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ABSTRACT

PERCEIVED FAIRNESS IN NATURAL RESOURCE DECISION MAKING:
INFLUENCES AND CONSEQUENCES

By

Patrick Delinde Smith

How can trust between citizens and decision makers be increased? Over the last
century, decision makers have tried a wide variety of participation techniques in an
attempt to increase citizen trust in their agencies and achieve better resource
management. In this study, several cases of natural resource decision making in
Michigan were compared in order to determine what aspects of the decision making
context affect citizen evaluations of the fairness of the process and outcome of decision
making. Psychological theories of procedural and distributive justice were used to create
measures of fairness. Contextual factors tested in the study included the agency
conducting the participation, the characteristics of the citizens involved, and the nature of
the decision making situation in terms of power distribution, intensity of conflict, and
participation technique used. Predictions were made as to how citizen evaluations would
influence the important consequence for the agency of trust in decision makers. Data to
test the hypotheses were collected through 1550 mailed surveys to citizens and 455
surveys to agency decision makers. Descriptive, correlational and regression results
largely confirmed the predicted relationships, showing that perceived fairness is affected
by the decision making context. These results provide clear directions for decision
makers and natural resource agencies that wish to build effective collaborative

partnerships with citizens.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

I felt much better about it then, because I felt that someone cared enough to
give me the information. Even after the fact it still made [me] feel good...
If these are the kinds of people who are watching the store, then I have a
greater sense of trust in them running the operation. It’s almost as if I have
a personal relationship with that faceless thing called the DNR.

The above quote, from a focus group participant recalling an interaction with a
forester from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (Smith, McDonough, &
Mang, 1999), highlights how public participation can lead to greater trust in natural
resource managers. Relationships of trust and respect between citizens and agency
employees are crucial to the relationship-based collaborative management regimes
currently being promoted in the United States.

The use of collaboration reflects recent efforts to make government agencies more
responsive and accountable to citizens. This is being done to counterbalance the previous
emphasis on neutrality in government. Over the course of U.S. history, governments
have emphasized either neutrality or accountability in search of a balance between the
two that maximizes justice (Knott & Miller, 1987). Neutrality and accountability in
decision making can be interpreted as contrasting aspects of justice. Neutrality focuses
on giving all citizens equal, unbiased treatment. In the U.S. the movement for making
government more professional assumed neutrality would be achieved through the use of
accurate information and expert judgement (Box, 1998). Accountability emphasizes
making sure that government respects the rights of all citizens to participate in decision

making and to have an opportunity to influence the outcomes. Accountability is

embodied in the practice of democratic governance and citizen participation.
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Principles of neutrality and accountability have been emphasized to varying
degrees over the 20" century. At the beginning of the century, governments in the U.S.
focused on neutrality. People largely trusted the professionals who cared for their lands.
As a result, public participation in resource management was rarely practiced (Kaufman,
1960). Management was oriented towards commodity production and economic
development. Direct involvement of citizens was kept to a minimum. Decision makers
were experts who decided the goals and presumed to know how to reach them.

In the 1960’s and 1970’s, citizens became increasingly dissatisfied with
governmental policies and demanded a voice in decision making. Numerous mandates
for involving citizens and giving them opportunities to voice their concerns were given to
agencies (Taylor, 1984). In addition to using participation forums such as public
hearings, citizens and environmental organizations sued agencies in court for not
fulfilling their mandates to consider citizen concerns. As a result, resource managers
began to give greater consideration to preservation and environmental concerns (Jones &
Mohai, 1995).

In the 1970s and 1980s, in response to the growing power of environmental
groups, traditional resource constituencies like timber companies, oil producers and land
developers fought back. Natural resource decision making became a process dominated
by conflict (Wondolleck, 1988). In addition, many resource managers resisted the move
towards accountability. Public participation was generally implemented in a formally
correct way that missed the spirit of the new laws, and simply led to ratification of
agency decisions (Fortman & Fairfax, 1991; Lawrence et al., 1997). The greater

involvement of the courts led to a focus on avoiding lawsuits. This meant that
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participation processes emphasized formal procedures instead of considering constituent
concems (Taylor, 1984). Participation as tokenism also existed in antipoverty, urban
renewal, and model cities projects (Amstein, 1977).

Although this situation continued into the 1990’s in many areas, the real need for
collaboration between agencies and citizens continued to grow. Natural resource
managers began attempting ecosystem management, an approach which is holistic and
focuses on the connections between resources (COS, 1999). Ecosystem management
also focuses on natural resources at the landscape level, necessitating coordination across
ownerships (Salwasser, 1994). Cross-boundary management often meant voluntary
commitments from citizen landowners to manage their lands consistently with adjacent
public lands. Achieving cooperative efforts between citizens and agencies required they
trust each other. As agencies facilitated the way forward, they needed to have positive
relationships with citizens.

In order to continue the movement towards collaborative management, resource
managers need to understand why some decision making causes citizens to have
increased trust in the agency, support for its decisions, and improved relationships with
its employees, while other decision making does not. The brief review of the history of
government in the U.S. suggests that justice issues of neutrality and accountability are
very important. In fact, research on procedural and distributive justice shows that
faimess of the decision making process and faimess of the decision outcome often
increase trust in authorities and support for their decisions. For example, Tyler and
Degoey (1995) found that residents supported authorities and complied with their rules

during a water shortage in San Francisco. This trust and willingness to undergo personal
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deprivation for the good of the larger community was largely based on perceptions that
the decision making process was fair. Lauber and Knuth (1997, 1998) documented how
perceptions of fair decision making processes in a moose reintroduction decision were
related to satisfaction with the process as well as with the state agency making the
decisions. The consequence of increased support for authorities based on perceptions of
justice has also been demonstrated in many contexts including law, business, and politics
(Lind & Tyler, 1988).

A noteworthy feature of justice theory is the extent to which good participation
processes can fulfill many of the important principles of procedural justice. This was
confirmed in a recent study of the Northern Lower Michigan Ecosystem Management
Project (Smith & McDonough, 2001). When asked how they judged the fairness of
natural resource decision making, citizens often focused on characteristics of the process
like adequate participation opportunities, early notification, broad representation of
affected groups, and serious consideration of citizen concerns. This is not surprising
because these characteristics all relate to accountability and neutrality. Broad
representation is necessary to make sure that the information collected represents all
views equally, allowing decision makers to try reaching decisions which are unbiased.
Adequate opportunities to participate and early notification also help to make sure that
there is equal access to decision makers, increasing neutrality. However, effective
participation is also related to accountability because it makes sure that citizens can
express their thoughts to decision makers and potentially influence the decision
outcomes. If citizens are able to influence outcomes this shows the decision makers are

being held accountable to meet the needs of the citizenry. By following effective
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participation practices, there is a greater chance that citizens will evaluate the decision
making process and outcome as fair. Greater trust in the agency should be the result.

If research suggests that perceived fairness can increase trust in decision makers,
what are the factors which, in turn, may increase perceived faimess? Answering this
question is important because the circumstances surrounding decision making may
influence how citizens perceive the decision making. Reviews of social psychological
theory and the history of natural resource management in the U.S. suggest a number of
potential influences on fairmess. The first group of possible influences concerns
characteristics of the agency making the decisions. For example, if the employees in an
agency place importance on achieving fairness, it is more likely that citizens will have
fair experiences. The second group of influences on fairness are aspects of the decision
making situation. For example, when the issues being decided are highly controversial
and citizens have intense conflict with each other, it is likely that perceived faimess of the
process and outcome will be reduced. The final group of influences on fairness consists
of the personal characteristics of citizens. For example, someone who has a great deal of
prior participatory experience may be less critical of the agency and perceive greater
faimess. In summary, the agency making the decisions, aspects of the situation in which
the decisions are being made, and characteristics of the citizens judging the decision all
are potential influences on perceived fairness, and thus on trust in decision makers.

The purpose of this study is to understand the role of faimess in influencing
citizen trust in a decision making context. The first objective is to confirm the influence
of perceived fairness on the consequence of citizen trust in decision makers in natural

resource contexts. In other words, how big an impact does perceived faimess have on
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trust and support for decisions? The second objective is to better understand how fairness
is achieved. In other words, what aspects of the decision making context influence
perceived faimess? These objectives will help address the problem of how to improve
the relationships of citizens with the employees and agencies managing natural resources.
The study begins by examining the history of natural resource management and
public participation in the U.S. A case is made for the importance of justice in natural
resource decision making. Chapter 3 then gives a more detailed accounting of
psychological theories of justice and how these relate to public participation. Chapter 4
uses the history in Chapter 2 and the theory in Chapter 3 to construct a theoretical
framework relating the decision making context to perceived fairness and perceived
faimess to the consequence of trust in decision makers. Testing of the framework is
outlined through a set of research questions. Chapters 5 and 6 present the methods used
to administer and analyze the surveys, compute the variables, and assess reliability and
validity of the variables. Chapter 7 examines the data at the level of the agency, Chapter
8 presents an individual citizen level analysis, and Chapter 9 combines them in a step-
wise analysis of covariance. Chapter 10 concludes with the summary, study limitations,

future research, and management implications.
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CHAPTER II: A BRIEF HISTORY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN NATURAL
RESOURCE DECISION MAKING
Why is public participation in natural resource management so important in the

U.S,, yet so problemaﬁc and difficult to achieve? The answer to this question lies partly
in the history of the country and its search for justice. Over the years, citizens of the
nation struggled to achieve justice through the goals of governmental neutrality and
accountability. This has resulted in legacies of agency culture, citizen conflict, and
legislative mandate which both facilitate and hinder neutrality and accountability. In this
chapter, natural resource decision making in the 20" century is briefly reviewed through
the lens of justice. Starting with an overview of the cultural foundations of fairness in the
U.S., a case is built for the argument that justice in decision making holds the key to

better relationships between citizens and their governments.

American culture and public participation: Justice for all

The importance of public participation is deeply rooted in the history of the U.S.
because it taps into the cultural value of justice. The U.S. is a nation of immigrants,
characterized by a frontier spirit of independence. A defining moment of cultural identity
was the War of Independence against England in which the settlers fought for the right to
govern themselves in a democracy. They fought to create a society in which “all men are
created equal” and established an elaborate system of courts to ensure that justice was
given to all. To this day, the neutrality of the court system in the U.S. remains a powerful

belief (Ewick & Silbey, 1998).
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The desire for justice has created a philosophical tension in which U.S.
government operates. On the one hand, justice requires a neutral government which
makes decisions without bias. Overtly political decisions in which people with one set of
interests get what they want violate the sense of faimess. In practice, governments have
often maintained a somewhat distant relationship with citizens to avoid the appearance of
being “captured” by special interests (Knott & Miller, 1987). On the other hand, justice
is concerned with the protection of basic human rights such as freedom of speech.
Governments which become authoritarian and disconnected from their citizens can
violate their basic rights and treat citizens unjustly. The democratic form of government
is designed to counteract the tendency towards authoritarianism by providing
mechanisms for citizens to control and regulate their own government. In addition to
elections, public participation has become a way for ordinary citizens to influence
government decisions which affect their lives. Thus governments concerned with justice
have to walk a fine line between maintaining neutrality and being accountable to their
citizens.

The history of natural resource management in the U.S. shows pendulum swings
as the government alternately emphasized neutrality or accountability. In the beginning
of the century, widespread perceptions of political party patronage led to calls for a
neutral bureaucracy in which employees were hired based on their expertise, not their
party connections. In the 1960s and 1970s, citizens felt the government was not
respecting their basic rights and had gotten out of control. In response to widespread

protest, congress mandated citizen participation in many government agencies. The end
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of the century has found agencies struggling with how to integrate accountability and

neutrality in their decision making.

The age of professionals: 1900-1960

The first half of the twentieth century was characterized by an emphasis on
making government more professional. This was in response to a party and political
patronage system which had led to widespread corruption and inefficiencies in
government towards the end of the nineteenth century (Box, 1998). Large numbers of
appointed boards led to fragmentation of power and lack of coordination. In response to
this, local governments moved to a strong mayoral model and then ultimately to the
council-professional manager structure. At the federal level, especially during the
Depression era, government grew larger and more centralized. New agencies were
created and staffed with a professional civil service dedicated to efficiency and neutrality.
The philosophy advocated attaining a community-wide vision, the greater good for
society.

During this period the Forest Service was created as were the first professional
university-based schools for training the foresters needed to staff the new agency
(Robinson, 1975). Gifford Pinchot, the first chief of the Forest Service, proclaimed the
foresters’ creed to be “the greatest good for the greatest number.” Emphasizing the
utilitarian use of the national forest lands for water production and consumptive products
such as timber and grazing, he brought scientific forest management principles from
Europe designed to achieve a sustained yield of products over the long term. This federal

model of forest management was also adopted by many states. Foresters at the state level
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had similar training and similar objectives of sustained production of timber and
watershed protection.

The role of citizens in this new forestry was small. Public participation was
limited to public relations and federal foresters were frequently transferred to prevent the
development of potentially collusive relationships with local people (Kaufman, 1960).
Foresters were portrayed as professionals working for the broader good of society, in
contrast to publics who were motivated by narrow self-interest. Thus, agencies did not
see much point in involving citizens in natural resource decision making.

These beliefs were also present at the local level, although in a more complex
way. Zoning and planning became widespread practices for governing the use of urban
land resources in the face of industrialization and the resulting rapid development of
urban areas. Although zoning efforts were sometimes used to keep ethnic and racial
groups separate, they still revolved around the use of the land resource (Molotch, 1976).
Once the profession of urban planning was created, planners worked with city
government to contain development in an orderly fashion. This was often done in the
service of what was termed the “growth machine,” a group of business elites who stood
to profit from land development.

Citizens could and did become involved when the desires of the growth machine
conflicted with their own needs for neighborhood amenity maintenance (Steele, 1987).
In contrast to federal and state forest management, which often occurred in remote
locations, urban land management was done in citizens’ back yards. From the beginning,
citizens had motivation to demand voice in local planning and zoning. However, at this

early period, the balance of power often lay in the professionals’ hands.
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At all three levels of government, the professional management philosophy
profoundly affected the relationship between citizens and managers. As Box explains:
Many practitioners have been trained to maintain a separation between themselves
and the public, because they are the experts and citizens are the “customers,” people
who know little about public services except the end products they receive and the
fees or taxes they pay. (1998, p 145)
The concept of citizen as customer, someone who lacks knowledge about how to manage
the resource, represented a profound change from earlier models of Jeffersonian
democracy in which citizens were assumed to be able to participate directly in
governance (Pateman, 1970). Jeffersonian democracy had emphasized direct
involvement partly in order to achieve the aspect of justice related to the protection of
citizen rights and the assurance of government accountability. The newer government
philosophies stressed instead the aspect of justice concerned with neutrality. At the end
of the 1950s and beginning of the 1960s citizens demanded a return to a more
Jeffersonian approach. People began to question the ability of government to protect
their rights and demanded a more accountable, less authoritarian government. They

wanted a greater role than that of passive “customer.”

The age of participation legislation: 1960-1990

The 1960’s and 1970’s were a period of social upheaval in the United States,
marked by the civil rights movement, the environmental movement, and anti-Vietnam
War protests. Publics demanded a greater voice in their government and Congress

responded to these concerns with sweeping new legislation that mandated citizen
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participation at local and federal levels. During the late 1970s and 1980s, agencies and
natural resource managers struggled to learn how to implement these laws.

At the federal forest management level, both the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1970 (NEPA) and the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA)
mandated a planning process which included public involvement (Frome, 1984). These
Acts had to be followed by national forest planners, but did not apply to state level
managers, setting up a potential difference in the amount of citizen involvement.

During this period, national forest management goals were dramatically reshaped
by the new influence of environmental groups. Through lawsuits based on NEPA and
NFMA as well as other new laws like the Endangered Species Act of 1973, production of
traditional products like timber declined, while other uses such as recreation and wildland
preservation increased (Jones & Mohai, 1995). This introduced a new intensity and level
of conflict between different user groups that often played itself out in public
participation arenas (Culhane, 1981).

The new requirements for participation were implemented by the Forest Service
through standardized techniques based on the requirements of NEPA (USFS, 1977). The
first step was scoping, in which all the affected constituents, particularly people living
near to the management area, were told of the impending decision and given an
opportunity to share their opinions. Then a set of management alternatives was internally
developed and made available for comment during a defined public comment period.
Public comments were collected through written comments as well as in formal public
hearings. Collecting and using this new influx of information was a challenge for

professionals accustomed to making decisions autonomously.
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Local level decision making was also affected. In 1966, the Demonstration Cities
and Metropolitan Act provided funding for community programs with “widespread
citizen participation”. The Housing and Development Act of 1974 required that cities
“provide citizens with an adequate opportunity to participate in the development of an
application” (Pollack, 1984). Because much local level urban planning centered on
funding from these Acts, local governments were forced to implement citizen
participation strategies. The new federal funding requirements necessitated that
municipalities conduct comprehensive citizen participation when doing planning
(Pollack, 1984). This created an environment in which citizen concerns had to be taken
more seriously. Another change was that planners were pressured to preserve open space
and to consider issues like water quality when making decisions (Steele, 1987).

The new-found importance of citizen participation had an effect on public-
manager relationships at all levels of government. Many managers saw the newly
empowered publics as troublemakers who upset the status-quo system and challenged
their professional authority. Other managers identified with the new democratic ideals
and saw citizen involvement as a way to do things better. A regional forester looked
back on that era and summarized the varying attitudes towards the new role of citizens:

Some administrators in the past have felt public involvement was cumbersome and
a stumbling block in the way of efficient management. That I can’t accept. It has
proven a great benefit to the national forests of the northern region. Participating
individuals and groups help Forest Service personnel make better decisions and
confirm the democratic approach to public land management. National forests

don’t belong to just those working in the Forest Service- they are part of our
national heritage (Frome, 1984, p. 96).

As aresult of the varying views of professionals, it is not surprising that

implementation, as well as citizen satisfaction, was mixed (Frome, 1984). In a review of
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participation in National Forest planning processes during the 1980s, the Forest Service
found that 95 percent of respondents indicated there was compliance with the public
participation section of the regulations (Russell, et al., 1990). However, only 3 percent
of citizen respondents felt their comments had influenced planning decisions. This
suggests that citizen involvement may have been viewed as input to be considered by
decision makers, but was not important or valid enough to affect actual planning
decisions. Fortman and Fairfax (1991) stated that public involvement in forest planning
was often used to ratify agency decisions. Ample evidence of participation as tokenism
also existed at local levels in antipoverty, urban renewal and model cities projects
(Amstein, 1977).

In addition, public participation was primarily one-way communication (Blahna
& Yonts-Shephard, 1989) and often culturally inappropriate (McDonough, 1991, 1994).
For example, most opportunities for public input into forest planning were structured as
large public meetings advertised through standard media. The use of these techniques, in
addition to excluding non-traditional users, tended to intensify rather than resolve the
underlying conflicts between user groups (Wondolleck, 1988).

In summary, from the beginning of the century through the 1980s, natural
resource decision making went through a dramatic transformation that left its mark on
agencies and citizens. The early desire for a more neutral government led to agency
policies and the promotion of a cultural of professionalism which served to prevent
relationships between citizens and resource managers. As the resource use preferences of
citizens changed, agencies did not adjust, leading to citizen demands for greater

accountability. Although legislation followed which required citizen participation,
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agencies’ cultural and structural factors created in the service of neutrality became
barriers to agency accountability. Participation was implemented as required, but in a
way that did not always lead to accountability. However, the changes had begun, and as
the century came to a close, recognition of the need for active citizen involvement in
natural resource management led to the use of more accountable and creative decision

making approaches.

The age of citizen-professional partnerships: 1990-2000

The present era has seen the wider adoption, at least in principle, of a more active
role for citizens. The Forest Service has experimented with varying techniques of
conflict resolution and agency-citizen partnering. Some states have also tried this,
although Michigan has focused on traditional techniques like advisory boards, open
houses, and public meetings (McDonough & Thorburn, 1997). Local level planning also
still largely relies on traditional public hearings and written comments, although
particular localities have experimented with community visioning processes. Within the
profession of local managers, there is a growing movement towards what Kemmis (1990)
has termed “barn-raising.” According to this philosophy, citizens are encouraged to take
responsibility for their communities. One piece of evidence for the changing role of
citizens in local planning is the commitment of Public Management, a leading
practitioner journal aimed at local government, to publishing more on empowering
citizens (Benest, 1996).

The Forest Service recently adopted this philosophy of cooperative management

with the second commissioning of the Committee of Scientists. The committee prepared
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a set of recommendations, many of which may be codified into new regulations (COS,
1999). The report suggested that planning needs to be adaptive, collaborative, and
focused on building stewardship capacities in communities. One of the key organizing
principles of this new approach was ecosystem management. At both the federal and
state level, the older ideas of multiple use are being augmented with new goals that
emphasize maintaining ecosystem processes and functions. Because humans are also
seen as part of the ecosystem, their participation in management decision making and
implementation on private lands remains essential (Smith & McDonough, 1999).

These proposals for planning are hardly new ideas. For the last decade some
forest managers have tried new methods of planning and public participation. The
Hoosier National Forest has been involved in conflict for many years about recreational
use of the Deam Wilderness (Slover, 1996). Horse riders and non-riders were involved in
escalating conflict over trail use and managers’ traditional approach of gathering
comments and proposing solutions was not working. A new approach of collaborative
planning was tried in which these groups and many others were brought together to
focus, not on their differences, but rather on their shared desire for good management of
an area special to them. Sirmon, Shands and Ligget (1993) have described this type of
process as creating a community of interest. Numerous workshops, field trips and
discussions resulted in a comprehensive plan to which all agreed. Volunteers from the
groups are now helping make the plans a reality (Slover, 1996).

Shannon (1987) reported that a new responsive management style is emerging
within the Forest Service. This approach requires a balance between participatory

planning and technical competence. Public participation involves bringing in parties and
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creating new relationships between them. The old model can be described as a wheel
with the agency as a hub and each party communicating directly to it. The new set of
relationships resembles a wheel with no hub and all the parties communicating directly
with each other in a web of spokes. The agency takes the role of strategic thinker,
facilitator, and knowledge resource (Shannon, 1992). The ability of citizens to understand
and deliberate on technical issues is respected (Doble & Richardson, 1992) and the
decision making process is no longer a black box.

Another trend utilizing more collaborative approaches is that of alternative
conflict resolution. Codified in the Alternative Dispute Resolution Act of 1990 as an
appropriate response to management conflicts, alternative conflict resolution focuses on
using a variety of creative approaches outside of the courtroom to find solutions to
conflicts between agencies and citizens as well as among citizens. Success often hinges
on the ability of conflicting parties to understand opposing interests and so be willing to
find compromises and creative solutions that address the underlying cause of the conflict.
Although not practiced much by the Forest Service (Schumaker, O’Laughlin, &
Freemuth, 1997) it has been used in a few cases (Wondolleck, 1988) and shows promise.
These practices have also been extensively developed by the Army Corps of Engineers
(Priscoli, 1990) and include negotiation, facilitated collaborative problem solving,
mediation, conciliation, mini-trial, and arbitration.

In summary, the history of public participation in natural resource management
shows an evolution in the roles and relationships of managers and citizens driven by the
conflicting demands for neutrality and accountability. The first half of the century saw

the rise of professional resource managers who were generally trusted by citizens to

17






provide for the greater good of the citizenry. The agencies emphasized neutrality in
decision making and kept an image of being distant from citizens. During the turbulent
period of the 1960’s and 1970’s, citizens became disillusioned with professional
management, began to mistrust government, and demanded and received greater direct
participation in governmental decision making. The 1980s were a time when agencies
grappled with and institutionalized citizen participation. The twin justice goals of
neutrality and accountability were difficult to achieve simultaneously. For this reason
participation often did not have effects on management decisions, frustrating citizen
participants and failing to restore citizen trust in government. In the 1990s, new
approaches have been tried which attempt to reconcile professionalism and citizen
involvement by emphasizing collaboration. The hope is that by increasing agency
responsiveness the mistrust between managers and publics which arose in the 1960’s and
1970’s will be reduced.

One of the keys to understanding this history of citizen involvement in natural
resource management is the concept of justice. Justice has been described in rather
simple terms as pertaining to neutrality and accountability, an approach consistent with
the political science literature. However, justice has also been explored from a
psychological perspective. Social psychologists have conducted detailed investigations
of why justice is important to people and how they assess it. Theories about the faimess
of the process used to reach decisions as well as the decision outcomes have been
developed and extensively tested. The next chapter outlines the psychological

perspective on justice.
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CHAPTER III: JUSTICE THEORIES AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

How do citizens evaluate decision making processes and outcomes? The
historical review in the previous chapter suggests that citizens in the United States expect
their governments to be neutral and accountable when they make decisions. Neutrality
and accountability are aspects of justice. It is no surprise that researchers and theorists
have developed psychological theories explaining how and why people often search for
faimess in decision outcomes as well as processes (Lind & Tyler, 1988). The theories
propose extensive lists of faimess principles which derive from deep-seated needs for
dignity and social status.

In this chapter, psychological theories of justice are reviewed in order to
understand more clearly how people form faimess perceptions, and why these
perceptions are so important. These theories are then related to existing public
participation conceptualizations. The claim is made that justice theory is a
comprehensive approach which subsumes many of the key decision making prescriptions

found in writings about public participation.

Theories of justice

How do people evaluate the faimess of a decision? Social psychological theories
and research suggest that both the decision outcome and the process by which that
decision is reached affect perceptions of faimess (Hegtvedt & Markovsky, 1995).
Concerns related to decision outcomes have been termed distributive justice because they
relate to how benefits and costs are distributed among people. An equivalent term would

be outcome fairness. In this discussion, justice and fairness are used interchangeably.
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Concems related to decision making processes have historically been termed procedural
justice, interactional justice, and procedural fairness. The literature is mixed as to
whether or not there is need for a distinction between procedural and interactional justice
(Folger, 1993; Lind & Tyler, 1988). For the purpose of providing an overview of the
field, all three terms are taken as equivalent and used interchangeably.

Another key aspect of justice theories is that faimess is conceptualized as being
perceptual and subjective. In other words, fairness is in the eye of the beholder.
However, this does not mean that a person will always see something different from
another person when they experience the same event. They may come to largely similar
conclusions about the faimess of a situation because they share a common perspective,
background and expectations. In fact, justice research suggests that there is a shared set
of principles people use when judging the fairness of the process and outcome of
decisions.

Early research on justice focused on decision outcomes. Three principles of
distributive justice emerged: equity, equality and need (Hegtvedt, 1992). Equity, which
received most of the research attention, is based on the concept that everyone should get
rewards in proportion to their efforts or costs (Homans, 1961; Walster et al., 1973). In
contrast, equality requires that everyone benefit equally regardless of costs or efforts.
Finally, need requires that people receive benefits according to their needs, either because
they are deficient relative to others or because they have a need for greater resources than
others.

In 1975, Thibaut and Walker published a classic book which established a new

focus for justice research: procedural justice. Procedural justice focuses on the fairess
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of the process by which decisions are reached. Thibaut and Walker’s theory and research
emphasized direct participation in the decision and the opportunity to voice one’s opinion
as key principles by which people judge the faimess of a process. Soon after, Leventhal
(1976; Leventhal et. al., 1980) added to this by proposing six principles for procedural
fairness: 1) consistency over persons and across time, 2) suppression of personal self-
interest (bias), 3) use of accurate information, 4) modifiability of decisions, 5)
representativeness of the concerns of all recipients, and 6) adherence to prevailing ethical
and moral standards (ethicality).

Lind and Tyler (1988) developed a model which seeks to explain the underlying
processes implied by these procedural justice principles. Their group value model
suggests that people are concerned about their social standing in society and these
principles give them information about how others evaluate them. Their model posits
three basic components of procedural justice judgments: 1) neutrality, 2) trust in the
benevolent intentions of decision makers, and 3) status recognition. Neutrality is the
belief that decisions are based on a complete and accurate assessment of the facts and
implies that over time everyone will receive fair outcomes, even though this may not be
so in the short term. Intentions are important because, to the extent that authorities are
benevolent, they can be trusted to make decisions that are fair. Status recognition
involves treatment that enhances the person’s sense of dignity and reflects that he/she has
good standing in the group.

The group value model can incorporate many of Thibaut and Walker’s and
Leventhal’s principles. Lind et al. (1997) found that much of the variance in procedural

fairness attributed to voice was explained by group value variables, lending support to the
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hypothesis that being able to express oneself gives one a sense of dignity. Leventhal’s
principles of consistency across persons and time, bias suppression, accuracy,
correctability, and representativeness all may contribute to the neutrality of the decision
process because they help to insure that accurate and complete information is used.

These principles also communicate status information. For example, a strong bias against
a person suggests that the person has no status and that the authority does not have
benevolent intentions.

Folger (1993) developed an even more basic explanation for justice judgments.
He integrated distributive and procedural judgments by positing that people are primarily
concerned about being treated with dignity. Outcomes which meet distributive faimess
principles or processes which meet procedural principles suggest that the people are
being treated as ends in themselves, rather than as a means to something else. Folger
suggests that seeing oneself as an end is central to a feeling of dignity.

Folger’s attempt to integrate procedural and distributive concerns reflects a long-
standing observation that the two interact. It has been shown repeatedly that when
outcomes are favorable or fair, procedural justice has small or no effect on participant
reactions. However, if outcomes are unfair, procedural justice works to make participant
reactions more positive (Brockner & Siegel, 1996). An opposite phenomenon has also
been demonstrated. When procedures are unfair, fair outcomes can make participant
reactions more positive (Van den Bos et al., 1997).

Faimness heuristic theory (Lind et al., 1993) can be used to explain the interactions
between procedural and distributive justice. Initial faimess impressions set the stage for

interpreting and evaluating subsequent experiences. They do so by leading to judgments
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of the benevolent intentions, neutrality, and respect for a person’s status by the authority.
These concerns could be summarized as the “trustworthiness of the authority.”
Procedural justice works by providing assurance that long-term outcomes will be just.
Participants can trust that the process will eventually benefit them. High procedural
faimess and high distributive fairness also show that authorities can be trusted to continue
treating participants with dignity. This interpretation is supported by numerous studies
showing how trust leads to greater procedural justice (e.g. Tyler, 1994) and how trust in
authorities is a consequence of procedural justice (e.g. Tyler, 1990; Tyler & Degoey,
1995).

In summary, justice theories have proposed a wide set of faimess principles.
Outcome faimess principles include equity, equality and need. Procedural fairness
includes the importance of voice, broad representation, lack of bias, use of accurate
information, and direct control over decision processes and outcomes. These principles
are deeply important to people because they communicate the level of respect and social
standing they are accorded by decision makers. This in turn affects their sense of self-
worth and dignity. The deep-seated nature of these principles explains why fairness

judgements can have large impacts on support for decisions and trust in decision makers.

Justice and public participation

As the preceding section explains, justice theories suggest a set of principles,
grounded in basic human motivations, that can be used to evaluate a decision making
process and outcome. However, justice theories have only recently been applied to

natural resource decision making. In contrast, an extensive body of writing related to
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citizen involvement in natural resource decision making has developed over several
decades. These writings have also proposed various criteria for evaluating how citizens
are involved in decision making. The influence of these writings on natural resource
decision making practice suggests that they be compared with justice theories to
determine commonalities and differences.

Classically, citizen participation in decision making has been thought of in terms
of power and in terms of democratic philosophy. Amstein’s (1977) “ladder of citizen
participation” outlined 8 rungs of citizen power, ranging from manipulation to
consultation to citizen control. Another way to analyze these rungs is that, as power
increases, citizens have more voice and more participation in decisions - the two
procedural justice concerns documented by Thibaut and Walker (1975). In contrast to the
power approach, Laird (1993) derives evaluative principles from democratic philosophies
of direct participation and pluralism. He suggests that participants need to learn and
become informed, participation should be as broad as possible, and decision making
power should be shared. These last two are essentially identical with Leventhal et al.’s
(1980) fairness principles of representativeness and participation in decisions.

Another approach that is more explicitly congruent with justice theory is based on
Jurgen Habermas’ linguistic/philosophical theories for a fair and competent ideal speech
situation (Renn et al., 1995). A fair situation requires that anyone interested must be able
to attend, initiate discourse, participate in discussion, and influence the collective
consensus decision. A competent situation requires access to information and its

interpretations, and the use of the best possible procedures for selecting knowledge.
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As an exploration of Habermas’ theory, Tuler and Webler (1999) and Webler and
Tuler (forthcoming) conducted a qualitative study of participants’ evaluations of the
decision making process in a forest advisory council. Their results support Habermas’
theory and the social psychological theory of justice presented here, suggesting that the
theories are very similar. For example, ability to attend is related to the
representativeness of participants involved. Ability to initiate discourse and to participate
in discussion is another way to express the concept of voice. Influencing the collective
decision relates to participation in the decision by having control over it. They also found
some evaluative criteria not present in Habermas’ theory, but which are suggestive of
justice theories. For example, respect, openmindedness, honesty, understanding,
listening, and trust are suggestive of Lind and Tyler’s (1988) group value theory because
they are signs of good group standing and benevolent intentions.

In summary, it appears that many justice principles are implied by recent writing
about public participation. An advantage of justice theory is that it has a strong empirical
base. It already includes some of the principles which Webler and Tuler (forthcoming)
demonstrated empirically, but could not fit neatly into Habermas’ theory. Justice theory
also adds new principles like ethicality and neutrality, making it a comprehensive
framework within which public participation fits as a tool to help achieve perceived
faimess. Lawrence et al.’s (1997) call for a focus on procedural justice when doing
natural resource public participation supports this approach.

The purpose of this study is to examine justice theory in a natural resource
decision making context to determine how the context shapes fairness judgements and

how those judgments influence citizen trust in decision makers. In the next chapter a
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theoretical framework is proposed which argues that fairness increases citizen trust in the
decision makers. The framework also identifies how fairness judgements may be
affected by the decision making context. The history of public participation reviewed in
Chapter 2 is used to create a set of factors which together define the decision making
context. Social psychological literature in areas like conflict resolution and
organizational culture is used to more clearly specify the nature of the bivariate
relationships between each context factor and fairness. Finally, a set of research

questions designed to test the theoretical framework is presented.
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CHAPTER IV: A CONTEXTUAL THEORY OF PERCEIVED FAIRNESS IN
NATURAL RESOURCE DECISION MAKING

The importance of faimess and the well-developed nature of justice theory
suggest that faimess principles can be used to measure citizen evaluations of natural
resource decisions and decision making. Given that citizens will perceive different levels
of fairess, what are the reasons? Many decision makers would like to know why certain
decisions and decision making processes lead to positive citizen responses and others do
not. One way to identify possible reasons is by examining the historical decision making
record. Chapter 2 laid out a history of public participation in natural resource decision
making. Close examination of this history allows the development of a set of factors
which combine to describe the variety of decision making contexts in which citizens can
be involved. Fairness principles can then be used to compare the various contexts to
determine which are associated with higher levels of perceived faimess. Conclusions can
be reached about which contextual factors have the greatest impact on perceived fairness
and trust in decision makers.

In this chapter a theoretical framework of the influences on and consequences of
perceived faimess in natural resource decision making is proposed. The influences on
fairness are a set of context factors derived from the brief historical review in Chapter 2.
The consequence of fairness is trust in decision makers. Once the theory has been
explained, a set of specific research questions guiding the analysis is presented. The
questions are designed to guide the testing of the contextual theory of faimess proposed

in this chapter.
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A theoretical framework for perceived fairness

The centerpiece of this study is a theoretical framework which specifies how
context factors affect faimess and how faimess affects trust in decision makers. The
theoretical framework has three main sections (Figure 1). The first part of the framework
consists of the contextual variables derived from the review of the history of public
participation in natural resource management. These factors, grouped into those related
to the agency, the situation, and the citizens, all hold the potential to cause citizens to
evaluate their participation experience as being more or less fair.

The second part of the framework consists of the ways citizens evaluate a
decision making process. Justice theory suggests that fair outcomes and fair process are
very important to citizens. Although process and outcome judgements are different, they
may influence each other, particularly if the person only knows the outcome or only
knows the process (Van den Bos et al., 1997). As a result, process and outcome fairness
are usually positively related. The framework proposes that the decision making context
will have a large influence on citizen evaluations of the fairness of their decision making
experiences.

The third component of the framework is the consequence of the citizen
evaluations. Decision makers would like to be trusted by citizens. Citizen trust is
manifested in citizen support for decisions, citizen satisfaction with the agency making
the decisions, and good relationships between citizens and decision makers. The
literature review suggests that trust of decision makers increases when citizens evaluate

decision making processes and decision outcomes as being fair.
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Decision Making Context:
Influences on Citizen
Evaluations

Agency

Agency culture
Level of government
Agency resources

Situation

Participation technique
Amount of conflict

Equal power distribution
Prior respectful relationships

Citizen

Prior level of involvement in
decision making

Age

Gender

Education

Citizen Consequence

Evaluation of of Citizen
Experience Evaluations
Fair process Trust in

— | decision
Fair outcome makers

Figure 1. Overview of the theoretical framework of influences and consequences of

perceived fairness.

The framework assigns a central role to perceived fairness by hypothesizing that

the influences of context factors on trust are mediated by faimess. Mediation means that

the influence of one variable on another variable is transmitted through an intervening

variable. The mediating role of fairness in this model is based on the idea that the context

factors are related to a specific experience. Citizens then evaluate that specific

experience in terms of faimess. The fairness of that particular experience may then

change their beliefs about the decision makers.
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Fairness and the decision making context

The framework described above and depicted in Figure 1 includes a broad array
of context factors which are predicted to affect faimess. In this section the inclusion of
each context variable is justified in terms of the history of natural resource management
presented in Chapter 2 and social psychological literature. The context factors can be
divided into three main types: the agency making the decisions, the situation in which

decisions are made, and the citizens evaluating the decisions.

Agency context factors

The agency making the decisions has the primary control over the process used to
involve citizens. The agency also hires certain types of employees and rewards certain
types of employee behaviors and attitudes. Agencies create their own policies, have to
operate within legislative boundaries, are given authority only over certain types of
issues, and deal with a particular set of constituencies. Different natural resource
agencies would vary on these and other dimensions. In this study, the three particular
agency dimensions explored are the level of government, the agency culture, and the
resources available for public participation

Level of government: Natural resource agencies can exist at local, state, or
federal levels. Level of government may be important because the geographic scope of
affected constituencies differs dramatically among various levels. Federal agencies are
accountable to the nation as a whole and have to balance local, state, and federal
constituencies. State agencies are accountable to the state and its population. Local

government is only directly accountable to local people. This suggests that notification
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and adequate involvement should be easier at the local level. Decisions may also be
more closely tailored to citizen desires because there may be less diversity of opinion. It
may also be more convenient and less intimidating for citizens to be involved at a local
level. Because notification and involvement are related to the fairness principle of
representation, and because tailoring decisions to citizen needs is related to principles of
influence and fair outcomes, perceived fairness may be higher at local levels.

However, local planning commission decisions affect neighborhood
characteristics which may invoke deeper commitments from citizens than would issues of
forest management in a distant forest. The decision of whether or not to build a Walmart
next door has a huge impact on the day-to-day lives of nearby residents. In contrast to
the previous arguments, this suggest that citizens at the state and federal level may be less
critical and have higher faimess perceptions.

The final aspect of level of government is the legislative environment. The
history outlines that federal regulations required both local and federal agencies to
involve citizens. However, these regulations did not affect states. Thus one would
expect less effort to be responsive to citizens at the state level and therefore more
negative citizen evaluations. In conclusion, although it is difficult to predict which level
of government will been seen as the most fair, there are likely to be some effects of level
of government.

Agency culture: The second agency factor, agency culture, is the set of beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviors of the people in the agency making the decisions (Hofstede,
1998). In preliminary exploratory conversations for this study, agency personnel

suggested that the comprehensiveness of public participation varied widely based on the
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personal beliefs of the person in charge. This could potentially be extended to the agency
as a whole. Agencies may differ in terms of how decisions are made, and therefore in
terms of citizen-perceived faimess, because their membership collectively has different
beliefs than the membership of other organizations.

Kweit and Kweit (1981) specify the aspects of bureaucratic culture that may have
an impact on public participation and thus on the fairmess of decision making. These
include an emphasis on expertise, regularity (use of rules, hierarchical authority,
consistency), efficiency, and organizational self-maintenance. Authors writing on public
participation have also long suggested that beliefs about the importance of expertise may
interfere with performance of public participation by downgrading the value of citizen
comments and enhancing the importancebof the preferences of “neutral agency
professionals”. These considerations suggest that agencies with cultures emphasizing
neutrality at the expense of accountability to citizens will be judged by citizens to be less
fair. In addition, agencies may have cultural beliefs about the importance of fairness in
decision making and this may also affect citizen evaluations. Specifically, when an
agency’s culture emphasizes expertise, downgrades citizen knowledge and motivations,
and places less importance on fairness, citizens will evaluate their experience as having
an unfair process and outcome.

Amount of participation resources: The final agency factor is the presence of
resources for participation. The amount of personnel, money, and training available for
public participation could limit the quality and quantity of citizen involvement. Thus,
greater amounts of staff, money, and training resources for public participation should

cause citizens to evaluate their experience as having fair process and outcome.
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Situation context factors

The second set of contextual factors emerging from the historical review
describes the situation in which the decision is made. How did people interact at the
particular meeting evaluated by the citizen? Was there a great deal of conflict? Were
there large differences in financial resources or expertise among the citizens? What kind
of participation technique was used? Within any particular agency, there may be a wide
variety of decision making episodes and differences among them would impact citizen
experiences.

Participation technique: The first situational factor emerging from the historical
review is the type of participation technique used. In the historical review, a picture is
painted of participation in which more formal, less interactive forums, such as letters and
public hearings, were replaced more recently by discussion oriented, collaborative
efforts. While this general trend does exist, the reality is that discussion-based advisory
groups have been used for many years and less interactive forms like letters are still used
effectively. Because a given agency often uses several techniques, citizens may be
exposed to a variety of involvement methods.

It is important to evaluate participation technique because many practitioners
want to know if certain types of techniques work better. It is critical to find out if there is
any kind of relationship between technique and perceived fairness. One of the key
findings from previous focus group research (Smith & McDonough, 2001) was that
principles of faimess were equally important across all techniques. However, citizens

and agency employees preferred methods which involved repeated personal interactions.
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Techniques commonly used in natural resource decision making include written letters of
comment, one-on-one interactions, formal public hearings, discussion oriented meetings,
and on-going advisory boards. These can be arranged in a hierarchy from no or low
levels of discussion and personal interaction to high levels of repeated interactions over
many years. The finding that citizens prefer discussion based methods suggests that
participation techniques having more personal interaction and discussion will lead to
citizens evaluating their experience as having a fairer process and outcome.

Amount of conflict: The situation may also may also vary in terms of the amount
of conflict. During the 20" century, conflict over resource use was a driving force in the
institutionalization of systematic public participation. The need to successfully resolve
that conflict was one reason new collaborative decision making techniques were
developed (Syme & Eaton, 1989). Because of differences in the participants and the
issues, the intensity of conflict may vary. A conflict in which people hold onto their
positions deeply, express strong emotion, and hold positions which are highly
incompatible with those of other people is harder to resolve (Floyd, Germain, & Horst,
1996). It should also be harder to achieve an outcome all participants see as being fair
because their positions are more divergent and are held onto more strongly. Identifying
compromise settlements which everyone can accept as fair would be harder. People
intensely involved in an issue may also have more trouble seriously considering the
views of others, threatening the sense of procedural justice. This suggests that decision
contexts characterized by a high level of conflict will lead to citizens evaluating their

experience as having an unfair process and outcome.
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Prior respectful relationships: It seems reasonable to suggest that factors which
have been shown to affect the resolution of conflict may also affect perceptions of
fairness by participants. A factor which makes conflict resolution easier is the presence
of prior respectful relationships among participants. Pruitt (1998) reports the results of
many studies on social dilemmas which demonstrate that parties who have prior positive
relationships are more likely to successfully resolve the dilemma with cooperative
strategies. The use of cooperative strategies should lead to careful consideration of each
party’s interests and thus procedural justice. It might also lead to more fair outcomes as
participants cooperate in their search for solutions that affect everyone equally. In
addition, as justice research has shown, fairness is symbolic of respect and social
standing. Thus if people have a good relationship, they are more likely to feel respect
towards others and treat them in ways which demonstrate that respect, in other words,
fairly. This suggests that a situation in which many citizens know each other and know
the decision makers may be evaluated as having fair process and outcome.

Prior equal power among citizens: The fourth aspect of the situation which may
affect fairness evaluations is the extent of power equality among citizens. Power
inequalities among citizens are a direct threat to the faimess principle of neutrality
because they could lead to suspicions that people are not treated equally. They may also
lead to the impression that one’s comments are not being seriously considered, violating
the principle of influence. Finally, power inequalities may lead to the judgment that
decision outcomes favor one person over another simply because of the person’s greater
resources, threatening the sense of outcome fairness. These predictions are consistent

with an experimental study which found that procedural justice was most important to
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people when they were in an unequal power situation (Barrett-Howard & Tyler, 1986).
The authors inferred that the experimental participants were confident that equal power
leads to fair outcomes, but in an unequal power situation they needed additional
assurances that the decision making process was a fair one and did not reflect any bias
towards those with more power. It can be predicted that decision contexts in which
power is more equally shared among participants will lead to citizens evaluating their

experience as having a fairer process and outcome.

Citizen context factors

The final set of contextual factors describe the characteristics of the citizens
making the judgements. It is important to remember that fairness judgements are
ultimately individual perceptions. It may very well be that individual characteristics like
gender, education, and prior experiences with citizen involvement will impact the
experiences the citizen has and the way those experiences are interpreted.

Age. gender, education: Previous research found that women and persons with
less formal education felt less control over the political arena and participated less in
governmental decision making (Smith & Propst, 2001). If one feels less control, this
may translate to mean that one feels decision makers are not responsive. Because
responsiveness is an aspect of the justice principle of influence, women and less educated
people may perceive a more unfair process. A lack of responsiveness may also lead to
decision outcomes which do not treat the citizen equally, violating outcome fairness.
This suggests that demographic attributes like gender, age, and education may explain

variation in perceptions of outcome and process fairness.
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Prior involvement in decision making: Another important participant

characteristic is the general level of involvement in the political process. General level of
involvement in politics is important because it is correlated with one’s general attitudes
towards government and therefore towards judgments of specific experiences. People
who are more involved are more likely to believe government is trustworthy (Finkel,
1985). A lack of trust can also lead to disengagement from the political process. A
citizen having greater trust in the government is less likely to interpret an unsatisfactory
outcome as being caused by lack of faimess. It can be predicted that people with limited
prior participation experience will evaluate their experience as having an unfair process

and outcome.

Elaboration of the framework

All of the predicted relationships among variables in the preceding sections are
part of the theoretical framework. In Figure 2, the predicted directions of relationships
between variables in the framework are specified. As explained above, it was possible to
classify most characteristics of the context as either increasing or decreasing perceptions
of fairess. One exception was for level of government, in which some aspects of the
level of government predicted greater fairness for local levels, and others predicted
greater fairness for state or federal levels. The other exception was age because the
literature did not suggest age-related trends in fairness perceptions.

Although not predicted by the framework, and therefore not specified in Figure 2,
context factors may also affect each other. For example, it may be that when power

equality is low, conflict strongly reduces fairness. However, when power equality is
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Decision Making Context: Citizen Consequence

Influences on Citizen Evaluation of of Citizen
Evaluations Experience Evaluations
Agency

* Agency culture which believes in
fairness and citizen participation

* Level of government

* Greater perceived agency
resources for participation

Situation

* Participation technique which
emphasizes discussion

* Greater level of conflict
* Equal power distribution
* Prior respectful relationships

Fair process Trust in
+ — | decision
Fair outcome makers

between citizens and between
citizens and decision makers

4 «

Citizen

* High level of involvement in
decision making

* Older + positive influence
* Female - negative influence
» Higher education + ? unknown influence

Figure 2. Predicted directions of influence between variables in the theoretical framework
of perceived faimess.

high, conflict may reduce faimness to a lesser degree. This might occur because when
there are strong differences of opinion and power is very unequal, the decisions may be in
favor of the powerful. But when power is equal, conflict leads to more equitable
outcomes and people perceive greater fairness. While this framework does not try to
predict interactions, it acknowledges that they may exist. In the results chapters of this
study, once the simpler bivariate relationships presented above are tested, multivariate

approaches are used to explore complex patterns of influence between context variables.
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Research questions

Up to this point, the theoretical framework has been discussed without explicit
reference to whether the relationships among variables are psychologically based and
therefore can only be observed at the individual level, or if they also have a social
component and exist at the agency level. For example, do the data support the prediction
that agencies with a higher percentage of female citizen participants receive lower
faimess evaluations? If connections among variables can be drawn at the agency level,
there may be agency level phenomenon driving the relationships. For example, the
agency may have policies which affect how women are treated, causing an observable
relationship between gender and perceived fairness at the agency level. In addition to, or
instead of, agency patterns there may be observable relationships between gender and
perceived faimess at the individual level. In other words, women may have experiences
or perspectives which lead them to be more critical no matter which agency is making the
decision. Finally, levels can be combined to see if there are patterns at the agency level
after controlling for any individual level relationships among variables. The set of
research questions are organized to examine the framework at different possible levels.

The first questions examine the agency level.

1. How and why do agencies differ in terms of context, fairness, and trust variables?
2. At the agency level, are the directions of influence among context, fairness, and

consequence variables consistent with the theoretical framework?

Answering question 1 by looking at differences among agencies allows

assessment of the impact of agency histories, legislative environments, and particular
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circumstances on context variables. It is also helpful to first identify if agencies do in
fact differ before examining if those differences can be explained by the theoretical
framework. Question 2 examines the patterns of agency differences to see if they
conform to the predictions of the theoretical framework. In addition to the agency level,

the framework may also apply at the individual level.

3. At the citizen level, do context factors related to the situation and the citizens
influence perceived faimess in the predicted directions?

4. At the citizen level, does perceived faimess increase trust in the decision makers?

Research questions 3 and 4 focus on the situation and citizen variables because
these were measured at the individual level. Question 3 examines the relationships
between context and fairness variables to see if they match the predictions in Figure 2.
Question 4 concerns the relationship between faimess and trust in decision makers that is
also specified in Figure 2. The final research questions address the combination of

individual and agency levels.

5. Does faimess mediate the effect of context factors on trust?

6. Which context factors explain the most variation in perceived fairness?

7. Does the level of one context factor affect how other context factors influence
faimess?

8. Can the differences between agencies in terms of fairness perceptions be explained by
individual and situation factors, or are is there agency level variation in fairness that

can be explained by agency level factors?
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Questions 5 to 8 address the theoretical framework in a manner most closely
resembling the complex real world by combining variables across both the agency and
individual level. Question 5 concerns the central idea of the framework, which is the
mediation role of faimess. Mediation means that the effect of one variable on another is
transmitted through an intervening, or mediating, variable. In the proposed framework
this means that context affects faimess and fairness affects consequences like trust in
decision makers. Question 6 elaborates the framework by identifying the context factors
which cause the largest changes in faimess judgements. Knowing this may help
managers develop strategies to achieve greater faimess. Question 7 further elaborates the
framework by looking at whether the value of one variable causes a change in the effect
of another variable on faimess. This means that although a variable may not have a
significant influence by itself, it does have influence in combination with another factor.
Finally, question 8 seeks to separate out the individual and agency level effects on
faimess. Can differences among agencies be explained by the situation and citizens
involved, or do agencies differ in ways that can only be explained by agency level
variables like employee culture?

Answering these research questions is very important because they address the
problem of how to build relationships of trust between citizens and natural resource
decision makers. Better relationships are necessary for the citizen-agency partnerships
needed to address increasingly complex management issues. The first step to answering
the questions is to collect the needed data. The next two chapters explain the methods

used to measure the variables and test their relationships.
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CHAPTER V: RESEARCH METHODS 1: CASES, SAMPLING, INSTRUMENTS,
SURVEY ADMINISTRATION, NON-RESPONSE BIAS AND ANALYSIS

The previous chapter outlined a theoretical framework specifying how contextual
factors may affect citizen perceptions of procedural and distributive justice, and
ultimately, citizen trust in decision makers. In this study, the relationships in the
framework were tested with data collected through questionnaires mailed to citizens and
decision makers involved with a variety of agencies. This chapter first describes how the
cases were chosen, indicating how many respondents were in each case. Then the
creation of the mailing lists and the resulting sampling frame is described. The
instruments and variable operationalizations are given, followed by survey administration

procedures, response rates, estimation of non-response bias, data entry and analysis.

The cases

The basic methodology involved comparing cases. A comparative approach was
used because variation in context factors was needed to test the theory. An experimental
design would have required manipulation of the context, which is impractical when one is
studying real decision making. A random population survey also would not have worked
because only a small proportion of citizens have actually participated in natural resource
decision making. By contrast, choosing specific cases because they differ on variables
important to the study allowed a more targeted, smaller sample. The comparative case
approach also facilitated consideration of qualitative differences among agencies, such as
their historical circumstances, that might explain differences in citizen evaluations.

In this study, each case was a different agency. Specific agencies were chosen for

a variety of reasons. The first was that they were related to natural resource management
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and preferably to forest management. The second was that they had ongoing citizen
participation programs with enough citizens involved in the past two years (at least 100)
for statistical testing. Sufficient documentation had to be available to allow the creation
of a mailing list of citizen participants that included close to 100% of the citizens
involved with the agency. Because the funding was from a Michigan Agricultural
Experiment Station grant, agencies had to be in Michigan. Finally, because one of the
hypotheses was that level of government would affect citizen experiences, the set of
agencies had to include federal, state, and local level agencies.

According to these criteria, the Huron-Manistee National Forest of the USDA
Forest Service was chosen to represent the federal level, the Forest Management Division
of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources was chosen for the state level, and
Delta, Delhi, and Monitor Township planning commissions were chosen for the local
level. Although the planning commissions did not deal directly with forest management,
they were chosen because they were partly rural townships experiencing rapid
development. These commissions were often grappling with the decision of converting

farmlands and forests into new developments — a natural resource management issue.

Sampling frame

For each of the agencies above, written questionnaires were mailed to all citizens
recently involved for whom an address could be found. In addition, a written
questionnaire was also mailed to all employees of the Huron-Manistee National Forest
and the MDNR Forest Management Division, as well as the township planning
commissioners. All citizens and employees received questionnaires to make sure that

there were enough respondents from each agency (at least 50) for accurate statistics.
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The initial mailing to citizens involved with the Huron-Manistee National Forest
was sent to everyone on a Huron-Manistee Forest Plan Revision mailing list. Although
the list was being used for mailings related to revising the Forest’s plan, it had been built
up over several years and included anyone who had contact with the agency for any
reason. It included individuals who had sent in letters, gone to hearings or meetings, or
requested information. It also included members of a long-running advisory group, the
Friends of the Forest. There were also many citizens, such as local government officials,
who had been put on the list by the Forest Service as a matter of policy, not because those
individuals had ever had contact with the Huron-Manistee agency.

There were 780 people on the Huron-Manistee National Forest mailing list, which
was reduced to 715 after correcting for envelopes returned because of a bad address or
because the person was deceased. The initial questionnaire about the Forest Plan
Revision asked if the respondent had ever been to a Friends of the Forest meeting and if
he/she would be willing to return a follow-up about the Friends of the Forest. Out of 94
people indicating attendance, 56 agreed to do a follow-up and were also sent the Friends
of the Forest questionnaire.

The mailing to citizens involved with the Michigan DNR was done from a list
compiled by the researcher. MDNR management units throughout the state were
contacted to obtain names and addresses of individuals who had participated in any way
with the Forest Management Division in the past 5 years. Most records came from
meeting sign-up sheets that were sometimes illegible and often had minimal addresses.
Using Internet searches, complete addresses were obtained for most of the names, leading

to a mailing of 245 questionnaires. Correcting for bad addresses and deceased



respondents led to 215 deliverable questionnaires. In addition, a list from the MDNR of
people who had attended the Pigeon River Advisory Council was obtained. The list had
50 people and this was adjusted to 47 deliverable questionnaires.

The mailing to citizens involved with planning commissions was done from lists
compiled by the researcher. Planning offices for Delhi, Monitor, and Delta townships
were visited. Names and addresses were gathered from meeting minutes and sign-up
sheets going back a period of two years. The Internet was used to find complete
addresses where necessary, leading to a mailing of 253 questionnaires to Delhi, 142 to
Monitor, and 184 to Delta. Correcting for bad addresses and deceased respondents led to
220 deliverable questionnaires for Delhi, 122 for Monitor, and 172 for Delta.

Mailings to decision makers were based on organizational directories provided to
the researcher. All 314 MDNR Forest Management Division employees and 139 Huron-
Manistee National Forest employees received the questionnaire. A filter question at the
beginning allowed them to return the survey unanswered if they had no interactions with
citizens during the course of their job. Adjusting for this filtering led to 297 MDNR and
126 Huron-Manistee employees who were potential respondents. Surveys were also
mailed to all current and recent (within the past two years) planning commissioners.
Recent commissioners were included because many of the citizen respondents were
involved up to two years earlier so they would have interacted with those commissioners.
A total of 14 were sent to Delhi, 7 to Monitor, and 11 to Delta. All of these addresses

were correct.
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The instruments

There were two instruments: one for citizens and one for decision makers.
Instruments were pre-tested by administering them to people similar to the intended
respondents of the final version. The citizen pre-test instrument was mailed to a list of
100 citizens taken from sign-up sheets of the Meridian Township Planning Commission.
After a reminder postcard, half were returned. The agency instrument was distributed to
20 headquarters employees of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ). The MDEQ was chosen because it was recently separated from the MDNR
and so would have similar culture and types of employees. Twelve were returned.
Patterns of missing data, correlations among items, and respondent comments in the
margin were used to rewrite several questions.

On the citizen questionnaire pre-test, a long list of items about different topics
was combined together under the general heading , “Your opinions about the Planning
Commission process.” All items had a five point disagree-agree response scale. In the
revision, this list was broken up into different topics (e.g. decision making process,
conflict, power) sometimes with different response scales. This was done to make it
easier for the respondents to deal with the long length. On the employee survey, the
needed revisions were fewer. The main comment from many pretest respondents was
that it was too long. For this reason, some items were deleted from the section on
bureaucratic culture. Deleted items were ones which respondents thought were unclear
or redundant.

Once pre-testing was completed, five versions of the citizen instrument were

created with slight modifications to make them agency specific. In addition, a special
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version was created for the Friends of the Forest of the Huron-Manistee. This was a
follow-up so it did not need to contain the demographics and background information
already asked on the first Huron-Manistee questionnaire. A special version was also
created for the Pigeon River Council Advisory Board of the Michigan DNR. This was
done because many of the council members may have been involved with the DNR in
other ways and so would have received the general DNR questionnaire. A special Pigeon
River questionnaire made sure that they also commented about the Pigeon River Council
separately. Both of these special versions were created because they pertained to unique,
long running participation efforts conducted by the agencies which deserved special
attention. However, all seven versions were kept as similar as possible so answers could
be directly compared. Because there were several versions mailed out, and because some
citizens were involved with more than one agency, some people received multiple
questionnaires. In the analysis these were treated as coming from separate respondents.
Five versions of the decision maker instrument were also made, one for each agency. An
example of a citizen and a decision maker instrument are in Appendices A and B.

On each questionnaire, citizen respondents were asked to focus their answers to
the questions on their most recent participation experience with the agency. Because the
questions were quite detailed, they required a clear memory of the experience and the
most recent experience was likely to be remembered most accurately. In addition, by
choosing an experience based on recency, possible biases resulting from remembering
particularly bad or good experiences would be avoided. The intention was that across the

many respondents who had participated at different times and in different ways, the
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proportion of good to bad experiences obtained would be representative of the agency’s

overall performance.

Context variables

The variables measured in the questionnaires are listed in Table 1. Most variables
were calculated by adding up each respondent’s scores on a number of items and then
dividing by the number of items. The resulting average score contained less random
variation and was thus a more reliable measure of the underlying construct.

The first set of context variables measured agency culture and were measured on
the agency questionnaires. Five scales were created for agency culture. The first three
scales were based on theoretical writing by Kweit and Kweit (1981). The first scale
assessed employee perceptions of the beliefs of most others in their unit about the level of
citizen knowledge of decision making topics. The second measured respondent
perceptions of the beliefs of most others in their unit about whether citizens were
motivated by self-interest and had short-term views. The third scale sought to measure
the relative importance accorded to expertise versus citizen participation. All these items
had to be newly created because there was no previous quantitative research on the topic.
Respondents were asked about the beliefs of most others in their unit because this was an
attempt to measure agency culture which is shared beliefs.

The fourth and fifth agency culture scales dealt with justice. Process and outcome
fairness items were copied from the citizen instrument for use on the agency survey.
Employees were first asked to rate how important each item was to themselves and then

were asked to rate “how often you and other employees in your unit actually achieve
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Table 1. Variables and how they were measured.

| Datasource | Operationalization
Context variables — agency factors
Agency culture Agency survey
Beliefs about citizens
- citizen knowledge 2 items
- citizen self-interest/short-term view 2 items
Importance of expertise versus participation 11 items
Importance of fairness principles 21 items
Performance of faimess principles 21 items
Level of government Assigned Federal, state, local
Amount of agency participation resources Agency survey |3 items

Context variables — situation factors

Participation technique Citizen survey | 1 item
Amount of conflict Citizen survey | 4 items
Prior equal power distribution Citizen survey | § items
Prior respectful relationships Citizen survey | 6 items
Context variables — citizen factors

Level of respondent involvement in decision Citizen survey

making

- Total involvement across all agencies 11 items*
- Involvement in the agency being evaluated 6 items*
Respondent age, sex, education Citizen survey | 1 item each
Evaluation of experience variables

Fair process Citizen survey | 16 items
Fair outcome 5 items
Consequence of evaluation variables

Trust in decision makers | Citizen survey | 6 items

Chapter VI lists the questionnaire items and measurement scales used for each variable.
Variable values are from item score averages except * which were assessed as the

percentage of total items checked.
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them.” These two measures reflect a distinction between cultural values and practices.
Hofstede (1998) found that these two ways of measuring culture achieved very different
results. Values tended to be individually held and so did not predict organizational
variables, but practices were very culturally consistent across organizational members.

The next context variables were level of government of the agency and agency
resources for participation. Level of government was assigned by the researcher.
Agency resources were assessed on the agency survey by asking employees how much
money, staff, and training were available for public participation. Assessing resources in
this perceptual way was consistent with the other perceptual measures on the surveys, but
it may not be entirely consistent with the actual resources available.

Another context variable was participation technique used. On the citizen survey,
participants were asked to focus their answers on a particular participation experience.
This was done because the theoretical framework specified that evaluations of a
particular experience affected global levels of trust in decision makers. Testing the
theory required that questions be answered in terms of a specific experience. For the
specific experience, citizens were asked how they had participated. Possible ways to
participate included receiving mail, sending written comment, having a one-on-one
interaction, attending a hearing, attending a meeting, and participating in a number of
agency specific opportunities. These possibilities were classified into six techniques
ordered from least to most interpersonal interaction: mail/non-specified, written, one-on-
one, hearing, meeting, and advisory board.

Respondents had the option of saying they had participated in a particular

planning project and these projects had to be coded into techniques. The specific projects
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for the MDNR included the Presque Isle Management Plan, the Menominee River
Management Plan, and the Lake Superior Forest Pilot Project. These projects consisted
of three to six meetings and were classified as “meeting”. The MDNR also allowed
people to participate in open houses and compartment reviews. This opportunity was
classified as a hearing because it was a one-time event and concemned discussion of very
specific decisions, not general policy. The MDNR also had two advisory boards (Pere
Marquette Friends of the Forest, Pigeon River Country Advisory Council) and the Huron-
Manistee had one advisory board (the Friends of the Forest). Finally, in addition to their
regular hearings, Monitor township held a visioning workshop which was classified as a
meeting because it was very discussion-based and focused on more general, policy-level
issues.

The next variable was the amount of conflict. Although the importance of this
variable is well supported in the literature, there were no operationalizations that could be
applied to the wide variety of cases included in this study. Therefore a new set of items
was created that measured both the intensity of emotion and the incompatibility of
interests.

Other context variables were the existence of prior equal power among citizens
and prior relationships of respect among citizens and between citizens and decision
makers. New scales were created for both variables. Relationships items asked how
many people were present in the participation experience and with how many of them
they had prior respectful relationships. Power equality was measured with an item about
overall power distribution supplemented by items based on theories of capital (Coleman,

1988) which assessed access to knowledge (human capital) and financial resources
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(financial capital). Distribution of these types of capital is important because they are
sources of power.

The final context variables concerned the characteristics of the citizens
participating. There were two measures of citizen involvement in governmental decision
making. Previous research (Smith & Propst, 2001) developed a general scale for
measuring total participation in political and natural resource decisions. This was
replicated here to allow comparison across cases. Another scale measured total
participation within each agency compared to the possible involvement in the agency.
This gave a percentage score of agency involvement which could be compared across
cases. Finally, standard demographic items on age, gender, race/ethnicity, and education

were asked (Smith & Propst, 2001).

Evaluation of experience variables

Most of the fair process items were modified versions of those in Lauber and
Knuth (1998). Other standard fair process items modified from Tyler (1994) were
politeness and honesty of authorities, consideration of citizen comments, and overall
faimess of the process. New items on influence over the outcomes as well as over the
process were created for the fair process scale because they reflected principles of control
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Additional procedural justice items, based on findings from
previous focus group research (Smith & McDonough, 2001), included convenience of
attendance, involvement of local people, notification, and question answering.

Fair outcome items were modified from Tyler (1994). New items about fair

outcome concerns of equity, equality and need were also created.
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Evaluation consequence variable

A scale measuring citizen trust in decision makers was created by combining four
types of items. Citizen trust in the agency’s decision making and citizen satisfaction with
the agency’s job performance were assessed with questions modified from Tyler and
Degoey (1995). Citizen support for the decisions made in the particular experience being
evaluated was measured with items modified from Tyler (1994). An item assessing the
improvement in citizen — decision maker relationships was created for this survey. These

four types of items were used in combination to measure citizen trust in decision makers.

Survey administration and response rates

Both the citizen and decision maker instruments were administered in the same
way. All surveys were stamped on the back with a number and then sent with a cover
letter. The stamped number was used to track who had and who had not responded in
order to facilitate reminders. Only the researcher had access to this information.
Respondents were told that following the completion of data analysis, the connection
between the list of names and survey numbers would be deleted.

Questionnaires were designed so they could be folded in half and mailed back
postage prepaid without an envelope. After two weeks, reminder postcards were sent to
people who had not returned the survey. After another two weeks, a second copy of the
survey was sent to those who had still not responded. Starting two weeks after that,
approximately 20 % of the nonrespondents for each mailing were randomly chosen and
an attempt was made to contact them by phone. If a phone number could be obtained for
either home or work, phone contact was attempted repeatedly (sometimes up to 10 times)

for a month. The number of successful contacts is given in Tables 2 and 3.
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When contacted by phone, the person was asked why they had not returned the
survey and then was asked to answer some of the survey questions over the phone. Some
then agreed to fill out and return the completed survey. Another copy was mailed to
those people. The “phone survey” columns in Tables 2 and 3 show the number of people
who either answered the short form over the phone or returned a questionnaire in
response to the phone call.

A serious difficulty with these questionnaires was that they were very detailed and
required accurate memory of events. People who had not been involved recently or
whose involvement was minimal reported in written comments or over the phone that
they had trouble answering some of the questions. Thus only 54% of the total returned
citizen questionnaires were complete. Table 2 gives the percent complete for each case.
Notably, cases which were mail/unspecified had the lowest percentages of complete
questionnaires. This is probably because these people had less involvement so they
lacked information to answer some of the questions. When these cases are removed so
that the sample only represents those people who were actively involved, the total
percentage of complete questionnaires rises to 66%, a much more acceptable level. This
level is similar to the proportion of the agency questionnaires that were complete (86% of
returned questionnaires) (Table 3).

Percentages of complete questionnaires were based on answering all questions on
the survey, so they are conservative. Because not all variables were used in all analyses,

incomplete questionnaires were included in the data set. This meant that sample size for
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each analysis varied and was usually much closer to the total number of surveys returned.

Sample sizes are reported with the results of each analysis.

Non-response bias

Citizen survey: Non-response bias was estimated in several ways. First, when
non-respondents were reached by phone they were asked why they had not returned the
survey. The most commonly cited reasons were that they were too busy, not involved
with the agency, and lacked the information needed to answer the questions (Table 4).
The only bias these results suggest is that non-respondents were less involved in decision
making. Any variables correlated with involvement levels would probably also be

affected.

Table 4. Citizen reasons for not returning survey.

Reason # of mentions
Circumstantial/survey

Too busy 24
Intended to, but haven't yet 11
Never received survey 11
Already returned survey 10
Survey too long and detailed 6
Lost / threw out survey 5
Survey not a priority 5
Questions too general / inappropriate 4
Thought survey was for someone else 4

Involvement level

Not involved with agency 28

Lacked the information to answer questions 13
Attitude towards agency

Not interested in agency 7

Discouraged with agency 5

Satisfied with agency 2

Respondents often mentioned more than one reason.
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Directly testing whether or not respondents and non-respondents answered
questions differently required doing t-tests of their answers to certain survey questions.
When non-respondents were called, an attempt was made to get them to answer a shorter
version of the survey over the phone or have them commit to filling out and returning the
complete mailed survey. Although not everybody followed through on their promises
(suggesting that everyone should be strongly encouraged to answer the phone questions)
a significant amount of data was collected on the major variables in the study.

The short form (Appendix C) included the demographic items, general attitudes
towards the agency, extent of involvement in the case, and extent of involvement in
general politics and environmental decision making. A few additional items about
specific participation experiences were asked if the person indicated that they had been
actively involved in ways other than receiving mailings. The items asked over the phone
were chosen because 1) they would be easy for all respondents to answer, and 2) they had
some theoretical relationship with other unasked questions. This was done to avoid the
common mistake of measuring just a few simple demographics, finding no difference,
and then assuming there are no differences in the key variables of interest (Rylander,
Propst, & McMurtry, 1995).

Group comparisons of respondents (survey rounds 1, 2, and 3) with non-
respondents (survey round 4 and phone survey) showed a few significant differences
(Table 5). Confirming the qualitative results, non-respondents were significantly less
involved with the agency they were evaluating. Closer examination of the data showed
significantly lower involvement in almost all ways (i.e. written comments, one-on-one,

hearings, and meetings). However, non-respondents’ total involvement with politics and
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natural resource decision making in general was not significantly different from
respondents. The percentage of people who were female was significantly lower for non-
respondents. This particular result can be confirmed for the entire non-respondent
population because the surveys were numbered and could be matched up to names to see
who did not respond. This analysis showed that the respondent population was 21%
female and the total non-respondent population was 17% female, which is higher than the
9% estimate obtained from round 4 and phone survey respondents. Thus gender bias is
likely not a concen. Finally, non-respondent evaluations of the fairmess of the outcome
of their decision making experience were mixed (Table 5). Of the two items measuring
outcome faimess, one showed significantly more positive evaluations for non-
respondents, but the other showed no significant difference between respondents and
non-respondents.

These results suggest that non-respondents are basically the same as respondents
except that they are less involved. Less involvement means the survey will be less
salient, usually one of the strongest indicators of whether a survey is returned. This
survey was also very detailed, requiring a certain level of involvement to answer all the
questions. In fact, the issue of how much detail to ask and whether or not those who had
little involvement should be filtered out a was difficult design decision. Ultimately, even
those with little involvement were included so as to find out what they did know. This
undoubtedly lowered the response rate.

However, for the present study, the differences cited above may not be relevant.
The heart of the analysis presented in Chapters 8 and 9 rests on correlations among

variables, not their absolute values. Are there any differences between respondents and
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non-respondents in terms of relationships among variables? The non-respondents can be
represented by those people who either answered questions over the phone or sent in a
survey after being called. Bivariate correlations among the variables using the non-
respondent data suggest there were minimal differences between respondents and non-
respondents. Twenty significant correlations were found in the non-respondent data, all
of which were also found in the larger respondent data set and all of which were in the
same direction as those in the respondent data set.

In conclusion, although non-respondents tended to be less involved in the agency
they evaluated, the patterns of how they answered questions were the same as those of
respondents. For the present study there is no evidence of meaningful non-response bias
and the conclusions reached apply to everyone who was on the original mailing lists.

Agency survey: Non-respondents to the agency survey were also contacted by
phone and asked why they had not returned the survey. The most commonly cited
reasons were that they were too busy or not interested in filling out the survey. Some
also stated that they did not have contact with citizens as part of their jobs (Table 6).
These results suggest that non-respondents were not systematically different from
respondents on the variables measured.

Non-respondents were also asked if they would answer a short version of the
survey over the phone or send in the complete questionnaire. The short version
(Appendix D) had questions asking about their experiences with citizen participation,
their beliefs about bureaucratic and expertise-based values, and their age, gender, race,

education, professional association memberships, and tenure in the organization.
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Table 6. Agency reasons for not returning survey.

Reason # of mentions

Not interested / survey not a priority
Too busy

Intended to, but haven't yet

Never received survey

Questions too vague

Do not have contact with citizens

S Hh L i 9 ©

Respondents often mentioned more than one reason.

When respondents and non-respondents were compared, there were only two
significant differences, both showing that non-respondents had worked a fewer number of
years in their agency (Table 7). Another non-significant trend confirmed the qualitative
result that non-respondents had fewer experiences with citizen participation.

How might these differences between respondents and non-respondents affect the
present study? In this study, only the agency culture variables are used. Examination of
correlations from the respondent data-set on cultural variables suggested that employees
with less participatory experience place less importance on fair process (r = 0.166, p =
.005). However, correlations also showed that employees who had shorter work tenures
in the agency tended to believe citizens possessed the knowledge and abilities to
participate (r=.119, p =.041). They also believed that citizens are not self-interested
and are not focused on the short-term (r=-.157, p =.007). These results contradict each
other. The participatory experience bias suggests non-respondents have a culture which
downgrades participation whereas the tenure bias suggests non-respondents feel citizens
can and should participate. If the data were adjusted for both tenure and participation

experience, the net effect on agency culture would probably be close to zero, suggesting
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that adjustment is not needed and that non-response bias in terms of agency culture is
minimal. Given the high overall response rate to the agency surveys of 72%, non-
response bias is not a problem.

In summary, non-respondents to the citizen survey tended to be less involved than
respondents. Non-respondents to the agency survey tended to have less tenure in the
agency and less participation experience. However, when examining bivariate
relationships among variables for both agency and citizen data, there were no meaningful
differences between respondents and non-respondents. This lack of non-respondent bias
on the key research issues, while comforting, does not address the issue of biases
resulting from systematically excluding people from the sample frame.

Frame errors arise from the fact that the mailing lists only contained people who
had participated with the agency. People who were strongly disenchanted with
government in general or the agency in particular would not even bother trying to
participate. In addition, people with no strong interest in natural resource issues, those
generally apathetic about participation in government, and those simply too busy also
would not be on the list. Evidence for this bias comes from comparison of the sample in
this study with that of another study. Smith and Propst (2001) had citizens who were
members of community groups fill out a questionnaire which included the same items
about participation in politics and natural resource decision making that were used in the
present study to measure general involvement in natural resource decision making.
Averaging across the eleven items, the Smith and Propst study found an involvement

level of 27.6% compared to this study which had 39% involvement. This supports the

65



conclusion that there is frame bias in terms of excluding those who are less involved in
politics and government.

In terms of demographics, the sampling frame does not represent the state of
Michigan. The sample was 80% male, 61% over the age of 50 years old, 55% possessing
a four-year college degree or higher, and 93% white. There were only 1% Asian-
American, 0.2% African American, 0.5% Hispanic, and 3% Native American
respondents to the citizen survey. It is also clear that minority groups, particularly
African Americans and Hispanics, were not represented on the lists. How might the
white, elderly, highly-educated male sampling frame error lead to bias in the research
results? The problem is that the questions on the survey asked respondents to evaluate
and describe their participation experience. If they never participated then they simply
would not be able to answer. Mailing the survey to a random sample of Michigan

residents, and thus using a less biased frame, would not have worked.

Coding and data entry

Data from the surveys were entered into MS Excel and then imported to SPSS for
data analysis. Responses to questions asking for frequency of participation were entered
in terms of the number of times a person had done something. If they wrote “10+” then it
was entered as 10. This introduces only minimal inaccuracy. On the citizen survey, when
citizens were asked to choose the technique they used to participate in their most recent
participation experience, they sometimes indicated more than one technique. Since only
one value could be entered, the rest of the answers were checked for clues as to which to

enter. For example, if they wrote a description of when, where and why the experience
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occurred, this sometimes gave a clue. Also a later question asking how many people
were involved was also helpful. If nothing could be deduced, then the technique with the
most agency-citizen contact was chosen. For example, if they checked “‘submitted
written comment”, “talked one-on-one”, and “attended an open house,” the open house
was entered as their participation experience. Some people did not specify a technique
and so were put in the “non-specified” categories. On the surveys related to the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and Huron-Manistee National Forest
(HMNF), respondents were also allowed to check that they would base their answers on
mailings they received. However, many of them wrote comments in the margin
suggesting their answers related to experiences other than mailings. For this reason the
“mail” and the “non-specified” cases were combined.

Answers to questions with an agree-disagree scale were entered as the following
values: Strongly Disagree = -2, Disagree = -1, Neither Agree Nor Disagree = 0, Agree =
1, Strongly Agree =2. Answers to questions on a true-false scale were entered as:
Definitely False = -2, More False Than True = -1, More True Than False = 1, Definitely
True = 2. Answers to the importance scale questions were entered as: Not at all
Important = 0, Somewhat Important = 1, Important = 2, Essential = 3. For frequency
scales, answers were: Never = 0, Seldom = 1, Sometimes = 2, Often = 3, Always = 4.
Extent of impact scales were: Zero = 0, Small = 1, Medium = 2, Large = 3, Dominating =
4. Amount available scale was: Almost None = 0, A little = 1, Some =2, A Lot =3.

On all questions with a Don’t Know option, Don’t Know was entered as a missing
value for that question. The presence of this option meant that respondents could

distinguish between being neutral on the issue (i.e. Neither Agree Nor Disagree) and not
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knowing the answer. The presence of Don’t Know was crucial because some questions
were very specific and a respondent may not have remembered the details or their
experience was too limited for them to find out. Sometimes it was clear that they had
used the Neither Agree Nor Disagree category as equivalent to Don’t Know. This was
apparent when they marked all questions on a page this way. In this case, the answers
were entered as missing values.

In the demographic section, people sometimes checked multiple racial/ethnic
categories. This was almost always a combination of Caucasian and another group and
the person was assigned to the minority group. If two or more minority groups were
chosen, the “Other” category was used. A few people, obviously bothered by the
question, wrote in “American” or “Born in the U.S.A.”. These were entered as “Other,”
although they were probably Caucasian.

Respondents often wrote comments in the margin or in the open section at the
end. Some also called with comments or questions. A list of categories of comments
was created. When a respondent’s comment fit a particular category, the respondent’s
questionnaire ID was added to the list under that category. If the comment related to a
particular question, the question number was also entered. This allowed easy retrieval of
qualitative data on topics related to the study. Questions that may have been confusing

to respondents could also be identified.

Analysis

There were four basic components of the analysis. The first involved factor

analysis and the validity and reliability checks needed for creation of the variables from
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the items in the questionnaires. The second part used one-way analysis of variance and
post-hoc tests to identify differences among agencies in mean values of the variables in
the study. The third part involved examining the bivariate relationships among variables
proposed in the theoretical framework. Finally, the fourth part used stepwise analysis of
covariance to combine the individual and agency levels of analysis with multiple
variables.

Reliability checks involved factor analysis of items which had been designed to
measure the same construct. For example, the 16 fair process items on the citizen survey
were factor analyzed to see if they could all be combined into one scale or needed to be
broken up into several subscales. Items which did not load on factors as expected were
discarded. After factor analysis, alpha reliabilities were calculated to confirm that items
in a scale were consistent enough to be combined. Then validity of each scale was tested
by examining its correlation with other scales that should have been similar. If
correlations were opposite of those expected, the scales were examined more closely for
problems. Often comments respondents had given over the phone or written in the
margins gave clues to why certain items were problematic. If justified, a scale was
discarded for this reason.

The second component of the analysis explored the agency level differences
among variables. Mean scores on all the variables were calculated for each agency.
Then one-way analysis of variance and posthoc paired comparisons were used to identify
agencies which were significantly from each other. Posthoc comparisons were t-tests to

determine if variable means were significantly different. The significance level was
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adjusted to take into account the number of comparisons made because when many
comparisons are made, some may be significantly different by chance.

The third analysis examined the individual level relationships among variables
with simple correlations. This allowed testing of the bivariate relationships present in the
framework.

In the final analysis, stepwise analysis of covariance was done in order to
combine the individual and agency levels of analysis. The analysis was conducted with
block stepwise linear regression. In block stepwise linear regression, groups of variables
are entered sequentially to see if adding an additional group of variables significantly
increases the amount of variation explained in the dependent variable. For example, in
the first regression four demographic variables might predict 8% of the variation in
faimess evaluations. In the second regression, the 3 situation variables are added to the
four demographic variables and the resulting equation with 7 independent variables may
explain 10% of the variation in fairess evaluations. An F-statistic can then be calculated
to see if the change in explained variance is significantly different from zero. If the
increase in explained variation is significant, then the category of situation variables is
clearly important and should be kept in the theory. If there is no increase in explained
variation then only demographic variables are needed and the theory simplifies to
individual differences.

The stepwise regression described above is only at the individual level of
analysis. One way to include an agency level of analysis is with agency dummy
variables. The analysis then tests for significant differences between the means of the

agencies on the dependent variable after adjusting for the individual level variables which
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are equivalent to covariates in an analysis of covariance (McClendon, 1994). A stepwise
analysis, for example, might first enter just the agency dummy variables as independent
variables predicting faimess. Then in the second regression, citizen demographics could
be added as covariates to see if they explain additional variation. Finally, situation
variables might be added as covariates to give the full equation.

Using a stepwise analysis of covariance approach has several strengths. First,
multiple regression of any type divides explained variation in the dependent variable
among all the independent variables in the equation (Blalock, 1979). The analyst can
make statements like, ‘controlling for the age of the respondent, conflict decreases
fairness.” Second, the direction and relative influence of each independent variable on
the dependent variable can be compared using standardized regression coefficients. This
allows statements like, “The influence of equal power on fairess is twice as large as that
of conflict” (Alwin & Hauser, 1981). Third, agency level factors can be included as
dummy variables along with the continuous individual level variables. This helps
identify agency level differences that can not be explained by individual level
phenomena. Conclusions can be reached like, “Delta township has a lower level of
perceived fairness than the MDNR even after controlling for citizen perceptions of power
equality.” Finally, interaction terms can be introduced which test whether the value of
one independent variable affects the relationship another independent variable has with
the dependent variable. For example, a significant interaction might show that, “when
conflict is high, power equality increases fairness, but when conflict is low, power

equality has no effect on faimess.”
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There are also some weaknesses of the approach. For example, stepwise
regression needs a substantive theory to guide the decisions about which variables to
enter first. If variables share a lot of variation (multi-collinearity), then the ones entered
second may not increase the explained variation significantly and will be excluded
(George & Mallery, 1995). In other words, the order variables are entered may determine
which ones are significant. Addressing this concern requires testing for multi-collinearity
and trying different orders of variable entry. Entering variables in blocks can be used to
enter collinear variables simultaneously and avoid some of these issues. Collinear
variables can also be combined into single indexes. This study uses both approaches.

In summary, this chapter has outlined the methods by which the framework
proposed in Chapter 4 is tested and elaborated. A variety of cases were chosen which
varied on the contextual factors. Citizens and agency employees were mailed
questionnaires that measured context, evaluation and consequences variables. Follow-up
phone calls were used to assess non-response bias. In the next chapter, the items
measured on the questionnaires are factor analyzed in order to see how they can best be
combined into computed variables. Then the reliability and validity of the computed
variables are assessed to determine how much each can be trusted as an accurate

representation of the underlying phenomenon.
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CHAPTER VI: RESEARCH METHODS 2: COMPUTING THE VARIABLES AND
CHECKING RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

Data for this study were collected through many items on several long
questionnaires. One reason for the long length was that each theoretical concept was
measured with several items. This is a common practice because it allows estimation of
the random measurement error associated with a variable - its reliability (Agresti &
Finlay, 1997). By using several items and then computing an average or a sum of scores
on those items, a more precise picture can be gained of the underlying (or latent)
theoretical construct. However, accuracy of measurement is not just an issue of random
error. Sometimes the items may all be highly consistent with each other (reliable), but
systematically measure the wrong thing. This kind of systematic error relates to the
question of validity which is the extent to which the items are actually measuring the
desired underlying construct rather than a different construct.

Prior to calculating reliability and validity, the items have to be examined to see
how they should be combined into computed variables. This is important because theory
predicts that some constructs may have sub-constructs. For example, the construct of fair
process was measured with 16 items. The items were chosen to represent the many fair
process principles proposed in the literature. It may be useful to compute both a general
fair process variable and several more variables measuring specific aspects of fair
process. Factor analysis is used to determine the natural sub-groupings of items for those
constructs measured with many items. Factor analysis is also useful for identifying
particular items which do not match the other items and should be excluded from the

computed variable. They may not match because they are actually measuring a different
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construct or because they were poorly written so respondents can not give meaningful
answers.

In this chapter, once factor analysis is used to determine how items are to be
grouped into variables, reliability analysis measures whether respondents gave similar
answers to all items grouped into a variable. The more similar the answers, the less
random variation in the measure and the greater the reliability. Reliability also increases
if there are more items. This is analogous to sampling theory in that up to a point a more
accurate estimate of the population mean is obtained with a larger sample of individuals.
Reliability is calculated with coefficient alpha (Alpha = kr/ 1+ (k-1)r where k is the
number of items and r is the average correlation between pairs of items) (George &
Mallery, 1995).

The validity of the computed variables is also assessed. Validity can be tested in
several ways. In this study, construct validity is measured (Babbie, 1998). A variable
which has construct validity is related to other variables in ways predicted by theory. For
example, theory predicts people who have a high level of involvement with an agency
will also have a higher than average number of relationships with employees in that
agency. If this relationship holds, both variables are likely valid. If it does not hold, then
one or both may not measure the intended construct, or the theory linking the two
variables may be wrong. Often researchers will deliberately include items in the survey
which already have highly established validity and can serve as comparison variables. In
this study this strategy was only used to a limited extent because the length of the survey

precluded inclusion of many extra items.
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The exploration of the dimensional structure of constructs as well as reliability
and validity of the computed variables is organized according to the theoretical
framework in chapter 4 which divides variables into three groups. Variables in the first
group together define aspects of the decision making context which may have influence
on the way citizens evaluate their decision making participation experiences. Variables
in the second group describe how citizen use fairness to evaluate their experience. The
third type of variable concerns a possible consequence for the agency of citizen
evaluations. In this chapter, the factor, reliability and validity analyses are presented
according to these groups, starting with the decision making context variables.

Context variables were measured in three ways. Some were assigned by the
researcher, others were derived from the survey sent to agency personnel, and others
were assessed on the survey sent to citizens. In the following analysis, context variables

from the three sources of data are considered separately.

Reliability and validity of researcher assigned context variables

Government level and participation technique were both assigned by the
researcher. When agencies were chosen they were chosen partly according to the level of
government they represented: federal, state or local. Because these are self-evident
categories there is no need for reliability or validity checks of government level.
Participation technique, however, does involve generalizing from very specific efforts
(e.g. Menominee River Management Plan) to general techniques (e.g. meeting). These
techniques were ordered according to the amount of discussion and personal interaction.

A check on reliability for this variable would involve finding out if someone else would
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assign the same specific participation efforts to the same techniques. Validity would
involve finding out if the techniques were indeed ordered from least to most interpersonal
interaction. It was difficult to find one person who was familiar with all the decision
making efforts covered by the survey, however informal conversations with several
agency employees suggested participation technique was reliable and valid because they

agreed with the way the participation efforts and techniques were classified.

Factor analysis and reliability of agency survey context variables

Some variables measured on the agency survey had many items so factor analyses
were conducted to find out if there were important sub-groupings or if the items could be
combined into a single dimension. The first set of four items measured agency employee
beliefs about citizen knowledge and reasons for participating (Table 8). The items sought
to measure the agency cultural beliefs that citizens have expertise (citizen knowledge)

and do not focus on societal needs (citizen self-interest).

Table 8. Items used to measure citizen knowledge and citizen self-interest.

O# Item wording Factor loadings

Citizens who participate in decision making are ...

2c¢ ... mainly concemned about their self-interests. .87 -.08

2d ... usually focused on the short-term. .84 -.16

2a ... usually able to understand and use technical information -.05 .86

2b ... usually in possession of the knowledge needed to make good  -.20 .80
decisions

To get the scores used in the analysis, respondents were asked, “What are the
characteristics of citizens? Please indicate your perceptions of the beliefs of most other
employees in your unit.”

Response scale: Definitely False, More False Than True, More True Than False,
Definitely True
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Factor analysis of the four items which together comprised the citizen knowledge
and citizen self-interest variables showed that there were two dimensions. The citizen
knowledge items clustered on one factor and the citizen self-interest /short-term items on
the other factor. Alpha reliabilities for citizen knowledge (0.673) and citizen self-interest
(0.716) were barely acceptable according to a common rule of thumb which holds that
alpha values greater than 0.6 are questionable, greater than 0.7 are acceptable, greater
than 0.8 are good, and greater than 0.9 are excellent (George & Mallery, 1995).

The next set of eleven items concerned the perceptions of the beliefs of most
employees in the unit about the importance of bureaucratic principles and expertise
(Table 9). Factor analysis led to three dimensions. The six items aligned on the first
factor generally concerned the importance of bureaucratic principles like authority,
consistency and efficiency. The second factor contained four items which were clearly
about the importance of expertise. The third factor only had one high loading item. This
item captured the concept of how well agency employees understood citizen needs, a
belief somewhat different from bureaucracy and expertise. Therefore it was not included
in the variables. The first six items were averaged to make a bureaucracy variable with
an acceptable Alpha value of 0.77. However, the four expertise items received an alpha
of only 0.61. When the two items which had the lowest loadings on the expertise factor
(3¢, 3e) were removed from the expertise scale, the reliability increased to 0.67.
Therefore the expertise variable was computed from only two items (3a, 3b).

In addition to measuring beliefs related to citizens and the importance of expertise
and bureaucracy, employees were asked about faimess. This was because it was

hypothesized that a particular agency’s cultural attitudes towards the importance of

77



Table 9. Factor structure for perceptions of the beliefs of most other employees on
bureaucracy and expertise variables.

Factor loadings
Q# Item wording 1 2 3
3i Well-established plans should not be changed in response to citizen .75 .08 .05
demands.
3h Public participation usually helps to build public support for the -75 .06 .12
agency.

3g Consistent application of rules is more important than incorporating .69 .23 .05
public comments.

3j The benefits of involving citizens outweigh the costs. -.66 -.08 -.14

3d Decisions made by a person in a position of authority should not be .58 .25 .23
challenged by citizens.

3k Involving citizens slows down decision making processes too much. 54 41-.17

3a Decisions should be made according to standard professional practices. .04 .81 .04

3b Experts should have the power to make decisions. 20 .75 .17

3e [Agency employees] understand the long term consequences of 34 57 .05

decisions better than citizens.
3¢ When making decisions, correctness is more important than popularity. -.06 .48 -.41

3f [Agency employees] have a clear idea of public needs and desires. .05 .14 87
Bold loadings indicate the items which loaded on the factor and combined into a variable

To get the scores used in the analysis, respondents were asked, “How much do you think
most other employees in your unit agree or disagree with the following statements?”

Response scale: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Agree,
Strongly Agree

fairness would be related to how citizens judged the faimess of their experience with that
agency. For the same reason, employees were also asked how often they thought they
and other employees in their unit actually achieved faimess. Based on a theoretical
review of the faimess literature (discussed in Chapter 5) a set of 16 fair process items
and 5 fair outcome items were generated. These were then used to measure the
importance of faimess to employees (fairness importance) and how well their unit
achieved fairess (fairmess performance). The same items were also used on the citizen

survey to assess how fair the decisions were from the citizen perspective.
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The faimess items were meant to be combined into overall process and outcome
faimess but, because they were created to measure many specific principles, they might
also combine into sub-groupings of fairness items. Factor analysis was used to check for
sub-groupings. Factor analyses of the fairness importance and fairness performance
items related to the decision making process were done separately and led to slightly
different groupings (Table 10, Table 11). In order to be consistent in the analysis and
allow direct comparison, the same items were combined into the same subgroups for
faimess importance, fairness performance, and citizen judgements of faimess. This was
possible because the factor structures were reasonably similar and were consistent with
fairess principles mentioned in the literature.

Factor analyses using four factors led to the creation of fair process variables
about representation, neutrality, influence, courtesy, general fair process, and total fair
process. The items composing each and the resulting alpha reliability levels follow. Two
variables called representation importance (Alpha = 0.82) and representation performance
(A= 0.74) were created from items related to access to participation opportunities and
representation of everyone affected (d, e, f, g). Two variables called neutrality
importance (A = 0.73) and neutrality performance (A = 0.75) were created from items
related to the use of accurate information, reasoning, lack of bias, and honesty (m, n ,o,
p). Two variables called influence importance (A = 0.70) and influence performance (A=
0.74) combined items related to citizen influence over the decision making (h, i, j, k).
Two variables called courtesy importance (A = 0.61) and courtesy performance (A =
0.59) combined items relating to answering questions and polite treatment (1, q). Two

variables called fair process importance (A = 0.62) and fair process performance (A =
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Table 10. Factor structure for fairness importance variables

Factor loadings

Q# Item wording 1 2 3 4
Se The participation experience is convenient to attend. J4 22 .16 -.03
Sh Citizens are able to participate directly in making decisions. 74-05 .14 .03
S5f Everyone affected by the decisions has an opportunity to participate.  ,63 .27 .19 .08
5g Local people are adequately involved. 63 39 .15 .08
5) Citizens have an influence on the choice of decision making process. .62 -.07 -.09 .23
Si Citizens are able to have an influence on the decision outcomes. 60 .20 -.02 .35
5d Citizens are given sufficient advance notification of the opportunity to ,54 .52 .14 .18
participate.
5q Citizens are treated politely. -.03 .81 .20 .02
51 Citizen’s questions are answered. 31 .70 .19 .09
5p Agency employees are honest to citizens. A3 .58 44 25
Sk Citizens' comments are seriously considered in the decision making. .43 .50 .03 .32
5n The decisions are well reasoned and logical. .04 09 .84 .03
5m Information used to reach the decisions is accurate. .05 28 .75 .08
5o There is a lack of bias toward particular interests, groups, and persons .21 .12 .67 .11
Sa The procedures used to make decisions are fair. .09 01 .23 .85
S5b Citizens are treated fairly. . 24 32 .03 .69

All the bold numbers in a given column indicate the items which were combined to form

a variable. Underlined numbers indicate items which were combined into a separate

variable.
To get the scores used in the analysis, respondents were asked, “How important are each
of the following statements to you? "

Response scale: Not at all Important, Somewhat Important, Important, Essential
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Table 11. Factor structure for faimess performance variables

Factor loadings

Q# Item wording 1 2 3 4
5n The decisions are well reasoned and logical. J5 12 .17 .15
50 There is a lack of bias toward particular interests, groups, and persons. ,70 .02 .25 -.06
5m Information used to reach the decisions is accurate. 65 .01 .20 .27
Sa The procedures used to make decisions are fair. 63 .26 .09 .31
5b Citizens are treated fairly. 61 07 .17 44
5p Agency employees are honest to citizens. 60 .13 .13 44
5i Citizens are able to have an influence on the decision outcomes. .02 .80 .01 .13
5j Citizens have an influence on the choice of decision making process. -.09 .73 .22 .03
Sh Citizens are able to participate directly in making decisions. 34 65 .16 .12
Sk Citizens' comments are seriously considered in the decision making. 44 59 24 23
Se The participation experience is convenient to attend. A5 .09 .78 .27
5d Citizens are given sufficient advance notification of the opportunity to .16 .21 .71 .30
participate.
5f Everyone affected by the decisions has an opportunity to participate. .34 .20 .70 .02
5g Local people are adequately involved. 29 38 .42-.07
5q Citizens are treated politely. .26 .08 .09 .76
51 Citizen’s questions are answered. 17 .18 .28 .71

All the bold numbers in a given column indicate the items which were combined to form

a variable. Underlined numbers indicate items which were combined into a separate

variable.

To get the scores used in the analysis, respondents were asked, “In the section above you
indicated the importance to yourself of some statements. Now please indicate how
often you and other employees in your unit actually accomplish them."”

Response scale: Never, Seldom, Sometimes, Often, Always
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0.72) were created using items asking about overall faimess of the decision making
procedures (a, b). Finally, total fair process importance (A = 0.87) and total fair process
performance (A = 0.88 ) were assessed with a combination of all the fair process items (a,
b,d,e, f, g, h,1,j,k 1,mn,o,p,g).

The outcome items from the faimess importance and fairess performance scales
were also factor analyzed separately. The data easily combined into just one factor for
each set of importance and performance items. The items were: “Benefits and costs of
outcomes are distributed fairly among citizens,” “The outcomes of decisions are fair,”
“The decisions reached are equally favorable to all citizens,” “The decisions benefit the
citizens who are most deserving,” and “The decisions reached are consistent with
citizens’ personal values.” Of the two variables computed from these items, fair outcome
importance (A = 0.71) had an acceptable reliability, but fair outcome performance (A =
0.60) was questionable.

Finally, agency employees were asked to indicate the level of resources available
for public participation in their unit. They rated three items, “Staff”, “Training”, and
“Money” with response options of Almost None, A Little, Some, and A Lot. Factor
analysis of the responses yielded one factor. The resulting variable of participation
resources had an Alpha reliability of 0.76.

In conclusion, most of the constructed agency culture and resources variables had
alpha reliabilities above 0.70, indicating they could be used in further analyses, although

cautiously.
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Validity of agency survey context variables

Validity was assessed by conducting bivariate correlations among the varnables.
Correlations in the direction predicted by theory indicate the variables’ validity.
Unexpected correlations suggest the measures may be invalid. Correlations of agency
variables were checked at both individual and agency levels. This was done because in
Chapter 7 variables are used as aggregated means at the agency level. A variable which
performs differently when aggregated to the agency level may be invalid.

Theory predicts that there are a general set of beliefs about the ability and
motivations of citizens vis-a-vis agency employees. Historically, the civil service was
instituted to create a corps of employees who were not beholden to political parties and
so could work for the broader good of society. They were supposed to be experts in their
field of work (Knott & Miller, 1987). In the area of land management, expertise included
long term planning. By deduction, one can hypothesize that employees centered in this
type of culture would feel that they are able to be more expert, less self-focused, and
more long-term focused than citizens outside the agency. Employees who feel this most
strongly may place less importance on principles of fairness like citizen influence
because they feel citizens are not well equipped to participate in decision making.

These arguments suggest that there should be negative correlations between the
belief that citizens are knowledgeable (citizen knowledge) and that their influence is
important (influence importance) on the one hand, and a set of beliefs on the other hand
that citizens are self-interested and short sighted (citizen self-interest), bureaucratic

principles are important (bureaucracy), and expertise is important (expertise).

83



These expectations were supported at the individual level because correlations
were in those directions although not all were significant (Table 12). At the agency level
results were less clear because expertise and bureaucracy failed to have any significant
correlations (Table 13). The questionable validity of the bureaucracy and expertise
variables is supported by qualitative data collected during the non-response bias phone
interviews. Respondents expressed confusion and contradictory answers when
attempting to answer many of the bureaucracy and expertise items. The items involved
making tradeoffs between citizen participation and other values and many respondents
felt both were important in different ways and couldn’t answer. Some terms in the
questions, e.g. “standard professional practices” and “expert” were open to multiple
interpretations. For these reasons, it was decided not to use the bureaucracy and expertise
variables in further analyses.

In contrast, the faimess importance and performance variables appeared to be
valid because they consistently correlated positively with each other. At the individual
level almost all the correlations were significant. At the agency level, each variable
correlated significantly with at least one other faimess variable. Thus the fairness
importance and performance variables are valid and reliable and can be used in further
analyses.

Finally, in addition to reliability and validity, it is useful to assess whether the
data for the variables are normally distributed. Normality is an important assumption of
statistics like t-tests and regression which are used in this study. In order to assess
normality of the data, statistics were calculated to see if the distribution for each variable

was skewed to one side (skewness) or had a larger or smaller than normal peak in the
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center of the distribution (kurtosis). For both the skewness and kurtosis statistics, values
under 1 are considered normal, values between 1 and 2 are acceptable and values over 2
indicate significant departure from normality. All the agency variables had values for
both skewness and kurtosis under 1 except citizen self-interest, expertise, and fair
outcome performance variables which were between 1 and 2. Thus the agency variables

do not violate the important statistical assumption of normality.

Factor analysis and reliability of citizen survey context variables

The citizen survey measured several context variables, including conflict, equal
power, and prior relationships. It also assessed personal characteristics like agency
involvement, general involvement, age, gender, and education.

There were four items measuring the amount of conflict. Citizens were asked
how much they agreed with the statements on a scale of Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Agree, and Strongly Agree. Factor analysis showed that the
items could equally well be combined into one dimension or into two dimensions. When
divided into two dimensions, two of the items were related to emotional intensity
(“Participants began the process with strong, deeply held positions.” “Participants
expressed strong emotions in response to disagreements.”), and two were related to
incompatibility of positions (“Participants took positions that were very different from
other participants.” “Positions held by participants were highly incompatible with those
of others.”). Since the need of this study was for fewer, more comprehensive variables,
the four items were combined into a single conflict variable with an alpha reliability of

0.77.
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There were four items asking about the equality of power distribution among
citizens with the same agreement response categories used for conflict items. Factor
analysis gave two dimensions. The three items grouped on the first dimension were,
“Power was distributed equally among citizens,” “Financial resources were equally
distributed among citizens,” and “The level of knowledge about how to get what they
want was equal among citizens.” The second dimension only had one item, “Access to
[agency employees] was equally available to all citizens.” Conceptually, it is reasonable
that the fourth item would receive a different pattern of ratings because it was dependent
on agency actions, not on the characteristics of the citizens participating. In the interest
of a conceptually clear variable, the item was excluded from the variable equal power.
The remaining three items had an acceptable alpha reliability of 0.79.

A set of six items assessed the number of prior relationships among citizens and
between citizens and decision makers. These asked the total number of citizens present,
the total number of agency employees present, and the number of citizens present who
opposed the respondent’s interests. For each of these three groups, respondents were also
asked with how many of them they had a respectful relationship before the participation
began. Because there was never an intention of creating just one variable, factor analysis
was not done. Instead variables were computed by taking the ratio of the number of each
type of person with whom the respondent had a relationship divided by the total number
present of that type. Thus the first variable, percent decision maker relationships, was the
number of agency decision makers with whom they had a prior positive relationship
divided by the total number of agency decision makers present. The second variable,

percent citizen relationships, was the ratio of the number of citizens with whom they had
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a prior positive relationship to the total number of citizens present. The third variable,
percent opposed relationships, was the ratio of the number of opposing citizens with
whom they had a prior positive relationship to the total number of opposing citizens
present. All these variables involved proportions of one item over another, so it was not
appropriate to calculate alpha reliabilities.

The final set of context variables on the citizen survey related to citizen
characteristics. The level of involvement in the agency was calculated by asking people
how many times they had participated with that agency for each of several techniques
during the last five years. For example, they were asked to indicate, on a scale from 0 to
10+ how many times they had submitted written comment. The number of times they
had participated was added up across all the techniques and then divided by the
maximum score they could have received (i.e. circling 10+ for every technique). This
gave the percent involvement with the agency. The level of general participation was
calculated in a similar way, only with different items. They were asked if they had ever
done each of the activities in the past five years. The number they had checked yes was
divided by the total number of items to give a percent. The eleven items were taken from
a previous study (Smith & Propst, 2001) and included general politics, (e.g. “organized a
group of people around some political issue”), local natural resource decision making
(e.g. “signed a natural resource/ environment/ land use petition”), and regional natural
resource decision making, (e.g. “Attended a hearing or meeting of the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources or USDA Forest Service”). The full list of general

involvement items can be found in Appendix A, question 11 on the sample questionnaire.
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Items within each of the general involvement and agency involvement scales were
not meant to measure the same thing, but rather to measure activity in a broad number of
areas which could then be added up. It was expected that respondents would have done
activities in some items and not in others, so the items would not be “reliable” in the
sense of being consistent. In fact, this was the case as some items were answered
affirmatively by only 8% of the people and others by 40%. For this reason, factor
analysis and alpha reliabilities were not calculated. Other context factors related to
respondent characteristics like gender, age, and education were only measured with

single items so reliabilities could not be calculated.

Validity of citizen survey context variables

Validity was hard to assess with these variables because they were meant to be
independent of each other and so should not show much correlation. There was also not
room on the survey for including other items just for the purpose of assessing validity.
However, certain patterns provide hints of validity. Two of the prior relationships items
suggest how much conflict was present. Specifically, dividing the number of citizens
who opposed most of my interests by the total number of citizens present gives a measure
of the percent of the people present who were perceived as being opponents.
Respondents who indicated a high percentage of opponents should have also rated
conflict as being high. The correlation between this ratio and conflict was significantly
positive ( r = 0.30, p <.001), confirming the validity of the conflict variable.

The validity of the prior relationships variables was suggested by their

correlations with agency involvement. Presumably someone who is more involved in a
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particular agency will know more of the staff and the other citizens present. As expected,
% decision maker relationships, % citizen relationships, and % opposed relationships
were all positively correlated with agency involvement (r=.349, p <.001;r=.213,p <
.001; r=.180, p=.01). Agency involvement and general involvement were also
significantly positively correlated (r = .418, p <.001). This supports their validity
because one would expect a person who is generally highly involved in politics and
natural resource decision making to also be highly involved with a specific natural
resource agency.

These validity conclusions can only be considered tentative because the prior
relationships variables were themselves subject to questionable validity based on
respondent comments and patterns of response. The prior relationships items were the
variables most often left blank. Only 25% of the 852 people returning the questionnaire
filled out all the prior relationships items. Apparently the section was confusing or
difficult so many left it blank. Many wrote in question marks, some indicating that they
did not remember how many people were there. Written comments also suggested the
term “respectful relationship” was unclear. Others did not see how they could have a
“respectful relationship” with someone who “opposed most of my interests.” Although
they were told to say how many people were present, maximum numbers like 300
citizens or 50 agency staff suggest they were thinking not in terms of who was actually
present at the meeting, but in terms of all the people involved in the decision issue. This
confusion was understandable for people whose participation consisted of letter writing
or one-on-one phone conversation. For these reasons, the results have to be viewed with

extreme caution.
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Although validity was difficult to determine for context variables from the citizen
survey, it was possible to check the data distributions for normality. For all the variables
except one, skewness and kurtosis values were + 1, which indicates an essentially normal
distribution. Agency involvement had slightly larger skewness and kurtosis values of
around 1.3, but this still indicates acceptable normality.

In conclusion, the researcher assigned, agency, and citizen context variables were
almost all normally distributed, valid and reliable. The only exceptions were agency
variables of bureaucracy and expertise and citizen variables of prior relationships, all of
which had validity problems. When these variables are included in any analysis, they
should be interpreted with caution. However, the other variables are all good candidates
for explaining why citizens gave either positive or negative evaluations of the fairness of
their experiences. In the next section, variables related to citizen evaluations of fairness

are described and explored.

Factor analysis and reliability of citizen evaluation variables

Citizen evaluations of their experiences were measured by items designed to
capture both faimess of the decision making process and fairness of the outcomes.
Because there were so many fair process items, factor analysis was done to see if they
could all be grouped together. Factor analysis showed a pattern similar to that found
from the identical items on the agency survey, indicating that the constructs underlying
fair process judgements are robust to different situations and types of persons (Table 14).

Because of this similarity, items were grouped into the same sub-variables created for the
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Table 14. Factor structure of fair process variables.

Factor loadings
Q# Item wording 1 2 3 4
4n The decisions were well reasoned and logical. 70 40 22 24
40 There was a bias toward a particular interest, group, or person. -.69 -.22 -.03 -39
4m It appears that information used to reach the decisions was .68 .33 .30 .26
accurate.
4c Citizens were treated unfairly. =67 -.02 -.18 -.02
4a The procedures used to make decisions were fair. 65 37 30 .21
4p [Agency] employees were dishonest. -62 -.10 -.51 .02
4h Citizens were unable to have an influence on the decision -53 -48 .06 -.15
outcomes.
4j Citizens had an influence on the choice of decision making A9 .79 26 .17
process.
4i Citizens were able to participate directly in making decisions. .18 .79 .19 .22
4k Citizens' comments were seriously considered. 44 62 37 21
4q Citizens were treated politely. 28 .19 .78 .07
41 Citizens’ questions were answered. 27 30 .60 .33
4d Citizens were given sufficient advance notification of the .06 .18 .59 .48
opportunity to participate.
4¢ The participation experience was convenient to attend. A2 .11 15 .79
4g Local people were adequately involved. 20 .21 .08 .76
4f Everyone affected by the decisions had an opportunity to 22 25 49 59

participate.

Numbers in bold indicate items which loaded on the factor and were combined as a
variable. Underlining indicates items used separately to make a different variable.

agency variables. These were general fair process, representation, influence, neutrality,

courtesy, and total fair process.

The first factor (Table 14) was divided into two variables. Items 4a and 4c were

combined to create fair process evaluation, a general measure of process fairness.

Unfortunately, this variable had a low Alpha reliability of 0.59, probably because one of

the items was stated in the negative. The other variable consisted of items about logic

and neutrality (4m, 4n, 40, 4p) and was termed neutrality evaluation (A = 0.85). The

second factor contained items related to influence over the decision and process (4h, 4i,
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4j, 4k) and was termed influence evaluation (A = 0.84) The third factor contained items
which measured polite treatment and answering questions (4q, 41) which were combined
into courtesy evaluation (A = 0.68). The fourth factor included items about access and
representation (4d, 4e, 4f, 4g) and was termed representation evaluation (A = 0.76). In
addition to these sub-groupings of fairness items, a total fair process evaluation variable
was computed by averaging all the items (A = 0.92).

The analysis of Fair Outcome items was much simpler. The five items were,
“Benefits and costs were distributed fairly among citizens,” “The outcomes of decisions
were unfair,” “The decisions reached were equally favorable to all citizens,” “The
decisions benefited the citizens who were most deserving,” and “The decisions reached
were consistent with my personal values.” A factor analysis found only one dimension

and this had an Alpha reliability of 0.86, indicating good reliability.

Validity of citizen fairness evaluation variables

Because no other variables had been included specifically for checking validity,
validity was assessed by comparing the evaluation variables among themselves. For
example, justice theory suggests that someone who evaluates a process as procedurally
fair will also tend to find the outcomes fair. A process judged as generally fair should
also be judged as fulfilling specific principles of fairness like influence. Examination of
bivariate correlations should find positive relationships among the fairness variables.
Validity of these variables is indeed supported by simple correlations (Table 15). Some
of the correlations are also fairly large, suggesting that evaluation variables should not be

combined in the same regression equation because of multicollinearity.
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Table 15. Citizen level correlations among citizen evaluation variables.

Variable TFPE FPE RE IE NE CE
Total fair process evaluation

Fair process evaluation T7*

Representation evaluation 76*%  41*

Influence evaluation 85*%  .56*  .53*

Neutrality evaluation .88*  .68*  .51* .68*

Courtesy evaluation 74* 51 54* 58  .60*

Fair outcome evaluation 69*  55%  42* 61  (73* 42¢
*p<.01

In conclusion, the citizen evaluation variables appear to be reliable and valid.
They are also normally distributed, as shown by skewness and kurtosis statistics which
were between plus and minus 1 for all variables. In the next section the final type of

variable is assessed.

Factor analysis, reliability, and validity of the evaluation consequence variable

Trust in the decision makers was measured with several types of items. There
were two items related to trust in the agency: “The [agency] can be trusted to make good
decisions,” and “I trust the [agency] to make good decisions without my input.” There
were also two items related to satisfaction with the job the agency does: “The [agency]
does its job well,” and “I am satisfied with [agency] decision making.” There were also
items related to support of agency decisions: “I plan to actively oppose, appeal or sue a
decision reached in this decision,” and “I plan to support the decisions reached.” Finally,
there was one concerning the relationship between the citizen and the decision makers:

*“As a result of this experience the relationship between [agency employees] and myself
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has improved." Factor analysis of these seven items yielded one dimension, suggesting

they could be combined. The seven items had a very good alpha reliability of 0.91.
Validity of the trust in decision maker variable was not determined because there

were no other related variables. However, the data were normally distributed. Skewness

and kurtosis values were within plus and minus 1 for all three consequences variables.

Summary

This chapter presented factor analyses, alpha reliabilities for calculated variables,
and correlations among variables. Factor analysis helped determine how to combine
items and led to the creation of variables which measured more specific aspects of the
general construct. This was particularly helpful in organizing the 16 fair process items
which were used to measure agency cultural attitudes towards fairness and citizen
evaluations of the faimess of their experiences. Calculations of inter-item Alpha
reliability coefficients helped assure that variables were measured with sufficient
reliability by the items. Correlations showed that variables which were theoretically
related were also empirically related in the data, confirming the validity of most of the
variables. Table 16 lists all the variables, indicating what construct each variable
measures, the items used to calculate each variable, and variables with questionable
validity. In the next three chapters, these variables are used to test the contextual
framework of perceived faimess proposed in Chapter 4. Knowing that the variables used

in the analyses were reliable and valid increases confidence in the accuracy of the results.
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Table 16. A summary of variables and their validity.

Construct Variable Items used (see Low
surveys in appendix) validity

Context variables: Researcher assigned

Government level

Participation technique Q3
Context variables: Agency survey
Beliefs about citizens  Citizen knowledge Q2.a,b
Citizen self-interest Q2.c,d
Importance of expertise Bureaucracy Q2d,g, h,1,j,k X
Expertise Q2.a,b X
Process fainess Fair process importance QS5:a,b
importance Representation importance Qs:d, e, f, g
Neutrality importance Q5:m,n,o,p
Influence importance Q5:h,i,j),k
Courtesy importance Qs5: 1, q
Total fair process importance Q5:a,b,d, e, f, h, i, j,
k,l,m,n, 0,p,q
Process faiess Fair process performance Q6:a,b
performance Representation performance  Q6:d, e, f, g
Neutrality performance Q6:m, n,o, p
Influence performance Q6:h,1,j,k
Courtesy performance Q6:1,q
Total fair process performance Q6:a, b, d, e, f, h, 1, j,
k,l,m,n,0,p,q
Outcome fairness Fair outcome importance Q5:t,u,v,w,x
Fair outcome performance Q6:t,u,v,w, x
Participation resources  Participation resources Q8:a,b, c
Context variables: Citizen survey
Prior conflict Conflict Q10:a,b,c,d
Prior equal power distr. Equal power Q8:b,c,e
Prior respectful % Decision maker relationship Q9: a, b X
relationships % Citizen relationship Q9:¢c,d X
% Opposed relationship Q9:e, f X
Respondent involvement Agency involvement Q2:a,b,c,d, e, f, g
in decision making  General involvement Qll:atok
Demographics Age Ql2:a
Gender Ql2:b
Education Ql12:d
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Table 16. Continued.

Construct Variable Items used Low
validity

Citizen evaluation variables: Citizen survey
Process faimess Fair process evaluation Q4:a,c

Representation evaluation Q4:d,e, f, g

Neutrality evaluation Q4:m,n,o0,p

Influence evaluation Q4:h,1,j,k

Courtesy evaluation Q4:1,q

Total fair process evaluation

Q4:a,c,d, e, f, h,1,],
k,l,m,n,0,p,q

Outcome fairness Fair outcome evaluation QS5:a,b,c,d, e

Consequence of citizen evaluation: Citizen survey

Trust in decision maker Trust Ql:a,c,d, e,
Q7:a,b, e
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CHAPTER VII: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: COMPARING AGENCIES

How and why do agencies differ in terms of context, faimess, and consequence
variables? Are the agency level patterns among these variables consistent with the
theoretical framework proposed in Chapter 4? In this chapter, these research questions
are answered in order to understand how the particular agency making decisions affects
other aspects of the decision making context, citizen evaluations of fairness, and citizen
trust in decision makers. The agencies are compared in terms of mean values on the
variables measured on the survey. Then patterns of agency differences in context,
evaluation and consequence variables are compared to see if they correspond to the
predictions made in Chapter 4’s contextual framework. This is done to see if the
framework applies at the agency level of analysis. The first aspect of the context which

might influence faimess was the agency making the decisions.

Cross-agency variation on agency variables

There were several aspects of the agency which might be important. The first was
the level of government. As explained in Chapter 5, five agencies were chosen for this
study. They represented federal, state and local level natural resource management
agencies in Michigan. At the local level, three township planning commissions were
examined. Monitor, Delhi, and Delta townships were chosen because they were fast
growing, partly rural areas. The planning commissions were often faced with deciding
how to manage development on previously undeveloped land. At the state level, the
Forest Management Division of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR)

was chosen because it had to make decisions about management of the state’s forest
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resources. At the federal level, the Huron-Manistee National Forest (HMNF), located in
northern lower Michigan, was chosen because it managed federally owned forest lands in
Michigan. By design, the agencies differed on level of government. In Chapter 4
contradictory predictions were made for how level of government might affect fairness.
Local levels should be evaluated as more fair because they would have an easier time
notifying and involving citizens. However, local levels also make decisions which affect
citizens’ day-to-day lives and so would arouse stronger reactions, making it harder to
achieve faimess. In a later section, when context-faiess patterns are examined, support
for these rival hypotheses is examined.

Another aspect of the agency was the cultural attitudes of its employees. This can
be very noticeable to citizens. As part of a lengthy letter accompanying a returned
questionnaire about the Pigeon River Advisory Board, a citizen commented:

As a result of those meetings and my personal contact with the DNR, I have come
away with the impression that the mentality of the majority of the DNR personnel is
that an adversarial relationship exists between all “civilians” and those in the
department, and deep down inside they would rather we just left them alone instead
of complicating their lives with the decisions we make at these meetings.
The perceived attitude that citizens are an annoyance or even an adversary to good
management is an expression of broader cultural issues. The historical review in Chapter
2 suggested that agencies have struggled for many years with balancing neutrality and
accountability (Knott & Miller, 1987). Kweit and Kweit (1981) theorize that agency
cultures emphasizing neutrality will downplay citizen involvement. The quote above
suggests this may be occurring in the Michigan DNR. Looking at all the agencies in this

study in terms of the cultural variables measured, what is the balance between neutrality

and accountability?
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The first culture variables measured were the beliefs that citizens have and can
use technical knowledge (citizen knowledge) and that they are focused on short-term self-
interests rather than societal needs (citizen self-interest). They were measured on a scale
of Definitely False (-2), More False Than True (-1), More True Than False (1), and
Definitely True (2). Beliefs about citizen knowledge ranged from -0.1 for the Michigan
DNR to 0.9 for Monitor Township, and beliefs about citizen self-interest ranged from -
0.5 for Monitor Township to 1.2 for MDNR and Delhi Township (Table 17). However,
for most agencies, citizen knowledge was positive and citizen self-interest was also
positive. This suggests that decision makers see citizens as having some expertise, but
also being focused on the short term and on their own self-interests. If citizens are seen
as taking the short-term, personally advantageous position, they may not be trusted by the
agency to have influence over decisions. Decision makers may see themselves as the
neutral arbiters among the many conflicting citizen desires. Does this interpretation of
the primacy of neutrality over accountability find support in measures of agency cultural
beliefs about faimess?

The agency questionnaires measured personal beliefs about the importance of
faimess principles and the extent to which the employee’s unit achieved fairness
principles. A set of 16 items, combined on the basis of factor analysis into 6 variables,
assessed employee personal beliefs about the importance of process fairness principles.
The items were rated on a scale of Not at all Important (0), Somewhat Important (1),
Important (2), and Essential (3). Courtesy importance and neutrality importance were
rated close to “Essential” by all the agencies, while influence importance was between

Somewhat Important and Important (Table 18). The other fair process variables hovered
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Table 17. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between
agencies on citizen knowledge and citizen self-interest variables.

Citizen knowledge Citizen self-interest
Agency Mean St.D. Mean St.D.
HMNF 0.0 1.0 1.1, 0.9
MDNR -0.1 1.0 1.2, 0.8
Delhi 0.1 1.2 1.2 ¢ 0.6
Monitor 0.9 0.8 -0.5p4 1.8
Delta 0.6 1.0 0.0y 1.5

Respondents indicated if they believed citizens had the knowledge to participate
and that citizens were self-interested. Response scale: Definitely False (-2),
More False Than True (-1), More True Than False (1), and Definitely True (2)

Means marked with subscripts a and b are significantly different, and c and d are
significantly different at p <.05 according to Bonferroni t-tests which correct for
multiple comparisons.

Table 18. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between agencies on
fairness importance variables.

Total fair process Fair process Representation
importance importance importance
Agency Mean St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D.
HMNF 22 04 24 0.5 2.1 0.5
MDNR 22 0.4 24, 0.5 2.1 0.5
Delhi 22 0.4 2.6 0.5 23 0.5
Monitor 24 0.2 2.8 0.3 24 03
Delta 2.5 0.2 2.9 0.2 2.5 0.4
Influence Neutrality Courtesy Fair outcome
importance importance importance importance
Agency | Mean St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D.
HMNF 1.7 0.5 25 0.4 2.6 0.5 1.2, 0.6
MDNR 1.6 0.5 2.6 0.4 2.6 0.5 1.3 0.5
Delhi 1.7 0.7 2.6 0.4 23 0.6 1.1 0.7
Monitor | 1.8 0.2 2.6 0.3 2.6 0.5 1.9 0.7
Delta 2.0 0.6 2.8 0.3 2.8 0.4 1.3 0.4

Respondents were asked how important each fairness item was. Response scale:
Not at all Important (0), Somewhat Important (1), Important (2), and Essential (3).

Means marked with subscripts a and b are significantly different at p <.05 according to
Bonferroni t-tests which correct for multiple comparisons.
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around Important. The outcome variable, fair outcome importance, was rated as
Somewhat Important for all agencies except Monitor Township which rated it as
Important. Assigning a lower importance to influence, and the highest importance to
neutrality, is consistent with the interpretation that many agency cultures still value
neutrality over accountability.

The same patterns occurred with cultural variables asking if employees feel their
unit accomplishes faimess in its decision making (Table 19). Fairness performance items
were rated on a frequency scale of Never (0), Seldom (1), Sometimes (2), Often (3), and
Always (4). When variables were compared with each other, neutrality was one of the
most frequently achieved principles (Often) and influence was the least achieved
(Sometimes). The similarity in rankings of faimess importance and performance
principles is no surprise as one would expect agencies to put the most effort towards
those things they value. In addition, cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) would
suggest that the greatest value is placed on those things most consistently and easily
achieved, setting up a reinforcing feedback loop. These results again support the primacy
of neutrality over accountability in these agencies. But do agencies differ in terms of
how they balance neutrality and accountability?

The extent to which agencies balance neutrality and accountability can be seen in
the ratio of the agency score on influence to the score on neutrality. Agencies with
greater ratios give more importance to accountability compared to others. For the ratios
of influence importance to neutrality importance, differences among agencies were very
small (HMNF = .7, MDNR = .6, Delhi = .7, Monitor = .7, Delta = .7). This same lack of

agency difference was present in the ratios of influence performance to neutrality
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Table 19. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between agencies on
faimess performance variables.

Total fair process Fair process Representation
performance performance performance
Agency Mean St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D.
HMNF 2.8, 0.5 2.9, 0.6 29 0.5
MDNR 2.8, 04 3.0, 0.6 2.7, 0.6
Delhi 3.0 0.3 34 0.4 3.3p 0.4
Monitor 3.4, 0.2 3.8 0.4 3.5 0.3
Delta 3.1 0.2 3.5 0.4 3.3 04
Influence ~Neutrality Courtesy Fair outcome
performance performance performance performance
Agency | Mean  StD. | Mean _ StD. | Mean _ St.D. | Mean _ St.D.
HMNF 23 0.7 2.8, 0.5 33 0.5 2.0y 0.4
MDNR 22 0.6 29, 0.5 34 0.5 2.1y 0.5
Delhi 22 0.9 32 0.2 33 0.4 24 0.2
Monitor | 2.8 03 3.6 0.4 3.8 0.4 3.1, 0.6
Delta 2.2 0.6 3.4 0.4 3.7 0.4 2.3 0.4

Respondents were asked how often their unit achieved the items. Response scale:
Never (0), Seldom (1), Sometimes (2), Often (3), and Always (4).

Means marked with subscripts a and b are significantly different, and c and d are
significantly different at p <.05 according to Bonferroni t-tests which correct for
multiple comparisons.

performance (HMNF = .8, MDNR = .8, Delhi =.7, Monitor = .8, Delta = .6). It appears
that the emphasis on neutrality occurs in many different natural resource agencies,
consistent with studies documenting cultures of bureaucracy and expertise among natural
resource managers in agencies like the Forest Service (Kaufman, 1960). The reforms of
the 1960s and 1970s may not have gone far enough, because neutrality is still a dominant
value in comparison to citizen influence.

Even though there appeared to be an overall cultural emphasis on neutrality, were

there any agency differences in absolute values of variables? The patterns of variation
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among agencies on cultural beliefs about citizen knowledge and citizen self-interest were
similar to each other (Table 17). Monitor and Delta townships had the highest citizen
knowledge (0.9, 0.6) and the lowest citizen self-interest scores (-.05, 0.0). There were no
differences among Huron-Manistee, MDNR and Delhi Townships on citizen knowledge
(0.0, -0.1, 0.1) and citizen self-interest (1.1, 1.2, 1.2). These results suggest that Monitor
and Delta Township supervisors had higher regard for citizens as participants in decision
making. Is this conclusion supported by patterns in the faimess variables?

Among faimess importance variables, there were only two significant (p<.5)
differences between agency means (Table 18). Delta township commissioners felt fair
process importance was significantly more important than did the MDNR employees (2.4
vs 2.9). In addition, Monitor township commissioners felt fair outcome importance was
more important than did HMNF employees (1.9 vs 1.2). Although not significant, the
same relative agency rankings held for total fair process importance, influence
importance, neutrality importance, and representation importance.

In contrast to the fairness importance variables, there were many significant
differences between agencies on fairness performance variables (Table 19). However,
the pattern of agency differences in faimess performance matched the patterns in faimess
importance. On most fairness performance variables, HMNF, MDNR, and Delhi were not
different from each other, and Monitor and Delta were also similar to each other.
Monitor had higher faimess performance scores than HMNF and MDNR on all variables
and the differences were significant for total fair process performance, fair process
performance, representation performance, neutrality performance, and fair outcome

performance. Delta had higher scores than MDNR and HMNF on all variables except
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influence performance, and was significantly higher on neutrality performance and fair
outcome performance.

These patterns in the fairness variables, which show Monitor and Delta with
higher faimess importance and performance rankings than the MDNR and HMNF, match
the patterns which show that Monitor and Delta commissioners have higher rankings of
citizens as knowledgeable and lower rankings of citizens as self-interested when
compared to the HMNF and MDNR. This suggests that there are consistent cultural
differences among agencies. What might explain these differences?

Agency culture could be affected by any of a number of factors. One explanation
would be based in level of government. The HMNF and MDNR were generally lower
than Monitor and Delta in regard for citizens and faimess. Perhaps the state and federal
government agencies had similar cultures because they are staffed by permanent civil
servants trained in natural resource management. As a result they rate fairness and
involving citizens as being less important than other decision making criteria such as the
perceived good of the resource. By comparison, planning commissions are composed of
appointed or elected local citizens. Their point of view may be more similar to citizens in
terms of emphasis on faimess. Since they are also locals, they may believe other citizens
possess the knowledge and motivation to participate. The only exception to this level of
government pattern would be Delhi Township which had cultural ratings very similar to
HMNF and MDNR. The difference between Delhi and the other planning commissions
may simply be a result of the specific makeup of the Delhi planning commission. A
larger sample of townships would help determine if Delhi is different from the usual

commission.
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The third agency related context variable was perceived participation resources.
Employees were asked how many resources (money, staff, training) the agency possessed
for public participation. Resources were measured with a response scale of Almost None
(0), A little (1), Some (2), A Lot (3). In Chapter 4 it was predicted that greater resources
should lead to citizen evaluations that were more fair. Patterns in resource availability
showed that Delhi reported the most resources (Mean = 1.9, St.Dev. = .6), Monitor
(Mean = 1.8, St.Dev. = .5) and Delta (Mean = 1.7, St.Dev. = .6) were next, then HMNF
(Mean = 1.5, St.Dev. = .7), and finally MDNR (Mean = 1.2, St.Dev. =.7). Delhi was
significantly greater than HMNF and MDNR ( p <.05). This pattern of perceived
resources, in which Delhi reports the most, is in stark contrast to the pattern of cultural
variables on which Delhi has the lowest scores. A possible explanation is that when
respondents were asked about resources, they responded in terms of how much they
thought they should have. Thus Delhi commissioners, who put low importance on
involving citizens, would feel they have plenty of resources, whereas employees of other
agencies, who want to conduct extensive participation, would feel their resources were

inadequate.

Cross agency variation on situation variables

Having shown that agencies do vary on agency factors, do they also vary in the
characteristics of the decision making situation? There were several aspects of the
decision making situation which potentially influenced citizen evaluations of faimess.

These were the participation technique used, the amount of conflict present, the extent of
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power equality among citizens, and the prior relationships among citizens and between
citizens and decision makers. How did these variables vary across agencies?

The first aspect of the situation was participation technique. Participation
technique may strongly influence a citizen’s experience. One long-time participant
described the Friends of the Forest — a Huron-Manistee National Forest advisory board.

It gives the opportunity for various interest groups to debate issues and perhaps find
common ground. Gives an opportunity to get to know forest managers and to have an
input in management decisions. Normally I feel very comfortable attending
“Friends” meetings. ‘
This Friends of the Forest participant liked the advisory board technique and felt it met
important needs of building relationships, debating issues, finding common ground, and
influencing forest management. This respondent was clearly satisfied with this
technique. However, there are many other ways to involve citizens. The possible ways
citizens could participate with each agency were uncovered during the compilation of the
mailing lists used in this study (Table 20). All agencies had records of some citizens who
had written in letters, as well as others who had called a decision maker or visited the
office in order to have a one-on-one conversation. However, there were also agency
specific techniques.

The planning commissions held their regular meetings in public and citizens were
welcome to attend and speak if they wished to comment on the decisions being discussed.
These public meetings were essentially formal public hearings. The planning
commission in Monitor Township also held an all day visioning session designed to help

update the township master plan.
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Table 20. Participation techniques used by the agencies.

Agency and name of participation effort

Participation technique

Huron-Manistee National Forest (HMNF)

Letters

Phone call, office visit
Forest Plan Revision
Friends of the Forest

written
one-on-one
meeting
advisory board

Michigan Department of Natural Resources — Forest Management Division (MDNR)

Letters written
Phone call, office visit one-on-one
Open house / Compartment reviews hearing
Presque Isle Management Plan meeting
Menominee River Management Plan meeting
Lake Superior Forest pilot project meeting
Pere Marquette Friends of the Forest advisory board
Pigeon River Country Advisory Council advisory board
Delhi Township planning commission (Delhi)
Letters written
Phone call one-on-one
Planning commission hearing hearing
Monitor Township planning commission (Monitor)
Letters written
Phone call one-on-one
Planning commission hearing hearing
Master plan visioning workshop meeting
Delta Township planning commission (Delta)
Letters written
Phone call one-on-one
Planning commission hearing hearing
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The Huron-Manistee National Forest in Michigan had several ways citizens could
be involved in addition to written letters and one-on-one conversations. The Friends of
the Forest was established as a response to challenges of the Huron-Manistee’s forest
plan. As part of the settlement, the HMNF promised to give biyearly updates on progress
towards achieving the plan. The group of appellants came to function as an advisory
board, although it was an open meeting and many other individuals and groups chose to
participate regularly. In addition to the Friends of the Forest, four years ago the Huron-
Manistee began its forest plan revision process by holding 30 public meetings. This was
followed by a series of in-depth workshops in which all participants were given
opportunities to share their concerns about the plan.

Forest planning by the Michigan Department of Natural Resource’s Forest
Management Division (MDNR) offered a variety of participation techniques. Citizens
sometimes sent in written comments or met MDNR personnel one-on-one in their offices
or in the field. Open houses were often conducted as a prelude to a compartment review.
Compartment reviews were hearings in which management decisions were made for the
next 10 years for a small area. An initial evaluation conducted for the MDNR found
mixed support for this participation technique (McDonough & Thorburn, 1997),
suggesting a need to study it in more detail. The MDNR also conducted several local
planning efforts. These included the Presque Isle Management Plan, the Menominee
River Management Plan, and the Lake Superior State Forest pilot project. These projects
usually consisted of a series of meetings in which the same people met to negotiate
management decisions for a specific forest area. Thus, except for a smaller geographic

scale, they were similar in design to the Huron-Manistee forest plan revision workshops.
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The MDNR also had two long-running participation efforts. One was the Pere Marquette
Friends of the Forest, which was modeled after the Huron-Manistee Friends of the Forest.
The other was a very long term advisory board: the Pigeon River Country Advisory
Council. It was unique in that it was an appointed board that met regularly for 25 years
for the purpose of making policy recommendations to the MDNR about the Pigeon River
area.

Differences between agencies in the types of participation techniques used can be
partly explained by the nature of the resource decisions they make. Planning
commissions make decisions that affect small numbers of people in very specific areas.
Decisions are often made very quickly. It may have been for these reasons that they
chose to use formal public hearings. The MDNR also chose the formal hearing type
when it did compartment reviews because it was also approaching the management task
as a small location, small set of stakeholders issue. When issues were of broader
geographic or temporal scope, such as revising the township master plan or the forest
plan, one or a series of workshops was the approach often chosen. Thus the HMNF, the
MDNR, and Monitor township all conducted discussion-oriented meetings. Finally,
agencies doing larger scope plans needed to have the plans monitored and updated. The
advisory board, which allows the same group of people to discuss the plan repeatedly,
was the choice of the HMNF and MDNR. In conclusion, partly because of the nature of
the decisions they make, the HMNF and MDNR used a higher proportion of discussion-
based, relationship-building techniques than did the planning commissions. Of the
planning commissions, Monitor Township was the only one which experimented with a

workshop-type meeting. The rationale behind these choices of technique, while logical,
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does not necessarily mean that the technique was the best or only possible choice. Some
participation techniques may be used simply out of tradition even though other more
effective possibilities exist.

In addition to participation technique, the decision making situation could vary in
terms of the amount of conflict between citizens. Conflict was measured with four items
and a response scale of Strongly Disagree (-2), Disagree (-1), Neither Agree Nor
Disagree (0), Agree (1), Strongly Agree (2). For all agencies, conflict existed at least
some of the time because the means were higher than zero (Table 21). This is reasonable
because citizens will be more motivated to participate when important decisions are at
stake and an opponent with a different interest exists. Thus some level of conflict can
often be expected in natural resource decision making that attracts citizen involvement.
However, the amount of conflict definitely varied among agencies. The Huron-Manistee
had the highest level of conflict (0.7) and this was significantly higher than the amount
for MDNR (0.4), Delhi (0.4), and Monitor (0.2). The Huron-Manistee also had more
conflict than Delta (0.5) although the difference was not significant.

One possible reason for the higher conflict rating of the HMNF was that it had
fewer routine types of interactions. For example, many citizens attending a planning
commission meeting are there to get a building approved, or a site plan changed. For
those types of meetings, the conflict might be relatively low. The MDNR also had
relatively routine open houses in which some citizens came and just collected information
or shared some opinions. There may not have been highly charged discussions. In
contrast, HMNF participation was often organized to specifically address a controversial

management decision. The regular advisory board meetings were attended by interest
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Table 21. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between agencies on
decision making situation variables.

Conflict* | Equal power* | % Decision % Citizen % Opposed
maker relationship** | relationship**
relationship**
Agency Mean St.D. | Mean St.D. Mean St.D. |Mean St.D. |Mean St.D.
HMNF 07, 06 | -05, 09 | 693, 394 | 560 379 | 404 454
MDNR 04, 07 | -04 08 | 71.6, 363 [63.1, 36.8 | 52.7 44.0
Delhi 04, 08 | -04 08 | 418, 438 {419, 417 | 279 447
Monitor | 0.2, 0.8 | -0.1, 1.0 | 455, 383 (363, 389 |444 464
Delta 05 07 | -03 09 |473, 441 [447, 424 | 326 416

*Respondents were asked their agreement with statements indicating the existence of
conflict or power equality. Response scale: Strongly Disagree (-2), Disagree (-1),
Neither Agree Nor Disagree (0), Agree (1), Strongly Agree (2).

**Respondents were asked how many people [decision makers, citizens, opposed
citizens] were present and with how many of those they had prior relationships.
Dividing prior relationships by total present gave percent values.

Means marked with subscripts a and b are significantly different at p <.05 according to
Bonferroni t-tests which correct for multiple comparisons.

group representatives who tend to be very expressive of strongly held views. While these
types of meetings and participants also existed for the planning commissions and the
MDNR, the HMNF may have had a higher ratio of them.

The extent of power equality among citizens was the third aspect of the decision
making situation. Citizens often perceived differences in power and attributed
differences in process fairness to these power differences.

I am concerned about preserving aesthetic values... specifically providing peace and
quiet through control of disruptive activities, i.e. snowmobiling through the forest.

Apparently the snowmobile lobby is just too strong. Why bother making
recommendations if they are ignored?
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For this citizen as for many others, political power meant that citizen input was not
considered seriously, a violation of the fair process principle of influence. In this study
power distribution among citizens was measured with four items on the same agreement
response scale used for the conflict items. All agencies had negative means, suggesting
that power tended towards being unequal (Table 21). The only significant difference
between agencies was that HMNF had less power equality (-0.5) compared to Monitor
Township (-0.1). When looking at the non-significant trends, the pattern is similar to that
of conflict. HMNF has the highest power inequality (-0.5), Delta (-0.3), MDNR (-0.4 ),
and Delhi (-0.4) are in the middle, and Monitor is the lowest (-0.1). The fact that
agencies high on conflict were also low on power equality suggests that the variables are
related. Theoretically, power equality can influence the ease with which conflict is
resolved and inequality can exacerbate existing conflict (Pruitt, 1998). This suggests
equal power may influence the level of conflict.

The final set of situation variables is about relationships among participants in
decision making. The theoretical framework predicted that the more relationships of
respect exist among parties to a conflict, the greater the likelihood they will resolve their
differences. This would lead to perceptions of greater faimess. The first relationships
variable, % decision maker relationship, was calculated by dividing the number of agency
employees with whom the respondent had a prior relationship of respect by the total
number of employees present. All agencies had means over 40% which showed
significant prior relationships and suggested that many of the citizens had participated
more than once (Table 21). The HMNF and MDNR were not significantly different from

each other, and the planning commissions were not different from each other. However,
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the HMNF (69.3%) and MDNR (71.6%) had significantly more relationships between
citizens and decision makers than did the planning commissions (41.8%, 45.5%, 47.3%).
A similar pattern held for the percent of citizens with whom the respondent had a prior
relationship. The HMNF and MDNR had more prior citizen-citizen relationships than
did the planning commissions, although the difference was only significant for the
MDNR. Finally, the percent relationships with citizens who were opposed to the
respondents interests did not show any agency differences. Taken together, these results
suggest that the HMNF and MDNR do a better job of helping citizens and decision
makers to get to know each other and feel respect for each other. This is no surprise as
the HMNF and MDNR use participation techniques such as discussion meetings and
advisory boards to a much greater extent than do the planning commissions. These
participation techniques facilitate the building of relationships among citizens and

between citizens and decision makers.

Cross agency variation on citizen characteristics variables

Not only can the decision making situation differ, the citizens judging the
decision can also be different in important ways. In this study, four types of citizen
characteristics were measured: prior involvement in decision making, age, gender, and
formal education.

Citizen experiences with decision making were assessed in two ways. The first
measured the involvement with the agency and the second measured involvement in
politics and natural resource decision making in general. Agency involvement was

calculated by adding up the total number of times the person was involved in the agency
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and dividing it by the total potential amount they could have been involved. This gave a
percentage that could be compared among agencies (Table 22). The results showed that
MDNR had significantly higher agency involvement levels (35%) than the planning
commissions and HMNF. Delhi (18.8%), Delta (19.2%), Monitor (15.2%), and HMNF
(17.5%) all had essentially the same agency involvement levels. These results suggest
that the MDNR tends to keep the same people involved repeatedly, while the other
agencies bring in new participants.

The level of general involvement was calculated by adding up how many of a set
of eleven general political and natural resource decision making activities the citizen had
done and dividing by the total possible. General involvement results showed that MDNR
(49.7%) was significantly higher than the HMNF (44.2%), Delhi (22.5%), Monitor
(21.7%), and Delta (21.5%). The HMNF was also significantly higher than the planning
commissions, but the commissions were not different from each other. This result
demonstrates that the MDNR and the HMNF attract citizens who show a higher level of
civic involvement and natural resource involvement than do the planning commissions.
The higher level of natural resource involvement is not surprising since citizens attending
planning commissions may be motivated by the desire to save their neighborhood, not
because of general environmental concerns. The barriers to local participation are also
not as great, making it easier for less experienced people to participate. For example,
planning commission hearings occur in the evening near citizens’ homes. HMNF and
MDNR meetings often occur during the day at the agency office which may be several
hours drive from where citizens live. Thus it is easier for a citizen who is not highly

experienced in general political participation to attend a planning commission meeting.
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Table 22. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between agencies on
citizen characteristics variables.

Agency General Age Gender Education
involvement | involvement
Agency Mean St.D. | Mean St.D. | Mean St.D. | Mean St.D. |Mean St.D.

HMNF 17.5, 213 | 442, 232 | 50 1.3 | 01, 04 | 35 1.2
MDNR 35.0, 239 | 49.7, 20.7 | 49 14 | 01, 03 | 35 1.2

Delhi 18.8, 16.2 | 22.5. 155 | 4.7 13 ( 04, 05 | 33 1.2
Monitor | 15.2, 148 | 21.7. 153 | 5.0 1.4 0.3 04 | 34 1.3
Delta 19.2, 17.2 | 21.5. 146 | 5.0 1.3 { 03, 05 | 3.7 1.2

Agency involvement and general involvement are percentages of the total possible
participation in the agency and in general politics and natural resource decision
making. Age is measured in 10 year increments, so 5 equals an age from 50 to 59.
Gender is a variable where 0 is male and 1 is female. The education response scale is
Less than high school (1), High school graduate (2), 2 year degree (3), 4 year college
degree (4), Graduate or professional degree (5).

Means marked with subscripts a, b and c are significantly different at p <.05 according to
Bonferroni t-tests which correct for multiple comparisons.

These results for involvement are also consistent with the results for gender. A
higher proportion of participants in the planning commissions were women (30 to 40%)
when compared to the HMNF and MDNR (10%). The gender differences might be
explained by difference in subject matter. Historically, women have been excluded from
forest management decision making, but have been very involved in decision making
related to home and neighborhood.

The final citizen characteristics were age and education. Across all agencies, the
average age of participants was between 40 and 60 years old. The average level of
education was between a two year and a four year college degree. This suggests that
participants in natural resource decision making tended to be older and more educated.

However, there were no differences in age or education of citizens between agencies.
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Cross agency variation on fairness evaluation and consequence variables

The final set of variables which might express cross-agency variation were citizen
fairness evaluations and trust in decision makers. Several variables measuring the fairness
of the decision making process were constructed from 16 items. Total fair process
evaluation averaged the scores on all these items. Fair process evaluation averaged the
scores on two of the 16 items which asked about general fair procedures. Representation
evaluation averaged the scores on four items about the convenience of participation and
the involvement of diverse stakeholders. Influence evaluation used items measuring the
sense of control over decision making processes and outcomes and the feeling that citizen
input was seriously considered. Neutrality evaluation combined items about lack of bias
and use of accurate information. Finally, courtesy evaluation was calculated from two
items about polite treatment and answering of questions. There was one fair outcome
variable which used five items that asked about distribution of benefits and costs and that
asked if the outcome was consistent with the citizen’s values. All of the faimess
variables had agreement response scales of Strongly Disagree (-2), Disagree (-1), Neither
Agree Nor Disagree (0), Agree (1), Strongly Agree (2).

The patterns in fair process evaluations across agencies showed that HMNF,
MDNR, Monitor and Delta were all evaluated about the same (Table 23). In particular,
the HMNF and MDNR were always very similar. However, Delhi often got significantly
less fair evaluations. The biggest difference was for influence evaluation. Delhi received
—0.3 while HMNF got 0.2, MDNR got 0.0, and Monitor and Delta received 0.1.

Evaluations of outcome fairess showed a different pattern. HMNF received less fair
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Table 23. Means, standard deviations and significant differences between agencies on
citizen evaluation and trust variables.

Total fair process Fair process Representation Influence

evaluation evaluation evaluation evaluation
Agency Mean St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D. | Mean St.D.
HMNF 0.3, 0.7 0.4 0.9 04 0.8 0.2, 0.9
MDNR 0.3 0.7 0.5, 0.9 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.9
Delhi 0.1, 0.8 0.1, 1.0 0.3 0.8 -0.3, 09
Monitor 0.4 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.1 1.0
Delta 0.4 0.8 0.4 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.1 1.0

Neutrality Courtesy Fair outcome Trust in

evaluation evaluation evaluation decision makers
Agency Mean  St.D. Mean St.D. Mean St.D. | Mean St.D.
HMNF 0.2 0.9 0.8, 0.6 -0.2, 0.8 0.2, 0.9
MDNR 0.3 0.9 0.8, 0.7 -0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8
Delhi 0.0 1.1 0.4, 1.0 -0.1 1.0 0.1, 10
Monitor 0.3 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.2, 0.8 0.3, 0.9
Delta 0.2 1.0 0.7 0.8 -0.1 0.9 0.1, 0.9

Means marked with different subscripts are significantly different at p <.05 according to
Bonferroni t-tests which correct for multiple comparisons.

outcome evaluations (-0.2) than did Delhi (-0.1), but this difference was not statistically

significant. Monitor got a statistically higher fair outcome evaluation (0.2) than did

HMNF (-0.2), and also showed a non-significant trend towards being higher than the

other agencies. The patterns in the fairness variables also carried over to the consequence

of trust. Delhi had significantly lower trust scores (-0.1) than did HMNF (0.2), Monitor

(0.3), and Delta (0.1). Monitor had the highest trust score, although the difference was

not statistically significant. What might explain these differences and similarities? The

theoretical framework proposes that differences in decision making context should
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explain citizen evaluations. This theoretical prediction is tested in the next section, by

comparing patterns in context, evaluation, and consequence variables.

Testing the theoretical framework of perceived fairness

The theoretical framework proposes three types of context factors which
potentially affect citizen fairness judgements. The context factors include those related to
the agency making the decisions, those related to the decision making situation, and those
describing the characteristics of the citizen participants. To what extent do these factors
predict perceived fairness at the agency level?

The first set of context factors are about the agency making the decisions. One
difference among agencies was the level of government. HMNF operated at the federal
level, MDNR at the state level, and the three planning commissions at the local level. In
Chapter 4 it was predicted that level of government would be important but the direction
of influence was hard to hypothesize. Considerations related to notification and
representation suggested the local levels would be judged as more fair. Considerations of
legislative mandates for citizen participation suggested the local and the federal levels
would be perceived as most fair. Finally, the notion that local level issues would be more
involving to citizens suggested that state and federal levels would be seen as most fair.
Which of these theories did the data support?

Consistent with the many predictions above, the results of this study do not
provide a clear indication of the effect of level of government on fairness. When means
of evaluation variables calculated for each level of government were compared, there
were two significant differences (Table 24). In both, the federal level had the highest

faimess and the local level the lowest fainess. The first fairness variable showing
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Table 24. Anova analysis of differences between government levels in faimess
evaluations.

Mean score F-test
Federal State Local DF p-value

Total fair process evaluation .34 33 .26 (2, 766) .349
Fair process evaluation 42 47 .30 (2, 733) 134
Representation evaluation 42 46 .52 (2, 738) 367
Influence evaluation .20, -.03, -.09, (2,707) .001
Neutrality evaluation 23 .30 .14 (2,731) 219
Courtesy evaluation .84, 81, .55, (2, 705) .000
Fair outcome evaluation -.19 -.15 -.07 (2, 697) 212

Different subscripts in the same row show significantly different means at the 0.05 level
according to Bonferroni posthoc tests.

significant difference was influence evaluation. The lower influence evaluation at the
local level was consistent with the prediction that local levels are perceived as less fair
because the issues affect citizens more personally. With personally involving issues,
influence on the process and outcome would be more important, so citizens would react
more negatively to any perceived lack of faimess. However, the low score on influence
evaluation for the MDNR does not fit that explanation because MDNR decisions are as
distant from citizens as are HMNF decisions. The second significant difference was for
courtesy evaluation. Perhaps courtesy is lower at the local level because the more intense
issues inspire the decision makers to be tougher. Another possible reason is that HMNF
and MDNR decision makers are employees, and courtesy to citizens is easily noticeable
by their supervisors. However planning commissioners are unpaid volunteers, so they
can more easily get away with being rude. In conclusion, while level of government
may be a very important variable, this analysis does not provide straightforward

conclusions.
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Agency culture is another context factor. An agency where employees hold
citizen abilities and motivations in low regard should also be evaluated more negatively
by citizens. In addition, if agency employees feel faimess has low importance, citizens
may also perceive less fairness. Finally, agencies which evaluate themselves as
achieving less fairness, may also be evaluated as being less fair by citizens. These
predicted relationships were tested with bivariate correlations between citizen evaluation
variables and agency culture and resources variables (Table 25). Because the correlations
were at the agency level, the sample size was 5, making it very difficult to achieve
statistical significance. The discussion focuses on correlations with p-values less than .3
in order to identify non-significant trends which would need to be confirmed with a larger
sample of agencies or management units.

The overall pattern largely confirmed the predicted relationships. Of a total of
112 correlations between agency culture and fairness evaluations, 41 had p-values less
than .3, and of these 41, only 2 were in directions opposite of predicted. An interesting
pattern in the correlations was that representation evaluation and fair outcome evaluation
were the aspects of faimess most consistently related to agency culture. Representation
may be related most strongly because it can be readily judged by citizens and different
citizens are likely to reach the same evaluation. Judging representation involves looking
around the room and noting who is, and who is not, present. Because citizen judgements
are based on easily observed objective fact, they may be more accurate and thus be more
highly correlated with the amount of effort an agency actually expends on citizen
involvement. The same argument would hold for fair outcome evaluation. The decision

outcome may be publicly announced, facilitating citizen comparison of the relative
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outcomes of others. However, neutrality, influence, and courtesy are more subjective.
Citizen judgements will be more influenced by personal and situation characteristics in
addition to what an agency actually does.

The third agency factor was participation resources. Agencies with more
resources for conducting citizen participation should be able to do a better job, leading to
greater perceived faimess. However, this variable predicts faimess poorly. In fact,
agencies with more perceived available resources have a trend of being evaluated as less
fair by citizens (Table 25). These results suggest that either the amount of resources for
participation is not related to fairness, or there is a difference between actual resource
availability and employee perception of resource availability. Because participation
resources was measured in a subjective way by asking employees how many resources
were available, their answers may have been affected by how much they thought there
should have been. Thus employees in agencies which value participation may have been
critical of the resources available because they wanted more. In actual fact, their
agencies may have had more resources than other agencies which did not value
participation. If this interpretation is correct, then more participation resources may
actually increase perceived fairness, but this study found an opposite result because it
assessed employee perceptions. In sum, the role of participation resources is uncertain.

The next set of context factors related to the decision making situation. One
aspect of the situation was the participation technique used. Techniques emphasizing
discussion and repeated interaction were predicted to lead to greater fairness.
Correlations between the average score on participation technique for each agency and

average agency fairmess evaluations confirmed the prediction (Table 26). In particular,
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agencies with more discussion-based participation were seen as being more neutral (r =
.80, p =.105) and more courteous (r =.77, p =.128), as well as having a generally fair
process (r=.73, p =.163). There was a weaker trend towards citizens feeling they had
more influence (r = .45, p = .444). There was no relationship between participation
technique and fair outcome evaluation. This is logical because the technique used is an
aspect of the process, not the outcome.

Another situational factor was the amount of conflict. Conflict showed mixed
patterns among the fair process variables because there were an equal number of positive
and negative relationships, all of which were weak (Table 26). The only reasonably
strong correlation was with fair outcome evaluation (r =-.79, p = .113), suggesting that as
conflict increases, fair outcomes decrease. The fact that conflict is most strongly
associated with outcome is consistent with the idea that conflict often arises out of
differences in underlying interests. Usually a person’s interests are based in achieving a
particular outcome. Thus when conflict is more intense, differences in interests are
probably also more extreme, and it will be harder to find a fair outcome.

Equal power also had small faimess correlations at the agency level, although
they were more consistent than those of conflict. With the exception of courtesy
evaluation, equal power was associated with greater faimess. It was most strongly
related to representation evaluation (r = .78, p =.122) and fair outcome evaluation (r =
.95, p=.012). The correlation with fair outcome may be statistically significant because
the powerful can often get the outcome they want at the expense of those with less power.

The final situation characteristics were the prior relationships among participants.

It was predicted that if citizens had more prior relationships with decision makers, with
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other citizens, and with citizens who opposed their views, the process and outcome would
be more fair. Although the correlations were small, fair process was consistently
associated with a greater percentage of relationships. This pattern was the strongest for
relationships with opponents where correlations ranged from .60 to .85 and approached
significance at the p < .05 level. When people have a relationship of respect with their
opponent they are more likely to cooperate, leading to a process that is more fair.

The final set of context factors describe the individual characteristics of citizen
participants. The theory predicted that greater levels of involvement with the agency and
in natural resource decision making in general would lead to greater faimess perceptions
because the citizen would feel a greater sense of control. However, the correlations for
agency involvement and general involvement showed no clear trends, suggesting that
participation experience does not operate at the agency level. Age, education, and gender
did have clear and strong agency level patterns. Age was highly correlated in a positive
direction with all the fair process variables. Education was also positively correlated with
fair process. Gender was negatively correlated with all the fair process variables except
representation evaluation. This means that older people, more highly educated people,
and men perceived more fair process. These are also the categories of people who have
higher perceptions of control over government (Smith & Propst, 2001). A sense of
greater control may translate into a feeling that the process is fair.

In conclusion, at the agency level, there is support for the impact of context on
faimess. However, at the agency level, does fairness predict the consequence of trust in
decision makers? Correlations support the proposition that increased fairness is

associated with trust in decision makers. Specifically, total fair process evaluation (r =
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.93, p =.021), fair process evaluation (r = .87, p = .056), representation evaluation (r =
.78, p = .124), influence evaluation (r = .89, p = .044), neutrality evaluation (r = .86, p =
.064), courtesy evaluation (r =.67, p =.213), and fair outcome evaluation (r = .56, p =

.330) all were positively correlated with trust in decision makers.

Summary

At the agency level, do agencies differ on important context variables? Do these
differences affect citizen evaluations, and do those evaluations impact trust in decision
makers? The results reviewed in this chapter show that the agencies did differ on context
variables. In addition, these differences in agency, situation, and citizen characteristics
did generally correlate with citizen evaluations of fairness as predicted by the theoretical
framework of perceived faimess. When an agency values fairness, reports that it
achieves fairness, and believes that citizens have the knowledge to participate and are not
self-interested, citizens also are more likely to report that the agency treats them fairly. A
decision situation characterized by a discussion-based participation technique, low
conflict, equal power, and prior relationships between citizens and their opponents was
perceived as leading to more fair decision processes and sometimes more fair outcomes.
Agencies with older, male, and highly educated citizen participants tended to be
evaluated more fairly. When agencies were evaluated as being more fair, their decision
makers were trusted. In the next chapter, the causes of individual citizen evaluations are
explored. The analysis focuses on situation and citizen characteristics, context variables
which were measured at the individual level. This is done to further understand why

some citizens perceive greater fairness than others.
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CHAPTER VIII: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: CITIZEN AND SITUATION
INFLUENCES ON FAIRNESS AND TRUST

The previous chapter examined the differences between agencies on context,
evaluation, and consequence variables in order to determine if the relationships among
variables at the agency level were consistent with the theoretical framework of Chapter 4.
The results indicated that context factors related to the agency making the decisions
explained variation in evaluation variables at the agency level. However, situation and
citizen characteristics did a relatively poor job of explaining agency differences in citizen
evaluations. This is not surprising as situation and citizen characteristics were measured
at the citizen level. At the citizen level do context factors related to the situation and the
citizens influence perceived fairness in the directions predicted by the theory? Do
fairness evaluations increase trust in the decision makers? In this chapter, these questions

are answered.

Citizen evaluations of fairness and trust in decision makers

Citizen evaluations of fairness are at the core of the theoretical framework
proposed in Chapter 4. The theoretical framework proposes that the decision making
context affects fairess evaluations and these in turn affect the level of citizen trust in
decision makers. The framework specifically proposes that fairness of the decision
making process and the decision outcome increase trust in decision makers. Much prior
research has shown that positive evaluations lead to positive outcomes for the agency

(e.g. Tyler & Degoey, 1995).
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In Chapter 6, factor analysis and reliability analysis led to the creation of five
process faimess variables. Total fair process evaluation measured overall faimess by
averaging all 16 fair process items. Fair process evaluation measured general faimess,
but did so with only two fairness items (“The procedures used to make decisions were
fair,” and “Citizens were treated unfairly””). The access of all affected citizens to
decision making was assessed with representation evaluation, the ability of citizens to
influence process and outcomes was assessed with influence evaluation, the neutrality of
the process was measured with neutrality evaluation, and the politeness of the agency was
assessed with courtesy evaluation. Fair outcome evaluation was the one measure of the
perceived fairness of the outcomes.

Bivariate correlations unambiguously supported the theoretical proposition that
faimness is positively related to trust in the agency. The correlations with trust were 0.78
for total fair process evaluation, 0.65 for fair process evaluation, 0.49 for representation
evaluation, 0.69 for influence evaluation, 0.78 for neutrality evaluation, 0.54 for courtesy
evaluation, and 0.69 for fair outcome evaluation. All of these were significant at the p <
.01 level. These correlations show that influence, neutrality and fair outcomes have a

larger impact on trust than do representation and courtesy.

Participation technique and evaluation variables

Now that the relationship of faimess with trust has been established, how do
context variables impact fairness? There were four context variables related to the
situation in which decision making took place. These were the participation technique

used, the amount of conflict among citizens, the equality of power among citizens, and
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the amount of prior relationships among citizens and between citizens and decision
makers. The first variable, participation technique, measured the amount of interpersonal
interaction. Ranked from lowest to highest, the techniques were written, one-on-one,
hearing, meeting, and advisory board. In Chapter 4, the theoretical prediction was made
that when citizens participated in decision making using a technique with more
interaction, they would rate the decision making process and outcome as more fair.

The correlations suggest a positive relationship between participation techniques
and citizen evaluations of fair process, as predicted (Table 27). Participation technique
had significant positive correlations with fair process evaluation (r = .09) and courtesy
evaluation (.08) and all except one of the other citizen evaluation variables had positive,
but not significant, correlations with participation technique. The connection between
courtesy and technique is not surprising because one of the courtesy items was “citizen’s
questions were answered.” A back-and-forth discussion would allow greater opportunity
to answer questions and the dynamics of friendly conversation would encourage
politeness. A conversation also allows feedback which can increase the sense of
influence because the citizens can see their comments being considered. As techniques
become more group-based, citizens are also able to see the diversity of citizens involved
and have a sense of the representativeness of the process. In addition, humans are
fundamentally social creatures, and so enjoy personal interactions. It is not surprising
that they would have more positive impressions of techniques which allow relaxed
interactions. The preference for group-based techniques has also been found in prior

research (Smith & McDonough, 2001).
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Conflict and evaluation variables

The second aspect of the decision making situation is the amount of conflict.
Conflict is predicted to reduce fairness evaluations because in a highly conflicted
situation people will hold stronger and more divergent positions, making it harder to find
outcomes that all perceive as being fair. If outcomes do not turn out as desired, the
neutrality of the decision makers may be questioned.

The correlation results strongly support the hypothesis because all seven
evaluation variables are negatively correlated with conflict, and five of these are
significant (Table 27). In particular, Conflict is significantly correlated (p < .05) with
total fair process evaluation (-.11), fair process evaluation (r = -.08), neutrality evaluation
(r=-.21), and fair outcome evaluation (r = -.22). These results indicate that as conflict in
decision making increases, citizen satisfaction decreases. It does so both in terms of
outcomes, because citizens do not get what they want, and in terms of the general fairness
of the process and whether or not the process is seen as neutral and unbiased. The
relative sizes of the correlations suggest that the outcome function is more important,
particularly when one considers that one of the items measuring neutrality evaluation can
be interpreted in terms of outcomes, i.e. “There is a lack of bias toward particular
interests, groups, and persons.” This is not surprising because conflict often arises out

of competing interests, i.e. differing desired outcomes (Floyd, Germain & Horst, 1996).

Equal power and evaluation variables

The third aspect of the decision making situation is the extent of power equality

among citizens. Participation theories are often presented in terms of power and power
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sharing so it is logical to propose that decision making would be seen as less fair if power
1s less equal.

As predicted, all seven citizen evaluation variables were significantly positively
associated with equal power (Table 27). Specifically, equal power was positively
correlated with total fair process evaluation (r = .43), fair process evaluation (r = .24),
representation evaluation (r = .38), influence evaluation (r = .37), neutrality evaluation (r
=.38), courtesy evaluation (r = .22) and fair outcome evaluation (r = .41). These
correlations were the strongest of any context variable, suggesting that equal power
among citizens is a key factor in achieving perceived fairness. This is no surprise
because power inequalities can lead to biased, unfair outcomes as well as processes
which are not neutral because they give greater influence or access to certain people at
the expense of others. Research on procedural justice found that unequal power
situations enhanced the importance of fair procedures (Barrett-Howard & Tyler, 1986),
implying that equal power situations were inherently more fair to begin with so additional
assurances of fairness were unnecessary. In conclusion, the literature as well as these
results makes it clear that the distribution of power is a central element of the decision

making context.

Prior relationships and evaluation variables

The final situation variables measure the prior relationships of respect among the
participants. Because respect is an underlying principle of procedural justice (Lind &
Tyler, 1988), if people already know each other in a relationship of respect, they should

treat each other more fairly. This means that persons who claimed to have a prior
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relationships with the decision makers and other citizens should view the process and
outcome as more fair.

Although one would expect prior relationships to be an important variable, the
results were mixed (Table 27). The percent of decision makers with whom the
respondent had a relationship was significantly positively related to fair process
evaluation (r =.10) and courtesy evaluation (r = .13) as well as positively, but non-
significantly, with four of the other evaluation variables. However, percent of citizens
relationships was significantly negatively related to fair outcome evaluation (r = -.13), as
well as non-significantly negatively related to all but one of the other evaluation
variables. The percent of opposed citizens with whom the respondent had a relationship
had no significant correlations with evaluation variables. Perhaps the reason for the
positive significance of relationships with decision makers lies in the fact that decision
makers are the ones with control of the process and the outcome so relationships with
them are the most important to faimess judgements. It is unclear why the percent of
citizen relationships was negatively related to outcome faimess. These results are
counter to findings that relationships lead to more cooperative strategies (Pruitt, 1998)
which should lead to more satisfactory outcomes. The results should be taken with
caution in view of validity concerns with the prior relationships variables as outlined in

Chapter 6.

Citizen characteristics and evaluation variables
The final type of context variable was the characteristics of the citizens evaluating

the decisions. Because fairness evaluations are based on individual perceptions, it was
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expected that individual differences among people would lead to differences in their
evaluations. It was predicted that males, people with more education, and people with
more participation experience would perceive greater fairness.

The results partially confirm the predictions (Table 27). As predicted, men and
people with more education perceive greater fairness. Older people also gave more fair
evaluations, particularly in terms of fair outcomes (r =.13). Women were more negative
on total fair process evaluation (r = -.11), representation evaluation (r = -.10), influence
evaluation (r = -.08), neutrality evaluation (r = -.08), courtesy evaluation (r = -.13), and
fair outcome evaluation (r = -.10). More educated persons were more positive on total
fair process evaluation (r = .10), fair process evaluation (r = .10), influence evaluation (r
=.14), neutrality evaluation (r = .08), and courtesy evaluation (r = .14). These results are
consistent with previous findings from a more general sample of Michigan residents in
which men and more highly educated people felt a greater sense of control over
government (Smith & Propst, 2001), implying greater satisfaction with government
decisions.

The results about the effect of prior participation experience were more mixed. A
higher level of involvement with a particular agency was positively correlated with
courtesy evaluations (r = .08), but negatively correlated with fair outcome evaluation (r =
-.08). General level of involvement was negatively associated with representation
evaluation (r = -.12) and fair outcome evaluation (r = -.12). General involvement also
showed a non-significant trend towards negative correlation with the other evaluation
variables. The negative evaluations of people with more experience are contrary to

expectation. They suggest that the more involved one becomes the more critical one gets,
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or the people who tend to get more involved do so because they are more critical in
general. These results suggest that even though participatory experience increases the
sense of control over government (Finkel, 1985), this does not necessarily mean citizens

become more satisfied with the decisions or decision making processes.

Summary

The theoretical framework made a number of predictions, many of which were
supported at the citizen level. There was strong support for the association of fairness
evaluations with the consequence of trust in decision makers. In addition, a number of
context factors were found to affect fairness evaluations. There was some support for the
prediction that decisions made with participation techniques having more interpersonal
interaction will be evaluated as being fair. Increased conflict was clearly related to less
fair citizen evaluations, while equal power was associated with more fair citizen
evaluations. As predicted, prior relationships between citizens and decision makers led to
increased faimess. However, contrary to prediction, increases in citizen-citizen
relationships were associated with less faimess. Finally, women, younger people, and
people with less education evaluated their experience as more unfair. Contrary to
prediction, people with more prior participation experience perceived less faimess. In
conclusion these findings generally support the proposed theoretical framework. Context
factors do have an impact on citizen evaluations of faimess. Fairness, in turn, is
associated with greater trust in decision makers.

In the next chapter, a multivariate test of the framework is conducted. Using

stepwise analysis of covariance, the context variables are examined together in a set of
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multivariate regressions. The multivariate analysis allows the testing of all context
variables together to see if they independently explain variation in faimess. The
regressions also include agencies as dummy variables in order to examine the agency and
the citizen levels of variation in fairness at the same time. Finally, the equations can also
directly test interactions among variables. As a result, a more realistic picture of the

influences and consequence of perceived fairness is constructed.
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CHAPTER IX: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: THE COMBINED INFLUENCE
OF AGENCY, SITUATION, AND CITIZEN FACTORS ON FAIRNESS AND
TRUST

The previous two chapters sought to determine if context factors affected faimess
and if fairness influenced trust in decision makers. This was done to test the theoretical
framework proposed in Chapter 4. The framework was developed for the purpose of
understanding why citizens perceive some decision making processes and outcomes to be
more fair than others. Once these factors are better understood, agencies will be better
able to adapt their decision making processes to the characteristics of the situation and
citizens. Achieving processes and outcomes that are more fair should help to build the
relationships of trust between citizens and decision makers that facilitate cooperative
resource management. In the previous chapters, relationships among variables were
examined at the agency and citizen levels.

Chapter 7 examined the framework at the agency level and showed that agency
level factors of government level and agency culture were influential in explaining cross-
agency variation in fairness. Situation and citizen characteristics also explained variation
in fairness at the agency level. Variation in fairness was also predictive of variation in
the consequence of trust in decision makers. In Chapter 8, situation and citizen
characteristics were correlated with faimess judgements at the citizen level. Situation
factors like power equality, amount of conflict, participation technique, and prior
relationships explained some variation in fairness. Citizen characteristics, like prior
participation experience, gender, age, and education also helped explain fairness.

Furthermore, faimess was highly correlated with the consequence of trust. In conclusion,
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bivariate examinations of the data largely supported the theoretical framework at both the
individual and the agency level of analyses.

In this chapter, a multilevel, multivariate analysis technique is used. Multivariate
approaches can determine which variables are most influential because all the variables
are included in the same calculation. Multivariate analysis also allows a more direct test
of the structure of the theoretical framework because context, evaluation, and
consequence variables can be analyzed together. The proposition that context factors
influence trust by first affecting fairness evaluations can be directly tested. Finally,
multivariate approaches enable the modeling of interactions among independent
variables.

A multilevel approach is incorporated because the factors themselves operate at
multiple levels. Chapter 7 showed that agencies do differ in fairess and these
differences can be partly explained by difference between the agencies. Chapter 8
showed that individuals also differ in faimess judgements, and that these can be
explained by citizen level factors like the situation and the respondent characteristics. A
complete picture of the relative importance of the different levels, and the interactions
between the levels, can only be obtained through a multilevel analysis.

The multilevel, multivariate approach is used to answer the following research
questions: 1) Does fairness mediate the effect of context factors on the consequence of
trust? 2) Which context factors have the greatest influence on faimess? 3) How do
context factors affect each other?, and 4) Can the differences between agencies in terms
of fairness be explained by individual and situation factors, or are there true agency level

factors that affect fairness?
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Analysis overview

The mode of analysis used here was stepwise analysis of covariance. A multiple
regression equation was estimated with a certain set of independent variables. Then
another equation with some additional independent variables was calculated. For each
equation, the amount of variation explained in the dependent variable was estimated by
R, the coefficient of multiple determination. Subtracting the R? values gave the
additional amount of variation explained by the variables which were added to the second
equation. An F-test was performed to show if the change in R? was significantly different
from zero. By adding sets of variables and observing changes in R?, the relative
influences of the different types of context variables were determined.

A multilevel dimension was added with dummy variables that represent the
agencies (McClendon, 1994). A dummy variable is coded with zeros and ones. Since
there were five agencies, four dummy variables were created. In this way each agency
was uniquely determined. For example, respondents who participated in Delta Township
received a one in the Delta variable, and zeros in the Monitor, Delhi, and MDNR
variables.v Respondents who participated with the HMNF received a zero on all the
agency dummy variables. When a dummy variable was included in a regression, the
regression coefficient it received was equal to the difference between the mean value of
the dependent variable for that agency and for the HMNF. If the coefficient was
significant, the difference between that agency and the HMNF was significantly different
from zero. Including dummy variables was equivalent to conducting an analysis of

variance with agency as the factor, because it tested for differences among agency means.
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Adding dummy variables was a simple way to examine agency level variation in
fairness, because it tested to see if agencies had significantly different means for fairness.
Citizen level variables could also be used as regular independent regression variables. If
a coefficient was positive and significant, then higher levels of the independent variable
predicted greater fairness, after holding all other variables constant. Including citizen
level variables changed the interpretation of the dummy variables. The citizen level
variables acted as covariates which meant that the agency averages were adjusted for the
presence of any relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable. For
example, if conflict was included in the equation with the agency dummy variables, then
any differences between agencies existed after holding conflict constant. Thus
differences between agencies must have been caused by something else besides
differences in the amount of conflict.

The stepwise analysis of covariance did not use all the variables from the previous
chapters. Because the prior relationships variables had questionable validity and because
many people left them blank, they were not included. Including them would have
reduced the sample size by half. In addition, not all of the fair process variables could be
included because they were so closely related that they explained the same variation in
the dependent variable of trust. This multi-collinearity would pose problems for the
interpretation of the variable coefficients because they would vary widely depending on
whether the other related variables were included (Netter, Wasserman, & Whitmore,
1993). The solution was to use two fairness variables in separate analyses. The total fair
process evaluation variable combined all the fair process items in a single index, thus

capturing the shared influence of the different aspects of fair process. The fair outcome
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evaluation variable was also an index of outcome fairness items. Separate stepwise
analyses of covariance were conducted with the two types of fairness to see how their
relationships with the context variables and with trust differed.

The other variables not included were related to the agency. The agency level
was represented by dummy variables and if any other agency factors, such as level of
government or agency culture, were included in the same equation then they became
perfectly collinear with the dummy variables. The equation could not be solved. Thus
the analysis statistically tested for differences in agency means after adjusting for all the
citizen level variables. Then the pattern of differences in agency means could be
qualitatively compared with patterns of agency culture, participation resources, and level
of government to see if they might explain the differences.

In conclusion, the following variables were included in the regression equations:
agency dummy variables (Delta, Delhi, Monitor, MDNR), characteristics of the citizens
(age, education, gender, general involvement), characteristics of the situation
(participation technique, equal power, conflict), measures of faimess (total fair process
evaluation, fair outcome evaluation), and a measure of consequence (trust). In the next
section, the stepwise analyses of covariance which used these variables to answer the

research questions are presented.

Testing the mediation of fair process
A central aspect of the theoretical framework of perceived fairness is that the
influence of the context on trust in decision makers is indirectly channeled through

perceptions of fairness in decision making. Context factors operate on a particular event

143



which the citizen perceives and evaluates. Based on the evaluations, the citizen’s level of
trust in decision makers is modified. These considerations can be rephrased as the
question, does fair process mediate the effect of context factors on the consequence of
trust? Stepwise regression analysis can be used to answer this question.

The first set of regression models demonstrate that context variables have very
little direct influence on trust after controlling for fair process. In the first model, total
fair process evaluation is used as the only independent variable predicting trust. The
model is significant and explains 64% of the variation in trust (Table 28). The second
model adds additional agency dummy variables, the four citizen characteristic variables,
and three situation variables. Although the change in R? is significant (p = .017), adding
these variables increases explained variation in trust by only 2%. The small direct
influence of context on trust can also be seen in the independent variable standardized
coefficients, or Beta values (Table 29). Only equal power and conflict have significant
coefficients, and these coefficients are small (0.10, -0.06). These results confirm half of
the mediation effect: faimess does influence trust and context has very little direct effect
on trust. The second part of the mediation is to test whether context has an influence on
fairness.

The influence of context on fairness can be seen in the next set of stepwise
regressions in which fairness is the dependent variable. Four models were compared
which contained different set of variables (Tables 30 and 31). The third model is the
most parsimonious because it explains almost the same amount of variation (Adj R? =
0.24) with fewer variables than the fourth model (Adj R? = 0.25). The third model

contains seven independent context variables which have significant effects on fairness
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(Table 31). Thus context factors clearly have an effect on fair process.

To summarize, to what extent does fair process mediate the impact of context on
trust? This can be calculated using a technique analogous to the calculation of direct and
indirect effects in path analysis (Alwin & Hauser, 1981; Pigozzi, pers. comm.). In path
analysis, the indirect effect of a variable is calculated by multiplying the Beta coefficients
which lie along the path. In this situation, for example, the indirect effect of equal power
on trust is the multiplication of the Beta coefficient for equal power when fairness is the
dependent variable (Table 31, Model 3) with the Beta coefficient of fairness when trust is
the dependent variable (Table 29, Model 1). The product of the two Betas gives the
amount of influence which is mediated by fairness.

However, in this situation the combined influence of all the context variables on
fairness needs to be calculated. This combined influence is captured in the R statistic,
which is the multiple correlation. The R statistic is identical to the Beta coefficient when
there is only one independent variable. By multiplying R statistics, the direct and indirect
effects of a group of variables can be compared.

The regression with context variables as the independent variables and fair
process as the dependent variable had an R of 0.506 (Table 30, Model 3). The regression
with fair process as the independent variable and trust as the dependent variables had an
R of 0.803. Thus the mediated influence of context on trust was R = .406 (.506*.803) In
contrast, the direct effect of the context variables on trust is equal to the change in R
when the context variables are added as independent variables to an equation already
containing fairness as an independent variables and trust as the dependent variable (Table

29). Without the context variables, the model with fair process as the independent
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variable and trust as the dependent had an R of .803. When the context variables were
added, the model’s R was .813, an increase of .010. These results show that the indirect
(mediated) effect of context on trust (R = .406) was much greater than the direct effect (R
=.010). As the framework proposes, fair process does appear to mediate the influence of

context on trust.

The relative influences of context variables on fair process

Having found support for the mediating role of fair process, the next question is to
determine which aspects of the context cause the largest changes in citizen judgements of
fair process. A stepwise analysis of covariance was performed to answer this question.
As groups of variables were entered, the change in explained variation ( R? ) was
examined. The agency dummy variables were entered in the first model, followed by
citizen characteristics, and finally situation variables. Agency dummy variables were
entered first to see if there was any agency level variance in fair process. Then citizen
background characteristics were included as a group. They were entered before the
situation variables because they were expected to explain some variation and were not of
primary importance. Finally, situation characteristics were entered.

When the agency dummy variables were entered by themselves they only
explained 2% of the variation in total fair process evaluation (Table 30, Model 1). All of
them had identical means except Delhi which was significantly lower than HMNF (Table
31, Model 1). This was exactly the same pattern found in Chapter 7 when agency means
were compared for total fair process evaluation. It suggested that for some reason

citizens in Delhi Township were particularly upset with their planning commission.
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However, the lack of differences among agency means and the small amount of explained
variation in process fairness, suggest that fairness perceptions are largely expressed at the
individual, not the agency level.

The next block of variables was citizen characteristics. Adding them to the
equation only increased explained variation in fair process by 5% (Table 30, Model 2).
Education was positively related to perceptions of fair process (Beta = .13, p <.05), while
higher levels of general political involvement was negatively related (B = -.20, p <.05).
Although not significant, age was positively related to faimess (B = .08) and female
gender was negatively related (B =-.06). The directions of influence were the same as
found in Chapter 8 with zero-order correlations. However, the correlation between
general political involvement and total fair process evaluation was not significant, while
the correlation for gender was. This inconsistency in results suggests the citizen
characteristics may interact enough to affect each other’s significance level when
included in the same regression. The only variable which was significant both in zero-
order correlations, and in multiple regression was education. Thus the effect of education
on fair process was quite reliable. In summary, citizen characteristics explain a small, but
significant amount of variation in fair process.

The final block of variables added was the situation characteristics. This set of
variables was clearly the most important, as it added 17% of additional explained
variation in fair process (Table 30, Model 3). Equal power (B =.39), participation
technique (B = .08), and conflict (B = -.10) were all significantly related to fair process at
the p <.05 level. The significance and directions of influence mirrored the zero-order

correlations in Chapter 8. These results suggest that the immediate environment of the
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decision making is the aspect of the context which has the largest impact on citizen
evaluations of the decision making process.

Thus the final model without interactions explained 26% of the variation in total
fair process evaluations. Examination of the regression coefficients showed that the
relative influence on process faimess was greatest for equal power (B = .39), then
education (B =.18), then general involvement (B = -.16), then conflict (B = -.10), and
finally participation technique (B = .08). Controlling for these covariates, there were now
significant differences among the agencies. This suggests that differences among
agencies in terms of citizens and situations had been masking true agency level variation
in process fairness.

In conclusion, the stepwise analysis of covariance largely confirmed the bivariate
relationships identified in Chapter 8 at the citizen level. Examination of changes in
explained variation among models suggested that agency, citizen, and situation
characteristics all explain variation in fair process. However, situation factors,
particularly the equality of power distribution, were the most influential. This result is
not surprising given that inequalities in power distribution could easily cause biased
outcomes, lack of neutrality, and lack of respect for some individuals. All of these results
are integral to perceptions of faimess. Having shown that straightforward context effects
exist, it is also possible that they may interact. The level of one context factor could
affect how another context factor influences faimess. The next section tests for statistical

interactions.
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Interactions in the influences of context variables on fair process

How do context factors affect each other? Does the level of one context factor
affect how other context factors influence fair process? The effect of one factor on
another was tested by including statistical interaction terms in the regression model. The
first step was to add all possible two way interactions among context variables to the full
basic regression equation. When this was done, only one interaction was significant.
This interaction, between equal power and education, was then added by itself to the final
regression equation to produce Model 4 (Table 30). Adding the interaction only
increased explained variation in fair process by 1%, but this increase was significantly
different from zero. The interaction term’s coefficient (B = -.38) also remained highly
significant and large (Table 31). The probable reason for the small increase in explained
variation was that the term was calculated from two variables already entered in the
equation. Thus it did not add much overall explanatory power. However, the interaction
did highlight an important way the context variables operate and so was kept.

When an interaction term is added, it often affects the coefficients of its
constituent variables. Thus in model 4, the coefficient for power changed to .75, an
increase from .39, and education slightly decreased from .18 to .13. This is not a concern
because when a significant interaction term is included, the coefficients of its constituent
variables can no longer be interpreted on their own (Agresti & Finlay, 1997). Because of
the interaction, there is no longer a single, linear relationship between equal power and
process faimess so the coefficient for equal power can not be interpreted. However, the
interaction term, the equal power term, and the education term can all be combined in a

simple linear formula which can be used to plot a graph of the interaction. Because the
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equation does not include the other coefficients or the intercept, the y-intercepts of the
lines are not accurate. However, the slope of the lines, and thus the relationships between
equal power, education, and fair process are accurately depicted. The equation, using

unstandardized beta coefficients from Model 4, is:

Total fair process evaluation =

0.087*education + 0.643*equal power — 0.085*equal power*education

The graph of the relationship between equal power and fair process at three levels
of education shows that for people with lower education, power equality has a greater
impact on process fairness (Figure 3). People with lower education are also often the
people who have less power in society. Thus they may be more sensitive to power

differences.

1.5
= i
8 1
3
g 05 -
(5]
(4]
3 0 T 1
E 2
K] -0.5 - e
8 - - - - - < high school
8 19 7 2 year college
=
R graduate degree
Equal power

Figure 3: The interaction of power equality with education on total fair process
evaluation.
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Differences between agency means on fair process

Now that the regression model is fully specified, the multilevel aspect of the
model can be more fully explored. The final research question was whether the
differences between agencies could be fully explained by individual and situation
variables, or if there was residual variation at the agency level. Any variation still
existing at the agency level might be explained by agency level variation in agency
culture, participation resources, and level of government.

In the previous discussion of the stepwise analysis of covariance, passing mention
was made of the fact that when the agency dummy variables were regressed on total fair
process evaluation without any covariates, only Delhi was significantly lower than
HMNF (Table 31, Model 1). However, when the citizen characteristic of general
involvement was added to the regression (Model 2), Delta and Monitor now had lower
fair process means than HMNF and MDNR (although the differences were not significant
in Model 2). This makes sense because citizens involved with the planning commissions
generally had lower levels of political and natural resource involvement. People with less
involvement experience tended to have more positive faimess evaluations (B = -.20).
Thus correcting the agency faimess means for general involvement would tend to make
HMNF and MDNR means more positive, and the planning commission means more
negative. By correcting for the important characteristic of citizen experience with
participation, agency level differences in fairness evaluations were uncovered.

So what were these agency differences? In the regression that included the citizen
and situation covariates, Delhi (B = -.24), Monitor (B =-.11), and Delta (B = -.09) were

significantly lower than HMNF (Table 31, Model 3). Additional dummy variable
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analysis with Delhi as the reference agency showed that Delhi was also significantly
lower than MDNR and Delta. In summary, the order from most to least fair process was
HMNF, MDNR, Delta, Monitor, and Delhi. What might explain these patterns in agency
differences? Do they match agency differences on agency variables?

Agency culture variables generally showed Monitor and Delta with higher
faiess importance and faimess performance scores than the HMNF and MDNR.
HMNF and MDNR were usually close to identical. The scores for Delhi fell between the
two groups, being significantly different from neither. How do these patterns compare to
the patterns of citizen evaluations? The main similarity between patterns of citizen
evaluations and agency culture was that Delhi was usually the lowest of the three
planning commissions on both. In addition, HMNF and MDNR were essentially
identical to each other on both. The main dissimilarity was that HMNF and MDNR
received higher citizen fairness evaluations when compared to the planning commissions,
but had lower agency culture scores on fairness importance and performance when
compared to the planning commissions.

These patterns could be explained by level of government. The types of decisions
made at the local level may often be more problematic and involve citizens more
personally. As a result citizens might be more critical of the decision process and
outcome. The increased local level sensitivity to fairness might be a much more
influential factor than agency culture and so would reduce the positive impact of agency
culture at the local level. This would lead to lower citizen evaluations of fairness for
planning commissions, even though they had a culture more supportive of citizen

participation than did the MDNR and HMNF. For state and federal agencies, culture may
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have a smaller influence on faimess evaluations, perhaps because there are other agency
level factors that influence the faimess with which decisions are made. For example,
regulations and decision making policies may require particular citizen participation
practices, and the use of citizen input when making decisions (Taylor, 1984).

When one examines patterns of culture and citizen evaluations between agencies
in the same level of government, they are very consistent. The HMNF and MDNR had
very similar cultures and very similar evaluations. Among planning commissions, Delhi,
the planning commission with the lowest citizen evaluations, also had the lowest agency
culture scores on many of the fairess importance and performance variables. Correcting
for the level of government, agency culture may have still have some impact on citizen
evaluations.

In conclusion, the stepwise analysis of covariance reviewed so far confirmed that
fair process does mediate the influence of context on trust. Most of the context variables
measured had a significant effect on fair process. At the individual level, the situation
and citizen characteristics influenced faimess. There was a significant interaction
between the citizen characteristic of education and the situation characteristic of equal
power. At the agency level, a combination of level of government and agency culture
appeared to explain significant differences in agency means on fair process. These
results provide strong support for the contextual theory of perceived fairess proposed in
this study. The test of the theoretical framework is not complete, however, because the
analysis only considered fair process. In the next sections, the analysis is repeated to see

if fair outcome evaluations follow the same contextual patterns.
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Testing the mediation of fair outcome

In the previous sections, fair process was shown to mediate much of the influence
of context on trust in decision makers. Does the same hold true for fair outcome
evaluation? A regression model with fair outcome as the only independent variable
predicting trust explained 50% of the variation in trust (Table 32, Model 1). When the
agency dummy variables, the citizen characteristics, and the situation variables were
added, an additional 7% of the variation in trust was explained (Table 32, Model 2). The
additional variation was spread among a number of context factors (Table 33, Model 2).
First, people with higher education generally had greater trust in decision makers. This
may be because more educated people themselves possess more expertise and so would
tend to trust the highly expert decision makers. Second, participation techniques with
more discussion and decision situations with more equal power also were associated with
greater trust. Third, there were significant differences among agencies in the level of
trust. Differences among agencies make sense because some of the questionnaire items
used to measure trust referred to general trust in the agency and the opinion that the
agency is doing a good job. For this reason, although trust was measured at the citizen
level, it is partly an agency level construct. Agency level variation should occur for trust.
In summary, although several of the context variables had significant coefficients, the
overall pattern is that most of the variation in trust was explained by fair outcome, and
the context factors had little direct impact on trust. For a mediation theory to be
supported, however, it also has to be shown that context influences fair outcome.

In fact, context factors did explain 21% of variation in fair outcome evaluation in

the final model (Table 34, Model 4). The model contained seven variables with
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significant effects on fair outcome (Table 35, Model 4). Given that context factors
explained variation in fair outcome, to what extent did fair outcome mediate the influence
of context on trust? This can be estimated with R (the multiple correlation statistic) for
the models. The model with context factors as the independent variables predicting fair
outcome had an R of .462 (Table 34, Model 3). The model with fair outcome predicting
trust had an R of .710. Thus the indirect effect of context on trust was R =.328
(.462*.710). The direct effect of context on trust equaled the change in R when context
variables were added as independent vanables to an equation with fair outcome as an
independent variable predicting trust (Table 32). This change was R =.050 (.760 - .710).
Thus most of the impact of context factors was mediated through fair outcome (R =.328)
instead of being direct (R =.050). These results support the mediation role of fair

outcome proposed in the theoretical framework.

The relative influences of context variables on fair outcome

Having found support for the mediating role of fair outcome, the next question is
to determine which aspects of the context have the greatest influence on fair outcome. A
stepwise analysis of covariance was performed in which agency dummy variables were
added, followed by citizen characteristics, and finally situation variables.

Agency differences explained only 3% of the variation in fair outcome (Table 34,
Model 1). However, two of the agency coefficients were significant. Monitor (B =.17)
and MDNR (B = .11) had significantly higher fair outcome means than HMNF. This

suggets that agency factors might be important in determining outcome fairness.
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The next regression model included citizen variables and explained an additional
3% of variation in fair outcome (Table 34, Model 2). MDNR was no longer significantly
different from HMNF and the difference between Monitor and HMNF was reduced (.12).
Thus some of the agency differences in fair outcome were because the agencies differed
in the types of citizens they involved. This will be discussed in detail in a following
section. Of the citizen characteristics, age (B =.10), gender (B = -.09), and general
involvement (B = -.15) had significant coefficients (Table 35, Model 2). This suggests
that older people, men, and people with less political participation experience perceived
greater outcome fairness. These directions of influence mirror the findings of bivariate

relationships in Chapter 8, suggesting they may be relatively robust. However, it should

still be noted that adding citizen characteristics only increased explained variation by 3%.

Adding situation variables, however, boosted explained variation by 15% (Table
34, Model 3). Of the situation variables, equal power (B = .35) and conflict (B =-.17)
were significant (Table 35, Model 3). Again, the directions of these relationships were
consistent with the bivariate correlations in Chapter 8. Adding the situation factors
eliminated any significant differences among agency means and also made the
coefficients for age and general involvement no longer significant. These changes
suggested that agency differences in fair outcome had been largely based in agency
differences in citizen and situation characteristics. This finding will be explained further
below. The fact that the citizen variables of age and general involvement lost their
significance suggests possible multicollinearity between citizen characteristics and
situation. This multicollinearity could take the form of statistical interactions, tested in

the next section.
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According to the model, situations with more equal power and less conflict led to
greater fair outcome evaluations. Equal power was by far the most influential context
variable. Highly unequal power would increase the likelihood of outcomes that benefited
one person over another and so violated the principle of outcome fairess. The
importance of conflict is understandable because in a high conflict situation people may
be more attached to their interests and perceive greater injustice if the outcomes were not
as they thought they should be. Finally, women perceived less fair outcomes than men.
Women, who are generally less powerful members of society, would be more likely to
have their needs overlooked and so experience an unfair outcome. This last possibility
suggests an interaction between gender and power. In the next section, the model is

finally fully developed by testing for context-context interactions.

Interactions in the influences of context variables on fair outcome

The initial search for significant interactions used the complete model (Table 34,
Model 3) as a base and added all possible two-way interactions. There were no
significant three-way interactions. This led to two significant interactions: participation
technique with age and participation technique with gender. The model with the two
interactions explained an additional 2% of variation in fair outcome (Table 34, Model 4).

In order to understand the nature of the interactions, they were graphed using
equations based on the estimated unstandardized regression coefficients. Because both
interactions involved the same variable of participation technique, both interaction terms
had to be included in the equations. For example, the plot of the interaction of

participation technique with age was calculated with gender equaling 0.5. This was done
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to produce a plot that was gender neutral. The plot of the interaction of participation

technique with age had the following equation:

Fair outcome evaluation =

0.235age + 0.258technique — 0.060technique*age + 0.208technique*0.5

The graph of the interaction shows that for younger people, participation
techniques with more discussion led to greater fair outcome (Figure 4). For middle-aged
persons, discussion and interaction still increased fairness, but not as dramatically. For

the elderly, the participation technique was relatively unimportant.
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Figure 4: The interaction of age with participation technique on fair outcome evaluation

The second interaction was between gender and participation technique. The

graph was created with the following equation. In the equation, age is held constant at a
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value of 4, which is the age group of 40 to 50 years old. Thus the plot applies to a
respondent of average age.
Fair outcome evaluation =

- 0.835gender + 0.258technique — 0.060technique*4 + 0.208*technique*gender

The graph shows that participation technique is much more important for women
than for men (Figure 5). For women, as the technique increases in the amount of
discussion and interaction, their perceptions of fair outcome increase. Men also show an
increase but it is very small. Women may prefer discussion-based methods because of a
general preference for building and maintaining relationships. In an environment where
they can interact more freely, they may be able to get outcomes closer to what they

desire.
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Figure 5: The interaction of gender with participation technique on fair outcome
evaluation

In conclusion, the interaction terms show that participation technique has a large

positive influence on outcome faimess for people who are younger or female. Older
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people and men don’t care much how they are involved. These interactions explain why
participation technique and age were not significant by themselves. For some

respondents, participation technique was positively related to fair outcome and for others
it had no relation. On the average these would tend to cancel each other out, leading to a
small or non-significant positive impact of participation technique on fair outcome. The

same attenuation of effect would occur for age and gender.

Differences between agency means on fair outcome

The final item to explore is the multilevel aspect of the model. The major finding
was that for fair outcome there was no significant agency level variation in fair outcome
after adjusting for citizen and situation characteristics. The first model which just
contained the agency dummy variables, showed a significant difference between Monitor
and HMNF (B =.17) and between MDNR and HMNF (B =.11) (Table 34, Model 1).
When citizen variables were added, the differences between the HMNF and the planning
commissions were reduced by 0.05. This can be explained by the level of general
involvement. People who were more involved perceived less faimess. Because the
HMNF had many highly involved people, when the agency means were corrected for
general involvement, the HMNF mean became more positive, closing the gap between
itself and the planning commissions. When situation characteristics were added, the gap
was closed even more. The HMNF had more conflict than the other agencies, and since
conflict reduced perceived fairness, correcting for conflict would increase the mean
faimess for HMNF. The HMNF also had less equal power. Since power equality was

positively related to fainess, correcting for equal power would also tend to increase the
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mean fairness for HMNF. The net result was to close the gap between HMNF and the
other agencies enough to make the differences in fair outcome no longer significant.
However, there was one non-significant difference worth considering. Monitor
had much higher fair outcome evaluation than Delhi. This difference mirrored the
difference in agency cultures. Monitor had higher fair outcome importance and
performance than Delhi, although these differences were also not significant. These
patterns suggest the possible existence of agency level variation in fair outcome which

can be explained by the agency factor of culture.

Summary

To what extent does the theoretical framework proposed in Chapter 4 hold when
examined using multivariate, multilevel statistics? This chapter explored the theoretical
framework to answer a number of research questions. The first was, do the faimess
variables of fair process and fair outcome mediate the influence of context on trust in
decision makers? Stepwise regressions showed that the influence of context on trust was
mostly mediated by fair outcome and fair process. Fair process did have a slightly larger
mediation role (R = .406) than fair outcome (R = .328). This may have been because
situation factors of technique, equal power, and conflict describe the time and place
where the decision making process occurs, so they would have a greater effect on fair
process than on fair outcome. This would lead to more mediation by fair process.

The next questions asked which context factors had the largest influence on
fairness and did they interact. Stepwise regressions showed that situation factors,

particularly equal power, had the largest impacts on both fair process and fair outcome.
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Situations with more equal power and less conflict had higher perceived process and
outcome faimess. Participation techniques were associated with increased fair process
and sometimes with increased fair outcome. This was because participation technique
interacted with both gender and age in its effects on fair outcome. Younger people
perceived greater fair outcome with discussion-based techniques than older people who
were relatively unaffected by technique. Men were also largely unaffected by the
technique in their judgement of fair outcome whereas women perceived much greater
fairness if discussion-based techniques were used. These interactions show that
participation technique was an influential factor for both fair process and fair outcome,
but its effects were specific to the type of citizen. Power equality was also citizen-
specific in its effect on fair process. Persons with less education showed a stronger
positive relationship between the extent of power equality and perceived fair process.
Taking into account these subtleties, situation factors had largely similar impacts on fair
process and fair outcome evaluations.

Citizen characteristics were less influential on process and outcome fairness, but
their inclusion as a group in the regressions still significantly increased explained
variation in faimess. The directions of influence of each citizen characteristic were the
same for both outcome and process fairness. However, between the two types of
faimess, different citizen variables were significant. Education significantly increased
and general political and natural resource involvement lowered process fairness. In
comparison, being female significantly decreased and being older significantly increased
outcome fairness. These differences, however are simply a matter of degree and

somewhat unstable. The stepwise analysis showed that the significance of the citizen
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characteristics could vary depending on what other variables were also included in the
equation. With a larger sample all the situation characteristics might be significant for
both process and outcome fairness.

The last aspect of the context was the agency making the decisions. After
correcting for agency differences caused by the citizens or the situation, was there
residual agency level variation that could be explained by agency factors? For fair
process, correcting for citizen and situation actually uncovered agency differences that
had been hidden. The differences could be explained by a combination of level of
government and agency culture. The differences between the planning commissions and
the Huron-Manistee and MDNR probably existed because the planning commissions
dealt with issues which hit closer to home for citizens and so were more likely to lead to
negative evaluations if anything about the process went wrong. Within each level of
government, citizen evaluations followed agency culture. Agencies which placed higher
importance on fairness, which evaluated themselves as achieving greater fairness, and
which had positive beliefs about citizens tended to be more fairly evaluated by citizens.
Perhaps because the HMNF and MDNR had largely identical agency cultures, they also

showed no significant differences in citizen evaluations of fair process.

In contrast, without including citizen or situation covariates there were significant

differences among agency means on fair outcome. However, once the covariates had
been added, the agency differences were much smaller and were not significant. Still,

non-significant differences did exist and they matched cultural differences. Thus agency

factors are probably important for both process and outcome fairness.
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In conclusion, the differences between fair process and fair outcome are only a
matter of degree. They both mediate the influence of context on trust, although fair
process mediates more. They both are most strongly influenced by situation factors, but
subtleties of how the situation interacts with citizens differ. Citizen characteristics also
have small but significant impacts on both, although which characteristics are significant
differ. Finally, both show agency level variation which can be explained with agency
level factors, although the agency differences are not significant for fair outcome. Taken
together, these results provide support for the contextual model of perceived fairness

proposed in this study.
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CHAPTER X: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Summary

How can trust in natural resource decision makers be increased? In the modemn
world of resource management, collaborative management is increasingly promoted as a
way to accomplish ecosystem management (COS, 1999). Collaboration requires
relationships of trust. However, mistrust between citizens and decision makers often
exists (Fortman & Fairfax, 1991). A possible source of this mistrust is the historical
emphasis on neutrality in natural resource decision making.

Ironically, the rise of professionalism and neutrality in government agencies at the
beginning of the century was to increase trust in government. A system of political
patronage had introduced corruption and inefficiency in government agencies, and
establishment of a civil service based on hiring the best professionals for the job was seen
as a solution (Box, 1998). Decision makers were expected to remain detached from
relationships with citizens who were viewed as customers who lacked knowledge about
the resource and were focused on their personal interests. Thus public participation was
largely public relations. Decisions were left in the hands of professionals who tried to
achieve the greatest good for the greatest number (Kaufman, 1960).

In the 1960s and 1970s, citizens became dissatisfied with government and
demanded greater accountability from governmental decision makers. Public
participation was seen as one way of increasing accountability. New legislation, such as
the National Forest Management Act of 1976, prescribed the use of public participation

in a general way. Agency reactions were mixed as employees struggled with the
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contradictions between the mandates for citizen participation and their cultural beliefs
which devalued citizen expertise (Frome, 1984). From the 1980s on, public participation
underwent a gradual transformation towards increasingly emphasizing direct citizen
participation in conflict resolution and collaboration. These strategies required new
attitudes in which professionals saw themselves as facilitators of processes that included
citizens in decision making (Shannon, 1987).

Over the course of the 20™ century, agencies went from an emphasis on neutrality
fowards a greater emphasis on accountability (Knott & Miller, 1987). This shift
represents a deeply seated tradeoff in the conception of justice. Justice involves treating
everyone equally (neutrality) and respecting their rights for self-determination
(accountability). In the search for trust from citizens, agency decision makers have tried
to balance neutrality and accountability in order to reach the sometimes elusive goal of
faimess. They have done so in the hope of increasing citizen trust in government
decisions.

Evidence for the importance of faimess in decision making does not just come
from a review of the political history of the U.S. Fairness has also been identified in the
social-psychological field as a pervasive human need. The psychological study of
fairess has shown that both the process used to make decisions and the decisions that
result are evaluated according to principles of fairess. Process and outcome fairness are
important to people because they invoke instrumental needs like survival and symbolic
needs like social standing in society and basic dignity (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Lind &
Tyler, 1988; Folger, 1993). Empirically, the wide-spread use of fairness to evaluate

corporate, political, and judicial decision making has been demonstrated (Lind & Tyler,
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1988). Faimess is also important to citizens in judgements of natural resource decision
making (Tyler & Degoey, 1995; Lauber & Knuth, 1998; Smith & McDonough, 2001).
Theorists have proposed a wide range of principles for fair procedures including
neutrality, accuracy of information, and ethicality. Other process principles like
representation of all involved, voice, and direct participation in decisions are identical to
common prescriptions for conducting public participation. Outcome fairness has been
measured in terms of equity, equality, and need (Hegtvedt, 1992). Fairness has been
shown to have the consequences of increased citizen trust in decision makers and support
for their decisions (Tyler & Degoey, 1995).

The purpose of this study was to understand how perceived fairness influences
citizen trust in a decision making context. A major goal was to determine if aspects of
the context in which decisions were made influenced citizen judgements of fairness. A
better understanding of what influences perceptions of faimess would then lead to
suggestions for decision maker strategies. The result would be greater citizen trust and so
more successful natural resource management, particularly management utilizing
collaboration.

The central role of faimess was conceptualized in a theoretical framework. The
framework hypothesized that decision making context factors, such as the amount of
conflict among citizens, would affect perceptions of fair process and fair outcome.
Perceptions of fairness would then influence trust in decision makers. The framework
proposed three main types of context factors: aspects related to the agency making the
decisions, the situation in which citizens participated, and the characteristics of the

citizens judging the decisions. Directions of the bivariate relationships between context
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variables and evaluation variables and between evaluation variables and the consequence
variable were specified. The context factors were partly identified from the history of
natural resource decision making in the United States.

There were three factors related to the decision making agency that might affect
faimess. The historical review showed that employee attitudes towards citizens changed
over the years. However, because different agencies might have changed at different
rates, agencies might differ in terms of how their culture valued citizen involvement and
fairness. Agencies might also differ in the amount of resources they devoted to
participation. Finally, this study included agencies at the local, federal, and state level to
see if there were level of government effects.

The situation in which participation and decision making occurred might also
affect faimess judgements. During the last century, participation became important
partly because of citizen conflicts over how resources should be managed, suggesting that
the amount of conflict, as well as factors related to the resolution of conflict, like power
distribution and prior relationships among participants (Pruitt, 1998), should affect the
way citizens evaluate their participatory experiences.

Finally, the citizens making the judgements of decision making fairness may
differ on important personal characteristics. The study examined typical demographic
characteristics like age, education, and gender. It also measured prior involvement levels
in political and natural resource decision making. Because fairness evaluations are
ultimately subjective perceptions, these personal characteristics might be very important.

The context, faimess, and trust variables were measured with written surveys sent

to decision makers and citizens. Five agencies at federal, state, and local levels were
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studied. Reliability and validity of the variable operationalizations were assessed. Most
of the variables had adequate psychometric properties, with the exception of those
measuring prior relationships and some of the agency culture variables.

The framework was tested in three ways. First, differences among agencies on
the variables were measured and their patterns interpreted. This was done to see if the
theoretical framework functioned at the agency level of analysis. Then, the situation and
citizen context variables were correlated with citizen evaluations. This identified whether
citizen level bivariate relationships were consistent with the framework. Finally, agency
and citizen levels were combined in a stepwise analysis of covariance. This helped to
determine which context factors had the greatest influence on fairness. The analysis was
guided by a set of research questions. For this reason, the study results are most clearly

presented in terms of answering these questions.

How and why do agencies differ in terms of context, fairness, and trust variables?
Agency differences were examined for all the context variables, the fairness
evaluation variables, and the consequence variable of trust in decision makers. The first
set of context factors concerned aspects of the agency making the decisions. Agency
culture was similar across all agencies in that they all gave more importance to neutrality
than to accountability/influence. However, there were agency differences. Compared to
the Huron-Manistee National Forest (HMNF) and the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources Forest Management Division (MDNR), Monitor and Delta planning
commissions generally felt fairess principles were more important. Monitor and Delta

also gave themselves a higher level of achieving fairness principles than did HMNF and
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MDNR. These results suggested a level of government effect whereby planning
commissioners, who are generally volunteer local citizens, feel fairness is more
important. Agency employees might discount involving citizens and achieving fairness
because of a professional allegiance to making decisions that are consistent with their
disciplinary training.

For the category of situation context factors, there were also agency differences.
The HMNF and MDNR generally used more discussion techniques than did the planning
commissions. This may have been because they often made decisions with broader
geographic and temporal scope, requiring in-depth consideration of alternatives and the
involvement of many constituencies. The HMNF also had the highest conflict and the
lowest level of power equality. This may have been because, compared to the other
agencies, they had a higher proportion of controversial decision making. The planning
commissions and the DNR, while they had highly controversial decisions, also had a
large number of routine decisions where there may not have been any conflict. This
would lower their average levels of conflict. The final situation variables were about
prior relationships among participants. HMNF and MDNR had more prior citizen-
decision maker and citizen-citizen relationships than did the planning commissions. Both
of these agencies also used more discussion techniques which tend to encourage
relationship building.

The final situation context variables were citizen characteristics. The amount of
involvement of citizens in a particular agency was highest for the MDNR compared to
the other agencies. This suggests the MDNR tends to encourage the same people to

participate repeatedly. The involvement of citizens in general politics and natural
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resource decision making was highest for both the MDNR and the HMNF. Since
participation in the HMNF and MDNR is generally less convenient than in local planning
commissions, and because it is more focused on environmental issues, it would tend to
attract those who already are very involved in natural resource topics. Finally, although
the agencies did not differ on age and education of involved citizens, the HMNF and
MDNR involved very few women compared to planning commissions. This may have
been because HMNF and MDNR deal with management of resources like wildlife,
timber and minerals, topics from which women have historically been excluded.

In addition to context variables, there were also differences in citizen evaluations
and the consequence of trust in decision makers. On fair process evaluations, the general
pattern was that Delhi received the lowest ratings by citizens. For fair outcome
evaluations Delhi was at the lower end, but essentially the same as MDNR and Delta.
However, HMNF received the lowest fair outcome evaluations and Monitor was the
highest. Finally, the consequence of trust combined the patterns from process and
outcome faimess. Delhi was the lowest, Monitor was the highest, and the others fell in
between. So what might be the explanations of these patterns in evaluations and trust?
The next question addresses this by examining patterns among context, fairness and trust

variables.

At the agency level, are the directions of influence among context, fairness, and
consequence variables consistent with the theoretical framework?

Patterns of contextual influence on fairmess can be summarized in terms of the
three types of context: agency, situation, and citizen. Agency level factors seemed to

predict faimess evaluations. There appeared to be a level of government effect on citizen
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evaluations. The planning commissions generally received lower faiess evaluations,
consistent with the hypothesis that local level decisions are personally relevant to citizens
so they form more extreme judgements. The state and federal levels often deal with
forest management topics that are geographically distant and do not affect most citizens’
day-to-day lives.

Agency culture was also somewhat consistent with citizen evaluations, although
there were not many significant correlations. When looking at trends in the correlations,
there were 44 correlations out of 119 total which had p-values less than 0.3 and only five
of these were not in the predicted direction. These data tentatively support the conclusion
that agencies with cultures that believe citizens are not self-interested and have expertise,
receive more positive citizen evaluations of fairness. Agencies which believe fairness
principles are important, and which believe that they achieve faimess, are also evaluated
as being more fair. The fact that agency culture explained agency differences in fairness
supports the theoretical framework.

The results for situation variables at the agency level were similar. Situation
factors of participation technique and equal power were positively associated with
faimess evaluations, and conflict was negatively associated. Participation technique may
have been effective because the choice of technique is dependent on the types of
decisions made, a level of government issue. Agency differences in prior relationships
between citizens and decision makers and between citizens and citizens had small
correlations suggesting prior relationships led to greater process fairness, and this was

particularly the case for relationships with citizens who opposed one’s views.
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The final set of context factors was citizen characteristics. Agency differences in
citizen level of involvement in the agency and in general politics did not clearly correlate
with perceived faimess. However, although agency differences in age and education
were small, they did predict fairness evaluations. Older and more educated people
perceived decision making processes as being more fair. Women evaluated processes as
being less fair.

In conclusion, agency factors like level of government and agency culture
explained fairness differences among agencies. Situation and citizen characteristics also
helped explain agency differences. These results suggest that the theoretical framework
of perceived faimess does operate at the agency level. Does it also operate at the level of
individual citizen judgements? The next question examines patterns of relationship at the

citizen level of analysis.

At the citizen level, do context factors related to the situation and the citizens influence
perceived fairness in the predicted directions?

Bivariate relationships of situation and citizen variables with fairness evaluations
show clear support for the theoretical framework. Among the situation variables,
participation techniques that emphasize discussion were associated with greater faimess.
This is consistent with research showing that citizens prefer small focus group-styled
participation methods (Smith & McDonough, 2001). In addition, conflict decreases
perceived faimess and power equality increases faimess. This is consistent with
literature on conflict resolution which states that it is harder to reach a resolution if

conflict is intense and power is unequal (Pruitt, 1998). Another finding consistent with
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conflict resolution research (Pruitt, 1998) was that more prior relationships with decision
makers was associated with positive faimess evaluations.

Citizen characteristics were also largely consistent with predictions. Women,
younger people and people with less education perceived lower levels of fairness. It may
be that because most planning processes are designed and conducted by people with more
education, they are not conducted in a way accessible to people with less formal
education. When people with less education participated they may have been less
comfortable and so rated their experience more negatively. Women may have a lower
sense of control over political processes (Smith & Propst, 2001) and, because one aspect
of fairness is control and influence, may perceive less fairness.

Contrary to prediction, people with more participatory experience actually had
more negative evaluations. Other research has shown that more participation experiences
create greater feelings of control over agency decision making (Smith & Propst, 2001;
Finkel 1985), which should lead to more positive evaluations of decisions. However,
because people are motivated to participate out of concern for the decision topic, those
who participate the most probably have the strongest concerns. Thus they may have the
most negative evaluations when they perceive any deviation from fairness in process or

outcome.

At the citizen level, does perceived fairness increase trust in the decision makers?
When evaluations of fairness were correlated with trust in decision makers, the
relationship was strongly positive. This confirms procedural justice research which finds

that trust in authorities increases when decision making processes are fair (Tyler &
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Degoey, 1995). So how do context factors affect trust? The theoretical framework
proposes that the impact of context on faimess is mediated by faimess evaluations. The

next question tests this proposition

Does fairness mediate the effect of context factors on trust?

Do context factors directly impact trust or do they first influence faimess
evaluations and the fairness evaluations then impact trust? This proposed mediation of
faimess is based on the premise that context factors are mostly relevant to specific
decision making experiences. Thus they should be closely related to evaluations of those
experiences. By contrast, trust is a more general belief that would be affected by the
specific faimess evaluations. The mediation role of fairness was tested through the
calculation of direct and indirect effects using values from stepwise analysis of variance.
An indirect effect is equivalent to mediation because it shows how the influence of an
independent variable on the dependent variable is transmitted through an intervening
variable. The indirect effect of context on trust as mediated by fair process was .406
which was much larger than the direct effect of context on trust (.010). In a similar way,
the indirect effect of context on trust as mediated by fair outcome was .328 which was
much larger than the direct effect of context on trust (.050). These results indicate that

the framework, which assigns a central mediating role to faimess, is supported.

Which context factors explain the most variation in perceived fairness?

The multivariate regressions found that many context variables had impacts on

both fair process and fair outcome. For fair process, situation factors of conflict, power
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equality, and participation technique had more influence (R’ increase of .17), than did
citizen characteristics (R? increase of .05), or agencies (R? increase of .03). Fair outcome
showed an almost identical pattern (situation R? increase of .15, citizen R® increase of
.03, agency R? increase of .03). Of the situation factors, power equality, with a
standardized coefficient of .39 for fair process (.35 for fair outcome) was much more
influential than conflict (process B = -.10, outcome B = -.17) or participation technique
(process B = .08, outcome B = .0). Power equality may be important because it is so
closely related to fairness. Perceptions of unequal power can easily lead to perceptions of
bias in decision making process and outcomes that favor those with power.

Although citizen characteristics did not have large impacts on faimess, the
increases in explained variation for process and outcome fairness were still statistically
significant. General political involvement (B = -.16) and education (B = .18) were the
only variables with significant coefficients for fair process. Gender (B = -.08) had the
only significant coefficient for fair outcome. Age showed a non-significant trend towards
explaining fair outcome (B = .06, p =.06). Although there were differences in
significance between process and outcome, the directions of the relationships between
citizen variables and both process and outcome fairness were the same. Thus it is likely

that all the citizen variables influence both outcome and process fairness in similar ways.

Does the level of one context factor affect how other context factors influence fairness?
The analysis of covariance also tested the ways in which context variables might
statistically interact in their effects on fairess. There was only one significant

interaction for fair process which suggested that for people with less formal education,
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power equality has a larger influence on fair process. Because less educated people often
are the less powerful members of society, they may be more sensitive to power
differences. There were two significant interactions for fair outcome: age with
participation technique, and gender with participation technique. Older people and men
were generally unaffected in their fair outcome evaluations by the amount of discussion
in a participation technique. However, women and younger people gave much higher
fairness evaluations if the technique emphasized discussion. Women may prefer a
discussion approach because it facilitates relationship building. Since commonly used
participation methods like formal hearings and written comments do not allow much
discussion or relationship building, this may help explain why women feel less satisfied

with their experiences.

Can the differences between agencies in terms of fairness be explained by individual and
situation factors, or is there residual agency level variation in fairness that can be
explained by agency level factors?

This question examines the data from a multilevel perspective because it
considers the impact of citizen level and agency level factors simultaneously. In the
analysis of covariance, agency was the factor and situation and citizen variables were the
covariates. The analysis tested whether significant differences among agencies in
fairness remained after controlling for the situation and citizens.

For fair process evaluation, controlling for situation and citizen uncovered
significant agency differences. A combination of level of government and agency culture

seemed to explain the differences. The planning commissions may have received lower

evaluations than the Huron-Manistee and MDNR because planning commissions make
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decisions about issues which affect citizens’ daily lives and thus engender more critical
evaluations if anything goes wrong. However, state and federal agencies make decisions
about distant forests, so citizens are not motivated to be as critical. Within a given level
of government, agency culture correlated with citizen evaluations. HMNF and MDNR
had very similar agency cultures and very similar evaluations. Delhi had lower citizen
evaluations and its planning commissioners reported an agency culture which gave
relatively low fainess importance ratings. Compared to other planning commissions,
Delhi commissioners also believed that citizens had little knowledge and were very self-
interested.

For fair outcome evaluation, after controlling for citizen and situation, differences
among agencies were no longer significant. However there was one fairly large, but non-
significant, difference. Monitor received a more positive fair outcome evaluation than
did Delhi. This difference is best explained by differences among agency cultures in
which Monitor had the highest fair outcome importance and Delhi had the lowest. In
conclusion, for both outcome and process fairness, residual variation in faimess does

occur at the agency level and it can be explained by patterns in agency factors.

Study limitations

Although the results of this study are strong and quite clear, this study, like all
others, has its limitations. Perhaps the largest limitation is that it was conducted with the
population of people who are already actively involved in natural resource decision
making. It may not apply equally well to those who are not involved. However, the fact

that the importance of fairness was originally noticed in non-participants (Smith &
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McDonough, 2001) suggests similar patterns may apply to others. Another limitation is
the cross-sectional nature of the data. The model proposed and analyzed makes
suggestions about causality which can really only be confirmed in a longitudinal study.

One of the strengths of the research design was also a limitation. In an attempt to
compare across a variety of cases and develop general theory, the questionnaires were
written as generically as possible. Some respondents complained that questions were too
vague or did not fit their experience. For example, several people involved in the Huron-
Manistee Forest Plan Revision commented that the process was not finished (it had
already been ongoing many years) so they could not judge the decision outcomes. This
was in contrast to local planning where the decision was sometimes made in one meeting.
It appears that increasing generalizability decreased validity, an often acknowledged

dilemma (McGrath, 1982).

Future research

This study generated a plethora of research needs. One clear need was to develop
better measures of many of the constructs. Participation technique was an objective but
very rough measure of the amount of discussion and interaction. New measures which
assess these more accurately need to be devised. For example, the amount of discussion
and interaction could be assessed more directly by asking citizens and facilitators rather
than relying on the researcher assigned values used in this study. One set of items used in
this study actually did measure prior relationships among citizens, an aspect affected by
participation technique. However, these items clearly did not work because they were

left blank so often. New ones should be tried and pretested extensively. In hindsight, a
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much more detailed, longer set of questions would have been necessary to assess the
relationships people have and the nature of those relationships.

The items measuring agency culture of bureaucracy and expertise also suffered
from validity problems so they need to be revised. Participation resources was measured
on a very subjective general scale which may have confused actual resources available
with the respondent’s desired level of resources. These two aspects need to be clearly
separated. A more objective measure of resources, like comparison of agency budgets,
might be more useful. Finally, the items used to calculate trust that asked about support
for the decision did not distinguish between support based on active acceptance of the
decision and support based on passive resignation to a decision that cannot be changed.

Perhaps the most interesting variable suffered from design limitations. An entire
survey was created to measure agency culture, but this was then summarized to average
values for just five agencies. Analysis of the correlations between agency culture and
fairmess uncovered some patterns. However, a larger number of agencies and units
within those agencies would have led to clearer statistical results. In order to minimize
the number of people responding to multiple surveys, the units should as much as
possible not share the same citizens and employees. This will reduce respondent burden.
At least 20 units should be sampled, although that would be an expensive, complex
undertaking.

In addition to the measurement and design needs, the study also raised substantive
questions for further exploration. For example, why does education correlate positively
with faimess? Why were regional governments evaluated more positively than local

ones? What is the role of conflict in fainess evaluations? These research questions are
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similar in that they try to understand and explain patterns found in the quantitative data.
They are often best answered through in-depth qualitative studies.

The study presented here established the role of faimess in increasing citizen trust
in decision makers and identified a large number of variables which affect fairness. The
next steps are two-fold. First, the quantitative measures should be refined and re-
administered to new and more diverse samples. Secondly, the observed patterns among
variables need to be examined qualitatively to understand the relationship mechanisms

more clearly.

Management implications

So what are the management implications of the answers to these research
questions? How does support for the theoretical framework translate into everyday
decision making? How do managers get higher fairness evaluations from citizens? This
study has several implications for natural resource managers and agencies.

The first implication is that citizen evaluations of faimess in decision making
have substantial impacts on trust in the agency and support for decisions. Bivariate
correlations showed that total fair process evaluation and trust had a correlation of 0.78
and fair outcome evaluation and trust were correlated by 0.69. This result confirms an
earlier qualitative study (Smith & McDonough, 2001) which found that citizens naturally
used faimess when reaching jﬁdgements about an agency. The current study identified
many aspects of process fairness, such as representation, neutrality, influence, and
courtesy, which were highly correlated to trust. Decision makers would be wise to focus

on fairness principles like ensuring adequate representation, conveying their own
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neutrality, giving citizens influence over the decision, and treating citizens respectfully.
Many decision makers are probably already trying to achieve these principles. These
results suggest that it is important to communicate to citizens about the efforts being
made to achieve these principles. It is also important to conduct frequent evaluations of
decision making faimess, to see where improvements are needed.

Given that fairess is so important, how do context factors affect fairess and
what are the implications for decision makers? The first set of factors was related to the
agency. There was evidence that agencies in which employees believe citizens are
knowledgeable and not self-interested receive higher faimess evaluations. Leadership
within agencies should consider ways to change agency culture. Shannon (1992) found
that leaders in Forest Service forests were able to increase the responsiveness of their
staff to citizens by modeling participatory behaviors in internal decision making. Other
efforts like training existing staff, instituting appropriate incentives, and hiring new
employees all can contribute to cultural change.

Achievement of many of the faimess principles could be greater with training.
For example, staff could learn creative and effective ways to use the media and local
informal networks in spreading the word about decision making, thus increasing
representation. The high percentage of women participating at the planning commission
level may be because of grassroots organizing. One woman, after receiving the survey,
called with a question and indicated that she was working with a neighborhood
organization that had been going door-to-door generating opposition to a proposed
development. If employees could learn how to tap into this kind of local network in a

positive way they might get much higher turnout at public meetings.

186



The effects of situation factors on faimess also have important implications. The
significant interaction between gender and participation technique showed women’s
outcome fairness evaluation increases noticeably in more discussion-oriented sessions,
but men’s increases only slightly. A similar interaction showed that younger people also
gave more fair outcome evaluations when discussion was used, although older people did
not show any differences. Examination of the demographics of survey respondents
showed that women and younger people were not well represented in agency decision
making. There was only one woman for each five male participants, and at the state and
federal level, this reduced to a 1 to 10 ratio. The average age of respondents was 50 years
old. The strong implication is that one way to increase the representativeness of decision
making, a key fairness principle, would be to use more discussion techniques. This
would provide a more conducive environment for younger people and women and might
encourage them to participate.

In addition to participation technique, the amount of power equality had a very
large impact on fairness evaluations for all respondents. The interaction between power
equality and education showed that people with less education were more sensitive to
power differences. This may be because, as the saying goes, knowledge is power. In
natural resource decision making, citizens with expertise may be more successful in
persuasively communicating their preferences to decision makers. Citizens who lack
education, and therefore the power that comes from expertise, are more aware of how
their lack of relative power may influence the fairess of the process. The connection
between power and expertise was actually part of the measure used to assess power. In

this study, power equality among citizens was measured in terms of equality of financial
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resources, equality of knowledge about how to get what one wants, and general power
equality.

Given the importance of power to fairness judgements, how can decision makers
influence the distribution of power? While they can not hand out money to make
financial resources more equal, they could provide other types of assistance that equalize
power. Decision makers could hold educational meetings for citizen activists to show
them how decisions are made, and so how they can best influence them. Some decision
makers have deliberately found money to hire scientists that can collect and interpret data
for use by all citizens. This has been particularly effective in disputes over hazardous
pollution between citizens and industry, but has also been used in city planning (Renn,
Webler, & Wiedemann, 1995). It has been demonstrated that when citizens are given
accurate, easy to understand information, they are able to make reasonable science-based
decisions (Doble & Richardson, 1992). In addition, when access to knowledge was
similar among all participants, differences in opinion could be recognized as representing
different values, not just different levels of expertise. Differences in values are harder to
discount and ignore, leading to the possibility of serious consideration of citizen interests
and influence on decisions. Thus fairness of the process should be increased. In addition
to trying to reduce power inequalities, the connection between power inequality and
fairmess could be minimized. Keeping all decision making very transparent and in the
open could reduce concerns that power inequalities affect decision making processes.

Conflict was the third aspect of the decision making situation that could be
managed to increase fairness. The results showed that conflict had a moderately negative

impact on fairness evaluations. This, however, does not mean that conflict is bad. The
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presence of conflict often draws attention to genuine differences of interests and opinions
among people. Conflict may be necessary to make sure that the full range of options is
considered before a decision is made. However, once conflict has served its role of
ensuring all perspectives are considered, successful resolution of that conflict will
probably reduce the negative impacts on faimmess. Resolution would mean that the parties
in opposition voluntarily agree to a settlement that meets the interests, but not necessarily
the positions, of all. If underlying interests are met, then outcome fairness judgements
should be high. A resolution process which meets everyone’s interests would also
necessarily allow people to share their concerns, and have them seriously considered in a
neutral way. Thus a conflict resolution process should meet the fair process criteria of
neutrality, influence, courtesy, and representation.

There are a broad array of conflict resolution techniques ranging from very
informal discussions to very formal mock trials (Priscoli, 1990). Decision makers faced
with conflict may wish to receive training in some of these techniques or secure the
services of an outside facilitator. When using someone from outside, however, very
careful attention must be paid to how the decision will be implemented. A review of
environmental mediation cases found that mediation led to a large number of settlements,
but, after the outside facilitator left, implementation was attempted in a traditional,
unsuccessful manner (Sipe, 1998).

In conclusion, the theoretical framework confirmed by this study points the way
towards a broad array of management strategies that may improve the relationships
between citizens and decision makers. The strong correlation between fairness and trust

in decision makers suggests managers should use fairness principles as a way to guide
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and evaluate their decision making. The relationships between context factors and
faimess evaluations suggest a variety of ways to increase faimess. Agency cultures can
be developed which value faimess and which hold citizens in high regard. Participation
techniques which emphasize discussion can be used to encourage women and younger
people to participate, increasing the representativeness and therefore faimess of the
process. Power equalities, particularly those arising in education and expertise
differences, can be directly addressed through the provision of easy-to-understand
technical information for all citizens. Finally, conflict can be reduced and faimness
increased through careful use of conflict resolution methods. A focus on achieving
faimess through practices like these will help natural resource managers and agencies
conduct participation that leads to greater citizen satisfaction with decisions and perhaps

even greater trust in government.
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Public Participation in Huron-Manistee
National Forest Decision Making

This survey is being sent by the Forestry Department at Michigan State University to all the
people who are on the mailing list for the Huron-Manistee National Forest Plan Revision. We
would like to know about your experiences with USDA Forest Service decision making and
public participation. Even if your knowledge about the Forest Plan Revision is limited, we are
very interested in your opinions.

Your completion of the survey is entirely voluntary and vour specific responses are confidential
and available only to the researchers at Michigan State University working on this project.
Forest Service personnel will not see individual responses. You indicate your willingness to
participate by filling out and returning this survey.

Thank you very much for your time!

Question 1: How do you feel about USDA Forest Service decision making in the Huron-
Manistee National Forest during the past 2 years? Please check a box to show how you feel
about each of the following statements.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly | Don't
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree | know
The Forest Service can be trusted to
& make good decisions. Q Q Q Q Q Q
b My experiences with the Forest Service
have been mainly negative. Q Q Q Q Q Q
C The Forest Service does its job well. Q Q Q Q Q Q
d I trust the Forest Service to make good
decisions without my input. Q Q Q Q Q Q
¢ [am satisfied with Forest Service
decision making. Q Q Q Q Q Q

Definition of terms used in the remaining questions:
“participant” = both citizens and Forest Service employees.
“citizen” = people who participated but were not Forest Service employees.
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Question 2: Over the past S years, how many times were you involved in the following

Huron-Manistee Forest Plan Revision (FPR) opportunities?

Circle the # of times involved in the past 5
years (or write a number if more than 10)

Received mailings related to the Forest Plan
Revision (FPR). 012345678910

Submitted written comment relatedtothe FPR. 0 | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Talked one-on-one (phone or in-person) with a
Forest Service employee about the FPR. 012345678910

N o - p

Attended a FPR meeting that primarily
consisted of presentations/speechesmadeby 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

participants (e.g. informational meeting,
public hearing, listening session).
£2 Attended FPR meeting that primarily consisted 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

of citizens freely discussing issues among
themselves (e.g. Working Group Session).

e lerwylnu'kvl of ﬂLFDF}ume? 0

times

times

times

times

times

Question 3: What was your one most recent Forest Plan Revision-related participation

experience? Please check only ONE item from the following list.

0- }Q Submitted a written comment related to the Forest Plan Revision (FPR).\ If you checked one
2Q Talked one-on-one (phone or in-person) with a Forest Service employee | of these, please fill in
about the FPR. the box below

3 Q Attended a FPR meeting that primarily consisted of presentations/
speeches made by participants (e.g. informational meeting, public
hearing, listening session).

4 Q Attended FPR meeting that primarily consisted of citizens freely

discussing issues among themselves (e.g. Working Group Session).

5 Q None of the above v
B T | T | When did this experience occur? Please indicate as exact a date as possible.
Year ? Month ? Day ?
What was the location (city, building)?
¢ What was the topic, subject or purpose of the participation?
v v
Please base your answers to questions 4-10 on written Please base your answers to
material and mailings you received about the Forest Plan questions 4-10 on this specific
Revision. Answer the questions in terms of the overall FPR experience.
process.
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Question 4: Decision Making Process. Please describe and evaluate the process the Forest
Service used to make decisions related to your most recent participation experience

(identified in Q3) in the Forest Plan Revision. Please check a box for each statement.

The procedures used to make decisions
were fair.

I am satisfied with the process used to
reach decisions.

Citizens were treated unfairly.

Citizens were given sufficient advance
notification of the opportunity to
participate.

The participation experience was
convenient to attend.

Everyone affected by the decisions had
an opportunity to participate.

Local people were adequately
involved.

Citizens were unable to have an
influence on the decision outcomes.

Citizens were able to participate
directly in making decisions.

Citizens had an influence on the choice

of desisi ki

Citizens' comments were seriously
considered.

Citizens' questions were answered.

It appears that information used to
reach the decisions was accurate.

The decisions were well reasoned and
logical.

There was a bias toward a particular
interest, group, or person.

USFS employees were dishonest.
Citizens were treated politely.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly

Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly

Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
Q Q Q Q Q
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Question 4 continued: Decision Making Process,

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
r Citizens listened to and understood
each other. Q Q Q Q Q
£ Citizens successfully worked together
to reach agreement Q Q Q Q Q
‘t I do not understand the process that
was used to reach decisions. Q Q Q Q Q

Question §: Decision Qutcomes. Please describe and evaluate the outcomes of decisions
related to your most recent participation experience in the Forest Plan Revision.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Stongly
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree

Q Q Q

Benefits and costs were distributed
fairly among citizens. Q

The outcomes of decisions were unfair.

The decisions reached were equally
favorable to all citizens.

The decisions benefited the citizens
who were most deserving.

The decisions reached were consistent
with my personal values.

The decisions reached did not meet my
personal interests.

I do not know what decisions were
ultimately reached.

0O 0O 0 O O O
o 0 0 0 0O 0O
o O 0 0 0 O
o 0 0 0 0 0O
0 0 0 0 O O

N 4 v & o > @

Question 6: Other topics related to your most recent participation experience.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly

Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
& [ had very little background knowledge
about the decision topics. Q Q Q Q Q
b The decisions involved were of minor
importance to me. Q Q Q Q Q
C 1 was too busy to be involved with the
Forest Plan Revision. Q Q Q Q Q
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Question 7: How has your most recent participation experience affected you and others?

Stwongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly

Disagree
I plan to actively oppose, appeal or sue
a decision reached in this experience. O Q
I plan to support the decisions reached. O Q
This experience made me upset. Q Q
This experience made me happy. Q Q
As a result of this experience, the
relationship between Forest Service Q Q
employees and myself has improved.
As a result of this experience, there is
now more respect between other Q Q

citizens and myself.

Nor Disagree
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q

Agree
Q

Q
Q
Q
Q

Q

Don't
know

Q

00O

o

Questions 8, 9, 10 ask about the situation prior to your most recent participation.

Question 8: Please describe your perceptions of the relative amounts of influence
participants had before your most recent participation experience began.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly | Don’t
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree | know

Power was distributed equally between

the agency and citizens. Q Q Q Q Q Q
Power was distributed equally among

citizens. Q Q Q Q Q Q
Financial resources were equally

distributed among citizens. Q Q Q Q Q Q

Access to Forest Service employees

was equally available to all citizens. Q Q Q Q Q Q
The level of knowledge about how to

get what they want was equai among O Q Q Q Q Q

citizens.
Question 9: For your most recent participation experience, please give the number of
people who were present and the number with whom you had a respectful relationship
before the participation began.

Total # # with whom I had a respectful
present relationship before the participation began

Forest Service staff. a b
All citizens. ¢ d

Citizens who gpposed most of my interests. 3
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Question 10: Please describe the level of conflict and disagreement between participants

that existed at the beginning of your most recent participation experience.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree

Participants began the process with
strong, deeply held opinions.

Participants took positions that were
very different from other participants’

Participants expressed strong emotions
in response to disagreements.

Positions held by participants were
highly incompatible with those of
others.

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Nor Disagree
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q
Q Q

Agree
Q

The remaining questions are not about the Forest Plan Revision, but give us

important background information we need to interpret your answers.

Don't
know

Question 11: Excluding your experiences with the Forest Plan Revision, during the past §
years in which of the following ways have you participated in general politics as well as

natural resource decision making?

Organized a group of people around some political issue.

Worked on a local political campaign.
Ran for public office.

Regularly attended meetings of a natural resource,

environmental or outdoor recreation related organization.

Signed a natural resource /environment/land use petition.

Attended a local zoning/ land use hearing or meeting.

Attended a hearing or meeting of the Michigan Department

of Natural Resources or USDA Forest Service.

Communicated (phone call, letter, or visit) with the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources or USDA Forest Service to

give a suggestion or complaint.

Wrote a letter to an editor of a newspaper about a natural

resource or land use issue.

Organized a group of people around a natural resource or

environmental issue.

Served on a natural resource/land-use commission, advisory

board, or planning team.
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Question 12: Please tell us about yourself:

What is your age? (Please check a category)

Q10-19 Q20-29 Q30-39 Q 40-49 Q50-59
Q60-69 Q70-79 Q80-89 Q90-99

Are you:
Q Male Q Female

‘What is your racial/ethnic background? (Please check one category)

Q Asian American Q Native American Q Other,

B o O s z

What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? (please check one) h
Q Less than high school Q Four-year college degree

Q High school graduate (or equivalency) Q Graduate or professional degree it

Q Associates or other 2 year degree
Question 13: Friends of the Forest follow-up survey.

We are also comparing the Forest Plan Revision process with the Forest Service Friends of the
Forest meetings for the Huron-Manistee Forest.

Have you attended a USDA Forest Service Friends of the Forest meeting?
No Yes

If yes, would you be willing to fill out a follow-up 3 ¥ page survey about the Friends of the
Forest?
NoQ YesQ

Question 14: Do you have any further comments about the Forest Plan Revision?

Thank you very much for your time and thoughts!
This survey does not require an envelope and is postage prepaid. Please just fold it in half, staple
or tape it, and mail it.
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Public Participation in the Huron-Manistee
National Forest: A Survey of Employees

This survey is being sent by the Forestry Department at Michigan State University to emplovees
of the Huron-Manistee National Forest. This is an independent study initiated by the researchers
at MSU in order to better understand public participation and provide suggestions to resource
managers.

Your specific responses are confidential and available only to the researchers at Michigan State
University working on this project. USFS personnel will not see individual responses. The
questionnaires are numbered so that we can avoid sending unnecessary reminders to those who
have already responded. Once data collection is completed, the numbered lists will be
destroyed.

Your completion of the survey is entirely voluntary and you indicate your willingness to
participate by filling out and returning this survey. It should take about 20 minutes to complete.
If you have questions please call Patrick Smith (517) 353-5103 or Maureen McDonough (517)
432-2293.

Thank you very much for your time and thoughts!

Definitions of terms used in this survey:

“Decision” = a natural resource management or regulatory decision.

“Citizen” = anyone who is not a state or federal agency employee and
who could potentially participate in USFS decision
making.

Preliminary Part: While working do you ever have contact (even informally) with citizens?

-

Q@ Q Yes —» Please fill out the survey

QO No —» Youdo not need to fill out this survey, please mail it back to us blank.

M;ami&f;ﬁ 9 D_,ddif#}eﬂ'gﬁvx‘ﬁw\w.

A) aceyov gm’% on e comaission .
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Part 1: Over the past 12 months, how many times have you done the following public
participation activities?

Please circle the number of times done in
the past 12 months

Responded to a citizen's question or comment about a
decision by talking one-on-one (phone or in-person). 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12

Initiated a phone call or in-person visit to a citizen in
order to gather input about a decision. 0 1-3 46 79 10-12

Read a citizen’s written comment to the USFS.

0 1-3 46 79 10-12

13-15 16-18 20+

13-15 16-18 20+
13-15 16-18 20+

Attended a USFS open house. 012345678910 11+
Attended a USFS public meeting. 0123456782910 11+

Attended a meeting of a citizen’s organization as a
USFS representative. 0123456789101+

[ncorporated a citizen suggestion that was new to you
into a plan, document, or report. 012345678910 .11+

Part 2: What are the characteristics of citizens? On the LEFT SIDE, please circle the number
that best represents your personal beliefs about each statement. On the RIGHT SIDE, please
circle a number to indicate your perceptions of the beliefs of most other USFS employees in your

unit.

My own
beliefs

[ 8]

NN

Deflnitely More False More True Deflnitely
False Than True Than False True

-2 -1 1 2

Citizens who participate in USFS decision making are...
... usually able to understand and use technical information.

... usually in possession of the knowledge needed to make good
decisions.

... mainly concemed about their self-interests.
... usually focused on the short-term.

Citizens fail to participate because...

... they don’t care much about the important decisions we make.

.. they feel they are too busy to participate.
.. they are satisfied with the decisions.

.. they do not trust the USFS.
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Part 3: On the left side please indicate how much you personally agree or disagree with the
following statements. On the right, rate how much you think most other USFS employees in
vour unit agree or disagree with the statements. The sratements measure detailed differences, so
please rate them all even if they seem simular.

My own
beliefs

SDDN A SA

SDDN A SA
SD DN A SA

SDDN A SA

SDDN A SA

SDDN A SA
SDD N A SA

SD DN A SA

SD DN A SA

SDD N A SA
SDDN A SA

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
SD D N A SA

Decisions should be made according to standard o
professional practices.
Experts should have the power to make decisions. é

When making decisions, correctness is more important c
than popularity.

Decisions made by a person in a position of authority J
should not be challenged by citizens.

USFS employees understand the long term consequences of €
decisions better than citizens.

USFS employees have a clear idea of public needs and desires. ‘F

Consistent application of rules is more important than
incorporating public comments.

Public participation usually helps to build public A
support for the agency.

Well-established plans should not be changed in response &
to citizen demands.

The benefits of involving citizens outweigh the costs. J

Beliefs of most
other employees
in my unit

SD DN A SA

SD DN A SA
SDDN A SA

SDD N A SA

SDD N A SA

SD DN A SA
SDD N A SA

SDDN A SA

SDDN A SA

SD DN A SA

Involving citizens slows down decision making processes too much. k SD D N A SA

session.

Part 4: How many times have you ever done the following? Please circle the number for each.

Attended a Forest Plan Revision working group

0 1-3 46 79 10-12

Attended a public Forest Plan Revision listening
session or informational meeting.

0 13 46 79 10-12

Participated in internal discussions about citizen input
to the Forest Plan Revision process.

Attended a USFS Friends of the Forest meeting.

0 1-3 46 7-9 10-12
0 1-3 46 79 10-12

13-15 16-18 20+

13-15 16-18 20+

13-15 16-18 20+
13-15 16-18 20+
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Part 5: How important are each of the following statements to you? Please check a box for
each statement.

Not atall Somewhat I[mportant Essential
Important Important

The procedures used to make decisions are rair.
Citizens are treated fairly.

Citizens are satisfied with the process used to reach
decisions.

a NP

Citizens are given sufficient advance notification of the
opportunity to participate.

The participation experience is convenient to attend.

Everyone affected by the decisions has an opportunity to
participate.

Local people are adequately involved.

Citizens are able to participate directly in making decisions.

h'.)-\° .\7 o

Citizens are able to have an influence on the decision
outcomes.

Citizens have an influence on the choice of decision making
RIOCESS.

Citizens' comments are seriously considered in the decision
making.

Citizens' questions are answered. Q Q Q Q

0 0 OO0 OO0 O OO0O
O 0O 000 OO0 O 0OO0O
0 0O 000 OO0 O OO0O
0 0O 000 OO0 O OO0O

~N e

Notatall Somewhat Important Essential
Important Important

Q Q

Information used to reach the decisions is accurate.

> 3

The decisions are well reasoned and logical.

There is a lack of bias toward particular interests, groups,
and persons.

Agency employees are honest to citizens.

L)

Citizens are treated politely.
Citizens listen to and understand each other.

Citizens successfully work together to reach agreement.

Benefits and costs of outcomes are distributed fairly among
citizens.

The outcomes of decisions are fair.

The decisions reached are equally favorable to all citizens.

TE<KE &NV~

The decisions benefit the citizens who are most deserving.

X The decisions reached are consistent with citizens’ personal
values.

0O 000 OO0OOCO0OO0 00O
0 0000 OO0DO0OOCO0 OO
0 0000 ODOOCO0 OO0O
0 0000 O0OOO0O0 OO

y The decisions reached meet citizens’ personal interests.
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Part 6: In the section above you indicated the importance to yourself of some statements.
Now please indicate how often you and other USFS employees in your unit actually

accomplish them. Please circle a word on the right for each statement.

Frequency of accomplishment in my unit

A The procedures used to make decisions are fair. Never Seldom Someumes Often  Always
b Citizens are treated fairly. Never Seldom Someumes Often Always
C Citizens are satisfied with the process used to reach
decisions. Never Scldom Someumes Often Always
d Citizens are given sufficient advance notification of the ‘
opportunity to participate. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
¢ The participation experience is convenient to attend. Never Seldom Somenmes Often Always
F Everyone affected by the decisions has an opportunity to
participate. Never Seldom Sometumes Often Always
; Local people are adequately involved. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
,‘ Citizens are able to have an influence on the decision N Seldom  Somen ofen Al
Never 14 m ometimes en ways
c outcomes.
L Citizens are able to participate directly in making decisions. Never Seldom Somenmes Often Always
) Citizens have an influence on the choice of decision making
process. Never Seldom Somenmes Often Always
t Citizens' comments are seriously considered in the decision
making. Never Seldlom Somenmes Often Always
l Citizens' questions are answered. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
M [nformation used to reach the decisions is accurate. Never Seldom Someumes Often Always
A The decisions are well reasoned and logical. Never Seldom Someumes Often Always
p There s a lack of bias toward particular interests, groups,
and persons. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
/ Agency employees are honest to publics. Never Seidom Sometimes Often Always
Z Citizens are treated politely. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
I~ Citizens listen to and understand each other. Never Scldom Sometmes Often Always
S Citizens successfully work together to reach agreement. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
1 Benefits and costs of outcomes are distributed fairly among
citizens. Never Seldlom Someumes Often Always
U The outcomes of decisions are fair. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
¥ The decisions reached are equally favorable to all citizens.  Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
W The decisions benefit the citizens who are most deserving.  Never Seidom Sometimes Often Always
X The decisions reached are consistent with citizens’ personal
values. Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always

} The decisions reached meet citizens' personal interests.
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: Part 7: How big an impact does each of the following factors have on the seriousness with which
© citizen input is considered in your unit? Please circle a word for each factor.

i
1

Rules and policies.
Leadership of superiors.
Personal convictions of the decision maker.

Resources (staff, money).

Pressure/expectations of equal-level colleagues.
L

Zero
Zero
Zero
Zero

Zero

Extent of impact

Small
Small
Small
Small
Small

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Medium

Large
Large
Large
Large
Large

Domunating
Dominating
Dominating
Domunating

Dominating

Part 8: How much of the following resources are available to your unit for public
participation? Please circle an amount for each resource.

Amount available

Staff Almost None A Linle Some A lot
Training AlmostNone A Little Some Alot
Money Almost None A Little Some Alot
Part 9: In your unit how frequently is there... 1
... discussion among employees about how to
improve citizen involvement in decision making? Never  Seldom  Someumes Often  Always
... discussion among employees about citizen
comments in an attempt to ldennfy the Never Seldom  Sometimes Often  Always
underlying concerns?
... a climate that makes subordinates feel it is ok to
openly disagree with superiors? Never Seldom Sometimes Often  Always
... debate between subordinates and superiors about
technical issues? Never Seldom Sometimes Often  Always
Part 10: Please tell us about yourself:
What is your age? (Please check a category)
Q10-19 Q20-29 Q30-39 Q 40-49 Q50-59 Q60-69 Q 70+

Are you:
Q Male Q Female
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Part 10 continued:

What is your racial/ethnic background? (Please check one category)

Q Asian American Q Native American 3 Other (please specify)
Q African American Q Latino/Hispanic el
Q Caucasian Q Mixed ethnicity (please specify)

What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? (please check one)

Q Less than high school Q Four-year college degree
Q High school graduate (or equivalency) Q Graduate or professional degree
Q Associates or other 2 year degree

If you received professional training or a degree,
what was the or field(s)?

Do you belong to the Society of American Foresters? QYes QNo

Do you belong to any other professional societies? (please list)

All told, how long have you worked for the USFS? years.
How long have you worked on the Huron-Manistee National Forest? years.
Part 11: Do you have any further about public p. in the USFS or

about this survey?

Thank you very much for your time and thoughts!

This survey does not require an envelope, and postage is prepaid. Please just fold it in half,
staple or tape it, and mail it.
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APPENDIX C

SHORT FORM (PHONE SURVEY) QUESTIONNAIRES
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USFS Citizen Nonresponse phone interview: Name Ql #__ Date
Phone #
Reason you did not return survey:

Would you be willing to send in completed Questionnaire? Yes No .

{
Should I send new Questionnaire? Yes No “

Mention confidentiality.
Question 1: How do you feel about USDA Forest Service decision making in the
Huron-Manistee National Forest during the past 2 years?

Swongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly | Don't
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree | know
The Forest Service can be trusted to
make good decisions. Q Q Q Q Q Q
My experiences with the Forest Service
have been mainly negative. Q Q Q a Q Q
The Forest Service does its job well. Q Q Q Q Q Q
[ trust the Forest Service to make good
decisions without my input. Q Q Q Q Q Q
[ am satisfied with Forest Service
decision making. Q Q Q Q Q Q

Question 2: Over the past S years, how many times were you involved in the
following Huron-Manistee Forest Plan Revision (FPR) opportunities?

Received mailings related to the Forest Plan Revision (FPR). ____times
Submitted written comment related to the FPR. ___times
Talked one-on-one (phone or in-person) with a Forest Service employee about the

FPR. ___times
Attended a FPR meeting that primarily consisted of presentations/speeches made

by participants (e.g. informational meeting, public hearing, listening session). ____times
Attended FPR meeting that primarily consisted of ¢jtizens freely discussing issues ___times

among themselves (e.g. Working Group Session).
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If person has participated ask about experience:

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Swongly | Don’t
Agree | know

Disagree Nor Disagree
The procedures used to make decisions
were fair.
The outcomes of decisions were unfair.
The decisions reached were consistent
with my personal values.
I plan to actively oppose, appeal or sue
a decision reached in this experience.
Power was distributed equally among
citizens.
Participants began the process with
strong, deeply held opinions.

0 0O 0O 0O 0O
0 0O 0 0O OO
0O 0 0 0 00

Question 11: Excluding your experiences with the Forest Plan Revision, during the
past 5 years in which of the following ways have you participated in general politics

as well as natural resource decision making?

Organized a group of people around some political issue.

Worked on a local political campaign.

Ran for public office.

Regularly attended meetings of a natural resource, environmental or outdoor
recreation related organization.

Signed a natural resource /environment/land use petition.

Attended a local zoning/ land use hearing or meeting.

Attended a hearing or meeting of the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources or USDA Forest Service.

Communicated (phone call, letter, or visit) with the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources or USDA Forest Service to give a suggestion or complaint.
Wrote a letter to an editor of a newspaper about a natural resource or land use
issue.

Organized a group of people around a natural resource or environmental issue.

Served on a natural resource/land-use commission, advisory board, or planning
team.

What is your age? (Please check a category)
Q10-19 Q20-29 Q30-39 Q 40-49 Q 50-59
Q 60-69 Q 70-79 Q80-89 Q90-99

Are you: Q Male Q Female
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NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ
NoQ

NoQ

0O 0 0 O 0D

0 0O 0O 0 00

YesQ
YesQ
Yes O
Yes Q
Yes Q
YesQ
Yes Q
Yes Q
YesQ
YesQ

YesQ



What is your racial/ethnic background?

Q Asian American QO Native American O Other

Q African American Q Latino/Hispanic

Q Caucasian Q Mixed ethnicity

What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?

Q Less than high school Q Four-year college degree

Q High school graduate (or equivalency) Q Graduate or professional degree

Q@ Associates or other 2 year degree

Other comments:
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USFS Agency Nonresponse phone interview: Name Q1 # Date
Reason you did not return survey:

Would you be willing to send in completed Questionnaire? Yes No
Shouid I send new Questionnaire? Yes No

Part 1: Over the past 12 months, how many times have you done the following
public participation activities?
Please circle the number of times done in
the past 12 months
Responded to a citizen’s question or comment about a
decision by talking one-on-one (phone or in-person). 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Initiated a phone call or in-person visit to a citizen in

order to gather input about a decision. 0 1-3 46 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Read a citizen’s written comment to the USFS. 0 1-3 46 79 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Attended a USFS open house. 012345678910 11+
Attended a USFS public meeting. 0123456788910 11+
Attended a meeting of a citizen’s organization as a

USFS representative. 012345678910 11+
Incorporated a citizen suggestion that was new to you

into a plan, document, or report. 01 234567891011+

Part 4: How many times have you ever done the following? Please circle the number for each.

Attended a Forest Plan Revision working group

session. 0 13 46 79 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Attended a public Forest Plan Revision listening

session or informational meeting. 0 1-3 46 79 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Participated in internal discussions about citizen input

to the Forest Plan Revision process. 0 13 46 79 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
Attended a USFS Friends of the Forest meeting. 0 1-3 46 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 20+
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Part 3: How much do you personally agree or disagree with the following statemeats.

Strongly Disagree  Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
SD D N A SA
SDDN A SA Decisions should be made according to standard
professional practices.
SD D N A SA Experts should have the power to make decisions.
SDD N A SA When making decisions, correctness is more important
than popularity.
SD DN A SA Decisions made by a person in a position of authority
should not be challenged by citizens.
SDDN A SA USFS employees understand the long term consequences of

decisions better than citizens.
SDDN A SA USFS employees have a clear idea of public needs and desires.

SDD N A SA Consistent application of rules is more important than
incorporating public comments.
SD DN A SA Public participation usually helps to build public
support for the agency.
SD DN A SA Well-established plans should not be changed in response
to citizen demands.
SDDN A SA The benefits of involving citizens outweigh the costs.

SD D N A SA Involving citizens slows down decision making processes too much.

What is your age? (Please check a category)
Q1019 Q20-29 Q30-39 Q40-49 Q 50-59 Q 60-69 Q 70+
Are you: Q Male Q Female

What is your racial/ethnic background? (Please check one category)

Q Asian American Q Native American Q) Other (please specify)

Q African American Q Latino/Hispanic

Q Caucasian Q Mixed ethnicity (please specify)

What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? (please check one)
Q Less than high school Q Four-year college degree

Q High school graduate (or equivalency) Q Graduate or professional degree

Q Associates or other 2 year degree
If you received professional training or a degree, what was the subject(s) or field(s)?

Do you belong to the Society of American Foresters? QYes QNo
Do you belong to any other professional societies? (please list)
All told, how long have you worked for the USFS? years.

How long have you worked on the Huron-Manistee National Forest? years.
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