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On November 3,1998, Oregon voters soundly rejected a ballot initiative intended to promote 
sustainable forestry practices and protect forest ecosystems by restricting clearcut logging and 
herbicide and pesticide use. We found that initiative support was greater in more urban coun- 
ties composed of more educated residents earning higher incomes and with higher propor- 
tions of registered Democrats. Opposition was strongest in counties composed of higher pro- 
portions of forest industry employees and native-born Oregonians. Measure 64 voting data 
provide an opportunityto examine the potential relationship between the changingsocioeco- 
nomic landscape and the public's perception of the role of forestry. 
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n November 1998, Oregon resi- 
dents voted on a ballot initiative 
called the Oregon Forest Conserva- 

tion Initiative. Known in Oregon as 
Measure 64, its stated intent was to 
promote sustainable forest practices 
and protect forest ecosystems by re- 
stricting clearcut logging and the use of 
chemical herbicides and pesticides on  

all forestlands in the state (Oregon 
Elections Division 1998a). Oregon 
voters rejected Measure 64 by a margin 
of 4 to 1, with many environmental 
groups calling it poorly written and too 
extreme. Interest in restricting certain 
forestry practices in Oregon continues. 
Currently, efforts are being made to 
place a new Forest Restoration Initia- 

tive on the November 2002 ballot 
(Oregon Elections Division 2000). 
Based on early drafts of this new initia- 
tive, some observers have suggested 
that it could gain broader public sup- 
port (Bernton 1999). 

The  forest industry long has been an 
important feature of Oregon's economy. 
In recent years, however, its relative im- 
portance has been declining as other 
nonforest sectors have grown. Oregoni- 
ans also have been changing, due in 
large part to population growth and in- 
migration from other states. Oregon 
residents gradually have become more 
likely to live in urban areas and less 
likely to be directly involved with the 
forest industry. How might these so- 
cioeconomic changes affect the future of 
forestry in Oregon? What do they imply 
about the likely outcome of future for- 

20 May 2001 



estry ballot initiatives? iVeasure 64 vot- 
ing data provide an opportunity to ex- 
amine the potential relationship be- 
tween the changing socioeconomic 
landscape of Oregon and the public's 
perception of the role of Forestry. 

We examined the Measure 64 ballot 
initiative along with recent socioeco- 
nomic changes occurring in Oregon. 
We used county-level voting data to de- 
velop an empirical model describing 
voter support for or opposition to iMea- 
sure 64  as a function of the prevailing 
socioeconomic characteristics of county 
residents. We found support for Mea- 
sure 64  to be positively correlated with 
population density, income, education, 
and the proportion of county voters 
who are registered Democrats. We 
found support for Measure 64 to be 
negatively correlated with the propor- 
tion of workers employed in the forest 
industry and the proportion of resi- 
dents who are native-born Oregonians. 

Initiatives in Other States 
Measure 64  was not the first 

statewide forestry-related ballot initia- 
tive placed before voters in the United 
States. California voters were pre- 
sented with three separate forestry-re- 
lated initiatives on  their November 
1990 ballot. Proposition 130 was peti- 
tioned by environmental groups seek- 
ing certain restrictions on  forest har- 
vest and management practices (Hast- 
i n g ~  Law Library 2000). It failed, with 
53 percent of voters opposing. Propo- 
sition 138 was petitioned by the for- 
estry industry as a somewhat more 
moderate alternative to Proposition 
130; it also failed, with 71 percent of 
voters opposing (Davis et al. 1991). 
Proposition 128, a more general envi- 
ronmental initiative known as "Big 
Green," also proposed forestry-related 
policies and programs and failed 
(Davis et al. 1991). 

In Maine, two competing forestry 
measures appeared on the November 
1996 ballot; voters were able to vote 
for one or  the other or  neither. The  
Compact for Maine's Forests sought to 
"promote sustainable forest manage- 
ment practices"by mandating restric- 
tions on clearcutting, among other ob- 

Proportionally fewer Oregonians than ever before are directly involved with the timber industry. 
This change has been most evident in the more-populated counties along Interstate 5 in the 
Willamette Valley. Shown here, recent construction on the edge of Cowallis. 

jectives (Maine Elections Division 
1996a). The  compact was crafted by 
Governor Angus King as an alternative 
to a citizens' initiative to ban clearcut 
logging (Young 2000). T h e  compact 
received 48  percent of the vote while 
the citizens' initiative received 29 per- 
cent and "neither" received 23 percent 
(Maine Elections Division 1996b). 
The  compact appeared on  the Maine 
Ballot alone in 1997 and failed, with 
53  percent of Maine voters opposing 
(Maine Elections Division 1997). In 
November 2000, Maine voters faced 
yet another initiative, this time to re- 
quire landowners to obtain clearcut 
logging permits and to define clearcut 
levels (Maine Elections Division 
2000a). That  measure failed, with 72  
percent opposing (Maine Elections 
Division 2OOOb); the strongest opposi- 
tion was from those living in rural 
areas of the state (Young 2000). Efforts 
already are under way to place yet an- 
other measure before Maine voters in 
200 1 (Young 2000). 

Measure 64 
In Oregon, Measure 64 proposed to 

outlaw several forestry activities, in- 
cluding: 

Use of chemical herbicides and 
pesticides. 

Harvest of any tree greater than 30 
inches dbh. 

Onsite slash burning. 
Clearcutting, defined in western 

Oregon as a harvest leaving fewer than 
70 trees with a minimum of 11 inches 
dbh per acre, and in eastern Oregon as 
fewer than 60  trees per acre. 

In addition, under Measure 64: 
Any citizen could have sued to en- 

force the act without liability for fees 
and damages unless the suit was judged 
frivolous. 

All forest riparian systems would 
have been declared navigable, making 
them subject to federal regulations. 

Restrictions adopted under the 
measure were intended to apply to all 
private, state, and federal forestlands 
(Oregon Elections Division 1998a). 

Substantial economic impacts to 
Oregon's forestry industry were pre- 
dicted. Clearcutting accounts for 89  
percent of Oregon's timber harvest 
(Barnard 1998), and current rules 
under the Oregon Forest Practices Act 
permit clearcuts of up to 120 acres in 
size, and require that at least two stand- 
ing trees and two downed logs be left 
per acre, among other restrictions (The 
Forestg~ Source 1998). An Oregon For- 
est Industries Council analysis esti- 
mated that new restrictions mandated 
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Table 1. Votes cast in favor of 
Measure 64, by county. 

Percent Rank 
votes (out of 36 

County in favor counties) 

Baker 9.2% 27 
Benton 21.4 3 
Ciackamas 19.0 7 
Clatsop 18.5 8 
Columbia 13.8 17 
Coos 10.4 24 
Crook 8.9 30 
Curry 14.2 16 
Deschutes 17.0 9 
Douglas 7.8 32 
Gilliam 11.5 23 
Grant 4.8 36 
Harney 7.7 33 
Hood River 20.4 5 
Jackson 16.3 12 
Jefferson 12.2 2 1 
Josephine 12.7 20 
Klamath 8.8 3 1 
Lake 5.3 34 
Lane 21 .O 4 
Lincoln 24.0 2 
Linn 9.0 29 
Malheur 12.0 22 
Marion 16.4 10 
Morrow 12.8 19 
Multnomah 31.8 1 
Polk 15.0 14 
Sherman 9.0 28 
Tillamook 15.3 13 
Umatilla 14.6 15 
Union 9.5 26 
Wallowa 5.2 35 
Wasco 16.4 11 
Washington 20.1 6 
Wheeler 9.6 25 
Yamhill 13.6 18 

SOURCE: Oregon Elections Division 1998b. 

by Measure 64  would have decreased 
annual timber harvest to one-third of 
projected sustainable harvest; reduced 
revenue from harvest taxes, payments, 
and fees by $74 million; and caused the 
loss of 59,500 jobs (Beuter 1998). An- 
other analysis predicted that 63 percent 
of the currently harvestable timber on 
state and private lands would have be- 
come unharvestable (V7hite 1998). The 
official voters guide for the 1998 elec- 
tion warned of a reduction in state rev- 
enues of $25 million (Oregon Elections 
Division 1998a). Conversely, propo- 
nents suggested that hleasure 64 would 
benefit the state economy by making 
forestry sustainable and by improving 
the environment (Brinckman 1998). 

m 
Greater 
than 159'0 

n 
Less than or 
equal to 15% 

Figure 1. Percentage of votes cast in favor of Measure 64, by county. 

Measure 64 was initiated by Orego- 
nians for Labor Intensive Forest Eco- 
nomics (OLIFE), a nonprofit political 
action campaign based in Eugene 
whose mission is to implement "sus- 
tainable, nondestructive forest use poli- 
cies" (OLIFE 1998). Twice before, 
OLIFE had tried to bring clearcut log- 
ging bans before Oregon voters (The 
Oregonian 1998a). Earlier versions 
were filed with the Oregon Elections 
Division in 1994 and 1996, but they 
failed to attract the support necessary 
to be listed on the ballot. OLIFE was 
joined by another group-Yes on 64- 
as the principal advocates of Measure 
64 (Stangell 1999). 

Among the initiative's most vocal 
opponents was a coalition of business 
and timber interests and forest owners 
called the Healthy Forests Alliance 
(Stangell 1999). Healthy Forests Al- 
liance waged a vigorous campaign op- 
posing the initiative, reportedly spend- 
ing $3.5 million (Barnard 1998). This 
spending easily overshadowed the 
shoestring budget of the grassroots 
campaign waged by OLIFE and other 
initiative proponents (Barnard 1998), 
who reportedly raised about $100,000 
(Binole 1998a). 

Measure 64  was controversial even 

cluding the Audubon Society, 1000 
Friends of Oregon, and the Oregon 
Environmental Council-declined to 
endorse the initiative (Binole 1998b). 
Many environmental groups have long 
been opposed to clearcutting (Barnard 
1998), but felt that Measure 64 was 
poorly drafted and unduly restrictive 
(Bernton 1998). Portland-based The 
Oregonian urged readers to vote against 
Measure 64  (The Oregonian 1998b) as 
did other leading newspapers. In its en- 
dorsement of a "no" vote, the fairly lib- 
eral newspaper Eugene Weekly perhaps 
best summed up reluctant environ- 
mental opposition to Measure 64: '(It is 
demoralizing and disquieting to rec- 
ommend a "no" vote on an anti- 
clearcutting measure.. . However, Mea- 
sure 64  falls way short of offering an ef- 
fective solution to the clearcut issue. 
The bill is economically short-sighted 
and politically naive" (Eugene WeRly 
1998). 

Statewide, just 19 percent of Orego- 
nians voted in favor of Measure 64 
(Oregon Elections Division 1998b). 
Approval rates tended to be higher in 
more urban and suburban western 
counties such as Multnomah County 
132 percent), including the city of 
Portland; Benton County (2 1 percent), 

among some environmental groups. including the city of Corvallis and 
High-profile supporters included the Oregon State University; and Lane 
Oregon Natural Resources Council, County (21 percent), including the 
Sierra Club, and Rainforest Action city of Eugene and the University of 
Network. However, other groups-in- Oregon (tdble I ,  Jig. 1). Approval rates 
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tended to be lower in more rural and 
eastern counties such as Grant (5 per- 
cent), Wallowa (5 percent), and Lake 
( 5  percent). 

Changes in Oregon 
Oregon has experienced gradual but 

steady socioeconomic change in recent 
years. Oregon's population increased 
from 2.1 million in 1970, to 2.6 mil- 
lion in 1980, to 2.8 million in 1990, to 
3.4 million in 2000 (US Bureau of the 
Census 1993,2001). As Oregon's pop- 
ulation has grown, it has gradually be- 
come more urban. Between 1980 and 
1990 the number of Oregonians living 
in metropolitan areas increased 14 per- 
cent, while the number living in non- 
metropolitan areas decreased by 3 per- 
cent (McGinnis et al. 1996). By 1990, 
metropolitan residents accounted for 
69 percent of the state population. 

In-migration from other states has 
played a significant role in determining 
the size and composition of Oregon's 
population (Vaidya 1998). By 1990, 
5 3  percent of Oregon residents were 
born outside the state (US Bureau of 
the Census 1993). Attracted by Ore- 
gon's amenities and the economic op- 
portunities offered by a growing tech- 
nology sector, these new residents tend 
to be better educated than native Ore- 
gonians and a greater proportion hold 
professional occupations (Vaidya 
1998). Nearly 70  percent of in-mi- 
grants settle in the more urban coun- 
ties of the northern Willamette Valley, 
extending roughly from Portland to 
Eugene in western Oregon (Vaidya 
1998). 

Meanwhile, the proportion of Ore- 
gon's workers whose jobs depend on 
the forest industry has been falling @g. 
21, declining from 8.4 percent in 1980 
to 4.4 percent by 1998 (Oregon Em- 
ployment Department 1998). Between 
1988 and 1996, jobs in the wood 
products industry fell by 19 percent, 
while jobs in recreation, tourism, re- 
search, and fishing increased by 42 per- 
cent (Binole 1998b). Technology and 
construction in particular are on a 
long-term upward trend and now ac- 
count for 51 percent of Oregon's ex- 
port economy, while wood products 
account for 12 percent (Office of Eco- 
nomic Analysis 1999). The  combined 

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 

Year 
lgg8 I 

Figure 2. Forest-related employment as a percentage of all employment in Oregon, 1980-98. 
Average employment for SIC codes 8,24 25, and 26, divided by average employment for 
all industries, as reported by the Oregon Employment Department (1998). 

effect of population growth and the de- 
velopment of nonforest economic sec- 
tors has reduced the proportion of 
Oregonians directly involved with the 
timber-production aspects of  forests 
and forestry. This change has been 
more evident in more populated coun- 
ties of western Oregon, particularly 
those in the Willamette Valley along 
the Interstate 5 corridor. 

Previous research suggests that sup- 
port for environmental protection gen- 
erally tends to be stronger among peo- 
ple who are more urban, educated, af- 
fluent, and politically liberal and who 
are less directly involved with natural 
resource industries (Jones and Dunlap 
1992). Studies conducted in Oregon 
suggest that these and other socioeco- 
nomic characteristics, such as less in- 
volvement with the timber industry, 
tend to be correlated with stronger en- 
vironmental orientations toward for- 
ests (Schindler et al. 1993; Steel et al 
1994, 1998). These environmental ori- 
entations may translate into greater 
support for banning clearcutting, es- 
tablishing wilderness areas, and pro- 
tecting fish and wildlife habitat (Steel 
et a]. 1994). 

Recent statewide surveys indicate 
that Oregonians place a high value on 
clean air, clean water, and the protec- 
tion of wilderness and wildlife; they 
place a higher value on noneconomic 

forest values than on economic values 
(Davis and Hibbits, Inc. 1999). A 
growing urban population also can in- 
crease demands for outdoor recreation 
opportunities. Oregon is well known 
for its outdoor amenities and Oregoni- 
ans place a high value on them. In one 
survey, Oregonians cited natural 
beauty and recreation opportunities as 
the attributes they most value about 
living in the state (Oregon Business 
Council 1993). 

In many ways, the changes affecting 
Oregon are not unique. A growing 
number of social scientists believe the 
nation is experiencing rapid and signif- 
icant change in forest values (Bengston 
1994) and attitudes concerning forest 
management (Davis et al. 1991; 
Schindler et al. 1993). Egan and Luloff 
(2000) observe that in many areas of 
the United States, urbanites are migrat- 
ing to rural areas seeking to improve 
their quality of life. These ex-urbanites 
are bringing with them different atti- 
tudes, needs, and values than those of 
long-term residents. Egan and Luloff 
call it the "exurbanization" of America's 
forests. The  process is manifested in 
changing attitudes regarding the use 
and management of forests, and a push 
for forestry policies and practices that 
reflect these changing forest values 
(Egan and Luloff 2000). That Measure 
64  even made it onto the ballot in 
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activities is stronger among more 

1 Analyzing County-Level Voting Data 

To prepare county-level voting data for regression analysis, the percentage 
of voters in each countj/ voting in approval of the initiative is divided by the 
percentage of voters rejecting the initiative. The dependent variable is a 
logit transformation of this value, computed a s  

where n, is the total number of participating voters in each county rn. The 
empirical technique is referred to a s  the minimum chi-squared approach 
(Greene 19971 and has been used in previous studies of voting behavior re- 
garding natural resource policy-related referenda (Deacon and Shapiro 
1975; Kline and WichelnsS994). 

1998 is evidence that these processes 
are taking place in Oregon, a state that 
has had a close association with the 
timber industry since its earliest days. 

Socioeconomic Factors and the Vote 
Many studies have used surveys to 

examine environmental attitudes and 
how they often differ across socioeco- 
nomic categories. Measure 64  voting 
data provide an opportunity to exam- 
ine the actual decisions of voters re- 
garding forestry policy. Although it is 
not possible to examine voting by indi- 
vidual Oregonians, because data de- 
scribing individual voters is not col- 
lected during elections, it is possible to 
examine aggregate voting by county 
using county-level election results from 
the Oregon Elections Division. Elec- 
tion results include the number of vot- 
ers in each county voting in favor of or 
in opposition to iYleasure 64, among 
other data. 

The  voting data can be examined 

using standard empirical techniques 
developed to analyze proportions data. 
An empirical measure can be con- 
structed to describe the level of voter 
support for Measure 64  in each county 
(see "Analyzing County-Level Voting 
Data"). The level of voter support can 
be used as a dependent variable in a re- 
gression equation describing voter sup- 
port within each county as a function 
of average socioeconomic characteris- 
tics within each county. The  method 
could also be used to examine voter op- 
position to Measure 64  and that analy- 
sis would yield regression coefficients 
that are identical in magnitude and sra- 
tistical significance but opposite in 
sign. The  empirical analysis relies on 
the use of US census and other county- 
level socioeconomic data to construct 
explanatory variables potentially re- 
lated to voters' perceptions regarding 
Measure 64. 

Previous studies hypothesized that 
public support for restricting forestry 

urban, more educated, younger, more 
politically liberal individuals, and  
women (Schindler et al. 1993; Steel er 
al. 1994, 1998). :Many of these socioe- 
conomic characteristics are described 
by the variables r)qpulation Density, 
Household Income, and Education 
(table 2). Previous studies also have 
found that support for environmental 
protection is higher among Democrats 
(Jones and Dunlap 1992) and women 
(Mohai 1991). We included the vari- 
able Democrat in the model to account 
for prevailing political affiliations 
within each county. We initially in- 
cluded variables describing the median 
age of county residents and the pro- 
portion of county population that is 
female. Although, the estimated coef- 
ficients for each variable possessed the 
expected sign-negative for Age and 
positive for Gender-neither coeffi- 
cient was found to be statistically sig- 
nificant. Because both age distribution 
and gender composition tend not to 
vary much from one county to the 
next, it is possible that the statistical 
insignificance ofAge and Gender in the 
empirical models is due to their lack of 
variation within the sample. 

Given the potential impact of Mea- 
sure 64  on the forest industry, we sus- 
pected that the economic importance 
of forestry employment within coun- 
ties could be an important factor af- 
fecting county-level voter support. 
People whose livelihoods depend on  
the timber industry may hold views re- 
garding forestry that are different from 
those who do not depend on the tim- 
ber industry (Brunson et al. 1997). We 
included the variable Forest Employ- 
ment to account for these possibilities. 
In addition, recent in-migration has re- 
sulted in greater numbers of new resi- 
dents who are more likely to live in 
urban areas of the state and tend to be 
better educated than native Oregoni- 
ans (Vaidya 1998). Because these fac- 
tors often are correlated with environ- 
mental views toward forests (Schindler 
et a]. 1993; Steel et al. 1994, 1998), we 
included the variable Native Oregonian 
to describe the proportion of  each 
county population that is native-born 
Oregonian. 

The  Household Income and Educa- 
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$ion variables were found to be suffi- 
ciently collinear (Pearson correlation 
coefficient = 0.57) to warrant testing 
these two variables separately. Two em- 
pirical models were estimated, one in- 
cluding Fiousehuld Income and one in- 
cluding a m t i o n  jtdhk 3). Both mod- 
els are highly significant with rba lues  
of 0.772 and 0.783. The  signs of the 
estimated coefficients for all explana- 
tory variables in both models are con- 
sistent with expectations; all coeffi- 
cients are statistically significant at the 
5 percent level or better. 

The  models suggest that county- 
level voter support for Measure 64 is 
positively correlated with population 
density, household income, education, 
and the proportion of county voters 
who are registered Democrats. Support 
is negatively correlated with the pro- 
portion of workers in each county em- 
ployed in the forest industry and the 
proportion of residents who are native- 
born Oregonians. 

The  empirical results are consistent 
with the hypothesis that support for re- 
stricting forestry activities is rnore 
prevalent among individuals living in 
more urban areas, earning higher in- 
comes, and who are more educated and 
less directly involved in the forest in- 
dustry. If the proportion of voters who 
are registered Democrats can be con- 
sidered a crude measure of political 
"liberalness" in Oregon, then the em- 
pirical results also are consistent with 
the notion that environmental views 
toward forests are stronger among 
rnore politically liberal individuals. The 
empirical results also support the no- 
tion that native Oregonians tend to be 
less in favor of restricting forest prac- 
tices than their newer, nonnative fellow 
citizens. 

Conclusions and Future Implications 
Oregon is a state with a growing 

population, expanding urban areas, 
and an increasing number of workers 
employed in nonforest-related sectors. 
Previous research using surveys of the 
public suggest that these and other so- 
cioeconomic characteristics tend to be 
associated with greater support for en- 
vironmental protection generally, and 
changing public attitudes toward for- 
estry in particular. Our  analysis of ac- 

tual voting data yielded results consis- 
tent with the findings of previous re- 
search. The  results suggest that poten- 
tial relationships exist between socioe- 
conomic factors and voter support for 
a forestry ballot initiative to restrict 
clearcutting in Oregon. 

The relationships between socioeco- 
nomic factors and environmental con- 
cern have remained relatively stable in 
recent years, and increased activism on 
behalf of the environment is likely 
(Jones and Dunlap 1992). A decade 
ago, researchers declared that public 
concern for environmental quality had 
reached an all-time high in the United 
States (Dunlap and Scarce 1991). As 
Egan and Luloff (2000) suggest, public 
attitudes toward forestry also appear to 
be changing. It is conceivable that con- 
tinued socioeconomic change will lead 

to contirlued changes in public atti- 
tudes toward forestry and increased po- 
litical activism seeking additional re- 
strictions on forestry activities at both 
the national and state levels. 

Forestry policymakers and profes- 
sionals are left to wonder what the fu- 
ture holds for forestry in Oregon. If 
Measure 64 did nothing else, it showed 
that at least some level of public sup- 
port exists for restricting forestry activ- 
ities in the state. Some observers sug- 
gest that future forestry initiatives 
could be more moderate than was 
Measure 64, potentially attracting sup- 
port among a broader coalition of en- 
vironmental groups and the public. For 
example, the Forest Restoration Initia- 
tive filed for the November 2002 ballot 
includes provisions enabling exceptions 
on the basis of undue economic hard- 
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ship for woodlots of 160 acres or less, 
among other provisions (Bradbury 
2000). Continued socioeconomic 
change coupled with more moderately 
crafted forestry initiatives would seem 
to imply that such initiatives could fair 
better before Oregon voters in the fu- 
ture than did Measure 64. As one 
Washington State oficial said follow- 
ing the defeat of Measure 64, "We [the 
Pacific Northwest] have more and 
more people who don't have a connec- 
tion to the timber industry or timber 
jobs and they don't accept the clearcut 
notion" (Barnard 1998). Indeed, in a 
recent essay, Bliss (2000) suggests that 
public opposition to clearcutting is 
widespread, deep, and "symptomatic of 
public alienation from forestry in gen- 
eral" (p. 5). 

Currently estimated at 3.4 million, 
Oregon's population is projected to 
reach 4 million by 2015 and 4.3 mil- 
lion by 2025 (US Bureau of the Cen- 
sus 1996). Although much of this 
growth is expected to occur in the 
Willarnette Valley of western Oregon, 
at least some predominantly rural east- 
ern counties will experience it as well, 
further transforming the political land- 
scape of the state. Deschutes County, 
located on the eastern slope of the Cas- 
cades, is now the fastest growing 
county in the state. With its growing 
population of new retirees, telecom- 
muters, and second homebuyers, it is 
perhaps Orcgon's best example of what 
Egan and Luloff (2000) describe as the 
exurbanization of America's forests. 
This kind of change likely will con- 
tinue to transform the political climate 
of forestry for years to come. 
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