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INTRODUCTION

Webster’ sdictionary defines “value” as something intrinsically valuable or desirable
and “valuable” as something of great use or service. “Perception” is defined as quick,
acute, and intuitive cognition and “ perceptive’ as characterized by sympathetic
understanding or insight. The two words are related but not synonymous. Further,
the definitions indicate that these terms require a great amount of further clarification
if and when specifically applied.

Values are fundamental to everything we do and leads to behavior and expectations
from society. Milbrath (1989) stated that values are held strongly and are generalized
to many situations whereas preferences are held weakly and are not generalized. He
feelsthat valuing is a uniquely human activity as other animals have preferences only.
Further, societies do not have values rather individuals hold and conceive values
resulting in a consensus or silent majority (Milbrath, 1989).

Science plays alarge role when dealing with facts, values and beliefs. Milbrath
(1989) emphasized that the scientific method has become the honored way to observe
and come to know facts. Facts are not absolutes; they are beliefs that we hold more
or lessstrongly. Beliefs also relate to valuesin that we tend to believe things that we
value and disbelieve things that we do not value. The scientific method facilitates
agreement about physically based facts; therefore it is easier to agree about facts than
to agree about values.

Within the context of wetlands it should be noted that structure and functions are fact
based but values and management are value based. Further, if science attemptsto be
value free it will serve the values of those who rule the establishment

“The term “value” imposes an anthropocentric (man centered)
orientation on adiscussion of wetlands. The term is often used
in an ecological senseto refer to functional processes.....But in
ordinary parlance, the word connotate something worthy,
desirable, or useful to humans. The reasons that wetlands are
legally protected have to do with their value to society, not
with the abstruse ecological processes that occur in wetlands.
Perceived values arise from the functional ecological
processes....but are determined aso by human perceptions, the
location of a particular wetland, the human population
pressures on it, and the extent of the resource.”

(Mitsch and Gosselink, 1993)

Evaluating the functions and values of wetlands is relatively new. Eugene Odum in
his classic 1978 paper “ The Value of Wetlands: A Hierarchical ApEroach” set the
stage for the rest of the century. During the last 20 years of the 20" century, a
considerable amount of research effort was directed at the development of
methodologies for evaluating wetland functions and values. My wetlands class at



Mankato State University did a comparison of seven evaluation methodologies from
the 1980’s (Figure 1). The conclusions of this class study stated the following:

Wetland evaluation methodol ogies are necessary. (There are critics of

devel oping evaluation methodol ogies who note that many wetland functions
and values are not well understood hence evaluations might not be reliable.
Proponents argue that an evaluation methodology is vital to assure that
wetland functions and values are considered in the decision-making process
with the assumption that technical information will improve in the future).

Present evaluation methodologies vary greatly.
Local citizens and government should be involved in assigning values.

A single composite functional numerical value for awetland is not a
meaningful method for determining either net loss or net gain.

The emphasis should be on “no net loss of value’ not just “no net |oss of
acres.” (does“no net loss of function” = “no net loss of value”?)

This concept should apply to mitigation, banking, restoration and conversions.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act inits public interest review process has forced

consideration of the value of wetland functions:
“In 404, it is necessary to make a clear distinction between wetland
functions and the value of wetland functions. Thisis because the
public interest review process requires not only that the loss of wetland
function be quantified, but that a value be assigned to those functions
that are lost. The 404 permit decision is based on a“balancing’
process that compares the value assigned to the benefits, goods, and
services resulting from a proposed project to the value assigned to the
wetland functions that are lost as aresult of the proposed project. This
assessment approach is designed to estimate the loss, or gain, of
wetland function as aresult of a proposed project. It was not designed
to assign avalue to that loss or gain of wetland function. Assigning
value requires the consideration of a variety of subjective factors
beyond the ecosystem and landscape characteristics that are
considered in assessing wetland functions.*

Valueisaterm that can be defined or interpreted in several ways. For
example, Brown (1984) considered value to be either “held” or
“assigned.” He characterized a held value as a precept, belief, or ideal
of anindividual or group, and an assigned value is the relative
importance of something to an individual or group. Throughout this
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assessment approach, the term value will be used in the latter sense of
assigned value or ameasure of the relative importance of awetland
function to an individual or group. Implicit in the concept of assigned
value is the recognition that different individuals or groups may assign
adifferent value to wetland functions.

In the wetland literature, the term value has been used in association
with wetland functions in at least two ways. Taylor, Cardamone, and
Mitch (1990) use the term valuesto refer to the benefits, goods, and
services that result from the functions performed by wetlands. This
use is unnecessarily confusing. The benefits, goods, and services,
resulting from wetland functions should simply be called benefits,
goods, and service, not wetland values. Similarly, Ammann, Franzen,
and Johnson (1986) and Ammann and Lindley-Stone (1991) use the
term functional values to identify the functions performed by wetlands
that are considered to be valuable to society. Again, thisis
unnecessarily confusing. The subset of wetland functions that are
valuable to the public should be called valuable wetland functions, not
functional values (R. Daniel Smith et. al., 1995).”

*my emphasis

Minnesota s Wetland Conservation Act of 1991 chose to amend the often used phrase
of “no net loss’ to “no net loss of values’. 1n doing so we were led to examine the
whole concept of values. Further, within the act and rules the phrase “ at least equal
public value’ is often used. The question inherent here is who determines “public
value” and what isit? This act put increased pressure on defining wetland values (the
process of defining them) and set the stage for the work that follows and is reported
herein.

What determines our perception of wetlandsis controlled by different paradigms that
are partially determined by the media. Are the various written media sources
presenting one or multiple paradigms when it comes to wetland values? Arethe
public perceptions of values the same or different from academic, state agency and
county technical personnel and what is the level of homogeneity between each of
these categories to each other? Is management based on values from top down or
bottom up? If media homogeneity doesn’t exist this creates an educational and
communication challenge to all four categories. Arewe what we read and read what
we are?

Obviousdly the above questions present a huge challenge that can not be answered or
understood by afew studies. It requires ajoint effort of wetland scientists, public
policy-management experts and media-communication people. Utilizing studentsin
my wetlands classes from 1990 thru 1999, | have attempted to take aninitial look at
the above challenge. 1n order to accomplish this goal the following tasks were
conducted.



A model of perception relating to wetland values, science and management
was devel oped.

An examination of wetland values perception in five written media categories
was undertaken to document differencesin order to determine if individual
paradigms exist.

A South Central Minnesota perception of wetland values survey of the public,
utilizing high school students and their parents, was developed, beta tested,
given, and assessed.

The same regional perception of wetland values survey was given to
academics, county technical personnel and regional state agency personnel.

The first chapter will present amodel of the context of wetland values and the role of
perception. The second chapter will look at the results of our perception in the
written media paradigm study and the third will present the results of the perception-
values surveys.

The context of valuesin wetland policy continues to be an issue in the 21% century.
Values must be defined, understood and supported by perception before proper and
broadly accepted regulations can be implemented to manage wetland ecosystems.
Incorporating perceptions into wetland policy is difficult because of the diversity of
wetland values and because human perceptions are scale related. There are many
wetland values, however a single wetland does not hold all of them. The values are
often in the eye of the beholder (perception) that can differ from person to person and
areato area. Further, as wetland science expands our knowledge of structure and
function our perceptions and values will also change.

The purpose of the above isto address the extremely complex issue of wetland
perception-values in South Central Minnesota. Like it or not, Pandora s Box has been
opened with the Federal, Status and Trends component of the National Wetlands
inventory and the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act, both of which emphasize
and require values assigned to different wetland types.



MODEL OF PERCEPTION IN RELATION TO WETLAND VALUES,
SCIENCE, AND MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Early in the 20™ century, wetlands were seen as acommon enemy and the result was
massive drainage. Since that time, our understanding and perception of wetlands has
changed and this has caused a corresponding reassessment in the way we value
wetlands. The emphasis has shifted from drainage to wildlife habitat and continues to
evolve.

Historically “value’ has been incorporated in alinear sequence of steps leading to
management:
Structure - Function > Values - Management.

Eugene Odum, in his 1978 paper, “ The Value of Wetlands: A Hierarchical

Approach”, noted that there are three levels of wetland values.

1. Population Values: those values specific to the needs of various biological
populations (Fish and Wildlife).

2. Ecosystem Values. those values specific to the functioning of an
ecosystem. (Hydrological and Productivity Values).

3. Globa Vaues: those valuesthat affect the functioning of the entire
planet. (Waste Assimilation, Atmospheric, and Life Support).

A wetland may function within one or any combination of these values at the

sametime.

Our understanding of structure and function of wetlands is based on science, but
wetland values are not strictly science based. Wetland values are a product of science
(function) and perceptions. Going from value to management is a policy-based step.
Values must be defined before proper regulations can be implemented to manage
wetland ecosystems. Wetland management policies are presently incomplete because
perceptions, a part of defining wetland values, are not incorporated.

The entire process of valuing wetlandsis dynamic. When scientific understanding of
functions or public perceptions change, then Vaues and Management need to change
accordingly. This paper presents an expansion of the linear model of:

Structure - Function > Values - Management.

PERCEPTION

The interactions and survival of our biocommunities are dependent on the
environment and more importantly how we occupy it. Our society isthefirst to
examine in detail the environmental resources base that will support that survival.
The confrontation between societal values and ecological limits ultimately will



change our values. These values are fundamental to everything we do, the way we
behave, and what we expect from society and government.

Our understanding of wetland structure and function (science) has changed the way
we perceive wetlands by influencing the values we associate with them. Perceived
values arise from functional ecological processes but are determined also by human
perceptions, the location of a particular wetland, the human population pressures on
it, and the extent of the resource (Mitsch, Gosselivk, 1993. pg. 508). Therefore the
traditional linear concept of Structure - Function > Values - Management is
inadequate, and should be revised to include perception as seen in Figure 2.

Perception of wetland values |eads to prioritization based on how wetlands benefit
society. Priorities can be used to construct an evaluation methodology that would
reflect these perceptions. The inherent values of the devel oped evaluation
methodology in turn influence wetland management policies. The policy should
revolve both around the community perceptions and the function of the wetland.
Perceptions are influenced by our knowledge of how wetlands benefit society and
therefore education becomes an important part of wetland policy. If people do not
know the benefits of wetlands, their perception will not reflect these benefits.

Additionally, incorporating perceptions into wetland policy is difficult because the
diversity of wetland values and human perceptions are scale related. Local
perceptions lead to prioritization of values based on how they benefit their
community. Larger scale values, i.e. global air quality, are of increasing societal
concern but difficult for the individual to relate to. Problems arise in the evaluation
of values because a decision has to be made on whose priorities are to be utilized.

The current wetland classification system does not incorporate values based
on perceptions of scale. Lack of acomprehensive evaluation methodology, based on
both wetland function and perception, is not conducive to the formation of awetland
management policy which satisfies all scales from the local to the global level.

CLASSIFICATION

Most classification systems are established as a consequence of the values that are
dictated by perception. The classification systems then in turn impact values. The
way wetlands are classified dictates how awetland is perceived and therefore how
much value we place on it from that point onward, a self-fulfilling prophecy prevails.
The classification is also used in education, which further solidifies how a particular
wetland is perceived.

The first classification system, Circular 39, was established to determine the extent
and quality of wetlandsin relationship to waterfowl. This system had a narrow
purpose and when the National Wetlands Inventory was initiated there was a need to
develop a system with a broader scope. Cowardin, et al 1974, developed a system for
the NWI which classifies all continental aquatic and semi-aquatic ecosystems.
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Cowardin provided the basic mapping units for the NWI. Status and Trends reports
documented the wetland gains, losses, and conversions with the third component
being aValues Bibliography Data Base to catalog all of the “values’ information.

As perception and/or our understanding of functions change, asit hasin the past,
values will aso change and the classification system will need to be atered to reflect
those changes (Figure 1). Future classification systems may include, for example,
impacts wetlands have on the atmosphere which is amore global concern.

SUMMARY

Historically wetland policy has been based on Structure - Function >
Values - Management with “values’ being strictly related to scientific
function.

Wetland management policies are presently incomplete because perceptions
are not incorporated into values.

Priorities should be used to construct an eval uation methodology that would
reflect perception which would influence wetland management practices.
Incorporating perceptions into wetland policy is difficult because of the
diversity of wetland values and because human perceptions are scale related.
As perception and/or our understanding of function change, asit hasin the
past, values will also change and the classification system will need to be
altered to reflect those changes.

We need to develop a comprehensive eval uation methodol ogy, based on both
wetland function and perception determining values which result in
management policy that will satisfy all scales from the local to the global
level. Thiswill undoubtedly change again our classification system.



PERCEPTION OF WETLAND VALUESIN THE WRITTEN
MEDIA

(You arewhat you read and read what you are)

INTRODUCTION

A contention in environmental issuesis that groups follow different paradigms and
these paradigms are determined, at least partially, by what they read. Are different
values emphasized by different written media? If so, we are what we read and read
what we are. Paradigms form the foundation for a society's belief and value system,
and are the guiding force behind how we deal with ourselves, family, community, and
even the environment. In asense, they dictate what concerns us. Paradigms can be
thought of as sets of cultural lenses, they provide the structure for social learning.
When reality changes, as it does, those |enses distort some aspects of reality and may
lead observers to completely ignore other aspects. As Americans, we are part of the
socia paradigm of the culture that makes us Americans and asin al societieswe, asa
people, join together with those who share our own view and build upon that view
based on our view of how our world should be. It also influences how we act and
react within the society group as well as what choices we make.

In lieu of this, three questions arise: 1.) Are these actions and reactions, influenced
by the social paradigm, reinforced by what we read in the written media? Iswhat we
read based on what paradigm our community asasocial unit believesin? Inturn, 2.)
how is the written media a part of this and how are they, if so, shaped by the
paradigm of the reader? If they are shaped, does thislimit them and is the quality of
content affected? Also, 3.) if we are what we read, and the mediais influenced by the
same paradigm that makes this so, does this limit the potential for changes in
perception and values and thus limit environmental change?

Wetland values issues are the source of much debate and controversy at this time.
The purpose of this study isto examine the values cited and how they are presented in
five written media categories. (Academic, News, Agency, Trade and Environment)
and determine the level of homogeneity or differences that exist.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Communication is shaped by the paradigm that dictates the society in which the
communication istaking place. The written media, as a part of this communication
process, creates a spiral of information from themselves to the reader which changes
and evolves, but still holds the same paradigm theme of the community. This process
isarepetitive activity that, along with the other goings on of daily living, maintains
our society's state of equilibrium according to its particular paradigm (DeFleur,

1986).

In a sense what we read in the written media reinforces our own and our community's
socia paradigm. The media serving that community and being a part of it will mirror

10



those beliefs that the readers hold. An example of this close relationship between the
media and the reader and the role of paradigm can be seen in the results of a study
undertaken by Julia B. Corbett, in 1992, adoctoral student in communications at the
University of Minnesota. She conducted a content analysis of wildlife stories during
anine week period in six Minnesota area newspapers. The goa of the study wasto
determine "to what extent the newspaper's portrayal of wildlife was a function of the
type of community (rural or urban) in which it was reported.” She found that the
coverage of wildlife issues was written in atone that reflected the prevailing concerns
and values of the surrounding socia environment in which the stories are read
(Corbett, 1992). Each community perceived the issues according to how they
affected such things as the local and dominant industries (Corbett, 1992). These
issues were treated accordingly by the written media that served each individual
community making it evident that they do play arolein reflecting the socia paradigm
of the readers. She concluded that perhaps we are what we read since it appears that
the information reported to us by the written mediais presented in away that is
acceptable to our beliefs.

Therefore, one could wonder, is the written media narrow in its reporting of
information since it seems they are only writing what the reader wants to hear, instead
of partaking in conveying all information in a scope that may even challenge the
socia beliefs of the reader. A key point of aparadigm isthat input that seemingly
goes against it is viewed negatively by the society. Thisinitself could lead to a
narrowness on the part of the written mediain reporting information.

What often occurs with new input that is rejected by aparadigm in placeisthat it is
treated as conflictive by the media and conveyed to the reader in that sense. An
example can be seen in the way environmental issues are handled in the United
States. The Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP) is focused on economic growth and
unlimited resources (Dunlap, 1984), but the environmental movement doesn't fit into
these dimensions of the DSP. It isviewed asradical by many, or separate from the
world of most people because in the mediait is portrayed either as disruptive or in a
vague content that gives "interesting facts' but doesn't go on to show its connection to
improving life or solutions.

Conflictive reporting of environmental issues by the media mirrors the same alarm
the public has to this "negative" input to the dominant belief system. It creates an "us
against them" story line. One only hasto look at this nation's newspapers and their
headline of the spotted owl issue (Meadows, 1991) to see the media s tendency to
focus on conflict as well as the alarm that the media feels towards ideas that are
contrary to DSP (Dunlap, 1984). Meadows (1991), notes that the newspapers ran
headlines much like "An Owl Versus An Industry” that, in his view, accepted the
industry's exaggerated view of the situation. He points out that jobs are not
threatened by the owl! but instead by the industry's own labor saving changes, by
export policies, and by the over-harvesting of trees (Meadows, 1991). Thetrue
headline showing the actual conflict Meadows believes should be stated as "A Forest
Versus Greed". This, however, would represent an attack on "the paradigm that
pervades everything in the culture, including the media’. Ultimately what is
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occurring with the information is that the problems are being emphasized instead of
solutions, and obstacles outweigh opportunities. The media"systematically
unempowers themselves and their audience” (Meadows, 1991).

With all thisin mind, what is happening to the environmental perception on the part
of the reader who relies on the traditional newspaper as a source of information? We
gain our perceptions of our world from daily contact with others and through what we
read, among other things. Our perceptions reinforce our paradigm and vice versa. If
you alow no aternative view, then little changes. The perception created by the
media writing such headlines as"An Owl Versus An Industry” (Meadows, 1991)
reinforces the community's view that it is an "us against them" problem with them
being the environmental movement. Aslong asthereis nothing else written that
intelligently says otherwise, and offers solutions that are beneficial for al parties,
then the current paradigm pervades.

One should al'so wonder if we, as the readers, are receiving quality and accurate
information from our media sources with the social paradigm of the community and
the nation playing such apervasive role in setting the tone for what is written. In one
study that looked at environmental risk reporting, it was found that the media used
scientists and representatives from government and industry as their traditional news
sources. These self-serving sources placed great importance in not alarming the
public (Salomone, 1990). The tone they tried to set was to reassure the public. It was
suggested, at the conclusion of the findings, that this desire to support the social
paradigm of the reader is stronger than the journalist's wish to undermine it
(Salomone, 1990). Asfor accuracy in the information reported, analyses show that
the tendency to make it more interesting and acceptable "errors of omission,
emphasis, or fact" occur in the mediareport (Singer, 1990). For most people, their
source of information isthe mass media. What the media chooses to emphasize,
omit, or treat as fact when reporting on such issues as environmental risk becomes,
once again, akey point in how public perception is shaped (Singer, 1990).

It is expected of journalists to present stories that are accurate, balanced, informative,
aswell asinteresting (Salomone, 1990). Even though it isthe goal of the journalist to
do so when writing a story, studies like the two mentioned above clearly point out
that thisis not aways so. Social paradigm is a strong reason for this since it appears
the written media avoids challenging it. By following the belief system of the
community it serves, some written media, in the area of environmental issues, falls
short in presenting the issues in an accurate and balanced format. Only those issues
that don't disrupt the daily lives of Americans are portrayed. Friedman (1991) makes
the comment that today even though there are more stories in the written media on the
environment, the quality of their content and coverage has not changed.

The written media portrays and interprets reality that is internalized by the reader,
thereby shaping their personal and social behavior (DeFleur, 1986). Theway in
which the information is interpreted by the media seems to be controlled by the
prevailing social paradigm and the resulting attitude towards the information. What
we read reflects who we are from an individual level, to acommunity level,
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ultimately to anational level. If the mgor source of information comes from the
traditional media, it is likely the Dominant Social Paradigm (Dunlap, 1984), as
discussed earlier, plays akey role in setting the tone for what iswritten. The
traditional mediawrite accordingly so as not to disrupt the prevailing attitudes of the
reader who, in turn, receives information that isin line with his or her beliefs creating
in asense a"we are what we read” reality.

METHODS

This study represents a survey written and developed by the Mankato State University
Wetlands Class of 1992 on the issue of written media perception of wetland values. It
is based on the written mediaonly. Eighteen students reviewed three articles
involving wetlands from each of five media categories: (Academic, News, Agency,
Trade and Environment) for cited values. Articleswere limited to those dealing with
the upper Midwest. Value categories used were obtained from the User’ s handbook
for Wetland Values Database. The handbook was created for the U.S. Department of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory and grouped
valuesinto 11 different categories (Stuben, 1984). The classfound 1789 values
mentioned in 271 printed articles. A descriptive breakdown of the data set was
developed to determine the similarities of the parameters related to the written values.
Data was then broken down by value for each media category using Microsoft Excel.

RESULTS
Comparison of Descriptive Parameter Setsto Media Categories

Prior to examining differences in media category values, we looked at the breakdown
of descriptive parameters utilized in our survey to determine those that could
influence our wetland values interpretation (Tablel). In reviewing related parameters
it isimportant to realize that the comparisons are not within the media categories but
within sets. Differences between the first three geographic sets for different media
categories could greatly influence interpretation of different media categories (i.e.
pothole vs. lake vs. river location). The last four parameter sets represent emphases,
approaches and methods.

When looking at the Cowardin Classification and wetland type there is uniformity for
each of the five media categories. The news paradigm stands out within the Location
Set with one third of their articles citing urban wetlands.

Within the information source set the academic paradigm shows that 47 percent of the
articles are referenced, much higher than the average of 17 percent. Within the news
category there is a higher non-referenced, 63 percent, compared to the average of 39
percent, and alower original and referenced 5 percent for both sets compared to an
average of about 15 percent. The agency paradigm fits the norm for the source set.
The trade and environment paradigms were quite similar with a higher percentage for
theimplied, 39 percent compared the 29 percent average, and alower percent for
referenced, 3 compared to 17 percent average. For the environment paradigm there
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was again a higher percent in the implied about 40, compared to an average of 29
percent and lower original and referenced sets.

Thereisalack of homogeneity in the determination set (qualitative vs. quantitative)
among the five paradigms. Academic and agency were both high and news and trade
were low for quantification.

When looking at the model utilized set once again there was no uniformity. The
common denominator was highest in trade and environment with replacement highest

in agency.

The replacement model involves the cost of replacing the various services performed
by awetland. Thisisaconventional economist’smodel. The shortcoming isthat it is
difficult putting a value on many services.

Scaling and weighting models involves making alist of all values that apply to a
wetland in question and then assigning avalue of “1” to each. Thisisfollowed by
factoring in multipliers of the relationship of the individual values to their maximum
of 1. For example, potential versus actual ducks/acre. Then weigh each factor in
proportion to its relative importance, i.e. value 2 is 10 times more important than
value 1, then multiply value 2 by 10. This processis similar to the Environmental
Impact Statement matrix approach.

The Common Denominator Model is a strict economic approach of net willingness to
pay. Thisapproach to monetize wetland values generally emphasizes commercial
aspects (fish, waterfowl, recreation) but ignore global level life support functions.

Finally, when looking at the policy addressed set there is once again alack of
homogeneity. Highest percentages are seen in management for agency, academic, and
environment paradigms with news paradigm highest in regulation and trade highest in
legislation.

The overall data population shows afair degree of homogeneity for the classification,
type, and location sets, with the only exception being the larger emphasis on urban
within the news paradigm. These three sets represent the critical sets for assuring us
that we are comparing similar wetlands by our five media categories. The last four
sets represent differences in emphases, approaches, and methods, which need to be
examined and support the hypothesis that the written media has different paradigms
when it comes to wetlands.

Academic Category
In the academic media 186 values were cited from 60 articles (Tablel). The

academic media emphasized four major values (Figure 3). Use, habitat, water
quality, and hydrologic values were al mentioned in approximately one-half of the
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60 academic articles reviewed. The five academic media value categories of
biochemical processes, climate, food chain, assessment techniques, and bibliography
had the highest percentages of value citations per article of all five media categories.

The values use, habitat and hydrologic each represent over 15 percent of the values
cited by the academic category (Figure 4).

The natural, rural, palustrine wetlands were the dominant wetlands cited (Table ).
Within the academic mediathere is alarge amount of value citation (186), second
only to the agency category. The sources of information for the articles reviewed for
the academic media were referenced 47 percent of the time. Forty one percent were
gualitative and 59 percent were quantitative. The common denominator was the most
frequently cited specific type in the modeling set although all modeling methods were
quite evenly distributed. Policy focused on management of wetlands one-half of the
time.

When looking at the specific values within the parameter sets the following key
relationships are seen (Table I1):

Referenced citations are highest in all 11 value category

Quantitative determination is dominant in al but food chain and hydrologic
values.

Common denominator is the dominant model used, although models are
seldom sited (69).

Within the policy parameter set management is the dominant policy type sited
in all but water quality and hydrology. Further, policy represents the |east
sited of all 11 parameter sets (54).

News Category
In the news media 49 papers were reviewed with 120 values cited (Tablel). Useand
habitat values were cited in over 50 percent of the 49 papers (Figure 3). Habitat value

represented over 25 percent, use over 20 percent, and water quality and hydrologic
each represented over 15 percent of the values cited by the news category (Figure 4).
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The dominant type of wetland cited was the palustrine and natural type with arural
location (Tablel). Sourceswere non-referenced in 63 percent of the papers reviewed,
and implied sources were cited in one-fourth of the papers. Original and referenced
sources were only cited 5 percent of the time. Wetland value determination was
primarily qualitative (82 percent). Inthe model category the common denominator
model and replacement model types are each seen in one-fifth of the cases, however their
overall numbers are very small. Legidlation and regulation were both cited equally in the
policy set at about 40 percent of the articles (Tablel).

When looking at the specific values sited within the parameter sets the following key
relationships are seen (Table I11):

Non-referenced sources are the highest or tied with implied in al value categories
(93 out of 146) with implied adding 40 for atotal of 90%).

Qualitative determination is dominant and often the only determination in all
values (51 of 62 or 82 percent).

Model citations are rare.

Within the policy parameter set, legislation and regulation each account for
approximately two-fifths of the values sited.

Agency Category

In the agency media 62 papers were reviewed with 197 values cited (Tablel). Over one-
half of the articles cited use value, habitat, water quality, and hydrologic values