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arks occupy a special place in our society. From urban greens to back-
country wilderness, the nation’s parks provide a rich diversity of oppor-
tunities for public use and enjoyment. This diversity is augmented by
the multitude of other values that parks might hold for the public. While
outdoor recreation is the provision most often associated with parks, other
values, ranging from the scientific to the spiritual, may be significant as well.
Indeed, it would be difficult to deny the potential ability of parks to provide

numerous, and often very different, values to society.

The values the public finds in
parks are underpinned by deeper and
perhaps more intimate beliefs and
feelings about the appropriate rela-
tionship between people and the en-
vironment. Commonly referred to as
“environmental ethics,” these beliefs
create and express an individual’s
fundamental worldview of human-
nature relationships. They also play a
significant yet complex role in the
formation of an individual’s attitudes
and behavior toward the environ-
ment.

Taken together, values and envi-
ronmental values and ethics are re-
vealing social constructs that become
highly significant in the discussion of
natural resource management issues.
For parks, the relevance is especially
strong, owing largely to the tradi-
tional public character of park re-
sources. The identification of the

public’s environmental values and
ethics, therefore, becomes an impor-
tant and enlightening contribution to
responsive and effective park policy.

The research described in this pa-
per has three primary objectives. The
first is to identify and classify an array
of environmental values and ethics
which may apply to parks and equiva-
lent reserves. The second is to mea-
sure the extent to which park visitors
subscribe to those values and ethics.
The third objective is to explore the
implications of these findings in an
effort to begin building an empirically
based philosophical foundation for
park policy.

Environmental Values and Ethics
Environmental values and ethics
were identified and classified through
literature review. There is a rich lit-
erature base in history, philosophy,




and a variety of environmentally re-
lated fields regarding the potential
values of parks and related areas and
environmental ethics. Much of this
literature is reviewed in contempo-
rary texts, including Bailes (1985),
Brennan (1988), Callicott (1995),
Des Jardins (1993), Elliot and Gare
(1983), Glacken (1956), Hargrove
(1989), Merchant (1993), Nash
(1983; 1989), Petulla (1988), Rol-
ston (1986; 1988), Simmons (1993),
Stone (1987), Taylor (1986), Van
DeVeer and Pierce (1994), Worster
(19775 1993), and Zimmerman
(1993). Based on this literature, park
values were classified along two di-
mensions. The first dimension con-
cerns the potential direct and indirect
uses of parks. Eleven potential park
values were identified as shown in
Table 1. The second dimension con-
cerns when these values accrue over
time. Four temporal values were
identified and are alse shown in
Table 1.

Sixteen environmental ethics were
identified as shown in Table 2. The
16 environmental ethics were further
classified into five broad categories to
provide some additional order. We
do not necessarily suggest that these
broad categories of ethics are ideas
that are clustered together within
segments of society. These categories
merely represent groups of ideas
which appear to have some concep-
tual commonality.

Measuring Values and Ethics
Measuring the extent to which
park visitors subscribe to these values

and ethics involved two principal
tasks: developing measurement scales
and conducting visitor surveys. Four
batteries of questions were developed
to measure values for parks and re-
lated areas. The first simply asked re-
spondents the degree of importance
they attached to parks and related ar-
eas as a place to achieve each of the
eleven potential use values noted
above. These statements are shown in
Table 1. A six-point response scale
was used, ranging from “not-at-all” to
“extremely” important. The second
battery of questions asked re-
spondents the extent to which they
agreed with four statements concern-
ing the importance of the four poten-
tial temporal values of parks. These
statements are also shown in Table 1.
A four-point response scale was used,
ranging from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree.” The third battery
of questions asked respondents to al-
locate on a percentage basis their total
willingness to pay for parks and re-
lated lands among the potential use
values of state parks. The fourth bat-
tery of questions asked the same type
of question for the four potential
temporal values of state parks.

For environmental ethics, a battery of
statements was developed which
attempted to capture alternative
dimensions of each of the 16 en-
vironmental ethics. An eleven-point
response scale was used which was
anchored at “strongly agree” and
“strongly disagree.” Aninitial battery
of 104 statements was pre-tested on a
group of 150 undergraduate students
who were asked to comment on any
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problems, ambiguities, or other diffi-
culties in interpreting and responding
to the statements. Based on this pre-
test, 62 statements were retained.

Each of the 16 environmental ethics

was measured with between two and
five statements. Representative state-
ments are shown in Table 2.

Three visitor surveys were con-
ducted using some or all of the above
batteries of questions. Procedures for
survey research recommended by
Dillman (1978) were followed. The
first study was conducted in the
Breadloaf Wilderness in Vermont. A
representative sample of 251 visitors
in the summer and fall of 1992 was
given a mail-back questionnaire.
Using three mailings, a response rate
of 78 percent was attained, yielding
196 completed questionnaires. The
second study was conducted at
Marsh-Billings National Historical
Park in Vermont. This is a relatively
new unit of the national park system.
A representative sample of 500 park
visitors in the summer and fall of
1993 was given a mail-back ques-
tionnaire. Using three mailings, a re-
sponse rate of 78 percent was at-
tained, yielding 388 completed ques-
tionnaires. The third study was con-
ducted throughout the Vermont state
park system. A representative sample
of 3,100 visitors to 45 state parks
during the summer of 1993 was given
a mail-back questionnaire. The
questionnaire was distributed on-site
and two follow-up mailings were
used. A response rate of 61 percent
was attained, yielding 2,158 com-
pleted questionnaires.

Study Findings
Park Values. Values of parks and
related lands were measured in all
three studies, though temporal values
were measured in only two of the
these studies, and the willingness-to-
pay approach to values was used in
only one study. Study findings are
summarized in Tables 3 and 4. From
Table 3, it is clear visitors feel that
parks and related lands are important
for a considerable variety of use val-
ues. In fact, most of the potential val-
ues are rated by the sample asa whole
as at least “somewhat” important.
Thereis also a clear hierarchy of val-
ues. Direct use-related values—values
that accrue more directly to indi-
viduals—tend to be rated as especially
important. These include aesthetic
appreciation, education, outdoor
recreation, and therapeutic values.
This is probably to be expected,
given that the sample comprises di-
rect visitors to these parks and related
areas. Less direct values—values that
accrue less directly to individuals but
more to society as a whole—consti-
tute a second tier of importance and
include the value of ecological in-
tegrity to human survival, parks as a
scientific resource, and parks as a
historical-cultural resource. More
abstract values, including parks as an
expression of moral-ethical obliga-
tion to nature and the spiritual value
of parks represent a third tier of im-
portance. The economic value of
parks as a source of raw materials and
asa tourism-related economic devel-
opment strategy is clearly rated as
relatively low in importance, though
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Table 4. Allocation of Park Values—Vermont State Parks.

Value Average Percentage of
Willingness to Pay
Use Values
Recreation 28.2
Aesthetic 13.3
Ecological 12.3
Therapeutic 9.2
Moral/ethical 7.5
Educational/scientific 7.1
Economic 7.0
Historical/cultural 5.9
Intellectual 4.9
Spiritual 4.4
Temporal Values
Use 36.4
Bequest 26.5
Option 25.6
Existence 11.6

its average rating of between
“slightly” and “somewhat” important
may be surprising.

There are, of course, some excep-
tions to this general pattern of find-
ings. In particular, visitors to Marsh-
Billings National Historical Park
rated ecological, moral-ethical and
historical-cultural values as consid-
erably more important than did visi-
tors to the other two study areas. This
is probably related to the fact that this
area was established to celebrate con-
servation history and environmen-
tally related ideas of George Perkins
Marsh and Frederick Billings.

Findings in Table 3 suggest visi-
tors feel that a variety of temporal val-
ues are also served by parks and re-
lated lands. On average, respondents
“agreed” or “strongly agreed” that
parks were important for all four

temporal values addressed. However,
future-oriented bequest value was
consistently rated as more important
than the present-oriented use and
existence values.

Table 4 presents findings on how
visitors to the Vermont state parks
allocated their total willingness to pay
for state parks among ten use values
and four temporal values. The rela-
tive ranking of park values derived
from this approach is generally con-
sistent with the general importance
ratings shown in Table 3. Moreover,
all potential values continued to re-
ceive some allocation of total value.
However, this measurement ap-
proach revealed greater variation
among values. Recreation value, for
example, represented an average of
28.2 percent of total willingness to
pay, more than twice as much as any




other value. Similarly, in the tempo-
ral dimension, use value represented
a substantial plurality of total willing-
ness to pay.

Environmental Ethics. Envi-
ronmental ethics were measured in
two studies, the Breadloaf Wilderness
and Vermont state parks. Findings
were quite similar in both studies.
For this reason, only the Breadloaf
Wilderness study findings will be re-
ported.

Study findings for environmental
ethics of Breadloaf Wilderness visi-
tors are shown in Figurel. Data from
the 62 environmental ethics state-
ments were subjected to factor analy-
sis as a data reduction technique and
to test the validity of the statements as
measures of the 16 environmental
ethics originally conceptualized. The
factor analysis resulted in 17 factors
which were quite similar to those
outlined in Table 2. However, in the
benign indifference category, “relig-
ious dualism” was divided into two
environmental ethics, “intellectual
dualism” (humans are different from
the rest of nature due to their ration-
ality) and “human rights” (humans
have religiously based rights to use
nature). In the stewardship category,
“religious duty” and “reverence for
life-God’s creatures” were combined
into a general “religious stewardship”
ethic, and “reverence for life-
mysticism” was divided into two
ethics, “nature as spirit” (nature
should be protected because living
things have a spirit) and “importance
of nature” (nature should be
protected because it is important).

Finally, in the radical environ-
mentalism category, “liberalism/na-
tural rights-evolution” and “liberal-
ism/natural rights-ecological pro-
cesses” were combined into one
ethic, “natural rights,” and also pro-
duced another ethic, “humans in na-
ture” (humans are a part of nature).

Responses to the statements com-
prising each environmental ethic
factor were added to form an index
score. Because factors contained un-
equal numbers of statements, these
raw scores were standardized, trans-
forming them to back into the original
eleven-point scale. These standard-
ized index scores are the values
graphed in Figure 1.

As with park-related values, it is
clear that wilderness visitors sub-
scribe to a diversity of environmental
ethics. Stewardship-based environ-
mental ethics, particularly as they re-
late to duties of future generations,
along with the general importance of
nature, enjoy especially strong sup-
port. Strong support for utilitarian
conservation ethics—quality of life,
ecological survival, and efficiency—is
also pervasive across the sample.
Radical environmental ethics—ideas
that tend to challenge the traditionally
anthropocentric Western worldview
regarding nature—also tend to be
strongly embraced. Environmental
ethics comprising benign indifference
and anti-environment categories are
generally not supported, with the ex-
ception of some support for the view
of nature as a storehouse of raw ma-
terials.
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Conclusions and Implications

Several conclusions and implica-
tions are apparent from these study
findings. First, it is apparent that en-
vironmental values and ethics can be
isolated and measured. Traditionally,
such environmentally related values
and ethics are treated primarily at a
conceptual level. However, these
intellectual notions can be defined
more explicitly, classified, and mea-
sured through scale development and
associated survey and statistical
techniques. While the values and
ethics-related classification systems
and measurement scales are certainly
subject to continued refinement, they
suggest thatan empirical approach to
these issues can be potentially pro-
ductive and useful.

Second, it is clear that visitors
value parks and related areas for
many reasons. Direct or individually
related values such as recreation and
aesthetic appreciation tend to be
rated as most important. However,
less direct or more socially related
values, as well as more abstract values
such as ecological protection and ex-
pression of a moral-ethical obligation
to nature, are also rated as important,
and in fact may make up a majority of
total park value. Findings regarding
value in the temporal dimension fol-
low a similar pattern. Current use
value is rated as most important, but
future-oriented values, including be-
quest and option values, are also
rated as important and may, in fact,
compose the majority of total park
value.

Third, it is also clear that park visi-
tors subscribe to an array of environ-
mental ethics. These ethics can be de-
scribed as both anthropocentric
(including stewardship and utilitarian
notions) and biocentric (including
notions of radical environmental-
ism).

Fourth, a common theme across
the findings is the future-oriented
thinking of respondents with regard
to parks. Future-oriented values—
option and bequest—are consistently
rated as important and may even
compose the majority of temporal
park values. Moreover, stewardship
of nature for the sake of future gen-
erations was consistently the most
strongly supported environmental
ethic.

Several park management impli-
cations arise from these findings.
First, conflict over park management
may become increasingly intense.
The diversity of park values and envi-
ronmental ethics found in these
studies suggests that parks and related
areas are subject to multiple demands
and that some of them may inherently
conflict. Use of parks for recreation,
for example, causes some ecological
impact. This may, in turn, be
antithetical to the value of parks as an
expression of moral-ethical
obligation to preserve nature or to the
value of parks as a scientific resource.
Similarly, the mix of anthropocentric
and biocentric environmental ethics
may present competing and
potentially conflicting demands on
park management.




Second, the above ideas may sug-
gesta more comprehensive and sys-
tematic approach to park policy.
Some parks, because of their charac-
teristics or the demands made upon
them, may be more appropriately
managed to emphasize selected val-
ues or to reflect selected values and
environmental ethics. The types of
data developed in these studies may
begin to provide an empirical basis
for formulation of such systematic
park policy.

Third, it may be wise for park
managers to be increasingly cautious
about ecological impacts to park re-
sources. Many of the values of parks
identified in this study are heavily de-
pendent upon maintaining the eco-
logical integrity of parks. Moreover,
many of the environmental ethics
identified are biocentric and future-
oriented. These ethics are also highly
dependent upon maintaining ecolog-
ical integrity. By so doing, parks can
best meet the multiple demands
placed upon them by contemporary
society.

Finally, it should be noted that
these studies focus on park visitors
only. Parks are societal resources,
and their management should reflect
the broad spectrum of the popula-
tion. Through institutions such as the
National Park System and the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem, it is clear that the American
public at large generally supports
parks and related reserves. But what
values and ethics underlie such sup-
port? It might be hypothesized that
this segment of the population would
support less direct, more biocentric,
and more future-oriented values and
ethics even more strongly than park
visitors. After all, this segment of the
population does not partake in the
more direct, more anthropocentric,
and more current-use values such as
recreation. If this is the case, then
even more management emphasis
should be placed on protecting the
ecological integrity of parks and re-
lated areas.

This research was supported in part by the McIntire-Stennis Forestry Research
Program, the National Park Service, the Vermont Department of Forests and
Parks, and the North Central Forest Experiment Station.
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