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PREFACE

The present study — carried out in THE
ForEsTRY DEPARTMENT OF THE WORK
ErricieNncy AssociatioN (TyoGtehoseura)
— links up with a series of investiga-
tions into the behaviour and decision making
of forest owners, with the objective of rein-
forcing the empirical and theoretical founda-
tions for the promotion of private, small-
scale forestry. Professor MARTTI SIPILA,
Managing Director, and Dr. Mikko KAN-
ToLA, Head of the Forestry Department
of THE WoRk EFFICIENCY ASSOCIA-
TION, have not only provided me with
very favourable working conditions, but
have also read the manuscript and offered
valuable advice. I am indebted to my
colleaque, Dr. Jouko MAKELA, for his
constructive criticism and the many inspir-
ing discussions we had throughout the prog-
ress of the study.

Many other people helped me. Discussions
with Professor PAivio RuriNnen and Dr.
VELI-PEKKA JARVELAINEN have made an
essential contribution to my work. Both
of them also read the manuscript. Pro-
fessor Oravi RnuiNeN kindly allowed
me to make use of unpublished factor
scores of the social structure of Finnish
communes contained in his study, which
is approaching completion, and also read
the manuscript. Docent Touko MARKKANEN
perused the manuscript; both he and Mr.
JormA Torrra, M.A., offered valuable ad-

vice on many mathematical and method-
ological problems. The suggestions made
by Mr. ILkka NinNiLvoro, Lic. Phil., during
the closing stages of my study resulted in
improvement of the presentation of the
philosophical starting points.

The English text was checked and correct-
ed by Mr. F. A. FeEwsTer. The translation
of the questionnaire into English was made
by Mr. PauLr Leiwo.

The compilation of the empirical material
was greatly facilitated by the support I re-
ceived from THE CENTRAL FORESTRY BOARD
TApP1o, THE FORESTRY COUNCIL OF THE
CENTRAL UNION OF AGRICULTURAL PRo-
DUCERS, THE DisTrRicT FORESTRY BOARDS
oF PonJois-KAriara and UusiMaA —HAME,
and the corresponding LEAGUES oF FOREST
MANAGEMENT AssocIATIONS. Financially, the
work has been supported by THE FINNISH
CuLTURAL FOoUNDATION, and THE NATIONAL
RESEARCH COUNCIL FOR AGRICULTURE AND
ForesTRY. THE SoCIETY OF FORESTRY IN
FinvLanp has accepted the study for inclu-
sion in its series of publications.

I wish to express my sincere gratitude
to all the persons and organizations mention-
ed above, and to everyone who has helped
me with advice, inspiring comments, and
financial support.

Helsinki, February 1973
KAauko HauTOLA
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1. PROBLEMS

The difficulties met by an extension for-
ester and a forest owner in their search for
a common language in a dialogue on forestry
— experienced by the present author —
constitute the most forceful impetus for
this investigation (HauToLa 1962 a, p. 443,
450). The problem is not new in forest
economics. In fact, constant discussions
on the relevance of particular principles
of forest management and the methods of
calculation advocated by different schools
of forest economy have become traditional
(DicksoN 1956, pp. 60—68; HERMANSEN
1969, pp. 65—66; Saart 1967; SPEIDEL
1967, pp. 17—21). Only during the last
few years has it been realized that different
ways of thought, different goals and means
are in operation in the decision-making of
different categories of forest owners, offi-
cials and forestry institutions, and conse-
quently that each of the classical methods
of calculation has no more than a special,
limited field of proper application (HER-
MANSEN 1964, pp. 299—311; STREYFFERT
1956, pp. 20-—25).

A parallel development is observable
in general business economics. The increas-
ingly strong approach of behavioural sci-
ence — in particular the empirical studies
of organizational decision-making — has
led to reformulations of the theory of the
firm. Decision models based upon multiple
goals rather than single ones, with the atten-
tion given them being sequential rather
than simultaneous, with goal-attainment
that is satisfying rather than maximizing,
have proved more useful in the description
and explanation of the actual behaviour
of firms than the classical, profit-maximiz-
ing models (Conen and Cyert 1965, pp.
377—382; Cvyert and MarcH 1963, pp.
3, 16, 35, 39, 126; JounseEN 1968, pp. 25—
32; MArkHAM 1961, p. 88). The defects and
reorientations of general business economics
(cf. Horowitz 1970, pp. 315 —339; ScHOEFF-
LER 1955, pp. 17—27, 82—85, 159—161)
have also provoked forest economists to
question the relevance and accuracy of
the profit-maximizing model in depiction

of the decision-making of forest owners,
and to suggest new approaches. The empha-
sis laid upon empirical investigations of
decision-making by forest owners is a com-
mon feature of these recommendations
(cf. DieTericH 1939, pp. 30—36, 38 —45;
HerMANSEN 1964, pp. 309—320; 1969,
pp. 66—67, 71 —72; LuNpeELL et al, 1969,
p. 542; OppHEIM 1971, pp. 390 —391; PArIvio
RuuiNeN 1963, p. 13; HauTorA 1965, p. 3;
1971 b, pp. 16 —19).

The aim of this study is accordingly
that of contributing towards bridging the
»gap of language» between private forest
owners and professional foresters. That
presupposes the development of more salis-
factory explanatory schemes for decision-
making by forest owners than the available
profit-maximizing models. In pursuance of
the frequent recommendations, the theorizing
in this work is based upon empirical investiga-
tions of behaviour. By focussing upon the
actual decision-making of forest owners,
this study strives to strengthen the empirical
grounds for the development of behavioural
theories in regard to the privately-owned
forestry firm, relevant business-economic
decision models, and proper methods for
forest-economic calculation (see HAHTOLA
1971 b, pp. 7, 20). In view of the low theoret-
ical development of this field of research,
the study is mainly explorative — generating
new hypotheses — although some former
theoretical constructs will also be proved
by application of the available empirical
material.

In the aim of furthering a better under-
standing of decision-making by forest owners,
this study does not analyse the rationality
of forest owners’ argumentation in the light
of given premises. Accordingly, the logical
rules, methods of calculation or heuristic
devices employed in decisions, will not be
treated here. The mechanisms of decision
processes will also be omitted from major
consideration. Instead, the premises them-
selves, the rationale of decision-making —
whether they are mental or physical in
nature — will be adopted as the central



focus of this study and investigated empiri-
cally, along with the previous lines of
thought (cf. JARVELAINEN 1971 a, p. 12;
Kirscu 1970, pp. 26, 62 —64, 68; RANTANEN
1971, pp. 2—3, 21; RorLiNng 1966, pp. 97 —
100, 104 —105; Simon 1966, p. 20).

In general, it seems that the studies con-
centrated on the logical steps of decision-
making, or on the processes of choice are
focused upon single decisions. The behav-
iour is then conceived as the result of the
decision process. In study of the rationale

— that is, the criteria — of choice, as in
this case, it is reasonable to focus upon a
larger set of decisions, and think that the
decision itself is a form of behaviour, a
mental aspect of it (cf. MATTI KELTIKANGAS
1971, pp. 9—17; Nicosia 1966, pp. 15—17,
142 —144). The decisions of forest owners
analysed in this study concern management,
cooperation and the promolion of non-corporate
private foresiry. The study has been made
in the Forestry Department of the Work
Efficiency Association (Tyo6tehoseura).



2. SOME BASIC COMMITMENTS

21. The Forest-Political and Scientific
Relevance of Mental Variables of
Forest Owners

A common rule of scientific work states
that an author should try to be explicit
in his commitments and basic presuppositions
(NaGeL 1961, p. 489; cf. IsraEL 1972, pp.
72—173). Thus, ever since it was convinc-
ingly demonstrated that the capacity of
a single scientist to be objective and »value-
free» in his scientific efforts is rather limited
(MyrpaAL 1957, p. 160; SArioLA 1956, p. 80;
1961, p. 86). Apart from facilitation of
scientific discussion and control, explicit for-
mulation of the ethical and theoretical
commitments of the author further assists
him in the construction of a coherent method-
ological setting for his study (RiLey 1963,
pp. 5—10, 24; see also HEISKANEN 1967,

pp. 10—12).
The basic objective of this study — indi-
cated in the introductory section — is

that of achieving an understanding of ways
of thinking and economic argumentation
of forest owners in regard to forest manage-
ment and the promotion of private non-
corporate forestry. It delineates the re-
search interests — both theoretical and
forest-political — that direct the study
(JuntTUNEN 1971, pp. 11—12). As is the
case with other Finnish studies of the
behaviour of forest owners, one of the points
of departure of the presentation is the fact
that privately owned, non-corporate forests
predominate in Finland, comprising about
60 9 of the total forest area in about 300,000
independent units, holdings under 5 hec-
tares excluded (Metsitilastollinen wvuosikirja
1970, pp. 58—59). Consequently, the wide
managerial independence of private forest
owners — despite many legal restrictions
— 1is still an important reality in Finland
when forest policy is being implemented
(cf. JARVELAINEN 1971 a, pp. 9—12; von
MavmBora 1967, pp. 2, 28—43; PAIvio
RusiNeN 1970, pp. 3, 5).

In close connection with the forest-
political question in regard to the manage-
rial independence of forest owners is the

philosophical aspect; how should a man
be considered, as an agent of purposive behavi-
our, or a passive object of environmental stimuli
(ALLARDT 1972, pp. 64—67; IsRAEL 1972,
pPp. 70, 78; Markovi¢ 1972, p. 27; TaAYLOR
1964, pp. 3—4). The emphasis laid upon
empirical investigations concerned with the
rationale of decision-making by forest owners
provides a hint of the philosophical commit-
ments of the present writer; it is regarded
as necessary to consider the inner disposi-
tions, goals, attitudes, and other mental fea-
tures of forest owners for the achievement
of a correct understanding of their decision-
making and behaviour (cf. OzBEKHAN 1969,
pp. 78—81, 127—129; ScHEFFLER 1969,
pp. 167 —169).

The viewpoints presented by ALLARDT
(1972) elucidate the role played by the
mental variables in the explanation of human
behaviour. He states that, in sociology,
explanations of behaviour are mainly given
in terms of either causes, habits or motives.
Although in sociology most explanations
by »causes» do not fulfil the requirements
of causal explanation, they resemble causal
explanations in the sense that they are
based upon overt observations. This con-
cerns, for instance, the inference drawn
from correlations between material condi-
tions and many forms of overt behaviour.
The use of the different forms of explanation
is connected with the different interpretations
of social reality. Some aspects of social
reality are permeated by the ideas partici-
pants have about reality, while some others
can be observed independently of the ideas
of the participants. The terms culture and
structure can be used for distinguishing
between those two aspects, the institutions
constituting an intermediate category. Thus,
ALvArDT (1972, pp. 54—64, 67—68) has
presented the following classification of
sociological explanations:

1) Structural explanations, based upon overt-
ly observable causes

2) Institutional explanations, based partly,
at least, upon the habits and traditions,
which are independent of the ideas of
the participants
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3) Cultural explanations, based upon the
ideas the participants have about the
social reality, available alternatives and
criteria of choice.

In regard to the structural explanations,
ALLARDT states that they do not specify
necessary and sufficient conditions for the
occurrence of behavioural phenomena. How-
ever, they deal with some contingent limiting
conditions, and exclude some possibilities.
In the study of specific societies, communi-
ties and situations, the structural ex-
planations have to be supplemented by
analyses of intended, directive behaviour.
The latter presupposes a study of culture,
that is the cognitive and evaluative models
of people. The culture provides motives,
alternatives and the criteria of choice for
the individuals in action. When this is
applied to the behaviour of forest owners,
one implication is that causal explanations
based merely upon the silvicultural stale
and the amount of standing timber have to
be complemented by taking into considera-
tion the motives and other rationale of decision
making by forest owners. The traditions and
habits of forest utilization, along with the
regulations prescribed by various communi-
ties and the whole of society, might provide
appropriate examples of the institutional
factors relevant to decision-making by forest
owners. Nevertheless, room remains for
the free actions, explicable only by the
forest owners’ predispositions, attitudes and
other criteria of choice (cf. HaAuToLA 1967 b,
pPp. 22—26; 1971 a, pp. 12, 16 —17; JouNs-
ToN et al. 1967, pp. 31 —40; JARVELAINEN
1971 a, pp. 9—11; PArvi6 RuHINEN 1963,
pp. 13, 65—68).

22. The Philosophical Status of Mental
Variables

221. Three Approaches to Mental Phenomena

In determination of the relevance of mental
variables in explanation of the purposive
behaviour of forest owners, there still re-
mains the question of the status held by the
mental variables in the explanatory schemes
that form the objective. This deserves
further discussion, by reason of its wide
repercussions upon the methodological de-
cisions of the study.

In the philosophy of science, discussions
concerned with the different approaches to
mental phenomena have mainly taken the
form of causal as opposed to teleological ex-
planation (BrairHwAITE 1955, pp. 319—
341; NaGeL 1961, pp. 504 —546; von WRIGHT
1970, p. 1). Broadly speaking, the explana-
tion consists in the reduction of compli-
cated and unfamiliar systems into simpler
elements, with which we are already so
familiar that we accept them as not in need
of explanation (AumMavAaAra 1970, pp. 235 —
236; BrarTHwAITE 1955, pp. 319—320;
LuNDBERG 1946, p. 13; NaGeL 1961, p. 45).
In addition to the reduction to familiar
elements, the scientific explanation strives
at simplicity, or in other words the explana-
tion of as many empirical phenomena as
possible by the smallest possible number
of basic concepts and assumptions (NAGEL
1961, pp. 277 —283; TuursTtoNE 1961, pp.
51 —59). The acceptability of an explanation
is thus dependent upon both its empirical
and its theoretical support (cf. HEMPEL 1966,
pp. 40—42).

The causal explanation dominates in the
natural sciences, particularly in mathematical
physics. Upon the basis of a general law,
it specifies a preceding or simultaneous event
A, which under stated conditions is sufficient
and necessary for the occurrence of B, the
event to be explained. It is essential for
causal explanation that cause A and effect
B are logically independent, separately
identifiable and observable phenomena (AL-
LARDT 1972, p. 54; NaGeL 1961, pp. 32 —45,
73 —74; ScHEFFLER 1969, pp. 23—29).

In the behavioural and social sciences
— in the explanation of purposive behaviour
— the feleological explanations are usually
preferred, although even here the general
trend seems to have been towards causal
explanation. In the teleological explanation,
an endeavour is made to attain intellectual
satisfaction by specification of the goal
or result in mind, for the sake of which
the event is said to occur (BRAITHWAITE
1955, pp. 320, 322-—323; TAavrLor 1964,
p. 6). Contrary to the empirical causal
relation, the relation between an action and
its result — the objective — is in general
conceived to be not empirical, but conceptual,
logical. Thus, the teleological approach
is in reality a device for understanding and



interpretation, and not for explanation
(ALLArDT 1972, pp. 55—57, 63 —64).

Teleological reasoning is elucidated by
the viewpoints presented by von WRiGHT
(1970, pp. 21-—25; 1971, pp. 108—111;
1972, pp. 39—40) in regard to the so-called
practical syllogism and its connection with the
teleological explanation. A practical syl-
logism is characterized by its leading to an
action, viz. its conclusion is an action. The
first premise states an objective, a general
principle or a rule that specifies what is good
for us, or what constitutes our duty. The
second premise sets forth a means to the ends
in guestion. The practical conclusion — infer-
red from these premises — is accordingly
the use of the means to achieve the end
concerned. Thus, when behaviour is ex-
plained teleologically, it is understood as
an action, and a practical syllogism is
construed for it. According to ALLARDT
(1972, pp. 63—64), the teleological ex-
planation in the form of a practical syllogism
is a prototype of cultural explanation.

Mention is due of one characteristic of the
teleological explanation as a device for
understanding and interpretation. The in-
terpretation often proceeds hermeneutically.
For example, the existence of an objective
is inferred from the features of behaviour,
and the behaviour is in turn understood upon
the basis of this stated objective. Thus, in
the teleological interpretation the whole
picture of the behaviour is emphasized,
rather than the details (ALLARDT 1969 a, pp.
17 —19; MEuTONEN 1970, p. 4; von WRIGHT
1971, p. 109),

The extreme proponents of the causal
explanation — with man regarded as a
thing-like object — represent the first
approach to mental phenomena. They
strive to exclude the intentional mental
variables from scientific dialogue, and re-
duce teleological explanations to causal laws
(cf. LAacerspeTZz 1959, p. 4; Nacer 1961,
pp. 398, 419, 448; SeprpPANEN 1964, pp.
1021 —1022). Another strategy preserves
separate realms of phenomena for -causal
and leleological explanations, and stresses
either the distinctive character of physical
and mental phenomena, or the different
philosophical status of causal and teleolog-
ical explanations (Markovié¢ 1972, p. 27;
TAavLor 1964, pp. 54—62; von WRIGHT
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1966 a; 1966 b). The third approach in
dealing with mental phenomena is charac-
terized by the equal philosophical status
of physical and mental variables and their
inclusion in the same theoretical constructs,
as, for example, in cybernetics. This also
leads to the unification of causal and teleo-
logical explanations (cf. AumAvAARA 1970,
p. 166; ALLARDT 1972, pp. 66 —67; JOHNSEN
1968, pp. 42—44, 382 —383, 471; MARrRkKOVI¢
1972, pp. 36 —28; Nicosia 1966, pp. 142 —
146; OzBEKHAN 1969, pp. 97 —100; PuLrLial-
NEN 1967, pp. 12—20).

These alternative approaches to mental
phenomena are discussed in the following
chapters. The aim of this presentation is
not that of offering a representative review
or treatise in respect of the part of philos-
ophy of science concerned, but is restricted
to delineation of the writer’s philosophical
points of departure.

222. The Reduction of Mental Phenomena to
Deterministic Causal Laws

This discussion is first focused upon some
viewpoints presented by the proponents
of reductionist strategies in favour of the
causal explanation as an ideal form of
cognitive control of even purposive behaviour
(IsraEL 1972, p. 79; SEPPANEN 1964, pp.
1021 —1022). The superiority of the causal
explanation has been claimed — and also
challenged — in the following aspects in
particular: 1) unily of science, 2) prediclive
power, and 3) objectivity.

1) The application of causal explanation
and the reductionist strategies is often
advocated with a view to accomplishing
the unity of science and the reducibility of
one branch of science to another (see HEels-
KANEN 1967, p. 23; LAGERSPETZ 1959, p. 6).
The unity of science, arranged in accordance
with the ideals of mathematical physics
forms a main tenet of the positivistic phi-
losophy of science (NuniLvoto, 1971, pp.
39 —40; von WricHT 1970, pp. 2—3). None-
theless, although the wunity of science
may be attainable, the confidence in its
utility seems to be diminishing. Reliance
upon a single, uniform research strategy
that stipulates a special type of state-
descriptions of empirical phenomena, and
a special type of theoretical constructs,
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may become an obstacle to theoretical
invention and discovery. Even in physics,
with a tradition of deterministic, mechanis-
tic models — prototypes of causal explana-
tion — being used exclusively, the experience
gained from the quantum theory has de-
monstrated the usefulness of alternative
approaches (KAUFFMANN 1944, p. 74; NAGEL
1961, pp. 278, 323 —324, 445). The behav-
iouristic, stimulus-response approach in
psychology, and the simplifying assump-
tions of economic theories in respect of
the market structures and the rationality
and preferences of economic agents, may
provide the best acknowledged ways for
the facilitation of causal explanation in the
behavioural sciences (NAGEL 1961, pp. 508 —
509, 543; Nicosia 1966, pp. 49, 53 —54,
62—63, 70; Roring 1966, pp. 104 —105;
TavLor 1964, pp. 106, 152—160). The
inadequacy of this approach in explanation
of decision-making by forest owners consti-
tutes one point of departure in this study.

2) It is also claimed that in the causal
explanation the antecedent event is a
sufficient — not only necessary — condition
for occurrence of the postcedent event.
Whenever the alleged cause occurs so does
the alleged effect. Consequently, the causal
laws can be used for prediction — contrary
to teleological laws, which define only
the necessary conditions (LAGERSPETZ 1959
pp. 6, 34, 66 —67; NaceL 1961, p. 94; Tvo-
MELA 1966, p. 186; cf. von WricHT 1966 a,
pp. 15—16).

However, the determinism implied in
the previous statements — proposed as the
prerequisite for prediction — obtains only
in respect to the special set of properties
(state wvariables) and the ideal conditions
specified by some accepted causal theory,
confirmable only under experimental condi-
tions. Furthermore, although the theoreti-
cal concepts of the deterministic causal
theory may be expressed with a high degree
of precision, the rules of correspondence
that coordinate them with experimental
ideas are far less definite. In particular
in the behavioural and social sciences, the
use of deterministic theories is also handi-
capped by the lack of opportunities for
experimentation, and by the difficulties
involved in the application of ideal-case
predictions to empirical reality (AHMAVAARA

1970, pp. 14—16, 224; ArLLArDT 1969 a,
pp. 11—12; LunpBeErc 1939, pp. 115, 140;
NaGeL 1961, pp. 97, 278 —283, 293, 508 —
509; Tavror 1964, p. 111). Thus, instead
of the sufficient condition — the determi-
nistic cause — which according to SCHEFFLER
(1969, p. 23) means the sum total of
conditions taken together, both positive
and negative, the behavioural sciences gen-
erally operate with necessary and limiting
conditions (ArvArpt 1972 pp. 61, 67 —68).

It seems reasonable to assume, in factual
decision situations, that also predictions
based upon laws that are weaker than de-
terministic are used as rationale, with the
prediction conceived here taking the form
of an expectation, anticipation, forecast,
and so on (CoLemAN 1964, pp. 52-—53;
ScHEFFLER 1969, p. 46). Consequently
the sharp distinction of causal and teleolog-
ical explanations on the foundation of
their applicability in prediction seems un-
tenable. It should be observed, however,
that when the teleological relation is taken
as being purely conceptual, the prediction
presupposes the addition of an independently
identifiable and observable epistemic state,
belief, desire, etc. to the predicting premises
(ALLarpT 1972, pp. 54—56; LAGERSPETZ
1959, p. 20; TuvomMeELA 1966, pp. 186 —187;
von WRrIGHT 1966 a, pp. 18—23; 1966 b,
pp. 184 —185; 1972, pp. 49—51).

The priority claimed for the causal ex-
planation by reason of its offering stronger
grounds for prediction is also questionable
on application of the viewpoints presented
by ScHEFFLER (1969, pp. 23, 25, 46 —55).
He has stated that neither the prediction
nor the explanation represents the central
purpose of science. Instead, science is pri-
marily directed toward the construction
of a simple network of true general principles,
a deductive pattern, which relates events
one to the other. Such a network, together
with other information, would allow of
a wide variety of arguments, of which
explanation and prediction might be re-
garded as special forms. Explanation is
thus a sub-type of substantiation, an argu-
mentation in which the conclusion is given,
and the premises deduced. Prediction,
accordingly, forms a subtype of position,
in which the premises are given, and the
conclusion deduced. Since matters of re-






