demands of the 

work-a-day world; to be alone for a while; to get away from the sights, 

sounds, and smells of civilization; and to be far away from crowds of 

people. Responses to these reasons, in all the studies listed, were 

lowest in the ORRRC study completed 23 years ago. It is probable that 

these reasons are becoming more important over time due, in part, to 

rapid urbanization and population growth in our nation. The relative 

importance of these reasons to the Park Service and the Forest Service 

could affect decisions on social carrying capacity. 

Wilderness Terms 

Respondents were given two lists of words which could be or 

have been associated with wilderness. One list was of different land 

types, the other of adjectives. Respondents were asked to indicate 

whether the words had a strong association, some association, or no 

association with wilderness to them personally. Only the percent 

reporting strong associations are listed on Tables 14 and 15 because it 

was felt that the strong associations would be most revealing, and may 
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more strongly influence decisions. 

Table 14. Word association - landtypes (Percent strong association) 

Landtype Total Sample FS NPS 

Forest 96.7 91.8 100.0 

Mountain 95.2 92.0 97.3 

Tundra 77.7 75.8 78.9 

Desert 71.0 62.5 76.3 

* Jungle 69.8 60.0 76.3 

* Swamp 68.3 60.0 76.3 

Ocean 52.4 44.0 57.9 

Seashore 49.2 40.0 55.2 

Prairie 41.2 40.0 42.0 

Plain 33.3 32.0 34.2 

Wasteland 9.5 12.0 7.9 

Responses indicate that the Park Service sample tends to have a 

broader definition of wilderness than does the Forest Service sample. 

Three quarters or more of the Park Service sample identified six land 

types as having a strong association with wilderness in comparison to 

three for the Forest Service. Eight land types were listed by 50 

percent or more of the Park Service sample compared to 6 for the Forest 

Service. 

Forests and mountains were most frequently equated with wilder

ness; wasteland the least. This is not surprising. Conservation 
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efforts have traditionally been largely confined to mountains and 

forests (Phillips 1978). Tundra, jungle, desert, and swamps were 

stongly associated with wilderness for two thirds to three fourths of 

the respondents. This may reflect the increased interest in biocentric 

criteria for preserving public lands during the last 15 or 20 years. 

Prairies, plains, the ocean, and seashores, however, held a strong 

association with wilderness for less than half the respondents — even 

though increasing emphasis is being placed on including representative 

ecotypes in the Wilderness Preservation System. Responses differed 

somewhat between local subsamples of the Park Service and Forest 

Service from those of the combined Park Service and Forest Service 

samples. Eighty percent of the local NPS sample strongly associated 

desert with wilderness while only 50 percent of the local FS sample 

did. This is interesting .as both Pusch Ridge and the Rincon Unit are 

desert wilderness areas. 

The list of adjectives which might be associated with wilder

ness also elicited some interesting responses (see Table 15). 

According to Nash (1967), for the first one hundred to one hundred-

fifty years of American settlement, wilderness was equated with things 

evil, useless, and fearful. Although attitudes towards wilderness have 

changed dramatically within the last 50 to 100 years, Nash claims there 

are still mixed feelings towards wilderness. Within the total sample 

— an admittedly biased sample — there is little evidence that 

negative associations remain in force. However, the concept of wilder

ness as useless did have some association for 27.3 percent of the 



86 

Forest Service sample compared to 2.7 percent of the NPS sample. The 

Forest Service and Park Service response differed in general. 

Table 15. Word association — adjectives (percent reporting strong 
association) 

Adjective Total Sample FS NPS 

Wild 93.6 84.0 100.0 

Beautiful 88.9 80.0 94.7 

* Peaceful 79.4 60.0 92.1 

* Free 72.1 48.0 84.2 

Untouched 71.4 ~ 64.0 76.3 

Exciting 66.7 48.0 79.0 

Primeval 53.9 40.0 63.1 

Dangerous 30.1 20.0 36.8 

* Harsh 23.8 12.0 31.6 

* Dark 14.2 16.0 13.1 

Fearsome 9.5 4.0 13.2 

Evil 3.1 0.0 5.2 

Disorienting 3.1 0.0 5.2 

* Useless 1.6 4.0 0.0 

More Park Service members responded with "strong association" for the 

positive adjectives describing wilderness than did Forest Service mem

bers. Most notable, and potentially most relevant to quality 

standards, are the adjectives wild, beautiful, and untouched. If 

wilderness is preferably wild and untouched, lands meeting the criteria 
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of having 5000 acres or more, being roadless, and providing opportunity 

for solitude and primitive recreation but showing past uses such as 

mining, grazing, or logging would be considered less desirable 

additions to the Wilderness Preservation System than those which did 

not. If wilderness is preferably beautiful, lands of biotic interest 

may be seen as less desirable than those with noted scenic values. The 

results of the word association are not definitive, but do suggest that 

employees in the Park Service may be more "purist" in their perception 

of what wilderness is than those in the Forest Service. 

Sights and Sounds 

Factors affecting the quality of wilderness lands are both 

tangible and intangible. Sounds one hears, things one sees in or on 

the land itself, and sights one can see from the wilderness area itself 

combine to add or detract from the quality of the wilderness. Respon

dents were asked to indicate from a list, which sounds and sights they 

would find appropriate in a wilderness area, and which sights they 

would consider appropriate from a wilderness area. The results are 

shown in Tables 16, 17, and 18. 

Table 16. Sounds appropriate iii wilderness areas (percent in 
favor). 

Sounds FS NPS Total 

Running water 95.7 100.0 98.4 

Sounds of birds, 
insects, or other 
wild animals 91.7 100.0 96.8 
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Table 16 continued. 

Sounds FS NPS Total 

Wind 91.7 

Silence 82.6 

Quiet talking 54.2 

Horses neighing 45.8 

Singing 29.2 

Flutes or guitars 16.7 

Loud laughing 8.7 

Shouting 12.5 

Dogs barking 12.5 

Loud talking 8.7 

Gunshots 12.5 

Airplanes 12.5 

Chainsaws 4.2 

Radios or tape players 4.2 

Motorboats 4.2 

97.4 

89.5 

76.3 

44.7 

52.6 

23.7 

2 1 . 1  

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

2 . 6  

2 . 6  

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

95.2 

86.9 

67.7 

45.2 

43.5 

21 .0  

16.4 

8 . 1  

8 . 1  

6 . 6  

6.5 

6.5 

1 . 6  

1 . 6  

1 . 6  

The Forest Service and Park Service were quite similar in their 

responses to what sounds they found appropriate in wilderness areas. 

The "natural" sounds of running water, wild animals, wind, and the 

absence of sound, silence were considered appropriate by over 80 per

cent of both groups. Loud human noises or mechanical sounds on the 

other hand were generally deemed inappropriate by both samples. 

However, interesting patterns emerge in the consistency with which 
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samples from either agency found categories of sounds appropriate. 

Park Service response was higher than Forest Service relating to the 

"natural" sounds; while Forest Service response was consistently higher 

on discordant sounds which could be associated with use: shouting, 

dogs barking, loud talking, gunshots, airplanes, chainsaws, radios or 

tape players, and motorboats. Quiet human sounds, or sounds associated 

with enjoyment — quiet talking, singing, flutes and guitars, and loud 

laughing — were found appropriate by more Park Service than Forest 

Service respondents. It is interesting to note that although hunting 

and dogs on leashes are allowed in Forest Service wilderness areas, 

only 12 percent of the Forest Service sample felt that the sounds of 

gunshots or dogs barking were.appropriate in wilderness. Just as 

responses to the word association suggested that the Park Service may 

be more "purist" in their attitude, so do responses to appropriate 

sounds. 

Both Forest Service and Park Service responses were more simi

lar than dissimilar in response to the question, "What sights do you 

personally consider appropriate in wilderness areas?" However, the 

Forest Service sample appears more likely to see altered landscapes as 

appropriate in wilderness areas than the Park Service sample (see Table 

17). Because the sights listed imply use, recreational or otherwise, 

it is not surprising that only three items were thought appropriate by 

more than three quarters of the total sample: small parties of eight or 

less, maintained trails, and unmaintained trails. These three may be 

viewed as methods of limiting or.controlling use of wilderness areas. 
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Table 17. Sights appropriate in wilderness areas (percent in 
favor). 

Sight FS NPS Total 

Small parties 
(8 or less) 79.2 81.6 80.6 

Maintained trails 75.0 68.4 71.0 

Unmaintained trails 62.5 73.7 69.4 

Wooden bridges 54.2 47.4 50.0 

Rustic shelters 62.5 39.5 48.4 

Pit toilets 33.3 36.8 35.5 

Pack trains 41.7 23.7 30.6 

Cabins 29.2 23.7 25.8 

Blackened fire rings 29.2 13.2 19.4 

Dirt roads 16.7 18.4 17.7 

Large parties 
(9 or more) 13.0 5.3 8.2 

Chemical toilets 0.0 7.9 4.8 

Cement bridges 8.3 0.0 3.2 

Cement tent sites 4.3 0.0 1.6 

Parties of nine or more were considered inappropriate by over 90 per

cent of the total sample, and trails can be seen as manipulative 

measures in controlling use. Many wildereness users stay on existing 

trails much of the time. This limits use and impact in other portions 

of the wilderness. Another two sights — wooden bridges and rustic 

shelters — were considered appropriate by nearly 50 percent of the 
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total sample. 

Of all the items listed, only four: small parties of eight or 

less, unmaintained trails, pit toilets, and dirt roads were considered 

appropriate by more Park Service than Forest Service respondents. 

Forest Service response was highest on all the other items including 

rustic shelters, pack trains, blackened fire rings, and large parties 

of nine or more. Interestingly, rustic shelters were considered appro

priate by 20 percent more of the Forest Service than Park Service 

sample even though early Forest Service policy was to eliminate rustic 

shelters from wilderness areas (Jaten 1985). 

The differences between- the two groups appear to be strongly 

related to issues of use (see Table 18). Approximately three fourths 

or more of both samples consider undisturbed land and rangeland to be 

acceptable sights from wilderness areas. There, however, the general 

agreement between the samples ends. A greater percent of Forest Ser

vice than Park Service considered each of the listed sights to be 

appropriate from wilderness areas. Significant differences exist 

between the responses of the Forest Service and Park Service samples on 

six of the sights: logged areas, dirt roads, rustic houses, mine 

tailings, paved roads, and city lights. Of the Forest Service group 

over 50 percent found undisturbed lands, rangeland, farmland, logged 

areas, paved roads and dirt roads appropriate. Aside from undisturbed 

land, the only sight considered appropriate by more than 50 percent of 

the Park Service sample was rangeland. 
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Table 18. Sights appropriate from a wilderness area (percent 
in favor). 

Sights FS NPS Total 

Undisturbed lands 100.0 94.7 96.7 

Rangeland 87.0 71.1 77.0 

* Dirt roads 82.6 44.7 59.0 

Farmlands 69.6 50.0 57.4 

* Rustic houses 60.9 23.7 37.7 

* Logged areas 69.6 10.5 32.6 

* Paved roads 39.1 10.5 21.3 

* Mine tailings 39.1 2.6 16.4 

* City lights 26.1 5.3 13.1 

Cities 17.4 7.9 11.5 

Trailer houses 13.0 2.6 6.6 

Industrial buildings 13.0 2.6 6.6 

Smog 13.0 2.6 6.6 

Interestingly, the greatest differences were in reference to 

logged areas and dirt roads. Over two-thirds of the Forest Service 

sample thought logged areas were appropriate as compared with only one 

tenth of the Park Service. Nearly twice as many Forest Service 

employees thought dirt roads (essential to timber harvesting) were 

appropriate sights from wilderness areas. These findings strongly 

reflect the different traditions of multiple use versus preservation. 

Timber harvesting has always been one of the major activities of the 
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Forest Service in their role as a multiple use agency. The Park 

Service, on the other hand has often participated in battles to save 

forested areas from commercial activities such as logging. A forestry 

student visiting Yosemite National Park commented that Yosemite's 

forests bothered him because they were in such poor condition with so 

many trees past their prime — dead, dying, or diseased. Perhaps, to 

Sylviculturists, logged areas may represent one phase of growing 

healthy forests...a part of "wise use". 

Agency Mandates and Agency Traditions 

One hypothesis was that employees of the two agencies will 

percieve wilderness differently because of differing agency mandates 

and agency traditions inherited from Muir and Pinchot. The mandates or 

traditions could be seen as use versus preservation...the Forest 

Service emphasizing use while the Park Service emphasizes preservation. 

Activities 

Persons in the Forest Service and Park Service were asked what 

activities they considered to be appropriate, in wilderness areas. 

Results are listed in Table 19. 

Table 19. Activities appropriate in wilderness areas (percent in 
favor). 

Activity FS NPS Total 

Photography 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Animal observation 100.0 100.0 100.0 



Table 19 continued. 

Activity FS NPS Total 

Backpacking 96.0 

Cross country skiing 96.0 

Cross country hiking 92.0 

Canoeing or kyaking 88.0 

Swimming 92.0 

Hiking on trails 92.0 

Fishing 96.0 

Scrambling to 
mountain tops 84.0 

* Collecting for 
scientific studies 95.8 

Nude sunbathing 79.2 

Technical rock 
climbing 80.0 

* Horseback riding 88.0 

School field trips 79.2 

* Hunting 76.0 

* Trapping 60.0 

* Collecting for 
hobbies 45.8 

* Cattle grazing 48.0 

Hang-gliding 20.8 

Mineral exploration 16.7 

Airplane travel 16.0 

97.4 

97.4 

100.0 

97.4 

94.7 

92.1 

78.4 

83.0 

71.4 

73.0 

66.7 

52.8 

58.3 

13.5 

1 6 . 2  

5.3 

0.0 

8.3 

2 . 6  

0.0 

96.8 

96.8 

96.8 

93.7 

93.7 

92.1 

85.5 

83.6 

81.4 

75.4 

72.1 

67.2 

66.7 

38.7 

33.9 

2 1 . 0  

19.4 

13.3 

8 . 1  

6.7 
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Table 19 continued. 

Activity FS NPS Total 

Building dams for 
water storage or 
power development 16.0 0.0 6.7 

Motorboating 4.0 5.3 4.8 

Logging 8.0 2.6 4.8 

Mining 8.0 0.0 3.2 

Four wheeling 0.0 2.6 1.6 

Motorcycling 4.0 0.0 1.6 

Snowmobiling 4.0- 0.0 1.6 

Recreational activities which are non-consumptive of wilderness 

resources (ie. photography, animal observation, backpacking, cross

country hiking and skiing, canoeing or kyaking, simming, and hiking on 

tails) were considered appropriate by more than 90 percent of both FS 

and NPS samples. There were, however, differences between the agencies 

in response to consumptive use of resources, either recreationally or 

commercially. Significantly more Forest Service respondents favored 

activities such as collecting for scientific studies and hobbies, 

hunting, trapping, and cattle grazing than did Park Service ones. The 

differing response to the appropriateness of horseback-riding in wild

erness areas was equally marked. The presence of horses in wilderness 

areas is similar to that of cattle in the potential negative effects on 

the resources. The Forest Service were also more tolerant of mineral 
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exploration, hang gliding, airplane travel, dam building and school 

field trips. 

Technical or mechanical forms of recreation in wilderness areas 

were generally seen as inappropriate by persons in both agencies. 

Similarly, the purely commercial, consumptive activities — logging, 

mining, building dams, and mineral exploration — were considered 

inappropriate by both agencies. Still, response in favor of each of 

these activities was higher in the Forest Service than in the Park 

Service samples. 

To further test the possible differences between the agencies 

regarding consumptive resource-use, the following activities were 

combined to form a variable which could be used as an index of 

preference for consumptive use: logging, mining, mineral exploration, 

trapping, hunting, fishing, building dams, and cattle grazing. Because 

the question was coded (1) oppose and (2) favor, approval of one of the 

activities would be indicated by a score of 9 and approval of all 

eight by a score of 16. An Analysis of Variance test showed the groups 

means to be 9.37 for the Park Service and 11.44 for the Forest Service 

(.0000 significance level). All the statistical tests indicate the two 

groups differ significantly (at the .05 significance level or higher) 

with the Forest Service sample being more strongly in favor of use in 

wilderness areas. 

Management Practices 

Comparison of the samples' responses to management practices 

which are manipulative of the natural environment indicates that the 
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Forest Service leans more towards environmental manipulation than does 

the Park Service. A list of possible management practices for wild-

ereness areas was given and respondents were asked whether they agreed 

with them, were neutral, or disagreed with them. For analysis purposes 

they were divided into management practices which could be considered 

manipulative of the natural environment, and ones which were of con

venience to the wilderness user. 

Table 20. Management Practices (Percent agreeing with). 

Management Practices — FS NPS 

Manipulate environment: 

* Control insects by spraying 16.7 2.6 

Replant burned or barren areas 28.0 10.5 

* Stock streams and lakes with fish 28.0 0.0 

Environmental restoration 24.0 25.7 

Enhancement of environment for 
endangered species 40.0 36.8 

* Removal of dangerous animals or 
plants 20.0 2.8 

* Alter vegetation by controlled 
burns 56.0 21.0 

Cut trees in heavily forested 
areas to create more open 
spaces and meadows 4.2 0.0 
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Table 20 continued. 

Convenience: 

Management Practices FS NPS 

Garbage cleanup 64.0 52.0 

Develop and maintain trails 
consistent with their volume 
of use 52.0 50.0 

Provide fixed campsites 20.0 21.6 

Provide water faucets or pumps 
in areas without clean, free-
running water sources 8.3 10.5 

Provide constructed shelters 8.3 2.6 

Provide chemical or pit toilets 8.3 15.8 

Other: 

Police protection 20.0 36.1 

Let natural fires burn themselves 
out 84.0 86.8 

* Limit public access 35.7 78.4 

Elimination of trails from 
wilderness areas 16.0 13.2 

Again, more of the Forest Service sample tended to -favor use 

oriented practices than did those in the Park Service. Practices such 

as controlling insects by spraying, replanting burned or barren areas, 

and cutting trees in heavily forested areas may be related to timber 

harvesting activities. Stocking streams and lakes with fish, removal 

of dangerous animals or plants and not limiting public access may be 

related to or seen as encouraging visitor use. The Forest Service 
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response favoring all these activities were higher than the Park 

Service response. 

An index indicating preference for natural processes versus 

environmental manipulation was developed by adding the responses from 

the eight manipulative management practices for each respondent. 

Because the responses were scaled with (1) agree with, (2) neutral and 

(3) disagree, the higher the score the greater the preference for 

natural processes. The total possible score was twenty-four. That 

there is a significant difference between Forest Service and Park 

Service responses on this issue is substantiated by the results of an 

Analysis of Variance test (.0014 significance level). The means of 

the Forest Service and Park Service responses are 17.32 and 20.21 

respectively. Despite the differences between the two groups, however, 

the relatively high means for both indicate a preference for allowing 

natural processes to dominate in wilderness areas or at least a neutral 

rather than positive attitude towards environmental manipulation in 

general. It might also be noted that on the issue of removal of 

dangerous plants or animals, only 48 percent of the FS sample disagreed 

with it as a management practice while 97.8 percent of the NPS sample 

did. 

Comparison of the Forest Service and Park Service response to 

management practices which would provide conveniences for the wilder

ness visitor indicated less striking differences. The same tests were 

run regarding these management practices. In this instance there were 

six rather than eight practices combined and the possible total was 18. 
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Again, a low score indicates preference for making things easier for 

the user and a higher score showes preference for leaving the wilder

ness without man-made conveniences. There is no significant difference 

between the groups in the Analysis of Variance test. Group means were 

nearly identical, 12.68 for the Forest Service and 13.21 for the Park 

Service. Aggregating data in the above manner can mask differences. 

More Forest Service than Park Service respondents favored garbage 

cleanup, while more Park Service than Forest Service respondents 

favored limiting public access and police protection (more restrictive 

measures). In general, over half of both Forest Service and Park 

Service respondents were in favor of garbage cleanup and developing 

trails consistent with their volume of use. These practices could be 

seen as protecting the resources from deterioration as well as 

providing conveience for the user. All other practices in this group 

were agreed with by few. 

Carrying Capacity 

Carrying capacity is addressed by the question of whether or 

not visitation should be controlled and if so by what methods. Beneath 

that question lies another. What standards for wilderness health will 

be used to determine whether or not the carrying capacity of the wild

erness area is being exceeded? To approach this question, respondents 

were asked "Which would you consider most important in determining how 

many people should be allowed into a wilderness area: (1) the amount 

of use the area could sustain without significant physical deteriora
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tion or (2) the number and kinds of encounters with others which can be 

sustained without the deterioration of wilderness experience quality? 

The first could be considered biological carrying capacity and the 

second social carrying capacity. 

Table 21. Most important criterion for determining carrying 
capacity. 

Criterion FS NFS 

Biological 86.4 84.2 

Social 9.1 13.2 

Both 4.5 2.6 

Responses from both groups were almost identical. Physical or 

biological standards were almost unanimously considered the most impor

tant means of determining carrying capacity. There are indications 

that social carrying capacity may be higher than physical carrying 

capacity (Brickler 1984). Users who visit an area for the first time 

may find physical deterioration of the area acceptable because they 

have not seen it before the negative changes (Shreyer and Roggenbuck 

1978). Also, Lee (1977) in his study in Yosemite National Park, 

suggested that despite protestations of a desire for solitude, many 

wilderness users behave in a social manner and do not make a concerted 

effort to avoid other users. If people are often not conscious of 

environmental deterioration and accept the presence of others in wild

erness easily, the main use of social criteria for the carrying capcity 
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of wilderness could lead to serious biological and physical deteriora

tion of the land. 

Although the FS and NPS samples responded quite similarly on 

the question of criterion for estimating carrying capacity, there were 

noticable difference in their responses to the question "To what extent 

do you feel that the existence of wilderness and the opportunity for 

recreation in the same area are compatible?" 

Table 22. Compatibility of recreation and wilderness (percent) 

Compatibility FS NPS 

Extremely 16.0 10.5 

Very 32.0 18.4 

Compatible 40.0 42.1 

Not Very 0.0 23.7 

Not at all 0.0 2.6 

No answer 12.0 2.6 

Again, the Forest Service sample emphasizes use. The responses 

seem to indicate that the Park Service is more concerned about social 

carrying capacity than the Forest Service or that they feel the 

presence of recreationists is more harmful to wilderness than the 

Forest Service does. 

Preserving Wilderness 

Both samples were given a list of possible reasons for wishing 
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to preserve wilderness as asked to rate each one on a five point scale 

from very important (1) to not at all important (5). For analysis 

purposes, the scale was collapsed into important, neutral, and not 

important. 

Table 23. Reasons for preserving wilderness (percent listing as 
important) 

Reason FS NPS Total 

As guarantee that future 
generations can experience 
pristine landscapes 84.0 92.1 88.9 

As a place where natural 
processes can be studied 80.0 86.8 84.1 

* As reservoirs of genetic 
diversity 44.0 89.5 71.4 

As an escape from the man-
made world 64.0 71.1 68.3 

* As examples of how healthy 
land maintains itself 24.0 84.2 60.3 

As a place where people can 
enjoy outdoor activities 64.0 44.7 52.4 

As examples of the type of 
environments predominant 
before the settling of 
America by Europeans 36.0 50.0 44.4 

As safeguard against ecolo
gical oversimplification 28.0 54.1 42.9 

As a place where people can 
• receive inspiration on 
moral and ethical values 24.0 39.5 33.3 
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Results suggest that the Forest Service may feel that the main 

value of preserving wilderness is as a place for a particular kind of 

human recreation and enjoyment, while the Park Service group may value 

wilderness more for its biological potential. The reasons for pre

serving wilderness can be divided into primarily biocentric or anthro-

pocentric reasons. Biocentric ones are those centering on ecological 

values — essentially preservationist in nature — and anthropocentric 

are ones centering on human recreational values — use. Of the four 

main reasons given by the Park Service group, three are predominantly 

biocentric: as a place where natural processes can be studied, as 

reservoirs of genetic diversity-, and as examples of how healthy land 

maintains itself. Of the four main reasons given by the Forest Service 

sample, three are anthropocentric in nature: as a guarantee that 

future generations can experience pristine landscapes, as an escape 

from the man-made world, and as a place where people can enjoy outdoor 

activities. The Park Service response was higher than Forest Service 

response on all the reasons for preserving wilderness except for "as a 

place where people can enjoy outdoor activity." 

Setting Standards 

Whoever sets the quality standards for new wilderness areas and 

existing wilderness areas will have an impact on our wilderness lands. 

Lands in the National Wilderness Preservation System is public land, 

managed by public agencies. By asking Forest Service and Park Service 

professionals who they felt should set the standards for wilderness 

areas, it was possible to get a sense of whether or not they felt 
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professionals should have the major role and to what extent they felt 

special interest groups should participate in setting wilderness 

standards. 

Table 24. Groups which should set standards for wilderness 
areas (percent in favor). 

Group FS NPS Total 

Congress 68.0 65.8 66.7 

NPS 48.0 68.4 60.3 

FS 68.0 52.6 58.7 

General public 64.0 53.3 58.7 

Wilderness groups 36.0 42.1 39.7 

Environmental groups 32.0 44.7 39.7 

Local public 40.0 21.1 28.6 

Recreationists 36.0 23.7 28.6 

Timber companies 28.0 10.5 17.5 

Cattlemen 28.0 7.9 15.9 

Oil companies 28.0 7.9 15.9 

Mining companies 28.0 7.9 15.9 

Established authorities — Congress, the National Park Service, 

and the Forest Service — and the general public were the groups most 

favored for setting standards. Congress does set the quality standards 

for lands to be included in the Wilderness Preservation System and, as 

might be expected, was the most favored group. What is most inter
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esting though, is that fully 1/3 of the respondents were not in favor 

of Congress setting the standards. A common response from profes

sionals interviewed was that they felt Congress didn't really know that 

much about specific wildernesses. They had, as well, as a pervading 

dislike for politics at the Congressional level. As many employees in 

both agencies listed their own agency as a group which should set the 

standards as listed Congress. Some of the respondents commented that 

the category "general public" included all the groups listed below it. 

However, the Forest Service sample were more willing to include user 

groups in the process of setting standards than were the Park Service 

sample which was in turn more positive towards environmental and 

wilderness groups than was the Forest Service. Response indicates 

that professional in both agencies see themselves as ones who should 

set standards for wilderness. The Forest Service appears somewhat more 

"democratic" than the Park Service in their willingness to include more 

groups in the process of setting standards. Standards set for wilder

ness may be reflected in management practices. 

Management Preferences 

Management practices in wilderness areas can be considered 

either restrictive or manipulative. Restrictive measures would include 

such measures as police protection for the public and for the 

resources, and limiting public access to areas. Manipulative measures 

would include suggesting alternative areas in which to hike and camp 

when areas are crowded or being damaged through heavy use. Other 
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manipulative measures would be removing trails from damaged areas and 

rerouting them through less sensitive ones. 

Forest Service and Park Service employees were asked whether 

they were in favor of the following management practices in wilderness 

areas. 

Table 25. Restrictive measures (percent in favor) 

Management Practice FS NPS FSS NPSS 
(total) (total) (local) (local) 

* Limit public access 36.0 76.3 41.7 80.0 

Provide police protection 20.0 34.2 25.0 60.0 

More Park Service employees favor restrictive measures than do 

Forest Service employees. This may reflect the fact that Park Service 

wilderness areas are often located in areas where public access is more 

easily controlled than in many Forest Service wilderness areas. Also, 

according to the Forest Service employees interviewed, Park Service has 

staff which could directly control or limit public access, while the 

Forest Service employees have other duties. A similar argument could 

be made regarding police protection. Not only is law enforcement more 

feasible in Park Service wilderness areas, because of the personnel 

available for enforcement, but more Park Service employees are trained 

in law enforcement than are Forest Service employees. Although the 

difference between Park Service and Forest Service response to the 

issue of police protection does not vary significantly, it is inter
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esting to note that 39 percent of the Forest Service sample disagreed 

with police protection as a management tool, while only 25 percent of 

the Park Service sample did. A breakdown of the percent of employees 

who stated that they had law enforcement training and those approving 

of police protection in wilderness areas shows an interesting 

correlation. 

Table 26. Law enforcement: percent approve, percent trained (by 
subsample). 

Law Enforcement FSS FSG NPSS NPSG 
(local) (general) (local) (general) 

Favor 25.0 15.4 60.0 25.0 

Trained 16.6 7.7 60.0 25.1 

More employees in the local Park Service group were in favor of 

police protection than those in the general sample. This appears to 

reflect their training. Other factors may be the length of time they 

have been with the agency and their position. 

Although there was a significant difference in response to re

strictive management practices between the agencies, there was none 

relating to manipulative measures. Results are shown in Table 27. 

Few in either combined sample are in favor of either elimin

ating trails from wilderness areas or in providing fixed campsites. At 

least half of both groups feel that trails should be developed and 

maintained consistent with their volume of use. At the local level, 

however, there is a difference between the Forest Service and the Park 
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Service regarding providing fixed campsites. Currently wilderness 

users in the Rincon Unit are required to camp at fixed campsites, while 

this is not the case in the Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area. A new wilder

ness management plan is being drawn up for the Rincon Unit and there is 

disagreement over whether dispersed camping should replace camping at 

fixed sites. An argument against fixed sites is that concentration of 

use in specific areas results in deterioration of the resources in that 

location. Dispersed camping on the other hand could allow environmen

tal deterioration over a broader area. In addition, there is less 

control over the activity of the wilderness user in dispersed camping. 

Those favoring dispersed camping point out the greater freedom it 

allows the wilderness user and that when use is spread out over a large 

area, significant environmental deterioration is less likely to 

develop. 

Table 27. Manipulative measures (percent in favor) 

Management Practice FS NPS FSS NPSS 
(total) (total) (local) (local) 

Eliminate trails 1 6 . 0  13.2 16.7 0.0 

Develop and maintain 
trails consistent with 
the volume of use. 52.0 50.0 58.3 50.0 

Provide fixed campsites. 14.3 21.0 25.0 40.0 

Forty percent of the local Park Service sample favored pro

viding fixed campsites while only 14.3 percent of the general Park 
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Service sample did. Factors which could influence this are favoring 

police protection and length of time with agency. Fixed campsites are 

more easily patrolled than dispersed sites. Two-thirds of the general 

NPS sample have been with the agency five years or less as compared 

with one-tenth of the local sample. Dispersed camping is a newer 

management practice in other Park Service wilderness areas and may be 

better know or more easily accepted by newer employees. 

Methods of controlling visitation can also be considered either 

restrictive or manipulative. Respondents were asked to indicate their 

opinion of eight methods of controlling visitation in wilderness areas 

on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being always for and 5 being always 

against. For purposes of analysis, the five- point scale was collapsed 

into a three-point one. 

Table 28. Methods of controlling visitation (percent in favor). 

Method FS NPS 

Restrictive: 

Reservations 68.0 73.7 

Pricing 28.0 28.9 

Queing 60.0 78.9 

Manipulative: 

Wilderness Permits for 
information only 76.0 86.8 

Suggest alternatives 84.0 89.5 

Merit 24.0 26.3 
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Table 28 continued. 

Method FS NPS 

No Controls: 

* No controls or limits 24.0 5.3 

Educate public and let them 
control their own use 41.7 29.7 

The most favored methods for the two agencies are both manipu

lative measures — suggesting alternate areas in place of overcrowded 

ones and issuing wilderness permits for information purposes only. 

Although 86.8 percent of the total Park Service sample and three 

quarters of the total Forest Service sample favored issuing wilderness 

permits, one hundred percent of the local NPS sample favored issuing 

wilderness permits while only two-thirds of the local FS sample did. 

Wilderness permits are required in the Rincon Unit for overnight 

camping. They are not required in the Pusch Ridge wilderness area, but 

are in some other Forest Service wilderness areas. The Third most 

favored measure, reservations, is restrictive. Least favored by both 

agencies were "no controls or limits", "pricing", and "merit". The 

agencies' dislike of pricing and merit as means of limiting use 

reflects studies by Hendee and Lucas (1973), Shelby et al. (1977), and 

Stankey and Baden (1977) who found that although managers were not in 

favor of these methods (because they didn't feel the public would 

support them), surprisingly, many wilderness users did support them as 

a means of safeguarding the "wilderness experience". 
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Summary 

Traditionally the Forest Service has been a multiple use agency 

while the Park Service has been charged with preserving lands for the 

use and enjoyment of future generations. Analysis of Forest Service 

and Park Service responses indicates that although professionals in 

both agencies have quite similar attitudes towards wilderness in many 

respects, there are differences. Where differences do exist they are 

in the direction one might have predicted. They reflect the differ

ences in agency mission. 

The similarity of attitudes between the professionals and their 

respective agency mandates may be attributed to professional socializa

tion, to the personality and background of the persons in the agency, 

and to national attitudes. Because self-selection (people choosing to 

work in professions or agencies with which they feel compatible) is 

part of professional socialization, personality and background will be 

considered as an aspect of professional socialization. 

The Park Service sample more closely resembles the traditional 

wilderness enthusiasts in terms of place of origin than does the Forest 

Service sample. In addition, the Park Service sample was younger in 

average age and was comprised of a higher percentage of women than the 

Forest Service sample. The level of education was comparable in the 

two groups, but the majority of professionals from the Forest Service 

had natural science background and those from the Park Service had 

social science backgrounds. Interestingly, the Park Service were no 

more in favor of social criteria as the primary means for determining 
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carrying capacity than were the Forest Service. 

The amount of professional socialization is difficult to 

measure, but responses indicate that both Forest Service and Park 

Service personnel strongly identify with their agency and have a posi

tive view towards it. Reasons for joining were also similar, but the 

agency's mission was most important to Park Service respondents, while 

working conditions were more important to those in the Forest Service. 

One factor which may have a strong influence on socialization is 

mobility or the lack of roots. Although both groups moved quite 

frequently, there was a statistically significant difference regarding 

the average time span between'moves for professionals in the two 

agencies, 1.9 years for the Park Service and 4.9 years for the Forest 

Service. If mobility is a significant factor, this would suggest that 

we might expect Park Service employees to more closely identify with 

their agency than Forest Service employees in the sample. Responses 

indicate this may be the case. Table 8 shows that 39 percent of the 

Park Service sample found co-workers with whom to associate a valued 

part of their current job as compared with 12 percent of the Forest 

Service sample. If one moves frequently it is more difficult to 

develop friendships in a community than if one has been there for 

years; in turn, one relies more on co-workers for company. Association 

with co-workers can also reinforce attitudes towards an agency. Table 

9 shows 100 percent of the Park Service sample as compared with 88 

percent of the Forest Service sample reported a sense of pride in being 

part of their agency; 100 percent Park Service and 80 percent Forest 
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Service indicated their values are the same as their agency's; and 58 

percent Park Service compared to 68 percent Forest Service said they 

could just as well work for another agency if the work were similar. 

The Park Service group averaged more time in the wilderness in 

the past year than the Forest Service. They also had a higher response 

than the Forest Service on seven of the nine reasons for wanting to be 

in wilderness in the Aesthetic-Religious and Exit-Civilization 

categories. These factors might be considered a reflection of "preser

vationist" type attitudes. 

The Park Service sample appeared to have a broader definition 

of wilderness than did the Forest Service sample. Some association of 

wilderness with useless land existed for 27.3 percent of the Forest 

Service compared to only 2.7 percent of the Park Service. This again 

seems to reflect use versus preservation attitudes. Minor differences 

were that the Forest Service professionals were more tolerant of intru

sions in wilderness areas than were Park Service respondents — more 

Forest Service professionals accepted discordant sounds associated with 

use and they were more tolerant of sights indicative of human use. 

Differences in attitudes were stronger pertaining to sights 

which employees of the two agencies considered appropriate from wilder

ness areas. These differences were strongly related to issues of use. 

For example, 70 percent of the Forest Service felt that logged areas 

were an appropriate sight from wilderness areas as compared with 10 

percent of the Park Service. 

Use versus preservation issues were especially noticeable on 
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questions pertaining to acceptable wilderness activities and preferred 

management practices. The Forest Service group had a significantly 

higher response in favor of activities related to use such as logging, 

mining, mineral exploration, trapping, hunting, fishing, building dams, 

and cattle grazing than did the Park Service group. Similarly the 

forest Service professionals were more in favor of environmental mani

pulative practices such as timber harvesting and recreational use which 

could be related to use issues. Also, more Forest Service than Park 

Service employees felt that recreation and wilderness are either compa

tible or very compatible. 

Final differences which can also be attributed to use versus 

preservation are reasons for preserving wilderness areas, oppinions 

regarding who should set quality standards for wilderness, and restric

tive management measures. Reasons for preserving wilderness considered 

most important by the Park Service sample were strongly biocentric; 

those most important to the Forest Service sample were anthropocentric. 

The Forest Service was more willing to have user groups such as timber 

companies, cattlemen, oil companies, and mining companies participate 

in setting standards for wilderness than was the Park Service. The 

Park Service was more in favor of restrictive management measures such 

as limiting public access — and therefore use — than was the Forest 

Service. 

A series of discriminant analysis tests were performed to see 

if there was a discernible difference and pattern in the attitudes 

expressed by Forest Service and Park Service respondents. Results 



116 

support findings in the rest of this chapter that although the Forest 

Service and Park Service participants in this study were similar in 

many respects, there appear to be a pattern of differences regarding 

wilderness issues. On the basis of answers to nine questions, it was 

possible to correctly classify 92 percent of the respondents into their 

respective agency groups. A typical Park Service professional in this 

sample would be more likely to have the following attitudes than a 

Forest Service professional They would favor the sounds of singing and 

the sight of unmaintained trails in wilderness, favor limiting public 

access to wilderness areas, consider an important reason for preserving 

wilderness to be as an example _of how healthy land maintains itself, 

feel a sense of pride in being a part of their agency, and associate 

the word swamp with wilderness. A typical Forest Service professional 

from this sample would be more likely to have the following attitudes 

than a Park Service professional. They would consider the sight of 

logged areas from wilderness appropriate, favor no controls or limits 

on wilderness access, approve of collecting for hobbies, associate the 

word useless with wilderness areas, and report their education and 

training to be a main reason for joining their agency. 

A discriminant analysis test using all the sights, sounds, and 

activities listed in Tables 16, 17, 18, and 19 as variable correctly 

classified 100 percent of the respondents into their respective agency 

groups. The two most important discriminating variables were the 

appropriateness of the sight of logged areas from wilderness areas and 
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whether or not cattle grazing was an acceptable activity in wilderness 

areas. 

Analysis of the responses from the Park Service and Forest 

Service sample in this study indicate that although they are similar in 

many respects they have distinctly different attitudes on many wilder

ness issues. These differences may be related to differences in agency 

missions — preservation versus multiple use and may be a reflection of 

professional socialization. 



CHAPTER 6 

LOCAL ISSUES 

Common Concerns 

Different mandates and management philosophies could lead to 

conflict or competition between agencies managing wilderness lands near 

each other. The close proximity of Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and the 

Rincon Unit of the Saguaro Wilderness Area raises some interesting 

questions. How are interagency1- relations between the Forest Service 

and the Park Service at the local level, and, do the agencies have 

common concerns and management problems? Another question is, who are 

the people within the agencies involved in making plans and decisions 

regarding the wilderness areas? 

These questions were explored through an unstructured projec

tive technique. Ten Park Service employees involved in the management 

of the Rincon Unit and twelve Forest Service employees responsible for 

the Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area were shown a picture of four adults 

kneeling around a map carrying on a discussion (Figure 3). The respon

dents were read the following instructions: I am going to show you a 

picture and have you tell me a story about it with a beginning, a 

middle, and an end. This is a picture of a meeting of Park Service and 

Forest Service personnel. They are discussing a planning problem. Who 

do you think are the various persons attending this meeting? What is 

going on at the momment? What are they feeling, thinking and saying? 

118 
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Figure 3. Drawing used for Thematic Apperception Test. 
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How do you think the situation will turn out? 

Use of the projective technique was an attempt to avoid the 

power of suggestion inherent in more direct questioning. The situation 

pictured was one in which the Park Service and Forest Service personnel 

might consider natural to find themselves. Through the stories told 

about the situation, the emotional tone of the interactions and under

lying problems that might be associated with the situation emerge. 

Discussion of the results are intended to be more suggestive than 

definitive. The stories were not analyzed in detail, but common 

elements and issues are identified and discussed. 

The first question addresses who is present at the meeting. 

Seven Forest Service and'two Park Service persons did not specify job 

titles for the individuals in the picture. In other responses, from 

one to four persons were identified by title. Results are shown in 

Table 29. 

Management personnel were identified two and a half times more 

often than field personnel even though the picture appears to be a 

field situation. The Park Service Superintendent and the Forest 

Service Fire Management Officer were the two persons most frequently 

identified. Next were the FS forest fire technicians followed by a 

recreation specialist, general rangers, and finally, the Forest Service 

District Ranger. Interestingly, none of the Forest Service personnel 

expected the Forest Supervisor or his assistant to be in the situation 

pictured. 
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Table 29. Planning meeting: persons identified as attending 
(n=persons identified) 

Person Total 
(n=28) 

FSS 
(n=9) 

NPSS 
(n=19) 

Management 20 1_ 11 

Superintendent 5 2 3 

Fire Management Officer 5 2 3 

Recreation Specialist 3 1 2 

FS District Ranger 2 1 1 

NPS District Ranger 1 0 1 

Forest Supervisor "" 1 0 1 

Forest Supervisor's 
assistant 1 0 1 

Resource Staff 1 1 0 

NPS Planning team from 
the Denver Service Center 1 0 1 

Field Personnel 8 2 6 

FS fire technicians 4 1 3 

Regular or back-country 
ranger 3 1 2 

Field Personnel 
(specifically) 1 0 1 

The second question relates to what type of issues are being 

discussed. Results are shown in Table 30. 
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Table 30. Planning meeting: major issue discussed (n=sample) 

Issue Total FS NPS 
(n=22) (n=12) (n=10) 

Fire 8 2 6 

Boundaries 6 5 1 

Prescribed burns 4 2 2 

Trails and signing 1 10 

Resource management 
plan 110 

Unified management 
plan _JL 1 0 

General problems 1.0 1 

Major issues were fire, boundaries, and prescribed burns. 

Sixty percent of the Park Service people interviewed mentioned manage

ment and control of fire as the subject of the planning meeting, 

another twenty percent saw prescribed burns as the subject. Of the 

Forest Service, 41.7 percent thought boundaries was the topic being 

discussed. Fire management and prescribed burns were second most 

frequently mentioned by 16.7 percent each. The Forest Service identi

fied a broader range of possible issues to be discussed in a joint 

planning meeting than did the Park Service. However, results suggest 

that fire control and prescribed burns are issues of interest to both 

services. This is not surprising since these are current issues of 

concern. In the stories told by both Park Service and Forest Service, 
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Forest Service personnel were seen as the leaders in fire management. 

One of the Forest Service respondents said, 

Due to the Park Service's lack of prescribed burns in the past, 
three Forest Service fire managers are meeting with the super
intendent and subordinate rangers. They are participating in 
an interdisciplinary meeting to discuss the purposes and objec
tives of prescribed fire in the area. The Forest Service 
employees are advising the Park Service on the best tactics to 
meet the objectives, and, in essence, train and meet the objec
tives for the Park Service for the sake of good cooperation. 

The comment "The Forest Service will do most the work putting the fire 

out - they get more money for that kind of thing." by a Park Service 

employee appears to support this view. 

The mention of boundari.es suggests jurisdictional issues and 

recognition of differing management practices and uses on either side 

of the boundary. One Park Service person said -

It has to do with a mutual boundary. The problem has to do 
with use on the Forest Service area that is incompatible with 
the Park Service area and is bleeding over into the Park Ser
vice area. People don't realize they are in the park despite 
boundary signs. They are going over the boundary on the map 
discussing and trying to decide how to deal with the 
problem...what the public access is...Maybe change trails or 
jeep roads to give a buffer zone to the area. 

In this story there is an emphasis on different uses in Forest Service 

and Park Service areas. A point of interest is the suggestion that 

people may not understand differences between Forest Service and Park 

Service areas along with attendent differences in management practices 

or accepted activities. This lack of understanding on the part of the 

public can lead to frustration for agency employees trying to enforce 

certain rules or regulations as well as for members of the public who 

can not understand the rational for having to behave differently in 
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areas they perceive to be similar and under the same jurisdiction. 

One of the Forest Service respondents stories was -

Its two Forest Service and Two Park Service people, the 
District Ranger and Resources and Land Staff and the Park 
Superintendent and Resource Management Specialist, they are 
looking at a map of the Rincon wilderness (Saguaro NM Rincon 
unit and the new FS Rincon wilderness) trying to decide and 
trying to get a common understanding across the boundary line. 
Trying to find ways of managing the area as one unit rather 
than as two. Seeing what kind of common management methods 
they have. It will work. Now they have to implement the plan. 

Again, although common management methods and cooperation are empha

sized, the implication seems to be that Forest Service and the Park 

Service do manage their areas differently. 

The final question pertains to the outcome of the situation. 

Results are shown in Table 31. 

Table 31. Planning meeting: perceived outcome (n=sample) 

Outcome Total FS NPS 
(n=22) (n=12) (n=10) 

Cooperation 11 7 4 

Good Cooperation 7 2 5 

Cooperation if at the 
lower administrative 
levels or in the field 2 11 

Possible cooperation 1 10 

No decisions reached 1 10 

Expectations of cooperation and a favorable outcome were almost unani

mous for both the Park Service and Forest Service samples. The Park 
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Service personnel described the cooperation between their group and the 

local Forest Service group with words like "good", "wonderful", and 

"fine". The Forest Service did not describe the cooperation between 

the groups in such superlative terms, but the stories told in response 

to the picture indicate that there is a strong feeling for cooperative 

efforts between the two groups. Even responses which were reserved 

regarding cooperation did not rule it out but supplied qualifying 

statements. 

Forest Service: 

They appear amiable enough. No final decisions will be made. 
It's too low a level and they are too young for that. Only old 
codgers will make decisions. But they will come up with 
integrated recommendations for the plan. 

It will work out because they are discussing it in the field, 
not in the office. 

There could be two endings: (1) The Forest Service will find a 
way around their regulations and there will be a co-operative 
agreement between the agencies, or, (2) The Forest Service 
will not be able to resolve the issue and so will say they just 
can't work it out because we don't know if it is a natural or 
man caused fire. They may not let natural fires spread into 
the Rincon wilderness area even though it might be beneficial 
to the ecosystem. The Forest Service are ambivalent. They 
enjoy fighting fires because it is something to do and they 
make money. However, they are aware now that fire is important 
in some ecosystems. 

Park Service: 

They can work it out in the field. Things will be OK if kept 
at the lowest level - supervisor or lower. The idea is to just 
make it work. The Superintendent doesn't have to know 
everything. 
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In sum, the projective technique produced some interesting 

results. The emotional tone was positive and there was a strong empha

sis on cooperation between the agencies. Both agencies had common 

management concerns, and where it appeared there were management 

differences it was inferred that they would be able to work out a 

solution as long as the negotiations were kept at a local level. One 

of the Park Service people said that Park Service relations with the 

Forest Service and the local level was better than with the Park 

Service regional office. The Forest Service tells the Park Service of 

training sessions, holds spaces for them in the sessions, and invites 

them to meetings. 

Issues of major concern for the Park Service appeared to be 

fire management and the introduction of prescribed burns into their 

area. Boundary issues and the attendant need for joint management 

plans were mentioned most frequently by the Forest Service. 

With the exception of people from the Denver Service Center, 

persons identified as participating in the meeting, making plans and 

solving problems, were at administrative levels of Forest Supervisor 

and Park Superintendent or lower. This may be a result of the picture 

implying a field situation. However, the results seem to suggest a 

certain amount of flexibility in decision making regarding wilderness 

management at the local level. 

It is possible that the strong sense of cooperation are because 

the two areas managed are similar and there are few management issues 

which the Park Service and Forest Service are like to disagree 
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intensely on. One Forest Service respondent pointed out that if this 

were an area where there were major timbering operations on Forest 

Service land it is questionable that the relationship between the Park 

Service and Forest Service would be as positive. A Park Service 

respondent commented that relationships between the two agencies here 

were better than in any other area he had worked. Another Forest 

Service professional pointed out that relationships between the Forest 

Service and Park Service were better today than twenty years ago. He 

added that perhaps their missions were beginning to merge. 

Management Differences 

A more direct approach to possible management issues was also 

used. The local Forest Service and Park Service respondents were asked 

if they felt there was a difference between the management of Pusch 

Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of the Saguaro Wilderness 

Area. 

Table 32. Do differences in management exist? (frequency) 

Response FS NPS 

Yes 7 4 

No 2 1 

Don't know 3 5 

Several of the respondents said they were unfamiliar with the 

wilderness area managed by the other agency. Of those who felt 
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informed enough to respond, the majority said there were differences. 

Opinions regarding differences in management of the two local wilder

ness areas appeared to be based largely upon general differences in 

wilderness management between the two agencies. 

Table 33. Perceived management differences (frequency) 

Differences FS NPS 

Rincon Unit more intensively 
managed 6 

Cattle grazing, dogs, and hunting 
not allowed on Park Service land 3 3 

Camping more tightly controlled 
in Rincon Unit 2 3 

Park Service has more money for 
trail maintenance, education of 
public, and hiring wilderness 
rangers 2 1 

Wilderness is Park Service focus 
in Rincon Unit, Pusch Ridge is 
small part of Forest Service 
program. 2 

Park Service is allowed to prescribe 
burn 2 

Preservation versus Multiple Use 2 

Park Service is non-consumptive 1 1 

The Forest Service mentioned more differences than did the Park 

Service. The difference most frequently mentioned by the Forest Ser

vice was that the Rincon Unit is more intensively managed than is Pusch 
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Ridge. As one Forest Service professional explained, "The Park Service 

has more money for management and education. The Forest Service 

doesn't have money for displays and educating people or hiring wilder

ness rangers". Examples of intensive management in the Rincon Unit are 

the presence of patrol rangers, designated camping areas as opposed to 

dispersed camping, and use of the wilderness permit system. One Park 

Service respondent said regarding Pusch Ridge, "the Forest Service 

allows hunting, dogs, weapons, and camping anywhere." 

The intensity of management was also seen as stemming from the 

fact that the wilderness area in Saguaro National Monument East com

prises approximately 90 percent of that unit and is a major focus for 

management. In contrast, Pusch Ridge is a small part of the total area 

and of the Forest Service program in the Coronado National Forest. 

General differences in philosophies were mentioned in relation to 

management. A Forest Service person commented -

Differences in management are due in part to philosophies. The 
Park Service's is preservation, while the Forest Service's is 
conservation and use. The Forest Service is going to have to 
start instituting some of the same types of controls to protect 
the resource and the experience. 

Specific differences in management which clearly reflect use versus 

preservation issues are controlling visitor use, hunting, and 

cattle grazing. Wilderness permits are required for camping in the 

Rincon Unit but not in Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area. At this time, 

camping in the Rincon Unit is confined to designated camp spots. 

This is not the case in Pusch Ridge. Cattle grazing is no longer 

permitted in Pusch Ridge Wildereness Area, but is allowed in some 
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other Forest Service wildernesses. Hunting is legal in Forest 

Service but not in Park Service wilderness areas. One Forest 

Service respondent explained that even though they may not approve 

of hunting in the Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area, because the animals 

belong to the state the Forest Service is unable to prohibit 

hunting in their own area. It might be possible, however, to limit 

hunting by declaring that discharging firearms in certain areas is 

hazardous to other recreationists. 

A Park Service professional commented "Forest Service wild

erness — you can still use it. Park Service wilderness — you 

can't abuse it or take anything from it." As seen in the previous 

chapter the Forest Service response was more strongly in favor of 

both collecting for scientific studies and collecting for hobbies 

than was Park Service response. Removal of plants, animals, rocks, 

or archaeological remains from Forest Service or Park Service lands 

is prohibited by law. However, one can collect for hobbies and 

scientific studies in Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area after obtaining a 

permit. Permission is granted on a case by case basis and is 

dependent on what is being collected and in what quantities. 

Collecting for hobbies is not allowed on Park Service lands. Per

mission to collecting for scientific studies is also given on a 

case by case basis and is dependent upon what is being collected. 

A research proposal must be submitted, and, there are strict 

stipulations regarding what can be collected and in what manner. 

No endangered plant or animal species may be collected. Anything 
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taken for a collection at a university or museum must be catalogued 

according to Park Service guidelines. Permission to collect 

archaeological artifacts is not given at the local level. Permis

sion must be gained from the Park Service Regional Office or from 

Washington D.C. (Hall 1985). Although laws regarding the removal 

of plants, animals, rock, or artifacts may be the same for Park 

Service and Forest Service lands, agency regulations, and the 

enthusiasm with which they are enforced at the local level may be 

seen as quite different management practices. 

Another perceived management difference pertained to con

trolled or prescribed burns. The Forest Service are allowed to 

burn areas in order to reduce fuel loads which might create a 

hazardous situation. Their regulations do not allow prescribed 

burns for the purposes of improving wildlife habitat or altering 

vegetation even though over half of the respondents in the total 

Forest Service sample were in favor of such practices. One Forest 

Service respondent suggested that a way of circumventing regula

tions would be to request permission to do a prescribed burn for 

fuel load reduction while in actuality it was for other management 

reasons. 

Management differences reported by professionals in the two 

local agencies were substantiated by wilderness users in the 

Arizona Hiking Club sample. They saw the Rincon Unit as being more 

rigidly regulated than Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area, as having 

designated camping areas and better trails, and requiring a wilder
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ness permit. They also stated that the Park Service is more able 

to control access to their area than the Forest Service is to Pusch 

Ridge. 



CHAPTER 1 

CONCLUSIONS 

Their concepts of management are different because of who they 
are working for. Initially people who go to work for an agency 
are the same. A year later they have changed philosophically 
because of the agency (Forest Service respondent). 

Professionalism and adherence to agency values can signifi

cantly affect lands administered by that agency. Professionals within 

an agency tend to share agency values, and thus perception of environ

mental problems and proper solutions for those problems are likely to 

vary between professionals in different agencies. The Forest Service 

and Park Service have distinctly different missions although both are 

responsible for the management of public lands. This study has looked 

at possible differences in perception of wilderness between profes

sionals of the two agencies, factors which may influence differences in 

the way the two agencies perceive problems and solutions relating to 

wilderness management, and how professionals' perception of wilderness 

may effect the management of wilderness areas themselves. 

Wilderness exists as legally defined areas in our public lands 

system. Wilderness also exists as "a state of mind" (Nash 1965). 

Legally defined wilderness, wilderness areas which have become a part 

of the National Wilderness Preservation System, and mental images of 

what wildernesses should be, do not always coincide. "You may prefer 

the more facetious definition of wilderness as a place where the 'hand 
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of man has never set foot.' Or perhaps you'll settle for the pragmatic 

approach: wilderness is whatever the U.S. Congress designates as 

wilderness (Cutler quoted in Roth 1984, 1)." In accepting the 

definition of wilderness as anything that is designated as wilderness 

by Congress, one should realize that wilderness is continually 

changing. The more virginal criteria of the Wilderness Act have been 

modified by Congress, for example, the Endangered American Wilderness 

Act of 1978 -

... contained several areas scattered throughout the West... 
which the Forest Service had not recommended for wilderness study 
...primarily because they did not conform with various aspects of 
the agency's definition of.wilderness purity. One of the main 
issues concerned the so-called "sights and sounds" doctrine that 
had been used to exclude areas that were close to major urban 
centers. Scandia Mountain, and Lone Peak, and Pusch Ridge, which 
overlooked Albuquerque, and Salt Lake City, and Tucson respec
tively, were chosen to illustrate the application of that 
"doctrine." The final committee reports on the bill directed the 
Forest Service to dispense with this doctrine arguing that the 
accessibility of such areas actually enhanced their value as wild
erness (Roth 1984, 52). 

Changes in wilderness definition may have occurred because wild

erness designation has become a sort of bank account for land. One 

Forest Service respondent felt that lands originally included in the 

Wilderness Preservation System were actual wildernesses and that some 

since added have not met wilderness standards. Recently lands have 

been added because interest groups wanted them protected, and although 

some met the 5,000 acre, roadless criteria, the effects of civilization 

on them had been ignored. He said that we need another type of savings 

account for land other than the wilderness act. "No other account has 

remained as sacrosanct as wilderness has. That is why groups use it. 
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However, use diminishes the stature of wilderness." 

The Purpose of The Wilderness Act was to protect the nations 

wilderness resources. Wilderness advocates felt that there was a lack 

of a distinctive management policy and coordination over wilderness 

uses, and that agencies could put wilderness to other uses (Hendee et 

al. 1978). These concerns suggest a loss of faith in the ability of 

governmental agencies to manage land in the best interest of the 

public. This loss of faith was reflected in a move from anthropocen-

tric to biocentric criteria for selection and preservation of natural 

areas within the Park Service. Selection criteria for wilderness lands 

have been both anthropocentric and biocentric. A balance of the two 

may provide us with a more ecological approach to use of the land in 

which the land is treated with love and respect and we balance the 

needs of other living creatures with our own "...in order to preserve 

other species and the lands self-renewing capacity (Miller 1982, 184)." 

It is a delicate balance and difficult to maintain. As a Park Service 

person said, "decisions on how to manage wilderness are tough to make. 

What are you going to maintain? Is man a part of the ecosystem?" 

The extent to which agencies hold an economic, conserva

tionist/preservationist, or ecological viewpoint on land use affects 

their management of wilderness areas. The Forest Service has declared 

its values to be those of conservation and wise use and Forest Service 

policies have tended to take economic factors into consideration. The 

Park Service has traditionally been concerned with preservation. 

Agency policy and management may not always meet the "wise use" or 
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"preservation" ideals, but the missions are reflected in management 

choices and in the values expressed by many of their employees. 

Within a certain choice range, people tend to choose to work for an 

agency with which they feel compatible, and also, once within a 

profession tend to internalize the values of the profession or the 

agency for which they work. "It is not a job, it is a way of life 

(Park Service respondent)." The men and women in the Forest Service 

and Park Service who are responsible for the management of wilderness 

areas have their own reasons for valuing wilderness and their own 

perceptions of what wilderness should be. These views are tempered by 

the guiding philosophies of the agencies for which they work and by the 

reality of the management situation in which they find themselves. 

Major Findings 

A sense of the agency mission was strong among the employees 

interviewed. When asked if the two agencies should merge, 90 percent 

of the Park Service said they should not; 84 percent of the Forest 

Service also felt the agencies should not merge with the other 16 

percent being neutral on the issue. The major reason given by profes

sionals in both agencies was that their missions were not the same. 

Difference in perceived missions of the two agencies were reflected in 

responses to the question "What do you consider to be the main purpose 

of the Forest Service and the Park Service?" Results are in Table 34. 
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Table 34. Major purpose of Forest Service and Park Service 
(percent) 

Purpose FS NPS 

Forest Service: 

Multiple Use 36.0 50.0 

Resource and Public Land 
Management 44.0 5.2 

Conservation 8.0 7.9 

Utilization 8.0 18.4 

Other 4.0 18.4 

Park Service: 

Preservation and Conservation 44.0 73.7 

Recreation 24.0 7.9 

Protection 0.0 7.9 

Other 32.0 10.5 

Responses correspond well with the Forest Service's history of multiple 

use and the Park Service's history of preservation. The difference in 

agency personality associated with the sometimes opposed missions was 

described by one Forest Service respondent as -

Forest Service people are more similar in philosophy to a 
farmer. They want to use things. They feel resources are 
there for our benefit. Park Service people are environmental 
types — preservationists. They couldn't fit into the Forest 
Service. 

The Forest Service and Park Service respondents in this study 

appeared to be dedicated to thoughtful management of the lands 

entrusted to them. Professionals in both agencies had high personal 
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standards of what wilderness characteristics should be and how wilder

nesses should be managed. Observable differences in reported attitudes 

towards wilderness did exist between personnel of the two agencies, 

however. These differences were related to use versus preservation 

issues. Park Service responses appeared more "purist" or preserva

tionist in nature than Forest Service response. The Park Service had a 

broader definition of wilderness than the Forest Service. In turn, the 

Forest Service responses were more tolerant of intrusions associated 

with human use in or near wilderness areas. Park Service reasons for 

preserving wilderness areas were strongly biocentric. Their management 

preferences were more restrictive than Forest Service preferences. 

Forest Service reasons for preserving wilderness were strongly anthro-

pocentric — favoring human use. This was in keeping with the Forest 

Service philosophy of use. 

The relationship of differing perceptions of wilderness were 

explored more thoroughly by comparing perception and management of 

Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area and the Rincon Unit of Saguaro Wilderness 

Area. Both are desert wildernesses near a growing urban center and 

have a long history of use. Although the close proximity of wilderness 

managed by agencies with different philosophies could lead to competi

tion and conflict between the agencies, cooperation was good at the 

local level. Both agencies share common concerns and are working 

together on a joint management plan for a newly designated Forest 

Service Rincon Wilderness Area. They also share training and manpower 

for prescribed burns and fire fighting in the wildernesses. Neither 
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wilderness area can claim to be "unmodified" wilderness. Whether the 

Forest Service and Park Service will be able to maintain or reinstitute 

wilderness character into areas under heavy pressure from recreational 

use and outside development will depend to a great extent on management 

practices they choose. 

Unresolved Issues 

The question of wilderness preservation is a complex social 

question. National values, changing agency goals or sense of mission, 

and the economic health of the nation all affect the Wilderness Preser

vation System and its management. "Budget constraints, misdirected 

agency priorities, and a hostile executive branch to sound resource 

management practices" were named as major frustrations by one Forest 

Service respondent. Misdirected agency policies was the major concern 

of a Park Service respondent — "In order to fit with society as it is 

now, the Forest Service have to redefine their role in use of public 

land." To another, "inefficiency, the ineffectiveness of bureaucracy, 

and a loss of focus of what the agency stands for" were major frustra

tions. The dissatisfaction expressed by some members of the Forest 

Service in response to their agencies record and history may well 

reflect changing national trends or attitudes. The discord between 

the current administration's attitudes towards resources and those of 

environmental groups may be mirrored within the agency. 

Wilderness areas are not isolated units, nor can they be consi

dered safely stored away in the bank account of wilderness designation. 

Wilderness areas may be "undesignated" by Congress, degraded by exces
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sive recreational use, altered by management practices, and negatively 

affected by increasing population. Symptoms of rapid population growth 

faced by wilderness areas are economic pressures, pollution from out

side and inside their boundaries, and the encroachment of development 

on their boarders. Adequate funding for research, management of wild

erness areas, and education of the public is needed. Regardless of 

protective legislation, if adequate funding is not allocated, the 

wildernesses cannot be properly managed. According to one Park Service 

respondent, Park Service regulations don't adequately protect the 

wilderness areas under their care, 

It is out of our hands because of outside influence — noise, 
water and air pollution. It is hard to get compliance with 
things like the clean air act. You have to go outside the 
wilderness boundaries for solutions. For example, the Ever
glades is dependent on the river coming into it. The Park 
Service has no control over the river. Urban developments 
outside the park use the water and pollute it. It is hard to 
maintain a natural ecosystem. 

The Wilderness Act and environmental laws instituted since the 1960's 

are a promising beginning in the search for solutions. Still, com

pliance with the laws is essential and research is needed to gain 

baseline data so that it will be possible to tell when there are 

changes in the physical character of the wilderness, to develop sound 

management practices, and to determine what are appropriate levels of 

use. 

Implications for Wilderness Policy 

The Forest Service and Park Service have different traditions and 

missions which are reflected in the attitudes of their employees and in 
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their management practices. Respondents in both agencies feel that 

this diversity is desirable. 

If public lands were all administered within the same agency, 
some values would be compromised. 

Both agencies have appropriate roles. 

The benefits people enjoy from both agencies justify their 
existence. The agencies merging may have worked in their 
infancy but would have made drastic changes in the management 
and appearance of the lands they now manage. 

Wilderness areas receive special protection through federal 

law. However, within federal law and agency regulations there is room 

for interpretation and for the..development of different management 

practices which may result in wildernesses of different character. 

Perhaps in order to meet the needs of a wider section of the popula

tion, it is necessary to have wilderness areas which are not mangaged 

the same — some where the focus is biological integrity and use is 

restricted, others where more emphasis is placed on a primitive recrea

tion. Some people may need a wilderness area where they can take their 

dog along, hunt, and choose their own spot to camp; a place where 

trails are not well defined and wayfinding is an adventure; a place 

they can go without advance planning or getting getting a use permit; a 

place where they are unlikely to meet a wilderness ranger. Others may 

prefer an area where hunting and dogs are not allowed, where trails are 

well defined and maintained, and where they have some assurance that 

the area is patrolled in case they need help. They may not mind 

planning in advance, getting a use permit, or camping in a designated 

area if it means that the area's resources are being well protected. 
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Wilderness users have different needs and expectations from a 

wilderness experience. Managing wilderness areas in order to meet 

these needs and to maintain the integrity of the wilderness area is a 

balancing act at best. If a variety of wilderness types is desirable, 

we need to know what factors are involved and how agency wildernesses 

differ. We need to plan for and take advantage of those differences. 

There is a need for comprehensive planning and conscious choices made 

within that framework. Otherwise, the "wilderness" character of our 

designated wildernesses may slip away unnoticed. One respondent com

mented that choices to allow certain uses on wilderness lands often 

seem justified and reasonable taken one by one. But then, after many 

insignificant decisions we might look back and find that through the 

cummulative effect of those uses we have lost the wilderness. 

Further Study 

The possible relationship between professional socialization, 

perception of wilderness, and attitudes towards specific wilderness 

management issues is worthy of further investigation. Samples in this 

study were small, and, although most differences noted were as one 

might expect given the mandates and histories of the two agencies, a 

similar study with a larger — more representative sample would be more 

definitive. 

Attitudes within an agency are likely to vary with admin

istrative level, job type and position, age, and sex. For the past 

several years hiring freezes have been common in both agencies. How 
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does this affect the age structure within the agencies? Are there 

differences in attitudes and perceptions between the "old guard" and 

the new employees? More women are entering both the Park Service and 

the Forest Service. Do their perceptions and attitudes towards wilder

ness and management issues differ from those of men? If so, how might 

these differences affect future management policies? 

What we see in wilderness — in landscapes — is a reflection 

of the past use and management. Management is based on what we 

perceive the environment and the associated issues to be. Investiga

tion of the perceptions of managers in charge of public lands is impor

tant. Through understanding, better management and planning is 

possible. Future management and use will be visible in tommorrow's 

wildernesses. 

To me the most important reason to be in the wilderness is to 
learn what life really is. With today's life styles we have a 
tendency to forget how we came to be and where we fit in this 
world. When we get "back to nature," we get a better perspec
tive of where we fit and what we are doing to nature by seeing 
what the world could be like and what it really is (Park 
Service respondent). 



APPENDIX A 

LIFE ZONES AND ASSOCIATED PLANTS 

Lower Sonoran: 

The Lower Sonoran encompasses the foothill region within the 2,250 to 
4,000 foot elevation range. It includes the desert scrub and grassland 
vegetative types. Typical plants are Saguaro Cactus, Creosote Bush, 
Palo Verde, Mesquite, Catclas, Prickly Pear, several species of Cholla, 
Triangle Bursage, Turpentine Bush, Shin Daggers, Wait-a- Minute Bush, 
Sotol, and Bear Grass. Grasses include Black Grama, Bush Muhly, and 
Curly Mesquite, Tanglehead, and Cane Beardgrass. 

Upper Sonoran: 

This life zone is found from 4,000 to 5,800 feet on north slopes and 
up to 7,200 feet on southern exposures. Woodlands found in this zone 
could be classified as Oak and Oak/Pine Woodlands. Overstory includes 
Mexican Blue Oak, Arizona Oak, Emory Oak, Rosewood, Pinyon Pine, Alli
gator Juniper, Arizona Cypress, Netleaf and Silverleaf, and Chihuahua 
Pine. Understory includes Sotol, Manzanita, Bear Grass, Gramas, Blue-
grass and Texas Bluestem. 

Transition: 

This zone ranges from 5,800 to 7,200 feet on the north slopes and to 
the mountain tops on the southern slopes. Ponderosa Pine is the predo
minant vegetative type. Other species include Mexican White Pine, 
Silverleaf Oak, and Gambel's Oak. Grasses inlude Bulb Panic, Mountain 
Brome, Pine Drop Seed and rough bent grass. 

Canadian: 

The Canadian life zone occupies small areas at the top of the mountain 
ranges, specifically on the north facing slopes. The elevation range 
is from 7,200 feet to the top. Principal tree species are Douglas Fir, 
White Fir, and Aspen. Some Corkbark Fir are also present. 

source: USDA 1975 and USDI 1982. 
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APPENDIX B 

WILDERNESS QUESTIONNAIRE 



Respondent Name (optional) Date 
Gender: M F 

Hello, I am a student from the University of Arizona. I am 
working on my Master's thesis vihich deals with wilderness areas. 
May I take a few minutes of your time to ask you some questions? 
Your answers will remain anonymous. 

Recently in Arizona and other states, there has been a great deal 
of discussion about the inclusion of new areas into the National 
Wilderness Preservation System and the conditions of current 
wilderness areas... 

1. Would you say you have had extensive experience in 
wilderness areas? Yes No 

2. Has this experience been recreational? professional? 

3. Which specific wilderness area(s) have you spent the most 
time in? 

The following questions pertain specifically to the Pusch Ridgr. 
and Rincon Wilderness Areas. 

4. What do you consider to be outstanding features of Pusch 
Ridge Wilderness Area? 

Of Rincon Wilderness Area? 

5. Do you personally consider Pusch Ridge a wilderness? 
Yes No 

Explain: 

6. Do you personally consider the Rincon Mountains a wilderness? 
Yes No 

Explain: 



7. What do you consider to be the number one problem facing the 
Pusch Ridge Wilderness Area? 

3. What do you consider to be the number one problem facing the 
Rincon Wilderness Area? 

9. Rincon and Pusch Ridge Wilderness Areas are special areas 
because they are near an expanding urban center. Do you see this 
as creating special advantages or disadvantages? 

Yes No 

If "yes", what are they? 

If there are disadvantages, what do you feel can be done 
about them? 

10. Do you feel there is a difference between the management of 
the two areas? 

Yes Mo 

If "yes", what do you consider to be the differences? 



The next few questions I will ask have to do with wilderness 
areas in general. 

11. Do you feel there is a difference between wilderness areas, 
natural areas, and scenic areas? 

Yes Mo 

If yes, what is the difference? 

12. Personally, how do you rank maintaining wilderness areas, 
compared with other objectives of the Service, as an objective? 

very important 
important 
not important 

13. Do you have a role in making wilderness policies? 
Yes Mo 

If so, what is your role? 

decision maker 
advisor 
manager 
other (please specify) 

14. What interest groups do you, personally, or your agency deal 
with on issues regarding wilderness areas? 

15. Which interest groups oppose wilderness protection most 
strongly? 

16. Which interest groups favor wilderness protection most 
strongly? 



17. Who do you feel should set quality standards for the 
admission of new wilderness areas or for the maintenance of 
existing wilderness areas? 

1. Congress 7. timber companies 
2. MPS 8. oil companies 
5! FS 9. mining companies 
4. local public 10. wilderness groups 
5. general public U. environmental groups 
6. cattlemen 12. recreationists 

18. Do you feel that your agency's regulations pertaining to 
wilderness areas offer sufficient protection for those areas? 

Yes Mo 

Explain: 

19. What do you feel are__the advantages or disadvantages in 
designating an area as wilderness? 

20. Do you feel that your agency's regulations pertaining to 
wilderness areas offer sufficient protection for those areas? 

Yes Mo 

Explain: 

21. Within your agency, how does maintaing wilderness areas 
rank as an objective? 

very important 
important 
not important 

Now I would like to ask some questions about the Forest Service 
and Park Service. 

22. What do you consider to be the major mission of the Forest 
Service? 



23. How did this mission evolve? When? Where? Who? 

24. What do you consider to be the major mission of the Park 
Service? 

25. How did this mission evolve? When? Where? Who? 

26. Does the agency you work for have a code of ethics? 
Yes No 

If "yes", what are some of the standards which are most 
important to you personally? 

27. Do you think there is a difference between people working 
for the Park Service and the Forest Service? 

Yes No 

If "yes", what are some differences? 



28. What do you consider to be the main difference between 
Forest Service and Park Service management of wilderness areas? 

29. The Forest Service and Park Service both manage public 
lands. Do you feel that they should merge and become one agency? 

Yes No 

Explain: 

Now I would like to ask you a few background questions about your 
job. 

1. What is your profession? 

What is your current position? 

2. How far does your area of responsibility extend? 

3. How long have you been in your current position? 

1. less than 1 year 
2. 1-2 years 
3. 3-5 years 
4. 6-10 years 
5. more than 10 years 

4. How long have you been with the Park Service?Forest Service? 

1. less than 1 year 
2. 1-5 years 
3. 6-10 years 
4. 11-15 years 
5. more than 15 years 



5. What NPS areas or National Forests have you lived and worked 
in since joining your agency? Start with your current position. 

Position Held Location Period (year) 
from to 

6. What was your profession before joining this agency? 

7. What was the main reason for you deciding to enter the Forest 
Service/Park Service? If""you had more than one major reason, 
please rank them 1,2,3.... 

5. education and training 

8. What do you like about your present job? Please rank 1,2,3. 

1. salary 
2. working conditions 
3. interesting subject matter 
4. co-workers with whom to associate 
5. co-workers from whom one can learn 
6. doing independent work 
7. working in a desirable geographic area 
8. having maximum job security 
9. working with the general public 
10. seeing the implementation of your decisions 
11. other (specify) 

9. Are there any major frustrations attached to your job? 
Yes Mo 

1. chance 
2. personal contacts 
3. work content 
4. working conditions 

6. philosophical interests 
7. political appointment 
8. like agency's mission 
9. other 

If "yes", briefly describe: 



10. What profession other than your current one, might you considei 
entering given the opportunity? 

11. On the following statements please indicate your attitude 
according to the scale listed: (1) agree strongly (2) agree 
(3) neutral (4) disagree (5) disagree strongly. 

12 3 4 5 Deciding to work for (NPS/FS) was a good 
decision on my part. 

1 - 2 3 4 5  T h e  r e c o r d  o f  t h e  ( F S / N P S )  i s  a  g o o d  e x a m p l e  
of what dedicated people can accomplish. 

1 2 3 4 5 My values and the agency's I work for are not 
very similar. 

1 2 3 4 5 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort 
beyond that normally expected of an employee 
in order to make NPS/FS successful. 

12 3 4 5 1 feel a sense of pride in being a part of 
NPS/FS. "" 

12 3 4 5 1 could just as well work for another agency 
as long as the type of work was similar. 

12 3 4 5 1 doubt I would do special work to help 
FS/NPS. 

12. What is the last year of school you have completed? 

1. elementary (8 or less) 
2. high school 9 10 11 12 
3. college 13 14 15 16 
4. graduate M.A. Phd. 

Date of highest degree recieved degree 

13. Have you received special training for your work? 
Yes No 

If "yes", briefly describe: 

14. In your opinion, what kind of training should be given to 
people who will be managing wildernesses in the future? 



Now some questions about your background. 

15. What is your age? 

18-21 
22-29 . 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 plus 

16. Where did you spend most of your life before you were 18? 

1. farm 
2. small town of 5,000 or less 
3. small city of 5,000 to 50,000 
4. large city over 50,000 
5. suburb within 15 miles of a large city 

17. What was your father's occupation? 

1. professional or technical 
2. managerial 
3. clerical 
4. salesman 
5. service andd recreation 
6. military 
7. transport and communication 
8. primary industry (logging, farming, fishing, etc.) 
9. laborer 
10. tradesman 
11. forester 
12. park ranger 
13. other 

18. What liesure time activities do you enjoy? Please indicate 
order of preference the 5 main activities you engage in. 

1. visiting with friends 
2. hiking 
3. partying or dancing 
4. hunting 
5. reading 
6. fishing 
7. participating in clubs and other community organizations 
8. rock climbing 
9. workshop or craft activities 
10. camping or picnicing 
11. snow skiing 
12. watching T.V. 
13. boating 
14. canoeing 
15. water skiing 



16. photography 
17. driving for pleasure 
18. attending movies 
19. gardening or working in the yard 
20. going to plays, concerts, lectures, museums 
21. participating in sports (baseball, tennis, jogging, 

swimming, etc.) 
22. watching sports 
23. listening to music 

19. How many times in the past 12 months have you visited a 
wilderness area? 

1. less than 5 times 
2. 5-10 times 
3. 11-15 times 
4. 16-20 times 
5. over 20 times 

20. How many total days did you spend in these wilderness areas 
during the past 12 months? 

1. less than 5 days 
2. 5-10 days 
3. 11-29 days 
4. 1 month 
5. 2 months 
6. more than two months 

21. What organizations do you belong to? 

professional non-professional 
1. 1. 

2 .  
3. 
4. 
5. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

22. What publications do you read on a regular basis. 

professional journals non-professional journals 
1. 
2 .  
3. 
4. 
5. 

1. 
2 .  
3. 
4. 

23. If 'you were to advise someone about a very good book, 
article or author to read to learn about wilderness, what ones 
would you recommend? 



TAT TEST 

Now I have another task which is a little different and I think 
you will find interesting. I am going to show you a picture and 
have you tell me a story about it with a beginning, a middle, and 
an end. This is a picture of a meeting of Park Service and 
Forest Service personnel.' They are discussing a planning 
problem. Who do you thing are the various persons attending this 
meeting? What is going on at the momment? What are they 
feeling, thinking and saying? How do you think the situation 
will turn out? 
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