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Patterns of forest cover across the United States partly reflect the diverse and dynamic ownership motivations and management behaviors of family forest
owners. The objectives of this study were to (i) identify distinct types of landowners with regard to ownership motivations and other ownership characteristics
and (ii) compare these types of landowners in terms of (a) use of specific forest management practices, (b) information seeking, (c) familiarity with and
participation in private forest conservation programs, and (d) ownership and sociodemographic characteristics. A two-step cluster analysis of responses to a mail
questionnaire distributed to family forest owners in north central Indiana revealed three distinct types of landowners. Forest managers attributed importance
to diverse values with regard to owning their forest. New forest owners owned their properties for the least amount of time and attributed importance to all
ownership motivations with the exception of producing timber. Passive forest owners owned the smallest forested acreages and attributed importance to none
of the ownership motivations operationalized in this research with the exception of enjoying scenery. Results are discussed in terms of typologies previously
described in the literature and the implications of the relationships among landowner types with regard to management.
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Almost one-half of the forestland in the United States is held
by family forest owners (Butler and Leatherberry 2004) who
collectively constitute a heterogeneous group with regard to

the values, attitudes, expectations, and behaviors associated with
their ownerships. Although myriad policies have been developed to
either encourage or discourage certain behaviors on privately owned
forest (Cubbage et al. 1993, Kilgore and Blinn 2004), the efficacy of
these efforts is variable because of the inherent diversity of the target
landowners. To better design and implement a suite of policies that
meets the needs of family forest owners, it is imperative to improve
our understanding of the motivations and objectives they have for
owning their land. Classifying landowners into distinct groupings
based on shared characteristics is a practical approach that can help
inform policy development and implementation. Rather than work-
ing to meet the needs of the “average” landowner, Kittredge (2004)
suggests classifying landowners into distinct groups based on their
needs and desires. This type of classification will help natural re-
source professionals to better focus their efforts on those who are
likely to be most receptive and to identify communication networks
through which their messages would be most effectively
disseminated.

Research shows that family forest owners are not a uniform group
with regard to the attitudes and values they hold for their land (e.g.,
Bengston [1994]), the attitudes they express toward management of
their land (e.g., Bourke and Luloff [1994]), or their land-manage-
ment behavior (e.g., Beach et al. [2005]). Typologies have been used
to classify landowners for the purposes of market segmentation
(Kendra and Hull 2005), to better direct policy efforts (Boon et al.
2004), and to better understand forest management decisions

(Kurtz and Bradway 1981, Kurtz and Lewis 1981, Marty et al. 1988,
Kluender and Walkingstick 2000, Bieling 2004). These typologies
have been based solely on either ownership motivations or manage-
ment objectives (Bieling 2004, Boon et al. 2004, Kendra and Hull
2005); a combination of ownership motivations, management ob-
jectives, and constraints such as cost of growing timber, age, land
characteristics, and forestry regulations (Kurtz and Lewis 1981,
Kurtz and Bradway 1981, Marty et al. 1988); and management
objectives and demographic characteristics (Kluender and Walking-
stick 2000). In addition to considering which variables were used to
form the typologies, studies also varied with regard to variables used
to compare emergent landowner types. Following our review of the
extant literature on landowner typologies, we present our rationale
for identifying distinct types of landowners in north central Indiana
with regard to ownership motivations and other ownership
characteristics.

Four types of Missourian nonindustrial forest owners were de-
scribed by Kurtz and Lewis (1981) and Kurtz and Bradway (1981):
(i) timber agriculturalists, who favored timber production, believed
that forest management results in multiple benefits (beyond timber
production) and were not opposed to grazing but believed that
conversion of forest to other uses was inconsistent with their goals;
(ii) timber conservationists, who were very similar to the preceding
class but were less business-oriented and more concerned with their
responsibility to future generations; (iii) forest environmentalists,
who valued many different forest benefits, not timber in particular,
and viewed grazing, conversion of forests to pasture, and inappro-
priate timber harvesting as threats to the ecological integrity of the
forest; and, (iv) range pragmatists, who considered their forests as one
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component of the overall farm and for whom grazing was the major
source of income. Range pragmatists were least likely to manage
their forest and most likely to convert it to other uses.

Marty et al. (1988) described three classes of Wisconsin land-
owners: (i) resource conservationists, who were stewardship oriented,
actively managed their land for sustained timber production and
were opposed to holding land strictly for recreation or grazing; (ii)
forest recreationists, who owned their forest primarily for recreation
purposes, were opposed to forest grazing and tended not to manage
for timber production; and (iii) forest utilitarians, who valued their
forest for multiple benefits, did not specifically manage for timber,
were not opposed to grazing, and were willing to sell timber if the
opportunity arose.

In their study of Arkansas landowners, Kluender and Walking-
stick (2000) described four types: (i) timber managers, who typically
had sold timber in the past and planned to do so again in the future;
(ii) resident conservationists, who tended to reside on their land and
generally were opposed to harvesting timber from it; (iii) affluent
weekenders, who also were opposed to timber harvesting from their
land but unlike resident conservationists, used the land as a second
homesite; and (iv) poor rural residents, who grew up in a rural setting,
earned relatively low annual household incomes, were poorly edu-
cated, and would harvest timber from their land for revenue if they
could.

Boon et al. (2004) classified Danish private forest owners into
three categories: (i) classic forest owners, who valued their forest for
economic considerations; (ii) hobby forest owners, who valued their
forest for the lifestyle and recreational opportunities it provides; and
(iii) indifferent forest owners, who did not value their forest. Simi-
larly, Bieling (2004) described three types of German private forest
owners as follows: (i) economically interested forest owners, who val-
ued their forest for economic considerations; (ii) conceptually inter-
ested forest owners, who valued their forest for multiple benefits (but
gave greater weight to those benefits related to personal experiences
as opposed to profit), participated in landowner associations (but
did not feel that the information obtained through such participa-
tion contributed significantly to their knowledge), lived near their
land holdings, and often owned agricultural land (but did not derive
a large proportion of their income from the primary sector); and (iii)
uninterested forest owners, for whom their forest held no value as
operationalized by the researchers, who did not actively engage in
forest management, did not participate in landowner associations,
lived relatively great distances from their forest, and planned to
retain their property for years to come.

Kendra and Hull (2005) described six classes of “new” forest
owners in Virginia, i.e., those who purchased between 0.8 and 20 ha
of forest from 1994 to 1998, as follows: (i) absentee investors, for
whom their forest held no value as operationalized by the research-
ers, tended not to reside on their forest holding(s) and were among
the least likely to engage in forest management; (ii) professionals, who
valued their forest for the simple life it affords, earned the highest
annual income of all clusters, had attained high levels of education,
held professional positions, owned relatively small parcels, and were
among the least likely to engage in forest management; (iii) preser-
vationists, with the highest proportion of those who were unmarried
or retired, consisted of those who valued their forest for the country
lifestyle it provides, who tended not to trust the ethics of forestry
professionals, and believed that they did not have to manage their
land because it would take care of itself; (iv) farmers, who valued
their forest for multiple benefits (but gave greater weight to those

related to lifestyle as opposed to farming and personal finance),
owned among the largest parcels with the greatest amount of forest
cover, earned the lowest annual household incomes, were poorly
educated, and, although many were currently or were likely to en-
gage in active forest management, few intended to have a written
management plan prepared; (v) forest planners, who, like farmers,
valued their forest for multiple benefits with the exception of the
personal income and social ties it affords, were the youngest, most
highly educated forest owners, owned the largest parcels with the
greatest amount of forest cover, and were most likely to have already
participated or planned to participate in a variety of forest manage-
ment practices; and, (vi) young families, who valued their forest for
the lifestyle opportunities and social ties it provides, purchased the
smallest acreages, and were not likely to actively manage their forest.

Because of the diversity of the aforementioned landowner types
and the apparent influence of both the particular region in which the
landowners own their land and the questions used to develop these
typologies, generalizing findings from the literature to family forest
owners of north central Indiana (or to any other region) is inappro-
priate. However, patterns that emerge across these typologies are
useful in identifying potential geographic or temporal trends. One
such trend is the emergence of a cluster of uninterested landowners
in the more recent studies (indifferent forest owners in Boon et al.
[2004]; uninterested forest owners in Bieling [2004]; and absentee
investors in Kendra and Hull [2005]). Whether these uninterested
landowners reflect an aging population of landowners, as in Kendra
and Hull (2005), who have lost interest in their land, or a new
demographic for whom motivations for owning land still have not
been appropriately operationalized in survey research remains to be
determined. Inclusion of demographic characteristics in cluster
analysis can help to better define landowner types and complement
attitudinal partitioning. Thus, it was deemed appropriate to aug-
ment our analysis by including relevant ownership characteristics in
the cluster analysis as well as attitudinal ownership motivations. The
objectives of this study were to contribute to this body of literature
and provide a foundation for future related research in this region by
(i) identifying distinct types of landowners in north central Indiana
with regard to ownership motivations and other ownership charac-
teristics and (ii) comparing these emergent types in terms of (a) use
of specific forest management practices, (b) use of various sources of
information, (c) familiarity with and participation in private forest
conservation programs, and (d) ownership and sociodemographic
characteristics.

Methods
Study Area

The study was conducted in the Wildcat, Little Vermillion, and
Middle Wabash watersheds, which together cover 4,852 km2 of
north central Indiana (Figure 1). The area, bounded geographically
by 85°44� to 87°31� W longitude and 40°42� to 40°70� N latitude,
is typical of the agricultural landscapes of the American Midwest.
These watersheds are part of the Eastern and Central Corn Belt
Plains ecoregions, for which production agriculture (soybeans and
corn) as well as grazing are the characteristic land uses (Omernik
1987).

Sample
Twelve sample sites (23 km2 each) were selected in total, four

from each of three landscape types (i.e., forested, agricultural, and
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mixed forest/agricultural) within the study area described previ-
ously. Addresses for all landowners who owned at least 0.4 ha (1 ac)
of forest in these sample sites were obtained from property tax
records located at county assessors’ offices. These records were cross-
referenced with the most recent aerial photographs for all sections
within our study area to ensure that each property contained at least
0.4 ha (1 ac) of forest. In this research, forest was defined as a
minimum of 25 trees/ha (10 trees/ac) over a minimum of 0.4 ha (1
ac) as per the definition of forest on the National Woodland Owner
Survey, which is conducted by the US Forest Service.

Survey Development
The survey used in this study was designed to examine land-use

decisions made by family forest owners in North Central Indiana.
Based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1988, 1991),
questions were created or drawn from previous surveys to measure
attitudes and behavioral intentions related to forest management.
This study reports on three critical forest owner behaviors: practic-
ing forest management, enrolling in landowner assistance programs,
and seeking information about forestry. Behaviors were compared
among landowner typologies, which were constructed based on at-
titudinal, land, and demographic variables. Survey questions were
developed by researchers from Purdue University, the University of
Missouri at Columbia, and the University of Tennessee at Knox-
ville. Researchers looked to the literature described previously, qual-
itative data from interviews conducted in the same study regions

(Steiner 2003, Schaaf 2005), and other surveys (e.g., the National
Woodland Owner Survey) to develop the survey questions.

Survey Methodology
A 12-page survey was created that consisted of 55 questions

organized within seven sections as follows: (i) general characteristics
of the land, (ii) importance of the forest, (iii) forest management and
use, (vi) attitudes toward community and land, (v) tax information,
(vi) demographics, and (vii) unrestricted open-ended comments
provided by the respondent. The survey was pretested via the Tai-
lored Design Method (Dillman 2000) in a representative 23-km2

sample site from Sept. 25 to Nov. 3, 2003 and revised accordingly
before being mailed to the broader sample. On Feb. 6, 2004, a
notification letter was sent to all forest owners in each of the 12
sample sites. The first survey was sent on February 23 and was
accompanied by a personalized cover letter and a packet of eastern
redbud (Cercis canadensis L.) seeds as an incentive. On March 3, a
personalized thank you/reminder postcard was sent to all forest
owners. On March 10, a second copy of the survey was sent to all
nonrespondents and was accompanied by a personalized cover let-
ter. Finally, on March 24, a third copy of the survey accompanied by
a personalized cover letter was sent to all remaining nonrespondents
by first class mail. Of the 737 surveys sent to landowners, 23 were
undeliverable, 3 were sent to landowners who were deceased, 19
were sent to landowners who no longer owned forest, 12 landowners
refused to complete the survey, and 348 were returned completed

Figure 1. Distribution of sample sites in north central Indiana.
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for a final response rate of 50.3%. To examine potential nonre-
sponse bias, a number of property and tax features (e.g., total forest
acreage, home site value, and true tax value of the land) were com-
pared between respondents and nonrespondents (refusals and un-
knowns). The only characteristic by which nonrespondents differed
from respondents related to total acreage enrolled in the Classified
Forest Program, a state forest stewardship program that provides tax
breaks, forestry literature, and periodic free inspections by a profes-
sional forester to any private forest owner who chooses to enroll by
maintaining a minimum of 4.05 ha (10 ac) of forest cover. Respon-
dents had significantly more acreage enrolled in the Classified Forest
Program than did nonrespondents (t � �2.309; P � 0.021).

Analyses
Two-step cluster analysis was used to form clusters of distinct

landowners based on a combination of continuous (total acreage,
forested acreage, age, and tenure) and categorical (ownership moti-
vations, farming status, residency status, and gender) variables
(Coleman and Woodruff 2000, Norušis 2003). Because all cases for
which data were missing must be excluded from the analysis, n was
reduced from 348 to 177 for this analysis. Preclusters were formed
before the final clusters, which were formed hierarchically such that
the Schwartz Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and the change
in BIC from the previous number of clusters were minimized. In
this case, the BIC for n � 3 clusters was 8,171.493 and the change
from n � 2 clusters was �119.063. The clustering algorithm was
based on a log-likelihood distance measure, because both continu-
ous and categorical data were used in the analysis. Cluster 1 con-
tained 76 cases (43%), cluster 2 contained 66 cases (37%), and
cluster 3 contained 34 cases (19%). An outlier cluster was created so
that cases that differed markedly from the others did not artificially
increase the number of clusters selected or reduce homogeneity
within clusters. This cluster contained a single case, which was not
included in subsequent analyses.

Pearson’s chi-square tests were used to compare these clusters
with respect to use of various forest management practices, use of
information sources, familiarity with and participation in conserva-
tion programs, and categorical demographic characteristics. It is
important to note, however, that in several cases cells had counts less
than five and thus could not be examined (i.e., liberal political
ideology; residency status; riparian forest; possession of a written

management plan; familiarity with Forestry Incentives, Stewardship
Incentives, and Forest Land Enhancement programs; conservation
easements; and with opportunities for forest certification, all pro-
gram enrollment variables and use of the following information
sources: the US Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservation
Service [NRCS], Farm Bureau, Cooperative Extension, TV, radio,
and newspaper, environmental groups, and landowner associa-
tions). Landowner types were compared with regard to total acreage,
forested acreage, age, and tenure via analysis of variance (ANOVA)
followed by Tukey’s tests. Additionally, open-ended comments pro-
vided by respondents were used to help interpret the emergent clus-
ters. All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 12.0.

Results
Overall, respondents owned a mean of 10.78 forested ha (26.64

ac) and 38.88 ha (96.07 ac) in total (Table 1). Most (88%) resided
on their land and had done so for an average of 17 years. Respon-
dents valued their forest most for scenery and privacy and least for
opportunities to collect firewood or to produce timber (Table 2).
Most respondents were male, married, and did not self-identify as
farmers. Fewer than one-half of the respondents had children living
at home and less than one-third had young children (i.e., under 18
years of age). Approximately one-third was retired, and almost two-
thirds possessed some level of postsecondary education. Almost one-
half identified themselves as politically conservative with 12% iden-
tifying as liberal. Approximately 39% earned annual household in-
comes of $75,000 or more.

Although 64% of respondents indicated that they manage their
land, only 4% had a written management plan prepared for their
forest (Table 3). Approximately 67% of respondents had planted
trees, which decreased to 39% when those who had planted trees to
landscape around their yard were omitted from the calculation.
Almost one-half (47%) had previously harvested timber and 20%
had conducted timber stand improvement operations. The most
commonly accessed sources of information pertaining to forest
management among surveyed landowners were books and maga-
zines, friends, family, and neighbors, and the Indiana Department
of Natural Resources (IDNR; Table 4). The least commonly ac-
cessed sources of information were landowner associations, the
Farm Bureau, and County Extension.

Table 1. Comparison of landowner types with regard to ownership and demographic characteristics.

Characteristic
Overall

(n � 176)
Forest managers

(n � 76)
New forest owners

(n � 66)
Passive forest owners

(n � 34)

Total acreagea (ha; F � 2.374; P � 0.096) 38.88 � 62.46 50.40 � 69.03 28.54 � 57.12 33.22 � 53.67
Forested Acreagea (ha; F � 7.615; P � 0.001) 10.78 � 14.59 14.56 � 17.96b 10.29 � 12.24b 3.27 � 3.15a
Tenurea (yr; F � 5.589; P � 0.004) 17.36 � 11.70 17.64 � 11.51ab 14.42 � 11.66a 22.44 � 10.62b
Agea (yr; F � 9.955; P � 0.001) 55.48 � 12.11 57.89 � 11.46b 50.55 � 10.98a 59.68 � 12.70b
Resident landownera,b 88% 80% 97% 85%
Farmera (�2 � 3.183; P � 0.204) 18% 24% 12% 18%
Malea (�2 � 0.390; P � 0.823) 72% 71% 71% 76%
Married (�2 � 8.511; P � 0.014) 84.6% 93.3% 80.3% 73.5%
Riparian forestb 73.7% 76.3% 83.1% 50.0%
Children at home (�2 � 4.192; P � 0.123) 40.3% 35.5% 50.0% 32.4%
Children � 18 yr (�2 � 7.507; P � 0.023) 31.8% 26.3% 43.9% 20.6%
Retired (�2 � 12.488; P � 0.002) 34.9% 46.1% 18.5% 41.2%
Liberalb 11.6% 8.0% 18.2% 6.3%
Conservative (�2 � 1.821; P � 0.402) 45.7% 50.7% 39.4% 46.9%

Values reported are means � standard errors. Statistically significant differences are in bold; letters indicate significant differences among groups such that a � b.
a Used to create typology.
b �2-tests can not be performed because one or more cells have expected counts of less than five.
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Generally, respondents were neither familiar with nor participat-
ing in any of the landowner assistance programs or other opportu-
nities inquired about in the survey (Table 5). Respondents were
most familiar with the Conservation Reserve, Wildlife Habitat,
Wetland Reserve, and Classified Forest programs. Enrollment also
was highest among these programs.

Cluster 1—Forest Managers
Approximately 43% of respondents (n � 76) fell within this

cluster, accounting for 56% of the total acreage and 58% of the
forested acreage. Forest managers had the highest proportion of
married respondents and those who were retired and in general
attributed importance to leaving a forest legacy for future genera-

tions, enjoying scenery, providing food and habitat for wildlife,
privacy, having trees surround their home, and protecting the local
water quality (Table 2). These landowners tended to consider their
forest to be managed and were among the most likely to have har-
vested timber from their land in the past (Table 3). They were more
likely to refer to the IDNR, foresters, the Internet, and books and
magazines to learn about their forest than passive forest owners but
were somewhat less likely to do so than new forest owners (Table 4).
There were no statistically significant differences among clusters
with regard to program familiarity or enrollment (Table 5); how-
ever, relative to other landowners, forest managers were generally
more familiar with many of the programs and opportunities speci-
fied in the survey (e.g., the Conservation Reserve Program).

Table 2. Comparison of landowner types with regard to ownership motivations.

Motivation
Overall

(n � 176)
Forest managers

(n � 76)
New forest owners

(n � 66)
Passive forest owners

(n � 34)

To pass on to my children or other heirs 4 (1–5) 4 (2–5) 5 (1–5) 2 (1–5)
As part of my family heritage 3 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
To enjoy scenery 5 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 5 (4–5) 4 (1–5)
As a long-term financial investment 3 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
To collect firewood 2 (1–5) 2 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
To picks nuts, berries, mushrooms, and so on 3 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 1 (1–4)
To supply food and habitat for wildlife 4 (1–5) 4 (2–5) 5 (2–5) 3 (1–5)
For privacy 5 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 5 (3–5) 3 (1–5)
For timber production 2 (1–5) 2 (1–5) 1 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
To have trees surrounding home 4 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 5 (1–5) 3 (1–5)
For hunting and fishing 3 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 4 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
For recreation other than hunting and fishing 3 (1–5) 3 (1–5) 5 (1–5) 1 (1–5)
To learn from nature 3 (1–5) 3 (2–5) 5 (2–5) 3 (1–5)
To protect watershed and provide clean water 4 (1–5) 4 (2–5) 5 (2–5) 3 (1–5)

Median (minimum–maximum) values are reported where 1 � not important and 5 � very important.

Table 3. Comparison of landowner types with regard to use of specific forest management practices.

Forest management practice
Overall

(n � 176)
Forest managers

(n � 76)
New forest owners

(n � 66)
Passive forest owners

(n � 34)

Have written management plana 3.5% 4.1% 4.5% 0%
Consider land to be managed (�2 � 9.559; P � 0.008) 63.8% 67.6% 71.2% 41.2%
Planted trees (�2 � 7.813; P � 0.020) 67.3% 60.3% 80.0% 57.6%
Planted trees beyond landscaping yard (�2 � 3.671; P � 0.160) 38.8% 34.7% 47.7% 30.3%
Conducted timber stand improvement (�2 � 5.148; P � 0.076) 19.5% 24.0% 21.5% 5.9%
Harvested timber (�2 � 6.599; P � 0.037) 47.1% 53.3% 50.0% 27.3%

Statistically significant differences are in bold.
a �2-tests can not be performed because one or more cells have expected counts of less than five.

Table 4. Comparison of landowner types with regard to use of information sources.

Information source
Overall

(n � 176)
Forest managers

(n � 76)
New forest owners

(n � 66)
Passive forest owners

(n � 34)

Indiana Department of Natural Resources (�2 � 7.440; P � 0.024) 37.3% 32.9% 49.2% 22.6%
US Forest Servicea 13.3% 12.3% 20.3% 0%
USDA Natural Resource Conservation Servicea 14.4% 15.1% 18.8% 3.3%
Farm Bureaua 6.1% 6.9% 7.9% 0%
Soil and Water Conservation District (�2 � 4.804; P � 0.091) 24.4% 24.7% 30.8% 10.0%
Forester (�2 � 6.832; P � 0.033) 24.7% 26.4% 31.3% 6.7%
Logging contractor (�2 � 5.879; P � 0.053) 17.4% 25.0% 13.8% 6.7%
County extension officera 11.4% 9.7% 15.4% 6.7%
Internet (�2 � 6.605; P � 0.037) 19.6% 15.3% 29.2% 9.7%
Books and magazines (�2 � 9.239; P � 0.010) 44.6% 47.9% 52.3% 20.0%
TV, radio, and newspapera 12.6% 5.5% 23.4% 6.7%
Friends, family, and neighbors (�2 � 3.114; P � 0.211) 35.9% 32.9% 43.8% 26.7%
Environmental Groups1 13.9% 8.2% 23.8% 6.7%
farm suppliers or tree nurseries (�2 � 2.719; P � 0.257) 22.0% 16.4% 28.1% 22.6%
Landowner associationsa 3.0% 2.7% 4.7% 0%

Statistically significant differences are in bold.
a �2-tests can not be performed because one or more cells have expected counts of less than five.
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Cluster 2—New Forest Owners
Approximately 38% of respondents (n � 66) fell within this

cluster, accounting for 28% of the total acreage and 36% of the
forested acreage. New forest owners were among the youngest, had
the shortest ownership tenures, and contained the highest propor-
tions of those with children under the age of 18 years and those who
were working (Table 1). They attributed importance to all owner-
ship motivations included in the questionnaire with the exception of
producing timber (Table 2). Most considered their forest to be
managed and were most likely to have planted trees and more likely
to have harvested timber from their land in the past than passive
forest owners (Table 3). Overall, they were most likely to refer to the
IDNR, foresters, the Internet, and books and magazines to learn
about their forest (Table 4). Although there were no statistically
significant differences among clusters with regard to program famil-
iarity or enrollment (Table 5), new forest owners generally were
somewhat less familiar with and less likely to be enrolled in many of
the programs and opportunities specified in the survey relative to
forest managers but more familiar and more likely to be enrolled
than passive forest owners.

Cluster 3—Passive Forest Owners
Approximately 19% of respondents (n � 34) fell within this

cluster, accounting for 17% of the total acreage and 6% of the
forested acreage. Passive forest owners typically owned the smallest
forested acreages but had among the longest ownership tenure (Ta-
ble 1). Passive forest owners attributed importance to none of the
ownership motivations included in the questionnaire with the ex-
ception of enjoying scenery (Table 2). These landowners were least
likely to consider their forest to be managed and none had a written
management plan for their forest (Table 3). They were least active
when it came to planting trees and harvesting timber from their
forests (Table 3) and also were least likely to refer to the IDNR,
foresters, the Internet, or books and magazines to learn about their
forest (Table 4). Relative to other landowner types, passive forest
owners generally were least familiar with and least likely to be en-
rolled in many of the programs and opportunities specified in the

survey, although these differences were not statistically significant
(Table 5).

Discussion
Family forest owners in north central Indiana clustered into three

distinct types based on ownership motivations, total acreage, for-
ested acreage, age, tenure, farming status, residency status, and gen-
der. These types differ with regard to land management, the use of
various management practices, reference to information sources,
and ownership and sociodemographic characteristics. Clusters do
not differ with regard to familiarity with the variety of programs and
other opportunities available to them. What follows is a comparison
between landowner types in this study and those that have been
reviewed in the literature followed by a discussion of the implica-
tions of these results.

Forest Managers
This group of landowners is comparable with aspects of many of

the landowner types described in previous research. Similar to Kurtz
and Lewis’s (1981) and Kurtz and Bradway’s (1981) forest environ-
mentalists, forest managers valued many different forest benefits, not
timber in particular; and like timber conservationists, granted impor-
tance to their responsibility for future generations. For example, one
forest manager provided the following open-ended comment:

It is very important for those who have the resources to own large
tracts of land to maintain or improve their land to provide a space for
wildlife, to give something back to nature, and to provide natural
spaces for future generations.

Given their ownership motivations and past management behavior,
they were also similar to forest utilitarians as described by Marty et al.
(1988) in that they valued their forest for multiple benefits and did
not specifically manage for timber, but were willing to sell timber if
the opportunity arose. Having previously harvested timber also
bears a resemblance to Kluender and Walkingstick’s (2000) timber
managers, although explicit management for timber production was
not an ownership motivation expressed by forest managers. A likeness

Table 5. Comparison of clusters with regard to program familiarity and enrollment.

Program
Overall

(n � 176)
Forest managers

(n � 76)
New forest owners

(n � 66)
Passive forest owners

(n � 34)

Classified Forest Program—familiar (�2 � 1.026; P � 0.599) 25.6% 28.0% 26.2% 18.8%
Classified Forest Program—enrolleda 4.1% 6.7% 3.1% 0%
Wildlife Habitat Program—familiar (�2 � 0.142; P � 0.932) 35.5% 36.0% 33.8% 37.5%
Wildlife Habitat Program—enrolleda 4.7% 6.7% 3.1% 3.1%
Conservation Reserve Program—familiar (�2� 5.106; P � 0.078) 40.4% 50.0% 33.8% 31.3%
Conservation Reserve Program—enrolleda 8.8% 9.5% 7.7% 9.4%
Forest Incentives Program—familiara 13.5% 14.7% 12.5% 12.5%
Forest Incentives Program—enrolleda 0% 0% 0% 0%
Stewardship Incentives Program—familiara 8.1% 10.7% 6.2% 6.3%
Stewardship Incentives Program—enrolleda 0% 0% 0% 0%
Wetland Reserve Program—familiar (�2 � 1.404; P � 0.705) 30.4% 33.8% 26.2% 31.3%
Wetland Reserve Program—enrolleda 2.3% 1.4% 4.6% 0%
Forestland Enhancement Program—familiara 8.1% 8.0% 7.7% 9.4%
Forestland Enhancement Program—enrolleda 0% 0% 0% 0%
Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program—familiar (�2 � 1.820; P � 0.403) 17.4% 18.7% 20.0% 9.4%
Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program—enrolleda 0% 0% 0% 0%
Certification—familiara 10.5% 10.7% 9.2% 12.5%
Certification—enrolleda 0.6% 1.3% 0% 0%
Easement—familiara 12.2% 16.0% 7.7% 12.5%
Easement—enrolleda 0.6% 0% 1.5% 0%
Land trust—familiar (�2 � 1.443; P � 0.486) 17.2% 20.3% 12.7% 18.8%
Land trust—enrolleda 1.2% 2.7% 0% 0%

a �2-tests can not be performed because one or more cells have expected counts of less than five.
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to Kendra and Hull’s (2005) farmers and forest planners also was
apparent in that forest managers owned parcels with relatively high
forest cover (compared with passive forest owners) and many were
actively engaged in forest management.

New Forest Owners
New forest owners were most comparable with Kendra and Hull’s

(2005) young families in that they valued their forest for the lifestyle
opportunities it provided and were among the youngest respon-
dents. Unlike young families, however, new forest owners did consider
their forest to be managed and in fact many had previously planted
trees and harvested timber. Similar to Kluender and Walkingstick’s
(2000) resident conservationists, new forest owners tended to reside on
their land; however, they were not opposed to harvesting timber
from their forests. Based on their ownership motivations and past
management behavior, new forest owners also can be likened to Kurtz
and Lewis’ (1981) and Kurtz and Bradway’s (1981) forest environ-
mentalists and timber conservationists, Marty et al.’s (1988) forest
utilitarians, and Kluender and Walkingstick’s (2000) timber man-
agers as mentioned previously. Comments provided by one new
forest owner exemplify the characteristics that define this cluster:

Our property was certified by National Wildlife Federation as Back-
yard Wildlife Habitat. Our 2.8 acres attracts wildlife ranging from
chipmunks and squirrels to frogs and one snapping turtle.

Passive Forest Owners
Passive forest owners were most comparable with Boon et al.’s

(2004) indifferent forest owners and Bieling’s (2004) uninterested
forest owners in that their forest held little value as operationalized in
the questionnaire. However, unlike Boon et al.’s (2004) indifferent
forest owners and Bieling’s (2004) uninterested forest owners, passive
forest owners, although least active in managing their forest, still were
considerably active in that 57.6% had previously planted trees on
their property and 27.3% had previously harvested timber. We did
not inquire as to their plans to retain forest for years to come as in
Bieling (2004); however, passive forest owners had among the longest
ownership tenure. It is possible that this lack of interest toward their
forest relates to the existence of forest on their land simply because
the land could not be farmed or perhaps it stems from a detachment
from their forest because of agedness or general lack of interest.
Additional research could help determine the particular reasons un-
derlying this disinterest as a first step in engaging these nonpartici-
pant landowners.

Implications
The majority of family forest owners in north central Indiana,

who also own the largest forested acreages, are interested in and
actively managing their forest (i.e., forest managers and new forest
owners). However, 19% of respondents representing 17% of the
total acreage and 6% of the forested acreage are neither interested in
nor managing their forest as we have operationalized it. Interest-
ingly, these passive forest owners have among the longest ownership
tenure. Despite being among the eldest landowners, leaving a legacy
for future generations was not of great interest to passive forest own-
ers. Perhaps this relates to the low abundance of forest cover on
properties owned by passive forest owners—they do not perceive their
forest to be a valuable heirloom to be passed on to future
generations.

The one ownership motivation for which respondents shared an
interest related to enjoying scenery. In addition, all three clusters
were most likely to refer to friends, family, and neighbors as well as
the IDNR to learn more about their forest, apparently conduits
through which information is most likely to be received by family
forest owners overall. What is striking about these results is the
evident lack of polarized orientations. Not one type was defined by
a preservationist orientation as by the preservationists described by
Kendra and Hull (2005); and there were no strong economic moti-
vations characteristic of any of the landowner types. Although nearly
one-half of the respondents had harvested timber from their forests
in the past, not one landowner type granted explicit importance to
timber production as an objective associated with forest ownership.
In addition, only new forest owners saw their forest as a long-term
investment.

Unmistakably, most family forest owners in north central Indi-
ana value their forest largely for amenity values and not solely for
timber production. For the most part, they have not tapped into the
professional information network available to them, with the excep-
tion of the IDNR and friends, family, and neighbors, and, perhaps
consequently, are neither aware of nor engaged in the opportunities
available to help manage their forest. Those landowners who are
most interested in and actively engaged in their forest (i.e., new forest
owners) are presumably among the busiest, given that most are work-
ing and have young families. Thus, the time required to learn about
and invest in such opportunities likely just is not available. In fact,
when asked why landowners were not participating in private assis-
tance programs and other opportunities available to them, almost
one-half (45%) said they were not aware of them.

The questions for natural resource professionals become, Do we
as natural resource professionals serve those constituents who are
likely to be most receptive to the current suites of policies available
or do we strive to engage, understand, and satisfy the needs of those
who are seemingly uninterested in, unqualified for, or unaware of
what we currently have to offer? Or, do we attempt to do both? Do
we try to meet the needs of the handful of landowners who own the
largest forested acreages or are we willing to invest the time and
effort to work with the multitude of smaller landholders who appar-
ently express the greatest interest in their forested land? Do we focus
our efforts on a dedicated core or strive to engage nonparticipants?
Bliss (1990) argues that natural resource professionals need to focus
their attention on those who own smaller acreages despite the in-
creased time and effort required. Particularly, as these larger forested
acreages continue to be parcelized and owned by a new demographic
of forest owners, a healthy discussion of these questions and poten-
tial answers is warranted as a first step to improving our efforts to
sustain private forests across the landscape. Last, we underscore the
importance of identifying and understanding the population of
landowners and the heterogeneity within this population. An un-
derstanding of the variation within the target population of forest
landowners can offer meaningful insights when selecting design el-
ements of landowner assistance programs.
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