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Abstract 
Recently, agencies responsible for managing protected areas in North America 
have come to re-evaluate the role of humans in natural resource planning. 
Traditional management approaches for public land, which preference the 
economics of resource extraction (Peterson and Peterson, 1996), are now seen 
as breeding distrust in governmental action and promoting what Williams (1995) 
has called a “view from nowhere” in environmental policy making.  In contrast, 
agencies such as Parks Canada are now required to acknowledge “the 
importance of human needs while at the same time confronting the reality that 
the capacity of our world to meet those needs in perpetuity has limits and 
depends on the functioning of ecosystems” (Christensen et al., 1996: 666).  As a 
result, government agencies on both sides of the Canadian/American border are 
adopting proactive policies to ensure a more viable balance between a 
sustainable society and a sustainable environment through a regimen of  
“ecosystem management,” often associated with networks of parks and protected 
areas (Interagency Task Force, 1995; Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 
1997).  The search for this more viable balance is discussed in this paper in 
terms of: human perceptions in planning for protected areas; scales of protected 
areas planning; researching and using human dimensions data; and, research 
limitations and implications for the Lands for Life initiative. 
 

Intoduction 
The concept of ecosystem management is well entrenched in the Great Lakes 
basin and on the Canadian Shield.  For example, nearly twenty years ago, the 
Great Lakes Research Advisory Board (1978), now known as the Great Lakes 
Science Advisory Board, presented a special report to the International Joint 
Commission that stressed the need for an “ecosystem approach” to managing 
the Great Lakes.  That report, in its call for an integrated development of policy 
within an ecosystem context, was pivotal in initiating an approach that went 
beyond the historical emphasis on water within a narrow politico-jurisdictional 
context (Allen, Bandurski and King, 1993; Francis, 1993; Lee, Regier and 
Rapport, 1982; Vallentyne, 1983).   
 
Perhaps more important has been the growing recognition of the social factors 
attending any drive toward sustainable resource policies.  Although most 
treatises and discussions of ecosystem management, and the role of protected 
areas therein, tend to foreground analyses of the biotic and abiotic components 
of ecosystems, more attention is now being paid to the “human dimension” of 
resource planning. This perspective embraces a variety of values beyond either 
resource extraction or pristine wilderness preservation and typically accounts for 
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an ongoing human presence within whatever tract of land is being considered for 
development or preservation (Bengston, 1994; Schroeder, 1992). 
 
In many ways, the Province of Ontario – through agencies such as ONMR – is 
well ahead of the international curve toward placing humans within a greater 
ecosystem context for policy making.  Such is certainly true of the Lands for Life 
program.  The acquisition of lands and protection of significant regional, indeed 
global, natural resources through the Nature’s Best component must proceed in 
concert with – as opposed to, in defiance of – community values and shared 
systems of land management (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997b).  
To achieve a balance between social and ecological priorities, though, 
necessitates careful attention to the role of communication as a medium both for 
agencies knowing what is important to landed constituencies as well as for 
citizens learning what is in the best interests of a sustainable society. 
 
To explore the relationship between communication practices and the human 
dimension of protected area planning, this paper explores several issues.  After 
briefly reviewing what constitutes the human dimension of resource planning, I 
suggest a number of ways in which social factors are related to protected area 
policies at various scales of land management.  Examples of human dimension 
research from across North America are indexed, and particular emphasis is 
placed upon the development of such research in the Lake Superior basin.  The 
paper concludes with a preliminary analysis of where research in support of the 
Lands for Life initiative should now be directed. 

The Niche for Human Perception in Planning for Protected Areas 
A number of scholars (e.g., Behan, 1990; Rolston and Coufal, 1991; Shannon, 
1992) have argued that, to avoid potentially disastrous consumptive practices, 
current natural resource planning should connect the biological foundations of 
regional landscapes with the sociological constraints facing those who use them 
for a variety of purposes.    What is called for is an appreciation for how human 
understandings of where we live, work, and recreate are socially constructed and 
endowed with value.  This distinctly human dimension has become an integral 
component in any number of planning documents, development initiatives, and 
visions of sound resource stewardship (e.g., Binational Program, 1996; Bitterroot 
Social Research Institute, 1994; United States Man and the Biosphere Program, 
1995).  In particular, the perceptual interface between people and habitat should 
be considered a pivotal factor in designing communication programs in 
accordance with almost half of the principles – i.e., balance, openness, 
consensus, respectfulness, and fairness – which guide the Lands for Life 
planning process (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997b). 
 
As a general definition, the human dimension of land and ecosystem 
management consists of the feelings, beliefs, and values – e.g., instrumental, 
aesthetic, expressive and ecological – that people possess regarding the world 
they inhabit.  These cognitions, as represented in discourse, range from the very 
specific (e.g., “I think Grangousier Hill has the best view of the Lake.”) to the very 
general (e.g., “The way the forest products industry abuses Crown land is 
despicable!”) and form the perceptual grist for one’s so-called “quality of life.”  
Furthermore, the general values implicated by these fundamental environmental 
perceptions have become integrated into a variety of land-use planning schemes, 
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including Ontario’s “Criteria for Designing a Natural Heritage Areas System” 
(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997a).  In part, the human dimension 
may be represented by stakeholders associated with interest groups such as 
those invited to join regional roundtables in the Lands for Life planning process. 
More often than not, it can only be found in the daily thoughts and conversations 
of common citizens, connected to particular sites of residence, embedded in a 
range of cultures (Davidson, 1997: 6).  
 
A determination of the relationship between human effect or perception and 
government action vis a vis Lands for Life is important for a variety of reasons.  
Protected area managers and agencies trying to promote regional ecosystem 
management policies must understand and take into account local perceptions 
when employing various securement vehicles associated with specific protected 
areas (Bright et al., 1993; Carpenter et al., 1986; Kiely-Brocato, 1980; Manfredo 
and Bright, 1991; Manfredo, Yuan and McGuire, 1992; Reiling, Criner and 
Oltmanns, 1988; Vining, 1987; Young, 1980).  For example, the need for a 
human dimensions perspective is certainly implied in the Nature’s Best Action 
Plan where “unclear procedures for identifying and protecting [Areas of Natural 
and Scientific Interest] values, including landowner involvement” are cited as a 
barrier to policy implementation (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997a: 
7).    

Human Dimensions and Scales of Protected Area Planning 
When one considers the role of human dimensions in planning for parks and 
protected areas, questions may arise concerning the psychological mechanisms 
people bring to bear when attending to environmental communications.  
Arguably, if we know how citizens construct the social and natural world in the 
mind, we are in a better position to pitch policies that account for stakeholders’ 
perceptions.  And, indeed, we know a good deal about the psychological bases 
for environmental communication.  For example, Cantrill (1996a) has identified a 
range of potent cognitive biases people employ when faced with advocacy 
regarding the environment.  However, Williams and Carr (1993) suggest that the 
issue for resource managers is not how local stakeholders perceive the world 
around them but, rather, what that sense of place entails and the extent to which 
such meanings are shared within communities affected by natural resource 
policies. Mitchell, Force, Carroll, and McLaughlin (1993) concur when they write:  
“At the heart of today’s forest management issues is emotion.  The ‘felt’ 
perceptions of the forest are as real and as important as ‘scientific facts.’  Both 
should be incorporated into land management planning.”  In short, a more 
pragmatic focus for research managers might be to understand the human 
dimension as it relates to planning for and administering parks and protected 
areas at various scales of analysis. 
 
One way to consider the relationship between human dimensions analysis and 
various scales of land use planning is to adopt one of the various classification 
schemes now used to parse biotic and abiotic boundaries (e.g., Davidson, 1997; 
McNab and Avers, 1994).  Yet, whereas this approach has proven extremely 
useful in the practice of traditional environmental science, it may not prove as 
heuristic when looking at the sundry social interactions that generally cross 
ecological divisions at the level of landscape/ecosystem analysis.  In contrast, 
consider the set of nested scales in Table 1, loosely patterned after the Lands for 
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Life land use planning structure, each accompanied by an indication of the key 
constituencies and factors influencing human actions (cf. Cantrill, 1993) which 
may be of most importance to the planning process: 
 

Scale Classification Key Constituencies Mitigating Factors 

Protected Area 
Government Employees 
Citizens with Inholdings 
Concessionaires 

Primary Group Allegiances 
Interpersonal Relations 
Employer Preferences 
Historical Access and Land-

Use Patterns 

Local Operational 
Planning Unit 

Adjacent Municipal Officers 
Local Interest Groups 
Visitors and Seasonal 

Residents 

Local Economic Base 
Local Print Media 
Secondary Group Allegiances 

Sub-Regional 
Planning Unit 
 

District Government 
Broadcast News Agents 
Alternate Protected Area 

Managers and Local 
Citizen’s Committees 

District Economic Base 
Broadcast Media and 

Educational Systems 
Local Migration Patterns 

Regional Planning 
Unit 

Provincial Government 
Regional Media Agents 
Interagency Contacts 
Major Metropolitan and 

Industrial Executives 

Regional Economic Base 
Regional and National Media 
Transportation and Social 

Infrastructures 
Regional and Pan-Regional 

Migration Patterns 
Table 1: Nested Scales and Key Constituencies 
 
Table 1 provides a schematic for linking land management foci with the human 
dimensions of ecosystem management. It suggests that the task of effectively 
communicating the value of parks and protected areas to the general public may 
be complicated in at least two ways.  On the one hand, natural resource 
managers must correctly identify how expansive any given policy or land use 
decision will be in the eyes of target audiences (i.e., a problem of scale).  
Williams (1995) believes individuals will distort information that accompanies 
policy changes if those directives run counter to their senses of place and selves 
in the environment and it may be very difficult for government agents to 
determine how large that “place” or “environment” is without first assessing the 
general assumptions of a population.  These assumptions are the product of 
intersecting social – i.e., mitigating – factors.   
 
On the other hand, merely prompting citizens to focus on the interaction between 
humans and the biosphere may trigger attitudinal backlash grounded in their 
preference for values and systems other than those a policy is designed to 
protect or enhance, i.e., a problem of presumption.  Again, the social context for 
human interaction influences such presumptions.  Twigger-Ross and Uzzell 
(1996: 208) argue that “the self can be threatened by unwanted disruptions to 
emotionally salient places.”   
 
Even well-intended management plans that take into account the importance of 
some facets of the human dimension – e.g., allowing for staged introductions of 
policy, assisting transitional economies, maintaining motorized access to 
relatively wild areas – may be sabotaged by the perception that any focus on 
biotic or abiotic elements places the social value of a place at risk.  In this 
context, advocates for regional ecosystem management must segment their 
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target audiences, identify what is important to those subsets of the population, 
and appropriately highlight a range of perceived benefits associated with 
sustainable land use policies. 

Current Experience with Researching and Using Human Dimensions 
Data 
Although the study of how people connect themselves to their local environment 
is a relatively new field of research, a history of empirical research in cognitive 
psychology (e.g., Kok and Siero, 1985; Tversky and Hemenway, 1983), political 
science (e.g., Mitchell, 1984; Sears and Funk, 1991), and the study of 
environmental advocacy (Cantrill, 1996a; Ham, 1983) suggests that it is the 
environment-as-perceived, rather than the cold reality of ecology, that matters in 
the promotion of environmental policy. And reviews of general research 
concerning human dimensions (e.g., Cantrill, 1993), indicate that initiatives such 
as Ontario’s Land for Life may be thwarted by  (a) pre-existing cultural factors 
favoring the maintenance of lifestyles largely dependent on resource extraction, 
(b) informational bases (i.e., education, media, and interpersonal networks) 
poorly attuned to traditional environmentalist causes, and (c) ways of thinking 
about the self that generally do not lend significant support to regional ecosystem 
programs. These general presumptions may prove to be the most problematic.  
 
Even relatively high levels of information awareness do not necessarily compel 
responsible behaviour among stakeholders; many among us have been 
conditioned to systematically exclude such "facts" in the processing of 
communication, to place more reliance on immediate self-interests, or to 
calculate opportunity-costs in terms of a different value scale than that used by 
resource managers.  In short, to generate a public consensus that actively 
supports an expanded regional network of protected areas on the Canadian 
Shield may be quite difficult. 
 
Difficult as the generation of consensus may be, recent experience suggests that 
it is not impossible.  In addition to the successful experience of the British 
Columbians discussed at this conference, human dimension analysis has found 
a productive role in a variety of other Canadian planning exercises.  For example, 
protected area gap analyses in several provinces more or less reference the 
need to deal with the human dimension in acting upon observed network 
shortcomings (World Wildlife Fund, 1993).   
 
In the United States, the analysis of social values and environmental perception 
has generally accompanied large watershed management regimes such as those 
being used in the Applegate, Bitterroot, and Payette valleys and the Columbia 
River Basin (e.g., Bitterroot Social Research Institute, 1994; McLaughlin, Sanyal 
and Steinhorst, 1994; Priester, 1994; Schroeder, 1996).  And, closer to home, the 
social science of parks planning in the greater Lake Superior basin has received 
a good deal of attention as well.  
 
In the 1990s, a broad consensus among policy makers has emerged indicating 
that any viable approach to marshaling resources and fostering sustainable 
human practices in the Lake Superior basin must take into account the human 
dimensions of ecosystem management (Binational Program, 1996). Following 
discussions at an Ecosystem Management Conference in Duluth (1994) and a 
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Sustainable Forestry Conference in Sault Ste. Marie (1995), the Lake Superior 
Protected Areas Managers (LSPAM) workgroup − composed of resource 
specialists and administrators attached to parks and preserves in Canada and 
the United States −- specifically recognized the benefits of a broad human 
dimension information program for successfully communicating protected area 
conservation needs to the communities of the Lake Superior catchment.  An 
understanding of the relationships between quality-of-life expectations, economic 
aspirations, social structures, and entrenched values was considered vital in the 
formation of communication campaigns and advocacy designed to protect Lake 
Superior resources.  In line with this assumption, two research tracks have been 
undertaken to explore the human dimension of ecosystem management across 
the watershed. 
 
Human dimensions as reflected in a “Sense of Place” 
A significant line of research and theory regarding the role of perception in 
environmental advocacy has been associated with the idea of a “sense of place.”  
Various definitions for the sense of place construct have been offered (e.g., 
Agnew, 1989; Fournier, 1991; Lutwack, 1984; Steele, 1981; Stokols and 
Shumaker, 1981; Tuan, 1974; Williams, 1995) yet, regardless of definition or 
approach, those interested in the construct seem to agree that a sense of place 
is the perception of what is most salient in a specific location, which may be 
reflected in value preferences or how that specific place figures in discourse.  
 
A number of general treatises (e.g., Basso, 1988; Stokols, 1990) and specific 
studies (e.g., Cantrill and Masluk, 1996; Carbaugh, 1992; Frech, 1993; Hester, 
1985; Mitchell, Force, Carroll and McLaughlin, 1993; Schroeder, 1996) have 
focused on the sense of place construct.  Taken together, this family of research 
suggests that the cognitions residents use to relate themselves to where they live 
can be observed in discourse, are quite powerful in the generation of responses 
to environmental policies, and may serve to distance individuals from one 
another or the agencies that regulate the use of natural resources.  Furthermore, 
there is an apparent interaction between the social and environmental 
components of perception; one’s tenure in a region seems to mediate the extent 
to which one highlights either social or natural features in describing a felt sense 
of place.  For example, Kitayama and Markus’ (1994) analysis suggests that 
relative newcomers to a region may view their relationship to a location 
independent of social relations, whereas those with a longer tenure exhibit 
interdependent self-construals – i.e., interpersonal relations form the cement that 
bond one to a place. 
 
In 1995, Parks Canada sponsored LSPAM’s development of a protocol for 
defining the sense of place citizens share in the Lake Superior basin. The agency 
was particularly interested in examining perceptions associated with protected 
areas that qualify as “core” protected areas within the “Man in the Biosphere” 
model (Biosphere Reserve Directorate, 1994; Cantrill, 1996b).  To this end, three 
human dimension analyses in the Lake Superior basin have been conducted in 
an attempt to define residents’ sense of place near Apostle Islands National 
Lakeshore (Lagerroos, Shifferd and Graf, 1995); near Pukaskwa National Park 
(Quinn and Potter, 1997); and near Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore (Cantrill, 
in press). 
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As with other attempts to systematically map out the meanings communities 
have for residents’ senses of place (e.g., Brandenberg and Carroll, 1994; Hester, 
1985), Lagerroos and her associates (1995) relied on the use of interviews 
followed by a qualitative analysis of the resulting responses. Reasoning that the 
place-bound feelings and attitudes prevalent in the Chequamegon Bay region 
could be discerned in responses to in-depth probes, the investigators asked 
twenty nine residents of the area to describe the boundaries of, connections to, 
and meanings associated with what they identified as their “neighborhood” 
(Preister, 1994). Qualitative analysis of the data revealed that respondents were 
able to define the boundaries of their “area,” could indicate the range and 
strength of their connections to that location, and often peppered their depictions 
with references to “spiritual” or similar deeply embedded meanings for where 
they lived. 
 
The results of the Canadian study demonstrate that the natural environment, 
social environment and, to a lesser extent, the economy, all play a significant role 
in defining a sense of place for residents of the Marathon area.  Residents felt a 
strong sense of affiliation with other inhabitants of the North Shore of Lake 
Superior.  Qualities that seem to best characterize the area included remoteness, 
wilderness, pioneering, small community, and resource-based perceptions.  
Residents of the Marathon area had a deep-rooted sense of place that was 
constituted by both natural and social factors and the wilderness character of the 
North Shore dominated their responses. Respondents had a much stronger 
affinity for North Shore inhabitants than for people or places on the other side of 
the Lake and the “Superior Circle Tour” was the only real connection the 
respondents had to the South shore.  The relative hardship of the natural 
environment contributes to the felt isolation of the community and also serves to 
establish strong communal bonds and a pioneering spirit.  Thus, Quinn and 
Potter’s (1997) data suggest that there may be support for a policy compatible 
with a Lands for Life network if it were approached from the standpoint of 
ensuring the continuance of existing environmental conditions. 
 
In addition to essentially mirroring the results of the other two studies, Cantrill (in 
press) observed that a person’s understanding of where they reside and who 
they are in relation to the environment often depends on how long they have 
lived in an area (cf. Cantrill, 1996c; Freudenberg, 1991; Preister, 1994, Twigger-
Ross and Uzzell, 1996).  Specifically, as one spends a longer period of time in a 
sparsely settled region, social forces such as interpersonal relationships become 
more important than environmental conditions in describing one’s surroundings.  
Thus, even within relatively compact communities, perceptions of how one fits 
into the natural environment are indeed complex and not likely amenable to 
simple market segmentation practices so often employed in the promotion of 
policy (cf. Grunig, 1989). 
 
As a suite of findings, the three sense of place studies suggest that others in the 
region – especially northern Ontario – might perceive themselves in relation to 
the environment in much the same manner.  In particular, those promoting the 
Lands for Life initiative will want to identify the social relations existing between 
those living in sparsely settled regions and their length of tenure in any given 
area.  Additionally, Henderson’s (1997) socioeconomic network analysis for 
Ashland reveals that, for the most part, resident’s perceptions of where they live 
and how they might respond to ecosystem management practices or initiatives 
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seem driven by economies of scale that eschew deeper reflections of the 
bioregion as a whole.  Although the economic impact of, say, tourism is certainly 
one component in the calculus of constructing a sense of place, the predominant 
force of “community” and “place” seems governed by the use of resources to 
maintain social institutions, sometimes to the detriment of the natural 
environment.  Consequently, what is called for is an inspection of the attitudes 
and values which shape local decision making in the socioeconomic sphere and 
how this process influences the restoration, continued use, or preservation of the 
Shield ecosystem, especially as related to protected areas. 
 
Human dimensions as reflected in attitudes and values   
For a long time, it has been customary for news organizations, polling firms, and 
academicians to survey opinions regarding the environment in the United States 
and Canada.  Generally, such surveys have focused on the trans-national 
agenda regarding resource conservation (e.g., Dunlap, Gallup and Gallup, 1993; 
Kempton, Boster and Harley, 1995; Walker, 1990), though some studies (e.g., 
Cook County Planning, 1995; Donohue, Olien and Tichenor, 1989) have centred 
on the attitudes of residents in the Lake Superior basin and northern Ontario. 
 
In 1996, the LSPAM workgroup, following the lead of Parks Canada, endorsed 
the notion that a viable approach to appreciating the broader program of human 
dimensions research in the Lake Superior basin should investigate the opinions 
of community leaders spread across the watershed, especially those living 
adjacent to major protected areas (Cantrill and Potter, 1997).  The aim of the 
study was to produce a representative profile of basin decision-makers’ 
knowledge of and attitudes about protected areas, the extent to which these 
perceptions could be indexed by respondent demographics, such as location and 
position, and to isolate those beliefs which seem to reflect a lack of knowledge 
regarding the role and worth of protected areas in the respondents’ social and 
economic spheres.  In all, 336 community leaders in 18 towns around Lake 
Superior provided responses to a wide range of questions regarding perceptions 
of nearby and basin-wide networks of parks and protected areas. 
 
Analysis of the Cantrill and Potter (1997) data revealed that, in general, 
respondents from Canadian communities were more positive toward the role of 
protected areas and had a more unified perception of issues than the 
respondents from the United States.  This may reflect a more unified collectivist 
Canadian culture than that found in the United States.  Furthermore, as the 
Canadian north shore of Lake Superior largely consists of vast tracts of 
seemingly untouched wilderness areas, residents may be more connected to it 
and intuitively value it as part of their identity. Most respondents, on both sides of 
the border, also had a reasonable idea of the number of protected areas in their 
region, a favorable opinion of government management of protected areas, and a 
majority of community leaders realized that the inherent ecological values of 
protected areas may be compromised by private enterprise.  Nonetheless, a 
large portion (30 - 40%) of respondents believed that existing parks and refuges 
should allow more development and resource extraction and either rejected or 
were unsure about the desirability of creating more protected areas in the Lake 
Superior basin. 
 
The Cantrill and Potter (1997) data are somewhat at odds with a recent 
telephone poll prepared for the Federation of Ontario Naturalists (Oracle 
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Research, 1997).  In contrast to the LSPAM study which focused on key decision 
makers, the Oracle findings were based on a sample of 1250 Ontarians, with no 
account given for demographics.  Focusing only on selected responses from 
northern Ontario and noting that the Oracle report does not indicate what this 
area contains, what constitutes wilderness or what is the size of the subsample, 
one must be careful when drawing conclusions. The observations of this poll are 
as follows:  

• 91% are favorably inclined toward the protection of wilderness; 
• a little more than half (50% to 59%) are opposed to resource extraction 

in wilderness areas; 
• 68% believe that more than 20% of publicly-owned land should be set 

aside for wilderness, even in areas where timber is in short supply; 
• 41% are opposed to privatizing control of forest management on Crown 

land; and 
• 67% strongly supported the idea of the Provincial government’s 

protection of Ontario’s remaining wilderness areas 
 

Taken together, these surveys of regional attitudes and values suggest that 
resource managers should not anticipate outright resistance to promoting the role 
of protected areas in the public sphere.  At the same time, agencies should not 
assume they would receive a ringing endorsement from the population for any 
proactive stance they might take in the service of the Lands for Life initiative.  
Some issues dealing with regional ecosystem management, for example timber 
sales, may have to be differentially targeted for different publics such as youth or  
recent newcomers to the basin.  And, although attitudes regarding the role of 
government intervention to protect the natural environment are generally positive, 
they clearly differ from location to location. On the other hand, given that most 
attitudes found in the studies suggest some uncertainty or ambivalence towards 
the perception of protected areas, it may be easier to influence the extent to 
which citizens are willing to act regarding resource conservation (Biel and 
Gärling, 1995; Gunter and Finally, 1988). 

Research Limitations and Implications for Lands for Life Initiative 
Despite the aforementioned studies, the application of what we know about 
human dimensions to the development of a protected areas network system in 
Ontario’s north may be hampered by a lack of theory and research regarding 
optimal communication strategies to be used in very rural settings.  As it is, 
environmental advocates too often exhibit an over-reliance on perceptions of risk 
in promoting protected area policy by stating, for example: “If we don’t preserve 
this area, much will be lost.” Instead they should be emphasizing opportunity  –  
for example: “By developing this park, we have the potential for identifying new 
sources of income” –  since the immediate risks of unchecked consumption are 
not apparent to current generations. To their great credit, OMNR and Parks 
Canada seem to demonstrate a greater sensitivity to this issue when one 
examines literature associated with the Lands for Life initiative.  Yet, just the 
same, the human dimension habitually gets last billing on the marquee of 
reasons why we want to conserve the resources in certain areas. The need for 
social research is often neglected.  For example, the Nature’s Best Action Plan 
makes no allowance for empirically studying the human dimension in the boreal 
north (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997a) and, in general, less than 
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one-fifth of research in Ontario’s provincial parks has thus far been devoted to 
social science research. 
 
One ongoing objective for the agencies would be to conduct more social 
scientific studies and develop and test more efficient models for effectively 
advocating ecosystemic policies that can be applied to both regional as well as 
local initiatives. By modeling environmental communication processes based on 
what we know about human cognition and the social forces influencing 
sustainable lifestyles, as well as testing the framework in the hinterlands of the 
province, we may improve our chances of conserving natural resources for future 
generations through the Lands for Life program. 
 
Clearly, one approach to making “the big picture” matter to citizens in Ontario is 
to deluge them with personally meaningful information regarding the Lands for 
Life initiative.  If people are inundated with persuasive appeals suggesting that 
their immediate self-interests are well served by the program, related research 
(e.g., Allen, 1990; Bishop et al., 1980; Schuman and Presser, 1979; Vogel, 1986; 
Zimmerman, 1996) indicates they are likely to change their attitudes toward the 
idea of protected areas overall. The warrant for increasing citizen ownership in 
the project is especially relevant to issues that are not easily seen in daily life, 
such as the preservation of biodiversity (Savage, 1993; van Es et al., 1996).  For 
example, in light of the economic underpinning of attitudes suggested above, it 
may be important to highlight the real-world monetary value associated with local 
and regional networks of protected areas since some studies (e.g., Cordell, 
Bergstrom and Watson, 1992) indicate this type of information compels decision 
makers to take a more expansive view. 
 
The crux of the issue thus becomes what is the self interest to which one should 
appeal?  The answer will not likely be found in a mere reliance on hand-picked 
advisory boards which may not truly be in touch with the broader public.  And, 
although the Lands for Life plan calls for Local Citizens Committees to “provide 
advice on planning procedures, review and improve the local information base, 
assist in the development and review of management approaches, and resolve 
local issues” (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 1997b: 9), such local 
operational planning is left to the discretion of land managers.  In other words, 
the only human dimensions input may be based on the possibly ill-informed 
assumptions of sub-regional roundtable stakeholders who may not live adjacent 
to particular protected areas.  At the very least, roundtable advice should be 
augmented by information collected in public forums or empirical surveys 
targeted to specific locations.  An ongoing dialogue should then be established 
between land use planners and local constituencies.  Such would better meet the 
letter and spirit of the Lands for Life regional planning process (Ontario Ministry 
of Natural Resources, 1997c). 
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