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matic increase in both the number of incidents reported
after the bombing and the violence of incidents reported
after the bombing suggests the possibility-of a relationship
between the rise in antigovernment sentiments that sur-
rounded the Oklahoma City bombing and reported violence
against forest rangers. However, the precise nature of that
relationship is unknown. Itis probable that either an actual
increase in the number of assaults against rangers or an
increase in the frequency with which these incidents were
reported could account for the dramatic number of inci-
dents artributed to the months following the bombing. Cross
tabulation of the type of incidents reported and the dates
of reported incidents revealed no significant relationships
except for the huge increases in the diversity and number
of incidents reported after the bombing.

Examination of Forest Service data from these three years
also generated a picture of the motives underlying the vio-
lence perpetrated against these public employees. Incidents
of violence against rangers were separated into categories
based on the motives underlying each incident. Data on
these motives were discerned from information taken from
the description of the incidents in media accounts, as well
as from the comments section of the documents obtained
via FOIA.

Of the sixty-four incidents reported, one incident occurred
during the course of a burglary of a ranger station (repre-
senting 1.5 percent of the total), two incidents were linked
to the enforcement of recreation regulations (representing
3 percent of the total sample), seven incidents sprang from
disputes related to the law-enforcement activities of forest
rangers (accounting for 11 percent of the total sample), ten
incidents were characterized by distinct antigovernment mo-
tives (amounting to 16 percent of the total sample), and 15
incidents were motivated by disputes over land-use rules
and regulations (accounting for 23 percent of the sample).

For the remaining 29 incidents (45 percent of the total
sample) clear motives could not be established. However,
given the relatively high number of anonymously perpe-
trated incidents (shots fired from an unknown location to-
ward an individual ranger, anonymous threats called into
Forest Service facilities, etc), the number of unaccounted-
for incidents is probably unsurprising. Further, it is impos-
sible to speculate what the motives behind these anonymous,
unaccounted-for incidents might be. It is likely that any num-
ber of motives could be at work in these instances.

The Tim Tibbets story is a perfect example of this
unclassifiable violence. After explaining the Endangered

Species Act at a public forum in Phoenix, Arizona, Ranger
Tibbets was threatened by a man in attendance who stated
that he would “blow [the ranger’s] head off.” While it is
possible that the man was a cattle-rancher upset that the
enforcement of the Endangered Species Act might limit
the access of public land by his herd, in which case this
threat could be said to have been motivated by land-use
issues, it is also plausible that the individual making the threac
was angered by what he interpreted as government over-
reach through the Act, in which case the incident could be
said to spring from antigovernment motivations. Addition-
ally, it is conceivable that neither of these possibilities accu-
rately captures the motives of the man who threatened
Ranger Tibbets. It is also possible, for example, that the
man had a long-standing personal vendetta against the ranger
(although no such evidence was included in the Forest Ser-
vice report on the incident), or that the man may be at-
tempting to “get back” at the ranger for a ticket he was
issued over either a recreation or traffic violation in the for-
est (again, no evidence of either possibility was found in
the report). While it is likely that only the individual making
the threat will ever have access to information about his
motives, this incident is a perfect example of the type of
seemingly unclassifiable violence being perpetrated against
forest rangers.

Given the impossibility of commenting on the incidents
motivated by unknown incentives, despite the fact that these
incidents are every bit as shocking and important as their
counterparts, the remainder of this discussion will focus on
the incidents for which clear motives were able to be dis-
cerned. These motives underlying the incidents that could
be categorized are extremely clear. For example, incidents
motivated by land-use disputes mainly arose in the areas of
logging, grazing, and mining. The example of a female tim-
ber sale administrator threatened with a branding hammer
after she pointed out some incorrectly branded logs is illus-
trative of this type of motivation, as is the ranger who is
threatened after finding an individual working on a revoked
mining claim. Recreation and law enforcement motives are
also readily assessable. For example, the ranger assaulted
after he confronts the passengers of a quad-runner not
wearing safety helmets, and the ranger who is choked after
stopping to assist a motorist with a disabled vehicle, are
clearly indicative of these two respective motives. Finally,
incidents underlied by antigovernment motives (or at least
incidents couched by the offender in overt antigovernment
language) were also clearly discernable within the sample.
Threatening, antigovernment graffiti on Forest Service prop-
erty, threats made by members of a local militia to arrest
forest rangers for “crimes against the people,” and the in-
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vocatiobn of Ruby Ridge, Waco, and Oklahoma City dur-
ing threatening phone calls made to Forest Rangers all
fall into this final category.

Conclusions: What Does Violence Against
Rangers Suggest?

Analysis of the violence perpetrated against Forest Service
rangers lends support to the conclusion that violence waged
against government employees is significantly different than
violence being perpetrated in private sector work settings.
The demographics of the violence directed at rangers are,
for example, different from the demographics of workplace
violence uncovered by the NCVS, as well as from those con-
stituting the national violent crime rate. While this study
uncovered a decline in the number of incidents occurring
between 1995 and 1996 that closely mirrors the 21 percent
decrease suggested by NCVS dara, as well as the similar
decline in the national violent crime rate, no parallel could
be drawn between either NCVS data or data on the national
crime rate and the incredible increase of incidents directed
at rangers between 1994 and 1995. Additionally, the fact
that the number of incidents directed at rangers remained
fourteen times higher in 1996 than in 1994, despite the de-
crease from the year before, s significantly dissimilar from
NCVS data, or data describing the national violent crime
rate.

Additionally, distribution of the motives underlying the vio-
lence perpetrated against forest rangers during these three
years seems to support the theses of Lord and Castillo, In
particular, it is clear that the incidents comprising this sample
were largely not motivated by robbery. Additionally, the
fact that the largest portion of the violent incidents directed
at forest rangers (38 percent of the total sample) were mo-
tivated by disputes with “customers” during distinctly work-
related interactions (interactions tied to the mission of the
Forest Service: recreation, land-use, and law enforcement)
suggests, as do Lord and Castillo, that customer or client
anger is a significant contributor to violence in this public
sector workplace. Further, the fact that the violence perpe-
trated against rangers took place largely within a context of
the enforcement of rules and regulations, as opposed to
say, in situations where rangers were collecting campground
fees or issuing passes to vehicles entering national forests,
suggests limited support for the thesis that enhanced re-
sponsibility is correlated with an increased risk of violent
victimization in this government workplace, as both Lord
and Castillo assert,

Finally, the significant number of incidents in this study
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found to be motivated by antigovernment sentiments lends
credence to the idea that the public sector workplace is vul-
nerable to at least one variety of workplace violence above
and beyond the varieties of violence occurring in private
work settings. Further, the number of incidents in this
sample that appear to be incited by antigovernment mo-
tives suggests that vulnerability to this type of violence is
perhaps greater among public sector employees than was
previously assumed. The fact that scholars have not inves-
tigated this seemingly intuitive possibility more thoroughly
is perhaps indicative of a perception that antigovernment
violence is something more rare and spectacular than these
data indicate,

On the contrary, perhaps the single most significant sug-
gestion this analysis can offer is the possibility that antigov-
ernment violence is not some rarity confined to the dra-
matic bombing in Oklahoma City, but rather is a reality that
punctuates the working conditions of public administra-
tors, at least of forest rangers, on nearly a day-to-day basis.
If this suggestion is borne out by additional research, it is a
distinct possibility that the differences between violence
perpetrated against private sector employees and public ad-
ministrators is not only significant, but deeply symbolic in
ways which are tied intimately to our notions of public ser-
vice. In that respect, rangers of the United States Forest
Service may well be ahead of theorists with regard to un-
derstanding the contours of this phenomenon. To date,
rangers (particularly those working in the western United
States) have attempted to quell the violence they experience
on the job by removing their uniforms, and working as much
as is possible absent the trappings and symbols of govern-
ment. %
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