Community attitudes

Introduction and aims

The central aim of this report is to present and analyse the results of a community attitudes survey that focused upon forest uses and values. The survey was conducted as part of the current Regional Forest Agreement being negotiated in New South Wales. Five separate reports were commissioned, one for each of the four key comprehensive regional assessment (CRA) regions, and a final report summarising trends throughout the State. Three thousand randomly selected households were targeted to participate in the telephone survey, with a minimum of 380 phone calls to each CRA region. This report details the responses from participants in the Upper North East CRA region.

The main aims of the survey were to assess social values relating to forest use and to provide the data in a form that could be geographically referenced and entered into a GIS program. The following five key subject areas were explored:

· demographic attributes of the respondents;

· employment details of the respondents;

· respondents’ opinions towards social and environmental issues;

· respondents’ current personal uses and desired future uses of forested land;

· the values respondents invest in forested land.

Multiple use forestry

Australia, along with most western nations, is progressively developing into what has become known as a post-industrial society. Both the economy and levels of employment have become increasingly dependent upon growth in the information and service industries, with a corresponding decline in the relative reliance upon primary sector employment and income. Most people live in urban areas and have become removed from the needs and practices of primary producers. It is predominantly from within these urban centres that new attitudes and appreciations of Australian landscapes and environments have been developed (see Bolton 1992). 

This growing interest in conservation has put tremendous pressure on some primary producers, leading to well publicised and often colourful conflicts between resource managers and environmentalists. The public has become interested in environmental matters and it has been well documented that environmental concerns and policies have been vital in influencing the result of at least one Federal election (see Bean et al. 1990). The move away from purely utilitarian perspectives of nature to more romantic and symbolic appreciations of nature has had tremendous impacts upon the forestry industry. Forests now need to be managed to satisfy the symbolic values society invests in forested land as well as their more obvious commercial value. Multiple-use forest management needs to incorporate social, environmental and economic considerations if it is going to continue to satisfy and serve the Australian population (see Koch and Kennedy 1991). This report aims to investigate how the people of the Upper North East perceive and value these three primary areas of forest management.

Related surveys

The popular rise of environmental interest in the wider community has attracted the attention of politicians and academics, and resulted in a number of environment-oriented surveys. Whilst these surveys invariably concentrate upon different dimensions of people’s attitudes towards the environment, making comparison difficult, there are normally two sections that may be compared and are useful for this report. These sections are the overall ranking of economic, social and environmental values, and the structure of people’s environmental concern.

Ranking social, economic and environmental values

A standard question in past surveys has been to ask people to indicate from a list of issues which issues they are most concerned about. The environment forms a single category and is contrasted with competing economic and social values. Figure 1 shows the results of national surveys investigating the importance of environmental values. Slight changes in wording occurred after the 1986 survey but cannot be attributed to the rapid upsurge of concern from 1989 onwards. It is more likely that the massive media coverage given to global issues such as the greenhouse effect and the ozone ‘hole’ during this period raised the profile of the environment as an important issue amongst the community (Crook and Pakulski 1995, Bell 1994). Whilst media attention has dropped since then, public interest and concern for environmental issues has not. What figure 1 shows is that almost 25% of Australian people believe that environmental issues are of more concern than other purely social or economic issues, symbolising the rise in importance of environmental values. However it should be noted that traditional concerns like health, education and employment still tend attract more responses than the environment.

Figure 1
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   Adapted from: Crook and Pakulski 1995 and EPA 1994

Structure of environmental concern

Researchers have tried to establish the structure of community concern. Two methods have been used; the first is a closed format question that asks respondents to indicate from a set list which environmental issues they are most concerned about. Table 1 shows national trends found through this type of surveying which identifies issues regarding forests to be of equal importance as greenhouse/ozone type issues, being second only to pollution as the community’s main concern. It should be noted that comparing surveys in this way is problematic due to changes in wording and research techniques. 

Table 1: Primary environmental concern (percentage of respondents)

Environmental issue
AES

1990
ANOP

1991
AES2 

1993
ANOP3
1993

Pollution
40
51
38
56

Industrial waste
10
8
9
12

Greenhouse/ozone
19
10
16
9

Forest related issues
10
19
12
19

Wildlife destruction
5
n/a
7
n/a

Land degradation
9
8
7
12

Alternatively, surveys can allow respondents to make more than one choice, indicating whether respondents were concerned about the issue at all, rather than having to establish which is the most important issue (see table 2). Again forest issues ranked highly, being ranked as the second most important issue in a national 1992 poll.

Table 2: Multiple environmental concerns 

Issue
ABS National 19924

Air pollution
40

Forest related issues
33

Ocean pollution
32

Freshwater pollution
30

Ozone
29

Industrial waste
21

Loss of species
19

Greenhouse
17

Land degradation
15

Forests rank highly in the structure of people’s environmental concerns. The following community attitudes survey results will be analysed within this context.

Demographic characteristics of sample

Introduction

The demographic section of the questionnaire investigated general characteristics of the group being interviewed and was contrasted with 1991 census material for the postcode delineated Upper North East CRA region. This allows judgements to be made about the extent to which the Upper North East sample represents the Upper North East CRA region. 

Demographic distribution of sample group

Table 3 summarises the results of the key demographic questions.

Table 3: Key demographic variables (sample profile, N = 112)


Frequency

Percentage


Frequency
Percentage 

Gender


Children



Male
54
49.5
Yes
84
76.4

Female
55
50.5
No
26
23.6

Gender


Children



Male
54
49.5
Yes
84
76.4

Female
55
50.5
No
26
23.6

35–44
20
18
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander identity

45–54
22
19.8
Yes
3
2.7

55–64
11
9.9
No
108
97.3

65+
23
20.7




Gender

A high response rate was found from both females and males, accurately reflecting 1991 census figures for the region (males 49.7%, females 50.3%).

Age of respondents

The age profile of the Upper North East sample adequately reflects 1991 census data although there is an over-representation of people in the 45–55 years age bracket. Apart from the 55–64 age bracket the three highest categories of respondents were those aged between 25 and 34, 35 and 44 and those over 65 years of age, reflecting the census distributions.

Figure 2
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Table 4: Comparison of age between 1991 census data of the Upper North East Region and Upper North East CRA sample
 (N = 111)

Age in years
1991 census
Upper North East CRA sample (N = 117)

17–24
9.3
13.5

25–34
13.8
18

35–44
15.2
18

45–54
10.3
19.8

55–64
9.9
9.9

65+
15
20.7

Parents

As Table 3 shows, of the respondents surveyed 76.4% of the sample were parents. This variable could potentially affect people’s opinions on subjects involving intergenerational equity.

Language spoken at home

Ninety seven per cent of the respondents indicated that they spoke English at home, whilst only one person (0.09%) indicated that he or she spoke other languages at home. This is lower than census figures of 2.8%, and reveals a potential problem with telephone interviewing methods.

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status

Three people (2.7%) identified themselves as Aborigines or Torres Strait Islanders, showing a slightly higher representation than in census data (1.9%).

Proximity to forest issues

Figure 3 indicates the sample’s responses to three key questions gauging their proximity and awareness of key issues relating to forests, such as their concern for, and awareness of, environmental/conservation issues represented by their membership of or subscription to environmental/conservation groups; their awareness of forest-related industries represented by their employment in forest-related industries; and their concern for, and awareness of, labour related issues represented by their membership of a trade union. 

Figure 3
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Table 5: Proximity to forest-related issues (N = 112)



Past

Present

Never


(
%
(
%
(
%

Member of or subscriber to environmental or conservation group

15

13.4

10

8.9

87

77.7

Worker in forest-related industries
13
11.6
6
5.4
93
83

Member of a trade union
40
35.7
12
10.7
60
53.6

The data presented in table 5 and figure 3 indicate that 77.7% of respondents have never been members or subscribers to environmental or conservation groups, with 22.3% of people reporting that they have been (13.4%) or are presently (8.9%) members or subscribers to environmental or conservation groups. 

Eighty three per cent of people reported that they have never been employed in forest-related industries, with 17% of people in the Upper North East CRA region reporting that they had been (11.6%) or are presently (5.4%) employed in forest-related industries. No specification was supplied about the term ‘forest-related industries’ with positive respondents potentially being employed in the economic, social or conservation sides of these industries. 

Fifty four per cent of respondents reported that they have never been a member of a trade union. Forty six per cent have been (35.7%) or are presently (10.7%) members of a trade union.

Education and employment

Introduction

Respondents were asked about the level of education they attained, their income level, and their occupation. The level of education was compared to 1991 census data.

Level of schooling

Figure 4 and table 6 indicate the responses to a question regarding the highest level of schooling attained by each respondent. Seventy three per cent of respondents had either attained the Year 10 school certificate (or equivalent) or higher, with the remainder of the respondents achieving lower levels of schooling.

Figure 4
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Table 6: Level of school education (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

No schooling
3
2.7

Secondary school
14
12.5

Up to Year 10
13
11.6

Completed Year 10
31
27.7

Up to Year 12
1
.9

Completed Year 12
50
44.6

Tertiary education and other qualifications

Respondents were asked about other tertiary, trade and industry qualifications they had attained;, the frequencies and percentages are given in table 7. Figure 5 shows the responses, indicating 22.4% of all respondents had not attained any formal qualifications other than schooling. This is substantially lower than 1991 census figures for the same region, that indicated 63.3% of the population had no formal qualifications after schooling. Census data also revealed that only 10.1% of the Upper North East population had university qualifications whereas in the sample group 29.6% had university degrees or diplomas. This indicates that our sample is biased towards the more educated segments of the community with a disproportionate amount of less educated people declining to be interviewed.
 

Figure 5
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Table 7: Tertiary education and other qualifications (N = 98) 


Frequency
Percentage

Private industry awards
5
5.1

Trade certificates
21
21.4

TAFE qualifications
19
19.4

University degrees, diplomas
29
29.6

Other
2
2

Not applicable
22
22.4

Employment and occupations

A high percentage of respondents who participated in the survey (46%) were not currently employed. Of the 46% who were unemployed, 19% were 65 years or over. This reflects 1991 census data that shows 44.2% of the Upper North East CRA region are not currently within the labour force, and a further 17% of the labour force are currently unemployed. (see figure 6).

Figure 6
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Table 8 and figure 7 show the distribution of employed people according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics occupation categories
. A high percentage of people surveyed fall into the occupation category of ‘professional’ (21.7%) which is significantly higher than the 1991 New South Wales average (12.9%). Labourers and machine operators (3.3%, New South Wales 19.1%) and clerks (6.7%, New South Wales 15.7%) were significantly under-represented. 

The debate about the effect of socioeconomic status and educational levels upon people’s environmental attitudes has led to little consensus amongst researchers (see for example Papadakis 1993, Cotgrove and Duff 1981). However it is possible that those who are highly educated, or of a high socioeconomic status (both of whom are disproportionately represented in this survey) may show more concern for environmental issues than the general public.

Figure 7
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Table 8: Occupation types of respondents (N = 60)


Frequency
Percentage

Managers and administrators
8
13.1

Professionals
13
21.7

Para-professionals
6
10

Tradespersons
7
11.7

Clerks
4
6.7

Salespersons and personal service workers
7
11.7

Labourers and related workers
2
3.3

Self employed
13
21.7

Income

We can see from table 9 and figure 8 that a large percentage of respondents can be classified as medium to low income earners. Almost 30% of respondents reported earning less than $15 000, reflecting the high number of respondents who were not currently employed. One fifth of the respondents indicated they earned more than $35 000 per year, whilst the remainder either earned between $15 000 and $35 000 per year (36.7%) or did not respond (14.3%).

Figure 8
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B4: Income Level of the Respondents (N=112)


Table 9: Income levels (in $) of respondents (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Under 15 000
33
29.5

15 000–25 000
21
18.8

25 000–35 000
20
17.9

35 000–50 000
9
8

50 000–75 000
8
7.1

75 000–100 000
4
3.6

100 000+
1
.9

No response
16
14.3

Social and environmental issues

Introduction

In order to investigate how people think about general environmental issues, four questions were asked investigating the extent and structure of their concern. The first question asked people to rank the importance of environmental issues when compared with other broad social and economic issues at an abstract level. The second question investigated the strength of people’s concern for environmental issues as a whole, whilst the third question investigated the structure of people’s concern for the environment. The last question looked at the strength and commitment people have for environmental issues by seeing how concern has been translated into behaviour.

Contemporary social issues

A list of seven contemporary social issues were read out to participants in the survey and they were asked to indicate which two issues they felt were of most importance to Australia at the present time. The list included education, environment, the health system, unemployment, crime, promotion of economic growth, and discrimination.

Figure 9 and table 10 indicate that ‘unemployment’ (ranked as one of the top two issues by 46% of people surveyed), education and the environment (40% each) were the main issues people from the Upper North East CRA sample were concerned about. The health system was the fourth most popular issues followed by crime, promotion of economic growth and discrimination. When compared to a recent face to face survey commissioned by the New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (EPA 1994) which asked a similar question for the whole of New South Wales, some differences become apparent. The EPA study found unemployment (50.4%), education (30.9%) and health (29%) as the three highest ranked issues whilst only 22.8% mentioned environment as one of their primary concerns. This shows that people in the Upper North East region are concerned about social (health, education) and economic issues (unemployment) but are also more concerned about environmental issues than has been found in previous studies.

Figure 9
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Table 10: Most important issues facing Australia (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Discrimination
9
8

Promotion of economic growth
14
13

Crime
21
19

Unemployment
52
46

Health system
33
29

Environment
45
40

Education
45
40

Social concern for the environment

Of a list of three statements relating to the level of concern shown by society for the environment, respondents were asked to indicate which statement most closely matched their own attitude. Table 11 indicates that 67.9% of respondents felt that society doesn’t show enough concern for the environment, while only 9.8% of people thought society shows too much concern for the environment. There is a high degree of concern and interest within the sample group towards environmental issues, with two-thirds of the respondents indicating they would prefer to see more attention given to environmental values.

Table 11: Social concern for the environment (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Society shows too much concern for the environment
11
9.8

Society shows about the right amount of concern for the environment
25
22.3

Society doesn’t show enough concern for the environment 
76
67.9

Environmental issues of most concern

Participants were asked to indicate the two environmental issues about which they were most concerned, in order to evaluate issues of prime importance by region, and demonstrate the structure of people’s environmental concerns.

Table 12 indicates that for the Upper North East CRA region 41% of respondents indicated forest-related issues
 such as logging and deforestation were the environmental issues they were most concerned about. Pollution issues, particularly water pollution (25%), were also high in the structure of people’s environmental concerns. Figure 10
 groups together the primary categories of issues showing that both forest-related issues and pollution-related issues were the primary concerns of the respondents. This reveals the high symbolic value both forests and pollution command in the structure of people’s environmental concern. 

Figure 10
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Table 12: Environmental issues of most concern (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Greenhouse effect/global warming
12
11

Ozone layer/CFCs
10
10

Deforestation/logging
46
41

Biodiversity loss
13
12

Mining (non uranium)
1
1

Population pressure
2
2

General consumption
2
2

Noise pollution
2
2

Beach pollution
4
4

Water pollution
28
25

Water conservation
5
4

Air pollution
6
5

Unspecified pollution
21
19

Litter
3
3

Production of waste
3
3

Waste disposal
6
5

Land degradation/erosion/salinity
12
11

Energy production
2
2

Pesticides/fertilisers
2
2

Industrial emissions
1
1

Urban sprawl
7
6

Media/education
1
1

Current development paradigm
3
3

Others
2
2

Don’t know
5
4

Environmentally responsible behaviour

In order to assess how people’s environmental concerns are translated into environmentally responsible behaviour (as a measure of their commitment to environmental issues) the survey asked participants whether they had adopted any of the following practices in an effort to become more environmentally friendly in the last five years: recycling (waste-minimisation behaviour); considered environmental issues when voting (political activity); participation in bush regeneration, Landcare or an active anti-litter campaign (active participation); and purchase of environmentally friendly products (consumption behaviour).

Table 13 reveals a strong performance by the participants on behaviour such as recycling, with 97.3% of respondents indicating they recycle, and the purchase of environmentally friendly products (91.8%). More committed forms of behaviour such as voting considerations and participation in community-based environmental campaigns also ranked relatively highly showing a strong commitment and interest in environmental issues within the sample (see table 13 and figure 11).

Table 13: Adoption of environmentally friendly practices (N = 112)

Frequency
(Yes)

Percentage

Recycling
108
97.3

Considered environmental issues when voting
79
71.2

Participation in bush regeneration, Landcare or an active anti-litter campaign
65
58

Purchase of environmentally friendly products
101
91.8

Figure 11
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Uses of forested land

Introduction 

There are two dimensions to people’s attitudes towards forest land use. The first is their actual personal use, and the second is how they would like to see the land used at a broader scale. Factors influencing people’s ideas include current land categories, the two most important ones being the division between State forests and national parks. To investigate these factors people were asked about their current usage patterns and how they think the land should be managed. If people were aware of the differences between national parks and State forests they could indicate different uses for each of these land units; if they were unaware, forested land was referred to under the umbrella term of ‘public forests’. To further investigate uses of forested land a series of statements were read out to the respondents where they could indicate the extent to which they disagreed or agreed with the statement. To differing extents all the questions in this section also indicate the way people value forested land.

Personal uses of forested land

Awareness of national park/State forest distinctions

Respondents were asked about their awareness of the difference between State forests and national parks, and based on their response they were streamed into a series of questions. Almost two-thirds of respondents (63%) reported an awareness of the difference between State forests and national parks (figure 12) whilst approximately one-third of respondents were unaware of the difference between State forests and national parks. 

Figure 12
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Table 14 shows the frequency of visits to State forests and national parks (for people aware of the difference in tenure between the two) and public forests. There was a large diversity within the sample group in regard to the frequency with which they visited forested land. Some respondents visited forested areas (State forests, national parks and public forests) regularly, with 16.9%, 15.5% and 9.2% respectively, reporting to visit these at least once every two weeks. However a high percentage of respondents reported having little contact with forested areas, visiting irregularly, with 26% of respondents reporting they visited State forests once a year or less, 35.7% visiting national parks once a year or less, and 29.3% visiting public forests once a year or less.

Table 14: Frequency of visits to public forests


Frequency
Percentage


N=71

N=41





State forests
National parks
Public forests 
State forests
National parks
Public forests

>once a week
7
6
2
9.9
8.5
4.9

Fortnightly
5
5
2
7
7
4.9

Once a month
6
10
7
8.5
14.1
17.1

Once every 2–3 months
15
17
11
21.1
23.9
26.8

Once every 6 months
12
13
7
16.9
18.3
17.1

Once a year
10
7
7
14.1
9.9
17.1

Hardly ever
10
10
5
14.1
14.1
12.2

Never
6
3
0
8.5
4.2
0

Not applicable
41
41
71




Entrance fees

Table 15 shows that 52% of respondents who were aware of the difference between State forests and national parks reported having paid an entrance fee to visit a State forest or national park. There was, however, a lower percentage of respondents (24%) reporting paying an entrance fee who were not aware of the difference between State forests and national parks.

Table 15: Payment of entrance fee to visit forested land


Frequency

(yes)
Percentage

(yes)
Frequency

(no)
Percentage (no)

State forests & national parks (N = 71)
37
52.1
34
47.9

Public forests (N = 41)
17
41.5
24
58.5

Willingness to pay

Table 16 shows the results of the question inquiring about respondents’ willingness to pay an entrance fee to forested land. Figures 13, 14 and 15 and table 15 highlight the differences in responses for State forests and national parks. Twenty five per cent of respondents reported that they would not be prepared to pay an entrance fee to State forests compared to only 17% for national parks. The most popular amount people would be willing to pay was between $4 and $6.

Fifteen per cent of respondents who did not know the differences between national parks and State forests would not be prepared to pay an entrance fee to public forests. The most popular amount they would be prepared to pay was similar to those who were aware of the differences, being between $4 and $6.

Table 16: Amount (in $) respondents are prepared to pay to visit forested land 


Frequency
Percentage


(N = 71)
(N = 70)
(N = 40)




Amount in $
State forests
National parks
Public forests
State forests
National parks
Public forests

None
18
12
6
25.4
17.1
15

1–3
21
20
9
29.6
28.6
22.5

4–6
23
23
12
32.4
32.9
30

7–9
6
9
7
8.5
12.9
17.5

10–15
3
4
4
4.2
5.7
10

16–20
0
1
2
0
1.4
5

21–30
0
1
0
0
1.4
0

>30
0
0
0
0
0
0

Activities in forested land

The main activities people undertake when they visit public forests are bushwalking, picnics and nature appreciation (table 17, figures 16 and 17). People who knew the difference between national parks and State forests were more likely to visit forested land in order to visit wilderness areas, to camp, or for employment (figure 16), whilst those who did not know the difference were more likely to visit public forests for nature appreciation (figure 17).

Table 17: Typical activities in forested land


Frequency
Percentage


Aware of difference 

(SF & NP) 

N = 71
Unaware of difference 

(SF & NP) 

N = 41
Aware of difference 

(SF & NP)
Unaware of difference 

(SF & NP)

Picnics
28
14
39.4
34.2

Camping
15
4
21.1
9.8

Bushwalking
51
30
71.8
73.2

Nature appreciation
29
21
40.9
51.2

Visit wilderness
11
3
15.5
7.3

4WD
1
2
1.4
4.9

Cycling
0
1
0
2.4

Touring
3
1
4.2
2.4

Educational and scientific
3
1
4.2
2.4

Hunting
0
1
0
2.4

Swim, surf
5
2
7
4.9

Employment
4
0
5.6
0

Clean-up campaign
1
2
1.4
4.9

Spiritual
1
1
1.4
2.4

Cultural appreciation
1
0
1.4
0

Figure 13
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Figure 14
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Figure 15
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Broadscale uses of forested land

Priority uses of forested land

Figures 18 and 19 indicate the responses from questions investigating what priority respondents gave to various activities with relation to public forests.

Figure 18 and table 18 indicate that 100% of respondents thought protecting native plants and animals should be a high priority for managers within both national parks and State forests. Other activities people felt should be high priorities in both forms of land tenure are protecting wilderness, bushwalking/picnics, education/scientific, camping, protecting Aboriginal sites, maintaining sites of natural beauty, ecotourism and maintaining water quality. Respondents did not think hunting, woodchipping, providing grazing land, paper production, off-road recreation or mining should be high priorities for managers in either land tenure. Respondents were unsure as to whether economic uses of forests such as timber and paper production should be a high priority in State forests only, both, or neither.

Table 18: Priority uses of State forests and national parks



Priorities (N = 71)
National parks
(%)
State forests (%)

Both
(%)

Neither (%)
Don’t know
(%)

Timber production
0
46.5
23.9
26.8
2.8

Protecting wilderness
8.6
2.9
87.1
1.4
0

Hunting
0
5.6
16.9
70.4
7

Bushwalking/picnics
0
8.5
87.3
2.8
1.4

Educational/scientific
2.8
0
97.2
0
0

Protecting native plants and animals
0
0
100
0
0

Beekeeping
0
10
51.4
11.4
27.1

Off-road recreation
2.9
15.9
15.9
58
7.2

Woodchipping
1.4
19.7
7
64.8
7

Grazing land
0
25.7
17.1
52.9
4.3

Camping
1.4
2.8
78.9
15.5
1.4

Aboriginal sites
0
1.4
88.7
7
2.8

Maintaining sites of natural beauty 
0
1.4
98.6
0
0

Paper production
1.4
27.1
17.1
47.1
7.1

Ecotourism
7
4.2
74.6
7
7

Maintaining water quality
1.4
1.4
95.8
0
1.4

Mining
0
11.3
12.7
71.8
4.2

Results for those who were not aware of the differences between State forests and national parks are similar to rates for those who were aware of the differences. The question for this group was modified slightly to allow them to indicate what activities should be a high priority, low priority and not allowed. The activities which received the highest number of responses for the high priority category include the protection of wilderness, protection of plants and animals, providing for bushwalking/picnics, educational/scientific, maintaining sites of natural beauty, maintaining Aboriginal sites, and maintaining water quality. Activities which received a large number of responses as a low priority include beekeeping, off-road recreation, providing grazing land, and paper production. Hunting, woodchipping and mining received the largest ‘not allow’ responses. It should be noted that there were some difficulties with the ‘hunting’ category with some people being pro-hunting feral animals but anti-hunting native animals.

Table 19: Priority uses of public forests (in percentages)


Priorities (N = 41)
High priority 
Low priority 
Not allowed 
Don’t know

Timber production
39
36.6
19.5
4.9

Protecting wilderness
95.1
4.9
0
0

Hunting
17.1
24.4
58.5
0

Bushwalking/picnics
82.9
17.1
0
0

Educational/scientific
95.1
4.9
0
0

Protecting native plants and animals
92.7
7.3
0
0

Beekeeping
34.1
46.3
4.9
14.6

Off-road recreation
12.2
48.8
34.1
4.9

Woodchipping
14.6
36.6
41.5
7.3

Grazing land
26.8
53.7
17.1
2.4

Camping
58.5
36.6
2.4
2.4

Aboriginal sites
68.3
24.4
4.9
2.4

Maintaining sites of natural beauty 
90.2
4.9
4.9
0

Paper production
14.6
46.3
34.1
4.9

Ecotourism
46.3
48.8
4.9
0

Maintaining water quality
92.7
7.3
0
0

Mining
9.8
36.6
53.7
0

Figure 18
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Figure 19
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Uses, attitudes and beliefs

The following section of the questionnaire explored respondents’ attitudes to different uses of forested land and the conflict, perceived or actual, between certain uses. A series of statements were read out to the participants and they were asked to indicate whether they strongly agreed, agreed, were not sure, disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the statement.

Aboriginal values

A large majority of Aboriginal sites, both historical and sacred, are to be found in State forests and national parks throughout New South Wales. In order to assess participants’ attitude to the preservation of Aboriginal sites and the importance of this goal over all other uses of forested land, the questionnaire asked participants’ response to the following statement ‘Aboriginal sites of significance should be protected, and are more important than other uses of forested land’. 

Figure 20
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Figure 20 shows that 55.3% of respondents believe Aboriginal sites should be protected, and are more important than other uses of forested land. A significant percentage of respondents were not sure (19%), and a total of 26% disagreed (table 20).

Table 20: Aboriginal sites of significance should be protected, and are more important that other uses of forested land (N = 117)

Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
12
10.7

Agree
50
44.6

Not sure
21
18.8

Disagree
28
25

Strongly disagree
1
.9

Coexistence of environmental and economic goals

State natural resource management policy aims to ensure environmental protection and forestry industries exist side-by-side. To investigate community attitudes towards this policy objective the statement ‘Environmental protection cannot co-exist with forestry industries’ was tested on the participants. 

Figure 21
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Figure 21 and table 21 show the responses to the above statement, indicating that 79.5% of respondents either disagreed (61.6%) or strongly disagreed (17.9%) with the above statement, meaning that most of those surveyed felt that environmental protection can co-exist with forestry industries. Only 11.6% of people felt forest industries and environmental protection could not co-exist.

Table 21: Environmental protection cannot co-exist with forestry industries (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
3
2.7

Agree
10
8.9

Not sure
10
8.9

Disagree
69
61.6

Strongly disagree
20
17.9

Economic importance of the forestry industry to small communities 

The statement ‘The forestry industry can be economically important for some small communities providing valuable employment, and therefore should be maintained’ was tested on the participants in order to elicit their attitude to the maintenance of primary industry activities in small towns in the light of the perceived economic importance of such activities. 

Figure 22
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Figure 22 and table 22 show that most respondents (80%) believe some small communities are economically reliant upon the forestry industry and believe it should be sustained for these small communities. Only 22.3% of people disagreed with the statement.

Table 22: The forestry industry can be economically important for some small communities, providing valuable employment, and therefore should be maintained (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
15
13.4

Agree
65
58

Not sure
16
14.3

Disagree
15
13.4

Strongly disagree
1
.9

International dimension of forest use

To explore the international dimension of forest use, and more specifically timber products, the statement ‘Australia should draw its timber products from Australian forests rather than overseas forests even if overseas timber products are cheaper’ was tested on participants. 

Figure 23
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Figure 23 and table 23 indicate that 78% of respondents agree (58%) or strongly agree (20%) with the above statement, and wish to see Australia draw its timber product needs from Australian forests rather than overseas. Only 16.4% of respondents disagreed with the statement.

Table 23: Australia should draw its timber products from Australian forests rather than overseas forests even if overseas timber products are cheaper (N = 111)

Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
22
20

Agree
64
58.2

Not sure
6
5.5

Disagree
17
15.5

Strongly disagree
1
.9

Conservation and State income

To contrast conservation uses with economic uses (such as timber production) the following statement was tested on the survey participants ‘I would like to see more forested land conserved even if it means a loss of income to the State from timber harvesting’. The question also explored participants’ responses to the situation of potential conflict between conservation use and State income from the use of forests for timber harvesting. 

Figure 24
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Table 24 and figure 24 show that in total 56.3% of people agreed with the statement whilst 23.2% disagreed with the statement. This shows that more than half the sample group would put environmental principles before economic principles at a State level and in a forestry context.

Table 24: I would like to see more forested land conserved even if it means a loss of income to the state from timber harvesting (N = 112)

Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
14
12.5

Agree
49
43.8

Not sure
23
20.5

Disagree
24
21.4

Strongly disagree
2
1.8

Non-extractive economic uses of forested land

To reveal the extent to which people believe the non-extractive economic uses of forested land can offset income and employment losses in extractive industries, respondents were asked to respond to the following statement, ‘Tourism from conserving forested areas may be able to generate regional income and employment offsetting possible losses in the timber industry’ Responses are given in figure 25 and table 25.

Figure 25
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A total of 74.1% of people agreed with the statement, believing increased tourism offsets possible losses in the timber industry. Only 13.4% of people did not agree with the statement and another 12.5% were unsure.

Table 25: Tourism from conserving forested areas may be able to generate regional income and employment offsetting possible losses in the timber industry (N = 112)

Frequency
Percentage 

Strongly agree
10
8.9

Agree
73
65.2

Not sure
14
12.5

Disagree
13
11.6

Strongly disagree
2
1.8

Source of timber products

The figures represented in figure 26 and table 26 indicate that most respondents wish to have timber sourced from pine (53.6%) or eucalypt plantations (39.3%). Almost 30% of people did not mind where the timber came from, whilst only 4.5% of people thought timber should only come from native forests.

Figure 26
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Table 26: Preferred source of timber products (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Eucalypt plantations
44
39.3

Native forests
5
4.5

Pine plantations
60
53.6

All of the above
33
29.5

Don’t know
6
5.4

Economic and conservation uses of forests

In order to explore the potential scenario of a conflict between conservation and socioeconomic uses of forested land, participants were given a probable scenario and then given two options in order to clearly identify people’s value orientations. The probable scenario was that timber harvesting in native forests may have an adverse impact on the abundance of native plants and animals. The options respondents had to choose from were limited in order to identify their value orientation between socioeconomic objectives (forestry products and employment) and environmental objectives (conservation and protection of native species).

Figure 27
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The figures presented in figure 27 and table 27 indicate that two-thirds of the respondents (66.1%) valued conservation and the preservation of animal and plant species over economic objectives such as jobs and forestry products (15.6%). A significant percentage were unsure (18.3%).

Table 27: Timber harvesting in native forests may have an adverse impact on the abundance of native plants and animals (N = 109). If this is the case, do you think:


Frequency
Percentage

This is unfortunate but we need forestry products and employment
17
15.6

The environmental costs are too high, it might be better to compromise on forestry activities
72
66.1

Don’t know
20
18.3

Social impact of forest policy

Participants were asked if they or their family had been directly affected in any way by government policy relating to forests, in order to identify the social impacts of forest policy and the geographical location of these impacts. Table 28 gives the percentages and frequencies for this question; the responses indicate that most respondents (82.1%) have not been directly affected by government forest policy. The most common effects upon people in the Upper North East CRA region were income loss (4.5%) and job loss (4.5%). 

Table 28: Have you or your family been directly affected in any way by government policy relating to forests, if so how? (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Stress
1
.9

Well-being
2
1.8

Air and water pollution
1
.9

Community services closed
1
.9

Biodiversity
3
2.7

Reduced trade
1
.9

Income loss
5
4.5

Know of job loss
3
2.7

Job gained
4
3.6

Job loss
5
4.5

No
92
82.1

Figure 28
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Social values of forested land

This section was composed of five key questions to further investigate how people value forested land.

Personal value of forests

To gain an understanding of what people value about forests at a personal level, people were asked ‘What is it about forests that you value?’. Figure 29 and table 29 display the responses to the question.

Figure 29
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The results indicate that a high percentage of respondents (80.4%) valued the aesthetic qualities of forests highly. Respondents also indicated that the conservation qualities (45.5%) were highly valued as were the spiritual qualities (25%). The next most frequent response was from those who wanted to sustain forests for future generations (14.3%) and for recreation reasons (9.8%). Responses show that environmental and anthropocentric values rank highly, with the economic values of forests rating lower. Over 12% of people did, however, indicate they valued the economic (provision of employment) (6.3%) and economic use (resources) (5.4%) value of forests.

Table 29: Personal value of forests (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Nothing
1
0.89

Spiritual
28
25

Aesthetic
90
80.36

Recreational 
11
9.82

Educational 
6
5.36

Indigenous culture
-
-

Landscape
5
4.46

Cultural
2
1.79

Economic/employment
7
6.25

Economic goods and use
6
5.36

Conservation
51
45.54

Intergenerational equity
16
14.29

Others
2
1.79

Ecologically sustainable forest management

Ecologically sustainable management is a basic policy principle for forests in Australia. To test the public’s perception and awareness of the term, participants were asked if they thought current management of forested land is ecologically sustainable. Responses were fairly evenly broken down into three categories for this question (although 13% more respondents considered current management practices unsustainable), with a high percentage of respondents (21%) reporting they did not know.

Figure 30
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Forty-six per cent of the sample from the Upper North East CRA region perceive current management of forested land to be ecologically unsustainable, with 33% of the sample reporting that they thought management was sustainable and a significant percentage (21%) reporting they did not know (table 30 and figure 30).

Table 30: Do you think current management of forested land is ecologically sustainable? (N = 112)


Frequency
Percentage

Yes
31
33

No
51
45.5

Don’t know
24
21.4

Issues of concern relating to forested land

Respondents were asked what issues regarding forested land they were specifically concerned about. Twelve point five per cent of people stated they had no particular concerns regarding forested land. Forty five per cent of the entire sample indicated they were concerned about logging and 20% reported they were concerned about woodchipping. The next most frequently recorded issues were ‘loss of wilderness’ (18%) and ‘degraded land’ (18%) (figure 30, table 31).

The response which received the next highest percentage of responses related to concern regarding the creation of wilderness areas and the negative impact this would have on regional economies (12.5%), followed by 11% of respondents indicating the loss of biodiversity was a concern. Economic and social concerns were the next most frequently cited responses, with 9% of people indicating a concern for job losses and 7% of respondents indicating a concern about limited access to resources.

Figure 31
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Table 31: Issues of concern regarding forested land (N=112)


Frequency
Percentage

Woodchipping
22
19.64

Logging
50
44.64

Job security
2
1.79

Job losses
10
8.93

Biodiversity loss
12
10.71

State income
4
3.57

Water quality
5
4.46

Regional economic decline
3
2.68

Loss of wilderness
20
17.86

Creation of wilderness area a threat to regional economy
14
12.5

Limited access to natural resources for economic uses
8
7.14

Degraded land
20
17.86

Mining activities environmentally harmful
5
4.46

Not enough mining activities
2
1.79

Feral plants and animals
2
1.79

Fire in conservation areas
2
1.79

Loss of grazing land
-
-

No response
14
12.5

Social and conservation values

This question explored people’s responses to the potential scenario of a conflict between conservation and social values relating to the use of forested land. Survey participants were given a probable scenario and then given two options in order to clearly identify people’s value orientations. The scenario was that forestry jobs may be lost to create environmental reserves, and this may then affect some small communities adversely by reducing their access to basic services (as the population may decline to a level that may lead to the closing of schools, health services etc.). The options respondents had to choose from were limited in order to identify their value orientation between social and community objectives (access to basic services) and environmental objectives (conservation and environmental reserves). The results are displayed in figure 32.

Figure 32
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The data in Table 32 show that the largest category of  respondents who answered this question (45%) felt it was unfortunate for communities to be faced with reduced access to basic services but that environmental reserves are needed. Thirty two per cent of respondents indicated the social costs of closing basic services in small communities are too high, and that it would be better to compromise on environmental reserves. It is important to note, however, that 23% of people did not know which option to choose or did not understand the question.

Table 32: Forestry jobs may be lost to create new environmental reserves. This may then affect some small communities adversely by reducing their access to basic services (N = 111). If this is the case do you think: 


Frequency
Percentage

Unfortunate for these communities but we need environmental reserves for the benefit of future generations
50
45

The social costs are too high, it may be better to compromise on creating environmental reserves than reduce people’s access to basic services.
35
31.5

Don’t know
26
23.4

Existence value of forests 

To explore respondents’ attitude to the wilderness and existence values of forests in comparison to anthropocentric values the following question was asked of the survey participants: ‘Some forested areas are rarely visited or used by people. Do you feel there is little benefit in having forested land if humans can’t use it for some type of recreational or economic activity; or it is personally satisfying to know that there is forested land that is ‘untouched’ by humans even if it is never used for recreational or economic activity?’.
Table 33: Some forested areas are rarely visited or used by people (N = 109). Do you feel: 


Frequency
Percentage

There is little benefit in having forested land if humans can’t use it for some type of recreational or economic activity
19
17.4

It is personally satisfying to know that there is forested land that is ‘untouched’ by humans even if it is never used for recreational or economic activity
90
82.6

Figure 33
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The results (figure 33, table 33) clearly show  that people are in favour of wilderness areas that are not used for recreational or economic activities, with 83% of respondents indicating that it is personally satisfying to know there is forested land ‘untouched’ by humans.

Concluding comments

This report investigated the attitudes of people in the Upper North East CRA region towards forests and forest use. One hundred and twelve people were interviewed with a Statewide rejection rate (those who were actually contacted as opposed to unanswered) of approximately 70%. The attitudes of these people remain unknown and are an unavoidable problem in any mass surveying method. The demographic profile of those who did respond showed a trend towards people employed in high socioeconomic positions and towards people who have received further education, when compared to profiles generated from 1991 census data. The effect of these trends upon people’s attitudes is unknown and a source of debate, although it is possible that highly educated people, or those employed in occupations of high socioeconomic status, may have stronger environmental value systems than the general public.

Forest use

There was a large diversity within the sample regarding the amount of contact people had with forested land, although they generally had more contact than most people within New South Wales (table 14, and see Report 5). The high percentage of people who knew the difference between State forests and national parks (63%) indicated higher personal values for visiting national parks more than State forests, by indicating they would be willing to pay more to visit them (table 16). The most popular uses of forested areas were recreational uses such as bushwalking, picnics, camping and nature appreciation (figures 16, 17). Respondents indicated that recreational and conservation uses of forested land should be priorities for forest managers in all types of forests. Respondents indicated that timber production should be a priority in State forests only whilst other economic uses such as woodchipping and paper production were not considered to be a high priority in either form of land tenure (table 18, 19). There was considerable opposition to using forested land for hunting or mining purposes. Using forested land to conserve Aboriginal sites of significance gained high support throughout the survey (D2g, D3e, D4). 

Forest values

The strength of people’s economic, social and environmental values was analysed at two scales. Firstly at a non-specific macro-scale, respondents tended to place economic priorities before both social and environmental priorities when asked about their concern for various abstract issues (figure 9). ‘Unemployment’ was the most frequently mentioned response when the sample was questioned about their primary concerns, followed closely by ‘education’ and ‘the environment’ being mentioned an equal number of times. ‘The environment’ was ranked particularly highly by women and members of environmental groups. Still at a macro-scale, but in a forestry specific context, more respondents put environmental principles before economic principles when an environment versus economic question was posed (figure 24). This change in value orientation shows the high status forest issues possess in the structure of people’s environmental concern (figure 12).

At a micro-scale attitudes towards forests in terms of environmental, social and economic priorities was investigated again by looking at hypothetical micro-scale effects of broad policy decisions. When forestry products and employment were contrasted with the abundance of native plants and animals, most respondents opted for the environmental priority (figure 27). This shows that in this particular situation at a micro-scale, people value the biological communities of forests more than they value the economic benefits of forests. Consequently, respondents from the Upper North East CRA region displayed commensurate environmental value structures at both macro and micro-scales. This can also be seen in responses in figure 33 where people indicated their support for the existence of wilderness areas even if these areas are never used for economic or social reasons. In this regard the Upper North East region differs significantly from other key CRA areas, in particular those on the New South Wales South coast where socioeconomic issues concerning unemployment and the consequences of declining forestry industries were emphasised (see Reports 1 and 2). 

Another question was asked which contrasted micro-scale value orientations by considering a hypothetical social effect of conserving forested land (table 32). In this case respondents again opted for the environmental priority over the social priority, revealing a strong commitment to environmental values in forest contexts. Thus most people thought that the environmental standards of forested land should be maintained even if this has both social and economic costs. This value orientation differs from an earlier question where respondents recognised the importance of forestry activities to small communities (figure 22). Thus those sampled indicated that they were concerned about unemployment at a macro-scale (along with environmental and other social issues) but, when put into a forest context, people generally ranked environmental values of forests over the economic values of forests. The sample also believed that increased tourism could offset some of the losses if forestry activities were scaled down (figure 25) and saw it as a potential industry that could sustain social services without affecting people’s environmental values. 

At a very personal level respondents indicated the main reason they valued forests was for aesthetics (figure 29). They enjoyed the beauty, space and natural experiences forests provide. They also valued forests for conservation reasons, valuing the knowledge that forest ecosystems are able to survive. The third most popular reason was spiritual — valuing forests for the way it made them ‘feel’. The fourth most popular reason was intergenerational — valuing forests as an entity that can be enjoyed or used by future generations in equitable ways.

There were considerable differences and conflicts suggested within the sample, nonetheless the general trend was that environmental values ranked as high priorities at the macro-scale (alongside issues such as employment) and were commensurate with the micro-scale prioritisation of the environment within forest contexts. Forests have a very strong symbolic environmental value that people want to preserve even if this is seen to cause local social and economic difficulties.

� 1994 figure derived from NSW population only. 1975-86 question was about the problem of most concern, 1988-94 question was about the most important issue the government should do something about.





� AES - Australian Electoral Studies - source Crook and Pakulski 1995


� ANOP - Australian National Opinion Polls - source Lothian 1994


� ABS - Australian Bureau of Statistics - source Lothian 1994





� Frequencies do not necessarily add up to 112 due to incomplete values in some responses.


� All percentages given in this report are valid percentages.


� Census data includes whole UNE CRA population whilst report data represents only those over 16 years of age.


� It should be noted that 12.5% of people did not answer the question.


� The category 'Self Employed' was included although it is not an ABS category. The ABS category 'Plant and Machine Operators and Drivers' was incorporated into 'Labourers and Related Workers' in this survey. 


� Due to the opening sentences of the questionnaire in which the term 'forest' is mentioned (see Appendix 1), there is the potential for respondents answers to be structured in ways that prioritise forest-related issues.   


� The categories for figure 10 were created as follows: Global Atmospheric Issues (Greenhouse Effect / Global Warming / Ozone Layer / CFCs); Forest Related Issues (Deforestation / Logging / Biodiversity); Pollution Related Issues (Beach Pollution, Water Pollution, Air Pollution, Unspecified Pollution), Waste Related Issues (Production of Waste, Waste Disposal, Litter); Current Development Paradigm (Current Development Paradigm, General Consumption); Agricultural Issues (Pesticides / fertilisers, Land degradation / Erosion / Salinity), Other Issues (Energy Production, Water Conservation, Mining, Population Pressure, Noise Pollution, Media /Education, Urban Sprawl, Other)


� Spiritual – well being, peace and quiet, escape, faith in the world, good feelings. Aesthetic – beauty, space, experience nature. Recreational – exercise, sport, games. Educational – learn things about nature. Indigenous culture – understand / experience Aboriginal culture. Landscape – paint, take photographs. Cultural – socialise. Economic – employment. Economic goods and use – gathering firewood / seeds. Conservation – various conservation reasons. Intergenerational equity – sustain values for future generations. 
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