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Abstract

While biodiversity preservation is acknowledged to be an important part of ecologically sustainable forest management, securing the social sustainability of the policy measures and regulations applied is vital for obtaining the objectives of preservation in the long run. This project aimed at understanding the often heterogeneous and conflicting public preferences for biodiversity conservation in forest management and the level of acceptance of potential policy instruments by studying public opinions on biodiversity conservation in private lands. The value of and trade-offs between different elements of nature conservation such as number of species threathened, employment and the cost of conservation to households were examined using choice experiment method, which is applicable in a situation of multiattribute valuation. Empirical data were collected by postal survey to 3000 citizens.
The results of the study revealed the overall positive attitude of the public on biodiversity conservation but also the importance of considering the aspects of social sustainability in the implementation policy. It was evident that when the nature conservation values are placed abreast the socio-economic costs of the conservation action, most of the respondents face a trade-off situation. For example, while favouring additional forest conservation in the southern Finland, a majority of Finnish citizens support the forest owners' sovereignty in decision-making, and a full compensation for the direct and indirect costs of biodiversity conservation. Also the policy instruments based on voluntariness of forest owners, like counselling and contracts, were preferred to a more authoritarian approach. Only the respondents with the most pro-conservation attitudes were uncompromising in their preferences. They were willing to forsake other benefits in order to obtain the nature conservation goals.

INTRODUCTION

Forests produce a multitude of environmental services alongside with consumable goods like timber and berries. Some of these goods and especially of services are so-called public goods. Provision of the public goods in private lands is not necessarily optimal, as a private decision maker might not internalise them into his objective function. The conservation of native species is typically a public good, the benefit of which cannot be exclusive to the producer alone. 

Subject to the national legislation, the definition of ownership concerning different goods and services varies between countries. Depending on the ownership definition, the environmental public goods can be viewed as either positive or negative externalities. If the property rights of a landowner cover all the aspects of forestland, any conservation values provided in the forest are positive externalities. Alternatively, a national law might forbid a landowner to reduce conservation values, thereby implicitly implying that the property rights for the service reside in the society. 

According to Coasian logic the compensation obligation depends on the property rights. The owner is compensated for the lost values, for example a private property owner is compensated for the lost private values when the resource is used to produce public services (Innes et al. 1998). In practice, the compensation is paid through tax revenues from the general public. Nature conservation may also have adverse impacts on the local employment. A socially sustainable conservation policy takes into consideration the preferences of citizens, but also has regard for the justice toward forest owners (Kajanus 2001). 

Forest is the most important habitat for endangered species in Finland as three quarters of the land area is covered by forests. Over a third of the threatened species and nearly a third of the so-called controllable species are forest organisms (Rassi et al. 2001). Currently 7,5 per cent of the productive forestland is protected in Finland. Most of the protected areas are located in the northern part of the country where 17 per cent of forest area is protected by law. Most of the habitats of endangered species are located in the southern Finland where only 1,8 per cent of forestland is protected. (Virkkala et al. 2000, Ympäristöministeriö 2000.) 

The required area and the instruments of conservation policy have been issues of public discussions and policy considerations in Finland. In general, the public would prefer to have more conservation areas (Siikamäki 2001, Kuuluvainen et al. 2002). Conventionally most of forest protection has been achieved through land acquisition. However, the need for new policy measures has been recognised and in 1999 a commission was appointed to consider incentive based mechanisms to fulfil the need for additional conservation in the southern Finland. The commission suggested the use of contracts to encourage voluntary biodiversity conservation in private forestlands.

The so-called non-industrial private forest (NIPF) owners own 61 per cent of forests in Finland and these households receive 12 per cent of their income from forests. The economic and social implications of forest protection befall explicitly upon this sector of society. This study examined the attitudes and preferences of Finnish citizens on forest conservation in private forest land. Conservation was placed abreast with other environmental services, private benefits and national values to view its relative value to the other aspects of forest use and management in private lands. The forest conservation was also connected to the potential social costs of conservation. The attitude towards property right issues was examined by surveying the attitudes towards the sovereignty of forest owners and the compensation issues in conservation. Heterogeneity of preferences was studied by clustering the respondents by their attitudes to nature conservation issues.

HETEROGENEITY OF PREFERENCES FOR NATURE CONSERVATION

People are heterogeneous in terms of their values and attitudes to forest conservation. Here it is essential to recognise values relating to the utilisation of nature; does nature have only instrumental value or also intrinsic value. Pietarinen (1987) has used a specific typology to divide people into four basic groups according to their relationship to forest and nature in general. Utilitarianism and humanism can be classified as anthropocentric, and mysticism and primitivism ecocentric value dimensions.

Utilitarianism is based on the chase of material benefits, increasing of money and goods, which is unlimited with developing technique. Forests exist for human use, they main function is to produce raw material and thus the value is the same as the material value. Also humanism sees the value of forest only through humans. Beside of material welfare, forests provide cultural pursuits, like aesthetic satisfaction, they advance moral character, promote mental health and positive relations between persons. Human mission is to shape and consummate nature, which means humanize the forest. Traditions are important, so traditional forests should be maintained.

Mysticism is aiming at the connection between humans and nature's sacredness. Then unity of humans and nature, and endless eternity will be reached. Mysticism is not entirely nature centred, because it is achieving to human desired results. Nature should be preserved as pristine as possible. Primitivism is based on the intrinsic value of nature and existence rights of all forms of life. Humans have no privilege in nature. Achieving welfare is against equality; the only right decision is to settle for simple and little consuming life. Primitivism is emphasizing the meaning of biodiversity.
DATA AND METHOD

Data was collected by a mail survey in the early summer 2002. Simple random sample of 3000 was selected by Population Register Centre to represent 15-74 year old Finnish citizens. The response rate was 45 per cent. 

Using open-ended questions the respondents were asked about the appropriate percentage of reserve areas in the southern and northern Finland and about their willingness to endure social costs. Willingness to accept social costs included the acceptance of lost employment and the willingness to pay for conservation in annual household taxes during a ten-year period. The respondents' attitudes toward the sovereignty of forest owners and the compensation issues was examined using several types of questions. The respondents were also asked to choose the preferable policy measure for implementing the conservation policy from three potential measures with different implications for the conservation status and the ownership of land. The data were analysed using frequencies and cross tabulation. 

Trade-offs between different attributes of forest conservation scenarios were studies using a choice experiment method. Each respondent faces six choice tasks with three alternatives. One of the alternative was the status quo; no additional conservation areas. The alternatives consisted of six attributes (Table 1). Two attributes represented the percentages of protected area in southern and northern Finland. Based on these, the resulting number of threathened species was calculated
. Socio-economic attributes of protection scenarios were the number of lost jobs and the annual cost to households through taxes over a 10 year period. Three policy instruments were given as options. Land acquisition was explained to present low risk to achieving conservation targets but little consideration for the sovereignty of forest owners. On the other hand, information based instruments like councelling by forest owner organisations were given as high risk, high sovereignty option, while the conservation contracts based on voluntariness of forest owner were presented as a middle course instrument.   

Table 1 Glossary of attributes used in the choice experiment.

	Attributes
	Levels

	Percentage of protected forest area in Southern Finland
	Present 1,56%

1,5x present (2,4%)

2x present (3,1%)

4x present (6,2%)

	Percentage of protected forest area in Northern Finland
	0,75x present (12,7%)

Present  16,88%

1,25x present (21,1%)

2x present (33,8%)

	Number of threathened species
	Calculatory from previous

	Loss of jobs
	-5000

-2000

No change

+1000

	Annual cost to households over 10 year period
	No change

60 mk         10 €

180 mk       30 €

600 mk      100 €

900 mk      150 €

1800 mk    300 €

	Policy instrument
	Land acquisition

Conservation contracts 

Councelling


RESULTS

Respondents were asked how important it is to take the conservation of biological diversity into account in the management of private family forests. About 90 per cent of respondents considered it to be very or quite important. But likewise, over 80 per cent thought that the private benefits, such as the revenue of timber sales to the forest owner, or the national benefits, like the reputation of the Finnish forestry, are important concerns as well. A larger share of non forest owners named the conservation of biodiversity to be very important while a majority of forest owners considered it to be quite important. Interestingly, however, a majority of the forest owners considered another environmental public service, the function of carbon sequestration in forests, to be very important in family forests.     

Most of the respondents, 76 per cent, were willing to increase the area of nature conservation in the southern Finland. One in six preferred the conservation percentage to rise above 5 per cent. About 20 per cent of respondents were content with the present level, and only few, less than 5 per cent, wanted to lower the percentage. The mean percentage level of conservation was 4.2, and the median 2.5 per cent. 
Figure 1 Preferred nature conservation percentages in southern and northern Finland.
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Clearly fewer respondents but still a majority, 56 per cent, wanted to increase the conservation percentage in northern Finland. One third of respondents preferred the present level. Both the mean and the median conservation level in northern Finland was 20 percent. Correlation of the preferred conservation percentages in southern and northern Finland was 0.342 (significant at the 0.001 level).

Less than half of the respondents were ready to forsake employment for conservation. Only 12 percent indicated that they would tolerate a loss of more than 1000 jobs. The mean was 612 jobs and the median 0. Clearly a larger share, 69 percent, was willing to pay more taxes in order to increase conservation level in Finland. About 8 percent were ready to contribute more than 200 euros a year. The mean willingness to pay was 73 € and the median 20 €. Correlation of the loss in employment and the willingness to pay taxes was 0.302 (significant at the 0.001 level). 
Figure 2 Willingness to forsake employment and pay taxes for conservation.
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The respondents did not have a united opinion on the policy measure for forest conservation. A third supported land acquisition, while 41 per cent preferred conservation contracts, and nearly one in five councelling.

The ownership rights of forest owners seem to be respected among the Finnish citizens in general. Naturally, the forest owners
 are more prone to support the sovereignty of forest owners. Nearly one fifth of the respondents with no forest property fully agreed with the statement "Forest owners should be able to manage their forest in the way they want to" and 38 per cent partly agreed with the statement. Among the forest owners, the respective proportions were 33 per cent and 43 per cent
.  

The respondents were asked to what extent the state should give financial compensation to the private forest owners for maintaining biodiversity. Nearly one fifth of all respondents thought that forest owners should be given a full compensation for the societal value of biodiversity resources on the top of the direct and indirect costs of protection. A largest share, 46 per cent, of respondents agreed that forest owners should be compensated for the foregone forestry revenues and for costs of protection. Only 4 per cent would not give any compensation for forest owners. Forest owners favoured a larger compensation than the respondents with no forest property with nearly a third being in support of the highest level of compensation
. 

In considering the social acceptability of additional conservation, it should be recognized that the mean or even median values tell little of the heterogeneous preferences of citizens. An average citizen hardly exists, and in order to identify potential opposition and supporters it helps to classify the respondents according to their values and relation to forest environment. In this study we used factor analysis to reveal the latent values of respondents and then grouped them using cluster analysis. 

The factor analysis was based on 17 statements concerning Finnish forest environment and its utilization. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 0.8, which indicates that the data is applicable for a factor analysis. Also Bartlett test showed statistical significance. Of the 17 variables the communalities of five were below 0.3. These variables were retained, however, as they loaded to the factors with which they fit theoretically. The extraction method used was maximum likelihood. The number of factors was selected on the basis of Eigen values above 1, which resulted in four factors explaining 41 %. The factor solution was obtained using varimax rotation. Table 2 shows the factors. The table includes only the factor loadings over +/- 0.2. Bold font indicates that the variable has been used in the interpretation of the factor.

Table 2 Result of factor analysis.

	 
	 
	Mysticism
	Utilitarianism
	Primitivism
	Humanism

	
	Forests enliven me
	0.727
	
	
	

	
	Feeling close to nature
	0.705
	
	
	

	
	Sense of peace and well-being
	0.582
	
	
	

	
	People should respect forests
	0.500
	
	0.262
	

	 
	Forests are sacred places
	0.495
	 
	0.288
	 

	
	Materials to the people
	
	0.785
	
	

	
	Waste of resources without human benefit
	
	0.669
	-0.259
	

	
	Existing mainly for human needs
	
	0.652
	
	

	
	Forest owners sovereignty
	
	0.481
	
	

	 
	Conservation restricted to the specific areas
	 
	0.471
	 
	 

	
	Forests enliven me
	
	
	0.767
	

	 
	Rights to exist without management
	 
	-0.203
	0.678
	 

	
	Human needs fulfilment
	
	
	
	0.762

	M
	Multi-purpose functioning
	
	
	
	0.597

	 
	Recreation
	 
	  
	0.217
	0.412

	
	Equal rights of creatures
	0.261
	
	0.285
	0.205

	 
	Rights of future generations
	0.356
	-0.215
	 
	 


Factor 1 was interpreted as utilitarianism. The factor was formed by five statements that related to exploitation of forests for the benefit of human beings or to the sovereignty of forest owners. Factor 2 consisted of five statements that related to the well being and spiritual experiences of human beings in forest environment. The factor was named mysticism. Two statements loaded to factor 3, primitivism. These arguments referred to the intrinsic value of forests. The fourth factor, humanism, included the three statements with reference to multiple use and societal purposes of forests. 

The factors were classified using K-means cluster. Theoretically best solution was given by five clusters. While the factors reflected the basic value dimensions, it was expected that many people have mixed preferences and values on forest utilization and conservation, and thereby the factors do not unambiguously define clusters (Table 3). 

Table 3 Value dimension by clusters.

	 
	 
	Pluralist
	Humanist
	Utilitarian
	Indifferent
	Primitivist

	
	Mysticism
	0.43215
	0.25056
	0.19911
	-1.51268
	0.26187

	
	Utilitarianism
	0.66017
	-0.63292
	0.86564
	0.05697
	-0.81266

	
	Primitivism
	0.98103
	-0.34446
	-0.67616
	-0.09774
	0.72566

	 
	Humanism
	0.50762
	0.44563
	-0.24736
	-0.12667
	-0.92272


Three clusters were easy to interpret and name. First cluster with 30 % of respondents was characterised by humanism and mysticism. The cluster was named Humanist. Clusters Primitivist (14.9 % of respondents) and Utilitarian  (23.3 %) had also a positive relation to mysticism. Two remaining clusters were characterised by ambiguous values. Cluster Pluralist (16.4 %) had used the upper end of the Likert scale agreeing with most statements, while the cluster Indifferent (15.4 %) had a tendency of disagreeing with the statements relating to mysticism and not showing clear inclination to the other value dimensions. 

Cross tabulation of clusters with preferred conservation areas demonstrated the different attitudes of groups to nature conservation. Dominant part of humanists (86 %) and primitivists (93 %) would increase the conservation area in southern Finland. Many of the primitivists supported an increase in conservation areas to over 5 % of forest area (std. residual 5.4). Utilitarian preferred comparatively lower conservation percentages, even though over half of them (55 %) would have increased conservation level. Over one third of them would have retained the present level (std. res. 5.9) and 9 % would have even decreased the conservation area (std. res. 3.1). The other two groups were not consistent in their preferences. 

The question on conservation percentage in northern Finland yielded similar results in regard to the difference between groups. Majority of the utilitarians (71 %) and the indifferent group (54 %) preferred not to increase conservation percentage from the present level. Nearly one fourth of utilitarians would even decrease conservation in northern Finland (std. residual 5.5). The same share of primitivists would increase the conservation level over 25 % of forest area (std. res. 5.8). 

Preference for the policy measure showed also a statistically significant difference between the groups. Only one fourth of utilitarians preferred contracts (std.res. -3.8) while the respective share of humanists and primitivists was about half (std.res. 2.0 and 2.3). A larger share of utilitarians, 37 %, than of other groups preferred land acquisition. 

While in all the groups a majority did not want to lose any significant amount of jobs for conservation, the difference especially between primitivists and utilitarians was evident (Figure 4). One fourth of primitivists indicated that they would agree with a loss of over 1000 jobs (std.res. 3.9), while two thirds of utilitarians were not ready to give up a single job (std.res. 2.9). 

Primitivists and humanists were also ready to support conservation through taxes; respectively 81 and 76 % would agree to higher taxes to fund the desired increase in conservation. Less than half, 43 %, of utilitarians were ready to contribute through taxes. 

To examine if the clusters can be characterised by background information we cross tabulated them with some variables. Utilitarian families owned forest more often than other groups, and a larger share of them lived in the countryside. Utilitarians are also more often men than women instead of the shares of the all respondents. Most of over 55 years old respondents are utilitarians. 

Few of primitivists are forest owners and they live in big towns. In other groups almost an equal proportion of respondents do forestry work as a hobby as there are forest owners, but while 18 % of primitivists own forest, only 10 % do forestry work. Camping is more popular among primitivists than with other groups. Their contact on forest is mainly spiritual; they just visit there and don't use it in material way. Primitivists are typically women and young, aged less than 35 years old. 

Humanists are the smallest group on forest owners. Their pattern of residential area is almost like that of primitivists', only more people are living in countryside instead of a small town. Unlike primitivists, more humanists do forestry work (19.9 %) than own forest (13.4 %). This group was characterized by having berry picking as a hobby and they were typically middle-aged. Humanists use forest more in a material way than primitivists, but not like utilitarians. 

One fourth of the group that was named indifferent own forest and they live relatively equally in different residential areas. They are typically young and men, and they are not as interested in berry picking than other groups, but they do hunt and fish. 

Pluralists live in countryside almost as often as utilitarians, but only 17.5 % own forest. They do forestry work as often as they own forest and they are average in picking berries but they don't hunt or fish as much as the others. Often they are older than 55 years. 

The results of the multinomial logit analysis for the five groups are given in Table 5. For the all groups employment is statistically significant (p < 0.001) and positive. Also the cost to the households is significant and positive. The heterogeneity of preferences is evident in all other variables. 

The constant was selected to be the status quo -alternative. Its coefficient reflects the relative utility of the status quo to any additional conservation regime. Constants of models for humanists and utilists are statistically significant and negative, which indicates that respondents prefer to move away from the status quo, while utilists preferred the status quo. 

Protection percentage of forests in the Southern Finland was positive and significant for primitivists, and negative for utilists. Most of the respondents preferred lower protection percentage in the Northern Finland as for all other groups but the primitivists the variable was negative and significant. 

Table 5. Results of Estimation by Different Interest Groups.
	Variable
	
	
	Coefficient
	
	

	
	
	
	(s.e.)
	
	

	
	Pluralist
	Humanist
	Utilist
	Indifferent
	Primitivist

	CONSTANT
	-0.3444*      
	-0.5188***      
	1.2697****      
	0.0418  
	-0.3142      

	
	(0.2006)
	(0.1530)
	(0.2158)
	(0.2085)
	(0.2021)       

	PROTECTION IN
	-0.0313
	0.0235 
	-0.0913**  
	-0.0216
	0.1690****      

	SOUTHERN FINLAND
	(0.0358)
	(0.0272)
	(0.0379)
	(0.0383)
	(0.0376)

	PROTECTION IN
	-0.0255**  
	-0.0156*  
	-0.01320  
	-0.0360**
	0.0014

	NORTHERN FINLAND
	(0.0115)
	(0.0083)
	(0.0118)
	(0.0126)
	(0.0114)  

	EMPLOYMENT      
	0.2923E-03****  
	0.2675E-03****  
	0.2131E-03****  
	0.2252E-03****  
	0.2715E-03****  

	
	(0.3403E-04)
	(0.2499E-04)
	(0.3630E-04)
	(0.3616E-04)
	(0.3406E-04)    

	COST TO HOUSEHOLD   
	-0.1560E-02**  
	-0.1958E-02***  
	-0.2160E-02**  
	-0.2832E-02***  
	-0.2649E-02***  

	
	(0.6330E-03)
	(0.4940E-03)
	(0.7459E-03)
	(0.7389E-03)
	(0.6698E-03)   

	CONTRACT
	-0.0848  
	0.06467  
	0.3049**    
	0.1712*      
	0.0289 

	
	(0.0921)
	(0.0684)
	(0.0974)
	(0.0996)   
	(0.0944)    

	COUNCELLING
	0.1799*      
	0.0302  
	0.1552      
	-0.0610
	-0.0744 

	
	(0.0996)    
	(0.0747)        
	(0.1033)        
	(0.1082)       
	(0.1015)  

	LAND ACQUISITION
	  -0.0950 
	 -0.0949 
	 -0.4601 
	 -0.1101 
	   0.0455 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Log-likelihood
	-604.7251     
	-1023.5245     
	-632.0240     
	-531.7772     
	-535.8821     

	No. of obs.
	604
	1013
	803
	555
	545

	Adjusted ρ2
	0.08336
	0.07712
	0.28043
	0.12231
	0.09920


**** = significant at p < 0.001, *** = significant at p < 0.01, ** = significant at p < 0.05, * = significant at p < 0.10
The policy instruments were effect coded. Pluralists preferred information as a policy tool, while utilists chose contracts and opposed land acquisition. The other groups did not have clear preferences for the policy instrument. 

DISCUSSION

The study examined the public demand for biodiversity resources in private forestlands. Also the attitude of the public toward property right issues in forestland were implicitly revealed by surveying their standpoint in compensation and sovereignty issues. As people hold different values in relation to nature and forest issues, respondents were divided into five different groups according to their revealed values. Group membership was used as an explanatory factor in exploring results.

The results reveal that the biodiversity protection in Finnish forests is a widely accepted goal of forest policy. However, the implications of the conservation policy are of major importance to the respondents. While the respondents in general were clearly in favour of biodiversity conservation in private forestland, they considered other aspects of forestland to be important as well. Also while a majority of respondents wanted more conservation areas especially into the southern Finland, only a half were ready to forsake any jobs for conservation. The preference for conservation area was considerably affected by the trade-offs between conservation percentage and the socio-economic costs in the choice experiment method. Only primitivists stated a high preference for additional conservation areas in southern Finland.   

A majority supported the forest owners' sovereignty in decision making, and a full compensation for the direct and indirect costs of biodiversity conservation. Also as a policy measure, the instruments based on voluntariness of forest owners like councelling and contracts were preferred to a more authoritarian approach of land acquisition. 
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� One fifth of the respondents were forest owners with more than 5 hectares of forestland. Of these, a quarter stated that the forest property has no economic significance to them.


� Chi-square 35,8; Degree of freedom 4; 2-sided significance 0,000; Number of valid case 1219.


� Chi-sq. 52,8; df 4, sig. 0,000, N 1215.
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				Forests are sacred places				.493		.290
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				Human needs fulfillment								.755
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				Future generations		-215		.354
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				Table 3 Clusters

						Humanist		Pluralist		Primitivist		Indifferent		Utilitarian

				Utilitarianism		-.64412		.66383		-.82579		.06042		.85001

				Mysticism		.24995		.42810		.25197		-1.50450		.20919

				Primitivism		-.34709		.98446		.76234		-.09318		-.67421

				Humanism		.42977		.51010		-.91109		-.13158		-.24283





		

						Southern Finland

						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %

										% within cluster

										(std. residual)

				Humanist		1.2 %		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %				Humanis		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

						(-3.0)		(-2.5)		(-2.0)		(2.9)		(.4)				Pluralist		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

				Pluralist		7.1 %		17.3 %		30.4 %		32.1 %		13.1 %				Primitivist		6.0		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %

						(1.4)		(-0.7)		(1.2)		(-.4)		(-0.9)				Indifferent		7.1		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

				Primitivist		6%		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %				Utilitarian		9.1		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(-2.4)		(-3.9)		(-2.4)		(2.2)		(5.4)

				Indifferent		7.1 %		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

						(1.4)		(1.0)		(2.0)		(-2.1)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		9.1 %		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(3.1)		(5.9)		(-.5)		(-3.2)		(-3.0)

				Total		4.7 %		19.5 %		25.8 %		34.0 %		15.9 %

				N 1081, c 2 166, df 16, p 0.00

						Northern Finland

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Less than present		Present 17 %		17 - 20 %		20 - 25 %		Over 25 %

				Humanist		4.2 %		29.6 %		26.3 %		31.9 %		8.1 %

						(-3.9)		(-.9)		(1.0)		(3.1)		(-.6)

				Pluralist		13.2 %		29.9 %		26.9 %		23.4 %		6.6 %

						(.7)		(-.6)		(.9)		(-.1)		(-1.0)

				Primitivist		2.4%		12.1 %		27.9 %		35.2 %		22.4 %

						(-3.4)		(-4.6)		(1.1)		(3.1)		(5.8)

				Indifferent		15.1 %		38.4 %		26.7 %		14.5 %		5.2 %

						(1.5)		(1.4)		(.8)		(-2.4)		(-1.6)

				Utilitarian		23.1 %		47.9 %		12.8 %		10.7 %		5.4 %

						(5.5)		(4.2)		(-3.5)		(-4.1)		(-1.9)

				Total		11.3 %		32.5 %		23.7 %		23.6 %		9.0%

				N 1081, c 2 200, df 16, p 0.00

				Loss of jobs

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						None		Less than 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		Over 1000 jobs						None		< 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		>1000 jobs

				Humanist		45.6 %		10.8 %		13.8 %		15.9 %		13.8 %				Humanist		45.6		10.8		13.8		15.9		13.8

						(-1.4)		(-.5)		(1.6)		(1.3)		(.5)				Pluralist		52		12.7		10.4		15		9.8

				Pluralist		52.0 %		12.7 %		10.4 %		15.0 %		9.8 %				Primitivist		31.7		15.9		15.3		17.7		23.8

						(.1)		(.4)		(-.2)		(.6)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		61.6		9.1		9.1		8.5		11.6

				Primitivist		31.7%		15.9 %		15.3 %		17.7 %		23.8 %				Utilitarian		64.5		11.4		8.6		8.6		6.9

						(-3.5)		(1.5)		(.0)		(1.6)		(3.9)

				Indifferent		61.6 %		9.1 %		9.1 %		8.5 %		11.6 %

						(1.8)		(-1.0)		(-.7)		(-1.7)		(-.4)

				Utilitarian		64.5 %		11.4 %		8.6 %		8.6 %		6.9 %

						(2.9)		(-0.2)		(-1.1)		(-2.0)		(-2.6)

				Total		51.3 %		11.8 %		10.9 %		13.3 %		12.8%

				N 1079, c2 69, df 16, p 0.00
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				Policy instrument

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other

				Humanist		28.8 %		47.7 %		19.8 %		3.6 %				Humanist		28.8		47.7		19.8		3.6

						(-1.0)		(2.0)		(-1.1)		(-.8)				Pluralist		30.1		43.2		24		2.7

				Pluralist		30.1 %		43.2 %		24.0 %		2.7 %				Primitivist		30.2		52.1		14.2		3.6

						(-.5)		(-.5)		(.4)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		34.5		35.7		22.6		7.1

				Primitivist		30.2%		52.1 %		14.2 %		3.6 %				Utilitarian		37		25.6		31.5		5.9

						(-.4)		(2.3)		(-2.3)		(-.6)

				Indifferent		34.5 %		35.7 %		22.6 %		7.1 %

						(.6)		(-1.0)		(.0)		(1.6)

				Utilitarian		37.0 %		25.6 %		31.5 %		5.9 %

						(1.4)		(-3.8)		(2.9)		(1.0)

				Total		32.0 %		40.7 %		22.8 %		4.5 %

				N 1107, c 2 50, df 12, p 0.00
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						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €								0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €

				Humanist		23.9 %		24.8 %		13.6 %		28.3 %		4.4 %		5.0 %						Humanist		23.9		24.8		13.6		28.3		4.4		5

						(-3.6)		(.2)		(1.8)		(2.4)		(1.3)		(.5)						Pluralist		33.7		26.4		8.4		24.7		1.7		5.1

				Pluralist		33.7 %		26.4 %		8.4 %		24.7 %		1.7 %		5.1 %						Primitivist		19.1		28.3		12.7		28.3		4.6		6.9

						(-.4)		(.6)		(-.8)		(.7)		(-1.1)		(.4)						Indifferent		44.9		26.7		10.2		13.1		2.8		2.3

				Primitivist		19.1%		28.3 %		12.7 %		28.3 %		4.6 %		6.9 %						Utilitarian		57.4		17.2		6.3		14.1		2		3.1

						(-3.7)		(1.1)		(.9)		(1.7)		(1.0)		(1.5)

				Indifferent		44.9 %		26.7 %		10.2 %		13.1 %		2.8 %		2.3 %

						(2.1)		(.7)		(-.1)		(-2.5)		(-.3)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		57.4 %		17.2 %		6.3 %		14.1 %		2.0 %		3.1 %

						(5.8)		(-2.3)		(-2.1)		(-2.7)		(-1.1)		(-1.0)

				Total		35.7 %		24.2 %		10.4 %		22.1 %		3.2%		4.5 %
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				Table 2 Factors

						Utilitarianism		Mysticism		Primitivism		Humanism

				Materials to the people		.785

				Waste of resources without human benefit		.670				-260

				Existing mainly for human needs		.653

				Forest owners sovereignty		.482

				Conservation to the protection areas		.470

				Forests enliven me				.726

				Feeling close to nature				.703

				Sense of peace and well-being				.577

				People should respect forests				.499		.262

				Forests are sacred places				.493		.290

				Forest grow with natural forces						.767

				Rights to exist without management		-.204				.677

				Human needs fulfillment								.755

				Serve of various purposes								.599

				Recreation						.215		.414

				Equal rights of creatures				.259		.283		.208

				Future generations		-215		.354
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				Table 3 Clusters

						Humanist		Pluralist		Primitivist		Indifferent		Utilitarian

				Utilitarianism		-.64412		.66383		-.82579		.06042		.85001

				Mysticism		.24995		.42810		.25197		-1.50450		.20919

				Primitivism		-.34709		.98446		.76234		-.09318		-.67421

				Humanism		.42977		.51010		-.91109		-.13158		-.24283





		

						Southern Finland

						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %

										% within cluster

										(std. residual)

				Humanist		1.2 %		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %				Humanis		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

						(-3.0)		(-2.5)		(-2.0)		(2.9)		(.4)				Pluralist		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

				Pluralist		7.1 %		17.3 %		30.4 %		32.1 %		13.1 %				Primitivist		6.0		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %

						(1.4)		(-0.7)		(1.2)		(-.4)		(-0.9)				Indifferent		7.1		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

				Primitivist		6%		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %				Utilitarian		9.1		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(-2.4)		(-3.9)		(-2.4)		(2.2)		(5.4)

				Indifferent		7.1 %		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

						(1.4)		(1.0)		(2.0)		(-2.1)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		9.1 %		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(3.1)		(5.9)		(-.5)		(-3.2)		(-3.0)

				Total		4.7 %		19.5 %		25.8 %		34.0 %		15.9 %

				N 1081, c 2 166, df 16, p 0.00

						Northern Finland

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Less than present		Present 17 %		17 - 20 %		20 - 25 %		Over 25 %

				Humanist		4.2 %		29.6 %		26.3 %		31.9 %		8.1 %

						(-3.9)		(-.9)		(1.0)		(3.1)		(-.6)

				Pluralist		13.2 %		29.9 %		26.9 %		23.4 %		6.6 %

						(.7)		(-.6)		(.9)		(-.1)		(-1.0)

				Primitivist		2.4%		12.1 %		27.9 %		35.2 %		22.4 %

						(-3.4)		(-4.6)		(1.1)		(3.1)		(5.8)

				Indifferent		15.1 %		38.4 %		26.7 %		14.5 %		5.2 %

						(1.5)		(1.4)		(.8)		(-2.4)		(-1.6)

				Utilitarian		23.1 %		47.9 %		12.8 %		10.7 %		5.4 %

						(5.5)		(4.2)		(-3.5)		(-4.1)		(-1.9)

				Total		11.3 %		32.5 %		23.7 %		23.6 %		9.0%

				N 1081, c 2 200, df 16, p 0.00

				Loss of jobs

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						None		Less than 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		Over 1000 jobs						None		< 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		>1000 jobs

				Humanist		45.6 %		10.8 %		13.8 %		15.9 %		13.8 %				Humanist		45.6		10.8		13.8		15.9		13.8

						(-1.4)		(-.5)		(1.6)		(1.3)		(.5)				Pluralist		52		12.7		10.4		15		9.8

				Pluralist		52.0 %		12.7 %		10.4 %		15.0 %		9.8 %				Primitivist		31.7		15.9		15.3		17.7		23.8

						(.1)		(.4)		(-.2)		(.6)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		61.6		9.1		9.1		8.5		11.6

				Primitivist		31.7%		15.9 %		15.3 %		17.7 %		23.8 %				Utilitarian		64.5		11.4		8.6		8.6		6.9

						(-3.5)		(1.5)		(.0)		(1.6)		(3.9)

				Indifferent		61.6 %		9.1 %		9.1 %		8.5 %		11.6 %

						(1.8)		(-1.0)		(-.7)		(-1.7)		(-.4)

				Utilitarian		64.5 %		11.4 %		8.6 %		8.6 %		6.9 %

						(2.9)		(-0.2)		(-1.1)		(-2.0)		(-2.6)

				Total		51.3 %		11.8 %		10.9 %		13.3 %		12.8%

				N 1079, c2 69, df 16, p 0.00
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				Policy instrument

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other

				Humanist		28.8 %		47.7 %		19.8 %		3.6 %				Humanist		28.8		47.7		19.8		3.6

						(-1.0)		(2.0)		(-1.1)		(-.8)				Pluralist		30.1		43.2		24		2.7

				Pluralist		30.1 %		43.2 %		24.0 %		2.7 %				Primitivist		30.2		52.1		14.2		3.6

						(-.5)		(-.5)		(.4)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		34.5		35.7		22.6		7.1

				Primitivist		30.2%		52.1 %		14.2 %		3.6 %				Utilitarian		37		25.6		31.5		5.9

						(-.4)		(2.3)		(-2.3)		(-.6)

				Indifferent		34.5 %		35.7 %		22.6 %		7.1 %

						(.6)		(-1.0)		(.0)		(1.6)

				Utilitarian		37.0 %		25.6 %		31.5 %		5.9 %

						(1.4)		(-3.8)		(2.9)		(1.0)

				Total		32.0 %		40.7 %		22.8 %		4.5 %

				N 1107, c 2 50, df 12, p 0.00
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						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €								0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €

				Humanist		23.9 %		24.8 %		13.6 %		28.3 %		4.4 %		5.0 %						Humanist		23.9		24.8		13.6		28.3		4.4		5

						(-3.6)		(.2)		(1.8)		(2.4)		(1.3)		(.5)						Pluralist		33.7		26.4		8.4		24.7		1.7		5.1

				Pluralist		33.7 %		26.4 %		8.4 %		24.7 %		1.7 %		5.1 %						Primitivist		19.1		28.3		12.7		28.3		4.6		6.9

						(-.4)		(.6)		(-.8)		(.7)		(-1.1)		(.4)						Indifferent		44.9		26.7		10.2		13.1		2.8		2.3

				Primitivist		19.1%		28.3 %		12.7 %		28.3 %		4.6 %		6.9 %						Utilitarian		57.4		17.2		6.3		14.1		2		3.1
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				Indifferent		44.9 %		26.7 %		10.2 %		13.1 %		2.8 %		2.3 %

						(2.1)		(.7)		(-.1)		(-2.5)		(-.3)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		57.4 %		17.2 %		6.3 %		14.1 %		2.0 %		3.1 %

						(5.8)		(-2.3)		(-2.1)		(-2.7)		(-1.1)		(-1.0)

				Total		35.7 %		24.2 %		10.4 %		22.1 %		3.2%		4.5 %
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Faktorit

		

						ESALA		PSALA

				N              Valid		1144		1146

				Missing		201		199

				Mean		4.2		19.9

				Median		2.5		20

				Mode		1.8		17

				Minimum		0		0

				Maximum		80		70

				4.6		< 1.8 %

				19.7		Present 1.8 %

				26.2		1.8 - 2.5 %

				33.4		2.5 - 5 %

				16.1		> 5 %

				100.0

				PSALALUOK

				11.3		< 17 %

				32.9		Present 17 %

				23.8		17 - 20 %

				23.0		20 - 25 %

				9.0		> 25 %

				100.0

				TYÖPALUO

				51.8		None

				12.0		< 100 jobs

				10.8		100 - 500 jobs

				13.0		500 - 1000 jobs

				12.4		> 1000 jobs

				100.0

				Figure 2 Willingness to forsake employment and willingnes to pay more taxes per year for ten years.

				VEROLUOK

				36.9		0 - 9.9 €

				23.8		10 - 50 €

				10.2		50 - 99 €

				21.6		100 - 199 €

				3.1		200 - 299 €

				4.5		> 300 €

				100.1

				Table 2 Factors

						Utilitarianism		Mysticism		Primitivism		Humanism

				Materials to the people		.785

				Waste of resources without human benefit		.670				-260

				Existing mainly for human needs		.653

				Forest owners sovereignty		.482

				Conservation to the protection areas		.470

				Forests enliven me				.726

				Feeling close to nature				.703

				Sense of peace and well-being				.577

				People should respect forests				.499		.262

				Forests are sacred places				.493		.290

				Forest grow with natural forces						.767

				Rights to exist without management		-.204				.677

				Human needs fulfillment								.755

				Serve of various purposes								.599

				Recreation						.215		.414

				Equal rights of creatures				.259		.283		.208

				Future generations		-215		.354





Piirakat

		Figure 1

		Figure 2

		Piirakat





Piirakat

		< 1.8 %

		Present 1.8 %

		1.8 - 2.5 %

		2.5 - 5 %

		> 5 %



Southern Finland

4.6

19.7

26.2

33.4

16.1



Clusterit

		< 17 %

		Present 17 %

		17 - 20 %

		20 - 25 %

		> 25 %



Northern Finland

11.3

32.9

23.8

23

9



Crosstabulation

		None

		< 100 jobs

		100 - 500 jobs

		500 - 1000 jobs

		> 1000 jobs



Employment

51.8

12

10.8

13

12.4



Cross2

		0 - 9.9 €

		10 - 50 €

		50 - 99 €

		100 - 199 €

		200 - 299 €

		> 300 €



Taxes

36.9

23.8

10.2

21.6

3.1

4.5



Cross3

		< 1.8 %

		Present 1.8 %

		1.8 - 2.5 %

		2.5 - 5 %

		> 5 %



Southern Finland

4.6

19.7

26.2

33.4

16.1



Metsäomi

		< 17 %

		Present 17 %

		17 - 20 %

		20 - 25 %

		> 25 %



Northern Finland

33 %

24 %

23 %

9 %

11 %

11.3

32.9

23.8

23

9



Asuinymp.

		None

		< 100 jobs

		100 - 500 jobs

		500 - 1000 jobs

		> 1000 jobs



Loss in employment

51.8

12

10.8

13

12.4



Sheet

		0 - 9.9 €

		10 - 50 €

		50 - 99 €

		100 - 199 €

		200 - 299 €

		> 300 €



Taxes

36.9

23.8

10.2

21.6

3.1

4.5



		

				Table 3 Clusters

						Humanist		Pluralist		Primitivist		Indifferent		Utilitarian

				Utilitarianism		-.64412		.66383		-.82579		.06042		.85001

				Mysticism		.24995		.42810		.25197		-1.50450		.20919

				Primitivism		-.34709		.98446		.76234		-.09318		-.67421

				Humanism		.42977		.51010		-.91109		-.13158		-.24283





		

						Southern Finland

						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %

										% within cluster

										(std. residual)

				Humanist		1.2 %		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %				Humanis		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

						(-3.0)		(-2.5)		(-2.0)		(2.9)		(.4)				Pluralist		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

				Pluralist		7.1 %		17.3 %		30.4 %		32.1 %		13.1 %				Primitivist		6.0		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %

						(1.4)		(-0.7)		(1.2)		(-.4)		(-0.9)				Indifferent		7.1		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

				Primitivist		6%		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %				Utilitarian		9.1		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(-2.4)		(-3.9)		(-2.4)		(2.2)		(5.4)

				Indifferent		7.1 %		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

						(1.4)		(1.0)		(2.0)		(-2.1)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		9.1 %		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(3.1)		(5.9)		(-.5)		(-3.2)		(-3.0)

				Total		4.7 %		19.5 %		25.8 %		34.0 %		15.9 %

				N 1081, c 2 166, df 16, p 0.00

						Northern Finland

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Less than present		Present 17 %		17 - 20 %		20 - 25 %		Over 25 %

				Humanist		4.2 %		29.6 %		26.3 %		31.9 %		8.1 %

						(-3.9)		(-.9)		(1.0)		(3.1)		(-.6)

				Pluralist		13.2 %		29.9 %		26.9 %		23.4 %		6.6 %

						(.7)		(-.6)		(.9)		(-.1)		(-1.0)

				Primitivist		2.4%		12.1 %		27.9 %		35.2 %		22.4 %

						(-3.4)		(-4.6)		(1.1)		(3.1)		(5.8)

				Indifferent		15.1 %		38.4 %		26.7 %		14.5 %		5.2 %

						(1.5)		(1.4)		(.8)		(-2.4)		(-1.6)

				Utilitarian		23.1 %		47.9 %		12.8 %		10.7 %		5.4 %

						(5.5)		(4.2)		(-3.5)		(-4.1)		(-1.9)

				Total		11.3 %		32.5 %		23.7 %		23.6 %		9.0%

				N 1081, c 2 200, df 16, p 0.00

				Loss of jobs

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						None		Less than 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		Over 1000 jobs						None		< 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		>1000 jobs

				Humanist		45.6 %		10.8 %		13.8 %		15.9 %		13.8 %				Humanist		45.6		10.8		13.8		15.9		13.8

						(-1.4)		(-.5)		(1.6)		(1.3)		(.5)				Pluralist		52		12.7		10.4		15		9.8

				Pluralist		52.0 %		12.7 %		10.4 %		15.0 %		9.8 %				Primitivist		31.7		15.9		15.3		17.7		23.8

						(.1)		(.4)		(-.2)		(.6)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		61.6		9.1		9.1		8.5		11.6

				Primitivist		31.7%		15.9 %		15.3 %		17.7 %		23.8 %				Utilitarian		64.5		11.4		8.6		8.6		6.9

						(-3.5)		(1.5)		(.0)		(1.6)		(3.9)

				Indifferent		61.6 %		9.1 %		9.1 %		8.5 %		11.6 %

						(1.8)		(-1.0)		(-.7)		(-1.7)		(-.4)

				Utilitarian		64.5 %		11.4 %		8.6 %		8.6 %		6.9 %

						(2.9)		(-0.2)		(-1.1)		(-2.0)		(-2.6)

				Total		51.3 %		11.8 %		10.9 %		13.3 %		12.8%

				N 1079, c2 69, df 16, p 0.00
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				Policy instrument

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other

				Humanist		28.8 %		47.7 %		19.8 %		3.6 %				Humanist		28.8		47.7		19.8		3.6

						(-1.0)		(2.0)		(-1.1)		(-.8)				Pluralist		30.1		43.2		24		2.7

				Pluralist		30.1 %		43.2 %		24.0 %		2.7 %				Primitivist		30.2		52.1		14.2		3.6

						(-.5)		(-.5)		(.4)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		34.5		35.7		22.6		7.1

				Primitivist		30.2%		52.1 %		14.2 %		3.6 %				Utilitarian		37		25.6		31.5		5.9

						(-.4)		(2.3)		(-2.3)		(-.6)

				Indifferent		34.5 %		35.7 %		22.6 %		7.1 %

						(.6)		(-1.0)		(.0)		(1.6)

				Utilitarian		37.0 %		25.6 %		31.5 %		5.9 %

						(1.4)		(-3.8)		(2.9)		(1.0)

				Total		32.0 %		40.7 %		22.8 %		4.5 %

				N 1107, c 2 50, df 12, p 0.00
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						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €								0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €

				Humanist		23.9 %		24.8 %		13.6 %		28.3 %		4.4 %		5.0 %						Humanist		23.9		24.8		13.6		28.3		4.4		5

						(-3.6)		(.2)		(1.8)		(2.4)		(1.3)		(.5)						Pluralist		33.7		26.4		8.4		24.7		1.7		5.1

				Pluralist		33.7 %		26.4 %		8.4 %		24.7 %		1.7 %		5.1 %						Primitivist		19.1		28.3		12.7		28.3		4.6		6.9

						(-.4)		(.6)		(-.8)		(.7)		(-1.1)		(.4)						Indifferent		44.9		26.7		10.2		13.1		2.8		2.3

				Primitivist		19.1%		28.3 %		12.7 %		28.3 %		4.6 %		6.9 %						Utilitarian		57.4		17.2		6.3		14.1		2		3.1

						(-3.7)		(1.1)		(.9)		(1.7)		(1.0)		(1.5)

				Indifferent		44.9 %		26.7 %		10.2 %		13.1 %		2.8 %		2.3 %

						(2.1)		(.7)		(-.1)		(-2.5)		(-.3)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		57.4 %		17.2 %		6.3 %		14.1 %		2.0 %		3.1 %

						(5.8)		(-2.3)		(-2.1)		(-2.7)		(-1.1)		(-1.0)

				Total		35.7 %		24.2 %		10.4 %		22.1 %		3.2%		4.5 %
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Faktorit

		

						ESALA		PSALA

				N              Valid		1144		1146

				Missing		201		199

				Mean		4.2		19.9

				Median		2.5		20

				Mode		1.8		17

				Minimum		0		0

				Maximum		80		70

				4.6		< 1.8 %

				19.7		Present 1.8 %

				26.2		1.8 - 2.5 %

				33.4		2.5 - 5 %

				16.1		> 5 %

				100.0

				PSALALUOK

				11.3		< 17 %

				32.9		Present 17 %

				23.8		17 - 20 %

				23.0		20 - 25 %

				9.0		> 25 %

				100.0

				TYÖPALUO

				51.8		None

				12.0		< 100 jobs

				10.8		100 - 500 jobs

				13.0		500 - 1000 jobs

				12.4		> 1000 jobs

				100.0

				Figure 2 Willingness to forsake employment and willingnes to pay more taxes per year for ten years.

				VEROLUOK

				36.9		0 - 9.9 €

				23.8		10 - 50 €

				10.2		50 - 99 €

				21.6		100 - 199 €

				3.1		200 - 299 €

				4.5		> 300 €

				100.1

				Table 2 Factors

						Utilitarianism		Mysticism		Primitivism		Humanism

				Materials to the people		.785

				Waste of resources without human benefit		.670				-260

				Existing mainly for human needs		.653

				Forest owners sovereignty		.482

				Conservation to the protection areas		.470

				Forests enliven me				.726

				Feeling close to nature				.703

				Sense of peace and well-being				.577

				People should respect forests				.499		.262

				Forests are sacred places				.493		.290

				Forest grow with natural forces						.767

				Rights to exist without management		-.204				.677

				Human needs fulfillment								.755

				Serve of various purposes								.599

				Recreation						.215		.414

				Equal rights of creatures				.259		.283		.208

				Future generations		-215		.354
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21.6

3.1

4.5



Cross3

		< 1.8 %

		Present 1.8 %

		1.8 - 2.5 %

		2.5 - 5 %

		> 5 %



Southern Finland

4.6

19.7

26.2

33.4

16.1



Metsäomi

		< 17 %

		Present 17 %

		17 - 20 %

		20 - 25 %

		> 25 %



Northern Finland

33 %

24 %

23 %

9 %

11 %

11.3

32.9

23.8

23

9



Asuinymp.

		None

		< 100 jobs

		100 - 500 jobs

		500 - 1000 jobs

		> 1000 jobs



Loss in employment

51.8

12

10.8

13

12.4



Sheet

		0 - 9.9 €

		10 - 50 €

		50 - 99 €

		100 - 199 €

		200 - 299 €

		> 300 €



Taxes

36.9

23.8

10.2

21.6

3.1

4.5



		

				Table 3 Clusters

						Humanist		Pluralist		Primitivist		Indifferent		Utilitarian

				Utilitarianism		-.64412		.66383		-.82579		.06042		.85001

				Mysticism		.24995		.42810		.25197		-1.50450		.20919

				Primitivism		-.34709		.98446		.76234		-.09318		-.67421

				Humanism		.42977		.51010		-.91109		-.13158		-.24283





		

						Southern Finland

						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %						Less than present		Present 1.8 %		1.8 - 2.5 %		2.5 - 5 %		Over 5 %

										% within cluster

										(std. residual)

				Humanist		1.2 %		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %				Humanis		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

						(-3.0)		(-2.5)		(-2.0)		(2.9)		(.4)				Pluralist		1.2		13.4 %		25.4 %		43.3 %		16.7 %

				Pluralist		7.1 %		17.3 %		30.4 %		32.1 %		13.1 %				Primitivist		6.0		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %

						(1.4)		(-0.7)		(1.2)		(-.4)		(-0.9)				Indifferent		7.1		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

				Primitivist		6%		6.1 %		16.4 %		44.2 %		32.7 %				Utilitarian		9.1		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(-2.4)		(-3.9)		(-2.4)		(2.2)		(5.4)

				Indifferent		7.1 %		22.9 %		33.5 %		24.7 %		11.8 %

						(1.4)		(1.0)		(2.0)		(-2.1)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		9.1 %		36.2 %		24.3 %		22.2 %		8.2 %

						(3.1)		(5.9)		(-.5)		(-3.2)		(-3.0)

				Total		4.7 %		19.5 %		25.8 %		34.0 %		15.9 %

				N 1081, c 2 166, df 16, p 0.00

						Northern Finland

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Less than present		Present 17 %		17 - 20 %		20 - 25 %		Over 25 %

				Humanist		4.2 %		29.6 %		26.3 %		31.9 %		8.1 %

						(-3.9)		(-.9)		(1.0)		(3.1)		(-.6)

				Pluralist		13.2 %		29.9 %		26.9 %		23.4 %		6.6 %

						(.7)		(-.6)		(.9)		(-.1)		(-1.0)

				Primitivist		2.4%		12.1 %		27.9 %		35.2 %		22.4 %

						(-3.4)		(-4.6)		(1.1)		(3.1)		(5.8)

				Indifferent		15.1 %		38.4 %		26.7 %		14.5 %		5.2 %

						(1.5)		(1.4)		(.8)		(-2.4)		(-1.6)

				Utilitarian		23.1 %		47.9 %		12.8 %		10.7 %		5.4 %

						(5.5)		(4.2)		(-3.5)		(-4.1)		(-1.9)

				Total		11.3 %		32.5 %		23.7 %		23.6 %		9.0%

				N 1081, c 2 200, df 16, p 0.00

				Loss of jobs

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						None		Less than 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		Over 1000 jobs						None		< 100 jobs		100 - 500 jobs		500 - 1000 jobs		>1000 jobs

				Humanist		45.6 %		10.8 %		13.8 %		15.9 %		13.8 %				Humanist		45.6		10.8		13.8		15.9		13.8

						(-1.4)		(-.5)		(1.6)		(1.3)		(.5)				Pluralist		52		12.7		10.4		15		9.8

				Pluralist		52.0 %		12.7 %		10.4 %		15.0 %		9.8 %				Primitivist		31.7		15.9		15.3		17.7		23.8

						(.1)		(.4)		(-.2)		(.6)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		61.6		9.1		9.1		8.5		11.6

				Primitivist		31.7%		15.9 %		15.3 %		17.7 %		23.8 %				Utilitarian		64.5		11.4		8.6		8.6		6.9

						(-3.5)		(1.5)		(.0)		(1.6)		(3.9)

				Indifferent		61.6 %		9.1 %		9.1 %		8.5 %		11.6 %

						(1.8)		(-1.0)		(-.7)		(-1.7)		(-.4)

				Utilitarian		64.5 %		11.4 %		8.6 %		8.6 %		6.9 %

						(2.9)		(-0.2)		(-1.1)		(-2.0)		(-2.6)

				Total		51.3 %		11.8 %		10.9 %		13.3 %		12.8%

				N 1079, c2 69, df 16, p 0.00





		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0



None

< 100 jobs

100 - 500 jobs

500 - 1000 jobs

>1000 jobs



				Policy instrument

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other						Land acquisition		Conservation contract		Counseling		Other

				Humanist		28.8 %		47.7 %		19.8 %		3.6 %				Humanist		28.8		47.7		19.8		3.6

						(-1.0)		(2.0)		(-1.1)		(-.8)				Pluralist		30.1		43.2		24		2.7

				Pluralist		30.1 %		43.2 %		24.0 %		2.7 %				Primitivist		30.2		52.1		14.2		3.6

						(-.5)		(-.5)		(.4)		(-1.1)				Indifferent		34.5		35.7		22.6		7.1

				Primitivist		30.2%		52.1 %		14.2 %		3.6 %				Utilitarian		37		25.6		31.5		5.9

						(-.4)		(2.3)		(-2.3)		(-.6)

				Indifferent		34.5 %		35.7 %		22.6 %		7.1 %

						(.6)		(-1.0)		(.0)		(1.6)

				Utilitarian		37.0 %		25.6 %		31.5 %		5.9 %

						(1.4)		(-3.8)		(2.9)		(1.0)

				Total		32.0 %		40.7 %		22.8 %		4.5 %

				N 1107, c 2 50, df 12, p 0.00





		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Land acquisition

Conservation contract

Counseling

Other



		

						% within cluster

						(std. residual)

						0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €								0 - 9.9 €		10 -50 €		50 - 99 €		100 - 199 €		200 - 299 €		> 300 €

				Humanist		23.9 %		24.8 %		13.6 %		28.3 %		4.4 %		5.0 %						Humanist		23.9		24.8		13.6		28.3		4.4		5

						(-3.6)		(.2)		(1.8)		(2.4)		(1.3)		(.5)						Pluralist		33.7		26.4		8.4		24.7		1.7		5.1

				Pluralist		33.7 %		26.4 %		8.4 %		24.7 %		1.7 %		5.1 %						Primitivist		19.1		28.3		12.7		28.3		4.6		6.9

						(-.4)		(.6)		(-.8)		(.7)		(-1.1)		(.4)						Indifferent		44.9		26.7		10.2		13.1		2.8		2.3

				Primitivist		19.1%		28.3 %		12.7 %		28.3 %		4.6 %		6.9 %						Utilitarian		57.4		17.2		6.3		14.1		2		3.1

						(-3.7)		(1.1)		(.9)		(1.7)		(1.0)		(1.5)

				Indifferent		44.9 %		26.7 %		10.2 %		13.1 %		2.8 %		2.3 %

						(2.1)		(.7)		(-.1)		(-2.5)		(-.3)		(-1.4)

				Utilitarian		57.4 %		17.2 %		6.3 %		14.1 %		2.0 %		3.1 %

						(5.8)		(-2.3)		(-2.1)		(-2.7)		(-1.1)		(-1.0)

				Total		35.7 %		24.2 %		10.4 %		22.1 %		3.2%		4.5 %





		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



0 - 9.9 €

10 -50 €

50 - 99 €

100 - 199 €

200 - 299 €

> 300 €



		

		13.4		Humanist

		17.5		Pluralist

		18.0		Primitivist

		24.3		Indifferrent

		42.0		Utilitarian





		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



%



		Humanist		Pluralist		Primitivist		Indifferent		Utilitarian

		18.3		25.1		13.5		22.4		29.7

		23.4		28.6		28.6		26		28.7										Countryside

		27.4		28.1		23.8		22.4		26.2										Small town				100

		30.9		18.2		34.1		29.2		15.4										Town				90

																				Big town				80

																								70

																								60

																								50

																								40

																								30

																								20

																								10

																								0





		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Countryside

Small town

Town

Big town



		Humanist

		18.3		Countryside

		23.4		Small town

		27.4		Town

		30.9		Big town

		Pluralist

		25.1

		28.6

		28.1

		18.2

		Primitivist

		13.5

		28.6

		23.8

		34.1

		Indifferent

		22.4

		26

		22.4

		29.2

		Utilitarian

		29.7

		28.7

		26.2

		15.4





		0

		0

		0

		0





		0

		0

		0

		0





		0

		0

		0

		0





		0

		0

		0

		0





		0

		0

		0

		0






