ABSTRACT

BURKE, CAITLIN ANNE. Who Litigates and Who Collaborates? Evidence from State and Local
Environmental Groups Influencing National Forest Policy in the American West. (Under the
direction of Dr. Toddi A. Steelman).

This dissertation combines interest group theory and current knowledge about
collaboration to understand what organizational characteristics are related to groups’ use of
litigation or collaboration to influence National Forest management. The research
addresses the question: what are the attitudes and behaviors of state and local
environmental organizations toward collaboration for National Forest management, and
what factors are influencing their response? This study contributes to current knowledge
about subnational environmental groups, creates a foundational understanding of
collaboration as a political tactic, and tests theories about the drivers of interest group
behavior. The results have practical implications in terms of environmental groups’
influence under a model of collaborative governance, representation and inclusion in
collaborative decision-making, and the potential for the US Forest Service to improve
National Forest management through collaborative processes.

A mixed methods design was employed to test hypotheses about the dominantly
theorized drivers of interest group behavior — resources, interest, political opportunities,
and experience — to understand how they relate to organizations’ choice of strategy. A
survey was conducted of state and local forest-related environmental groups operating in
the West to test relationships between organizational characteristics and strategy choice.
Four organizations were chosen for case study research based on their use of different
strategies, to examine in greater depth the correlations between organizational
characteristics and the choice of litigation or collaboration.

The results indicate that resource-based theories of interest group behavior help
explain environmental organizations’ use of collaboration to influence National Forest
management. Organizations with larger budgets, a higher level of professionalization, or

that receive government funding were associated with a collaborating strategy. These



findings suggest that resources are important for shaping environmental groups’ ability to
participate in collaboration. Interest-based theories help explain environmental
organizations’ use of both collaboration and litigation. Organizations with multiple values
and a pragmatist orientation were associated with a collaborating strategy, while
organizations with a single, environmental value and a purist orientation were associated
with a confronting strategy. These findings suggest that interest is important for shaping
environmental groups’ willingness to participate in collaboration.

This dissertation provides empirical evidence that smaller, less professionalized
environmental groups, and more ideological environmental groups are not represented in
collaboration. Given that collaboration is increasingly being considered to address
environmental conflicts, this has three important implications. First, exclusion of smaller
and more ideological environmental groups from collaboration could affect their survival
and influence on policymaking, and could change the composition and influence of the
environmental movement. Second, the fact that certain environmental interests are
marginalized in collaboration raises questions about its legitimacy and what can be
expected in terms of collaborative outcomes. Finally, considering unequal environmental
representation, the US Forest Service must carefully consider the challenges and potential
for collaboration to improve natural resource decision-making before using it.

The findings suggest that building organizational capacity, networking between
collaborators and litigators, and encouraging alternative forms of participation in
collaboration could help limit organizations’ marginalization under collaborative
governance. Further, encouraging appropriate and legitimate collaboration, and upholding
the legal foundation of environmental decision-making could improve collaborative
decision-making, promote balanced public forest policy, and ensure that environmental

organizations can participate in policymaking through whatever strategy they choose.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION: THE ISSUE AND THE CONTEXT

It’s the biggest sham that’s ever been promoted in the northern Rockies. These
[collaborative] groups are awash with this happy talk about what we’re going to do
along with the timber industry. Well, the timber industry only wants to do what
they’ve always wanted to do, which is cut down trees.

-Steve Kelly, Director of the Montana Ecosystems Defense Council
(Jones 1996, 1)

Regardless of what’s happening in Washington, DC, positive changes are happening
here. We resolve conflicts with our neighbors...and we have the relationships in
place to deal with [emerging problems] without it becoming a war zone.

-Steve Hinchman, Director of the Western Slope Environmental Resource Council
(Jones 1996, 1)

Despite the disparate sentiments expressed by Kelly and Hinchman, both men are
discussing the same phenomenon — local, collaborative decision-making to solve natural
resource and environmental conflicts in the American West. Why are two leaders of
grassroots environmental organizations in the Rocky Mountain region of the United States,
both of which tackle issues such as public forest management and wildlife and habitat
conservation, so diametrically opposed on the issue of collaborative problem solving at the
local level? There is very little empirical work on organizations’ choice of collaboration as
environmental decision-making and conflict resolution technique (Bingham and O’Leary

2006). This dissertation fills that gap.

1.1 Problem Orientation
Traditionally, natural resource governance is based on “managerial” and pluralist
models of decision-making and public participation (Beierle and Cayford 2002). Decision-

making moves through centralized, top-down bureaucratic structures that prioritize



expertise, efficiency, and professionalism. Federal agencies make decisions with input from
different interests. The system is designed to meet single policy targets, so it is challenged
in situations where there are multiple, conflicting interests and values at stake. It creates
an “us vs. them” mentality and promotes power-balancing politics between opposing user
groups, encouraging them to employ conflictual tactics such as constituency influence and
litigation to mobilize support for their side and to “win” disputes at the expense of the
opposition (Brunner and Steelman 2005). Participation in decision-making is reactive, as
groups try to block or counteract proposals that would harm their interests. As a result,
some interests are always dissatisfied, policies are delayed by analysis or appeals, conflict
remains unresolved, and the agencies incur high costs in terms of rule making,
implementation and enforcement (Mazmanian and Kraft 1999).

Recently, an alternative model of collaborative environmental decision-making has
emerged to address the shortcomings of centralized governance and power balancing
politics. In the collaborative decision-making model, different interests, including federal
agencies, work together to solve a common problem. Collaboration provides new venues
for stakeholder participation in decision-making in which interests work together to try to
find common ground, focusing their energy on tackling the problem rather than the
opposition. Collaboration is said to contribute to win-win solutions in which everyone
comes away with something, though it may not be everything they wanted. Rather than
reacting to policy proposals, interests work proactively to “find good decisions” that put
projects on the ground to achieve common goals.

Environmental groups have different views on these governance models. Some say
the traditional model serves them well, enabling them to use appeals and litigation based
on the “bedrock” statues of the environmental movement to influence policy outcomes.
They say collaboration excludes some interests and results in environmental degradation.
They question the viability of time and resource-consuming decision-making processes
(Baker and Kusel 2003), and suggest that those best able to participate — those with the

most resources, technical ability, and access — are corporate commodity interests who then



dominate local forums to satisfy their narrow interests (McCloskey 1996). Further, some
groups question the government’s abdication of authority to the local level where those
who favor environmental protection are disenfranchised, and believe that local authority
dilutes national standards and public input processes and undermines their enforcement
(Coggins 1999).

Other environmental groups say traditional decision-making has become a
constraint to finding durable conservation solutions, and that collaboration can advance
conservation work (Weber 2000, Welsh 2004). These groups see the process-level
emphasis on collaboration as an opportunity to identify joint gains and common interest
solutions that surmount the shortcomings of politics-as-usual and improve communities,
economies, and ecosystems. They see a potential to capitalize on local passion and
contextual knowledge and perspectives, and to build capacity for environmentalists to
participate effectively at the local level (Welsh 2004).

Currently, only anecdotal evidence exists to show that environmental groups are
divided in their views on the optimal means of natural resource governance (anonymous,
personal communication, July 2007). No empirical research examines whether and why the
divide exists. This dissertation improves our understanding about which organizations are
supporting the status quo decision-making model for forest management and the
confrontational strategy it entails, which organizations are responding positively to the
alternative model and adopting a collaborative strategy, and what influences groups’
perspectives and choice of strategy.

To place boundaries on this research, it was narrowed in two ways. First, it focuses
on state and local environmental organizations rather than national organizations.
Collaborative processes operate at the local level where subnational groups have access, so
there is greater potential for them to be involved. Second, it focuses on decision-making in
the context of National Forest management, which showcases the clash between traditional

and collaborative governance.



1.2 Decision-Making Context

The dichotomy between traditional and collaborative governance is well
demonstrated by public forest management in the western United States. Here, interest
group battles have long been waged between environmental groups and the timber
industry over access to public land and resources (Baker and Kusel 2003). Environmentalists
and timber interests alternately lobby Congress and the US Forest Service (hereafter US
Forest Service) to influence decision-making, and appeal or litigate decisions to delay or
stop their implementation. As a result there is an inability to find lasting solutions to forest
conflicts. Collaboration has emerged both from dissatisfied interests and the US Forest
Service as they seek ways to improve the balance between human and ecological needs on
public forestland (Cheng and Fernandez-Gimenez 2006).

To fully understand environmental interest groups’ use of different strategies to
affect National Forest management, it is important first to understand this decision-making
context, and what is at stake in the decisions groups are seeking to influence. The following
section gives an overview of the US Forest Service, the interests the agency seeks to
balance, the laws and procedures that shape US Forest Service decision-making and provide
avenues for public input and influence, and the advent of collaboration for public forest
management.

During the late 1800’s, unmanaged timber harvest and ensuing flooding, fires,
erosion and the threat of timber shortages created a growing concern about the health and
long-term supply of timber in the United States (Steelman 1996). In 1897, Congress passed
The Organic Act, which established authority for the Secretary of the Interior to create and
manage forest reserves “for the purpose of securing favorable conditions of water flows,
and to furnish a continuous supply of timber” (16 USC §475). The Transfer Act of 1905
transferred jurisdiction for forest reserves from the Department of Interior to the
Department of Agriculture, and the US Forest Service was born.

Gifford Pinchot was the first Chief of the US Forest Service, and the mastermind

behind making the agency “a highly organized, technical and centrally planned and directed



social organization which could meet a complex world with efficiency and purpose” (Hays
1959, 265). He created a hierarchical organization with strong management controls. He
placed particular emphasis on recruiting scientifically trained, expert personnel who were
given considerable power and discretion to manage the diverse and distributed forest units
to meet local needs (Frome 1984). Pinchot was guided by a utilitarian management
philosophy, seeking "the greatest good of the greatest number in the long run” (Pinchot
1947, 261). The early forests were located in rural areas and used mainly by the local
people. Thus, Pinchot directed the agency with the goal of ensuring that those
communities economically dependent on the forests received a continuous supply of
resources. Understanding and meeting those local needs was facilitated by the autonomy
the forest managers held.

The US Forest Service’s foundational focus on creating a continuous supply of
timber, its management by an elite corps of professional foresters with expertise and
discretion, and its emphasis on the utilitarian values of rural society give the agency a strong
predisposition toward developing and managing commodity values. In addition, some
researchers suggest that the agency’s professional norms and budget considerations make
it more responsive to timber and grazing interests, to the exclusion of environmental and
other interests (Clary 1986, Twight 1983, Twight and Lyden 1988). The primacy of forest
science and silvicultural techniques, and the deep-seated principle of sustained yield, biases
the agency toward commodity constituencies (Clary 1986, Sabatier, Loomis, and McCarthy
1995, Twight and Lyden 1988). Moreover, the agency’s reward structure and budget
system are tied to timber production. Performance measurement and incentives for
promotion are based on the amount of timber harvested (Cubbage, O’Laughlin and Bullock
1993), as is the agency’s annual appropriation from Congress (Apple 1997). Historically,
funding for timber production has received the largest share of the agency’s budget (US
Forest Service 2010), creating incentives to prioritize timber over other values.

Beginning in the 1960’s, several pieces of legislation broadened the scope of the US

Forest Service’s activities and the objectives for which it managed the land, and provided



avenues of influence for those seeking to affect US Forest Service decision-making.
Increasing demand for diverse, often conflicting, uses of forest resources led to passage of
the Multiple Use Sustained Yield act of 1960 (MUSY). MUSY gave weight to outdoor
recreation, range, and wildlife and fish considerations in administering the National Forests,
equal to that of timber and watersheds (16 USC §528). Multiple use meant that the agency
had to coordinate management of all the resources so they were utilized in a way that best
met the needs of the public, with consideration given to the values of the resources, not the
uses that would produce the greatest financial return (16 UCS §531). However, MUSY gave
no guidance on how to administer the resources equally, and reserved decision-making
authority in the hands of US Forest Service technical experts who were steeped in the
timber-focused organizational culture and socialized in the local communities (Cubbage,
O’Laughlin, and Bullock 1993). Thus, though the legislation created a foundation for
recognizing and valuing other forest uses, it did little to shift the US Forest Service toward
satisfying those non-commodity interests.

Preservation interests, concerned about the US Forest Service’s motivations for land
management, began pushing for federal wilderness authorizations to set aside areas
exclusively for non-economic use. The Wilderness Society and other organizations lobbied
for a wilderness bill introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey (D-MN) in 1956. After many
modifications, Congress passed the Wilderness Act of 1964, designating 9.1 million acres of
US Forest Service land as wilderness (Nash 1967). The US Forest Service currently is
responsible for managing 80% of the National Wilderness Preservation System in the lower
438 states (Hendee, Stankey, and Lucas 1990). Wilderness designation continues to be the
gold standard for those seeking to protect public lands from timber harvest, mineral
extraction, and grazing, but it is extremely difficult to achieve given the strict limitations on
land use.

Conservation and recreation interests who were marginalized in US Forest Service
and other agency decisions and decision-making processes grew increasing dissatisfied in

the 1960’s and 70’s. Many believed that the US Forest Service had been captured by the



timber industry (Bultena and Hendee 1972). More broadly, they believed that all the
federal bureaucracies had developed close ties to the industries they regulated, to the
detriment of natural resource conservation and the exclusion of other interests
(Schoenbaum 1982). Further, the public began to question the government’s expertise, and
sought to have a greater say in how their public lands were managed. These forces led to
the passage of two significant laws that have had the greatest impact on the US Forest
Service’s consideration of non-commodity values of the forests, and its provision of
opportunities for public involvement in decision-making: the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA), and the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA).

NEPA mandated that all federal agencies evaluate the environmental effects of their
proposed actions through the development of Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) and
Environmental Assessments (EA). The law defined both substantive goals for protecting the
environment, and procedural rules for the agencies to analyze the environmental impact of
their activities. The latter included procedures for involving the public in agency decision-
making. NEPA’s procedural requirements opened a significant avenue for interest groups
and the public to appeal US Forest Service decisions and sue the agency for ignoring
environmental effects or not considering a full range of alternatives (Cubbage, O’Laughlin,
and Bullock 1993, Vaughn and Cortner 2005). The courts began to play a primary role in
NEPA implementation, and through legal rulings gave NEPA and its “action-forcing” EIS
provision considerable meaning and substance that was absent in the initial legislation. The
US Forest Service and business interests complained that environmentalists, unable to
challenge the substance of the agency’s proposals, instead challenged the procedures used
and thereby delayed project implementation. Environmental interests, however,
considered NEPA appeals and lawsuits, whether based on procedure or substance, to be
their only tool to influence US Forest Service decisions (Vaughn and Cortner 2005).

NFMA legislated land and resource planning efforts by the US Forest Service for each
unit in the National Forest system. Previously, no formal, comprehensive planning process

had been required, but with the increasing complexity of the agency’s responsibilities, many



saw the need to develop long range plans with the public’s input (Cubbage, O’Laughlin and
Bullock 1993). NFMA mandated that plans integrating multiple uses be developed for each
forest by interdisciplinary teams of specialists in forestry, wildlife, recreation, and social
sciences. The law also developed rules and procedures for broad public input, review, and
appeal of the forest plans. In substantive terms, NFMA provided general principles by
which the forests were to be managed to minimize the environmental impact of timber
harvests, and placed more restrictions on the use of clearcutting. NFMA’s provisions
further opened the US Forest Service’s decision-making process to scrutiny and appeal, and
reduced the agency’s autonomy and discretion for managing its lands.

Over time, the appeals process became more adversarial and legalistic, requiring
extensive time and documentation by the agency to manage. This coincided with increasing
involvement of environmental law firms and citizen groups in filing appeals to challenge
forest projects (Vaughn and Cortner 2005). Threatened by a loss of autonomy, burdened by
the time and resources required to prepare environmental analyses and address appeals,
and uncertain of how to operate in the post-NEPA and NFMA era, the US Forest Service
struggled to carry out its management responsibilities.

In the 1980’s and early 90’s, agency line officers (those with policymaking authority
who were socialized into the agency’s traditional norms and culture (Apple 1997)) and
Congressional representatives from timber-producing states began seeking justification to
limit administrative appeals (Vaughn and Cortner 2005). They believed that appeals and
litigation resulted in delays and withdrawals of timber sales, affecting the economic well-
being of industries and local communities (Vaughn and Cortner 2005). The US General
Accounting Office (GAO), Congress’ investigative arm, produced a series of reports
examining project appeals, their effect on project implementation, and their cost to the
agency. Time and again, no evidence was found to support the idea that the administrative
appeal process was delaying timber projects. In one report, the GAO concluded, “delays
were not due to the appeals process itself. Rather they were due to underlying problems

with Forest Service environmental analyses that did not meet all requirements” (US General



Accounting Office 1989, 2). Nevertheless, attempts to change the appeals process, NEPA,
and NFMA continued (Vaughn and Cortner 2005).

The 1994 congressional elections transformed the political landscape as Republicans
took control of both houses of Congress. Losing access to key congressional committees,
and faced with strong anti-environmental sentiment, environmentalists’ tactical options to
influence policy were limited (Bosso 2005). That same year, Congressional allies of the
timber industry, taking advantage of a particularly bad fire season, sought to expedite
logging in burned areas, to “salvage” as much useable timber as possible. Asserting that
appeals and litigation would delay the salvage logging, they sought to temporarily exempt
salvage logging from environmental laws (Bevington 2009). Despite vigorous opposition by
forest activists, the bill was attached as a rider to existing legislation, and the Salvage Rider
passed in 1995. The law was written in such a way that those projects exempt from legal
review applied broadly. It was in effect until the end of 1996 — an era environmentalists call
“logging without laws” (Bevington 2009).

The landscape became even grimmer for environmental interests when George W.
Bush took office in 2001. The Bush administration afforded almost no access to
environmental groups (Bosso 2005), and sought to rollback environmental laws from NEPA
to the Clean Air Act to the Endangered Species Act. One initiative of the administration
related to National Forest management was the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (HFRA).
Those who continued to perceive administrative appeals and litigation as the culprits in
delaying timber harvest and harming local economies found a new outlet in HFRA, which
followed reasoning similar to that of the Salvage Rider. The increasing frequency, size, and
severity of wildfire events around the turn of the century led to a reframing of the debate to
focus on forest health. Timber project delays meant a build up of hazardous fuels that
contributed to wildfire, threatening the safety of communities in the wildland-urban
interface, and of fire fighters responsible for containing the fires (Vaughn and Cortner
2005). Environmental groups were demonized as those responsible for the delays that

contributed to catastrophic fire. Congress passed HFRA in 2003, instituting regulatory



changes that repealed or restricted administrative appeals of US Forest Service projects that
met specific requirements.

HFRA amended NEPA to limit the alternatives analysis procedure and the
administrative appeals and judicial review processes for hazardous fuels reduction projects
(16 USC §6514-16). With these changes, the US Forest Service was freed from some of the
analysis and red tape it claimed was delaying forest projects, and regained some of the
management discretion it had lost under NEPA and NFMA. Environmentalists saw it as
capitulation to the timber industry (although many admitted that the final compromise
legislation could have been worse) (Vaughn and Cortner 2005). HFRA also introduced
provisions requiring collaboration among governments, Indian tribes, and interested parties
in preparing fuels reduction projects, as well as community collaboration in preparing
Community Wildfire Protection Plans.

The requirements for collaboration in HFRA reflected a growing interest in proactive
collaborative processes for gathering public input over the course of the agency decision-
making process, rather than reactive public participation at the post-decision stage
(Sturtevant et al. 2005). Current regulations for US Forest Service land and resource
planning passed during the Bush presidency also include a section on collaboration (36 CFR
§219.12-18). However, the emphasis on collaboration in all of the Bush administration’s
priorities for public land and resource management made environmental interests wary of
the motives behind it. The potential for collaboration to undermine federal regulations, to
benefit commodity interests, and to disenfranchise the national public while advantaging
local, resource-dependent communities (Coggins 1999, McCloskey 1996), generated
suspicion about calls for its use.

The historical development of the US Forest Service created an organizational
culture, professional norms, and agency structure that emphasized scientific expertise and
local community priorities to maximize commodity production. As the agency’s jurisdiction
and scope of responsibilities grew, and the public’s awareness and interest in public lands

management increased, the US Forest Service was faced with an increasingly complex task

10



in administering the lands under its control. Several pieces of legislation enacted in the
1960’s and 70’s dramatically changed how the public and interest groups, such as
environmental organizations, could participate in and shape the US Forest Service’s
decisions. However, the use of these laws — the “bedrock” statues of the environmental
movement such as NEPA and NFMA — challenged the US Forest Service’s expertise and
autonomy, and frustrated the traditional commodity constituencies that had benefited from
the agency’s foundational priorities. This led to repeated attempts by government officials
and members of Congress to amend the laws, putting environmentalists on the defensive.
It is in this context that collaborative decision-making was introduced as an alternative to
traditional decision-making for National Forest management. The situation provides
opportunities for environmental groups to use different strategies to influence public forest

policy, and suggests the potential for divergent views on collaboration.

1.3 Research Question and Contributions

Formally stated, this research will address the question, “What are the attitudes and
behaviors of state and local environmental organizations toward collaboration for National
Forest management, and what factors are influencing their response?” From the answers,
conclusions will be drawn about the consequences to state and local environmental groups,
the environmental movement, collaborative decision-making, and National Forest
management. Hypotheses related to the research question will be specified in Chapter 2, as
they follow from theory examined in the literature review.

This research is situated in the broader study of interest group theory and will
contribute to that theory in three ways. First, it will broaden our understanding of state and
local environmental groups. The majority of research on interest group characteristics and
behavior focuses on national environmental organizations. Given the trends toward
environmental policy decentralization and deregulation (Lester 1994, Rabe 2000), interest

groups at the state and local level will continue to have a greater role in shaping policy
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outcomes, so it is important to understand their character and activities. Second, this
research will create a foundational understanding of the use of collaboration as a political
tactic. Considerable research has been done on the use of tactics such as lobbying, public
education, and demonstrations, but none has been conducted on environmental interest
groups’ participation in collaboration as a means of influencing policy decisions. Finally, this
research will test theories about the internal characteristics and external factors that affect
environmental groups’ political strategies, which will contribute to knowledge about the
determinants of interest group behavior.

The institutional context of natural resource management is changing. Agency
budgets are declining (Long and Arnold 1995, 22), devolution of decision authority is on the
rise (Coggins 1996, Welsh 2004), and collaborative decision-making is increasingly
considered as a way to address long-standing natural resource conflicts (Cheng 2006,
Conley and Moote 2003). Alterations such as these to decision-making venues and
procedures affect interest group access to and influence in a policy domain, and thereby
can have a biased impact on the representation of different interests. In a special issue of
Public Administration Review (2006) focusing on collaborative public management, the
authors highlighted the need for better understanding about the degree to which
participants in collaboration have true equality in terms of participation during the process;
the factors that affect the decision to participate and how that affects representation,
diversity, and inclusion with respect to the full range of affected interests; and who loses in
collaborative processes.

Given that context, this dissertation offers three additional contributions in the
areas of interest groups, collaboration, and National Forest decision-making. First, this
research provides empirical evidence that smaller, more amateur environmental groups,
and more ideologically pure environmental groups are not represented under a model of
collaborative governance. Steps need to be taken to mitigate marginalization of such
environmental groups to ensure their survival and influence, and to protect the diversity of

the environmental movement. Second, with more amateur groups and more ideological
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groups not represented, there are implications in terms of the legitimacy of collaboration,
and what can be expected from collaborative outcomes. Careful consideration must be
given to the use and design of collaborative process to enhance participation and
representation. Finally, unequal environmental group representation poses challenges to
the US Forest Service as it seeks to improve National Forest decision-making through
collaboration. This research highlights areas of concern and offers suggestions to address

them.

1.4 Structure of the Dissertation

A review of the literatures on collaboration and interest group behavior, and how
they contribute to the research questions, hypotheses, and conceptual framework for this
study, is provided in Chapter 2. The research design and methods are discussed in Chapter
3. The findings are presented in two chapters; Chapter 4 details the results of a survey of
state and local environmental groups, and Chapter 5 describes the analysis of four case
studies. The final chapter contains a discussion of the major findings of this research, their
theoretical significance within the broader literature, and the practical implications and

policy recommendations inferred from them.
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CHAPTER 2: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The environmental movement is a significant social movement in the United States,
made up of thousands of organizations, millions of members, and billions of dollars in
income and assets (Brulle 2000). Since their origin at the turn of the 19" century and their
proliferation during the 20" century, environmental organizations have had considerable
effect on public policy. In recent decades, the shifting policy-making terrain likewise has
had an effect on environmental advocacy organizations, forcing them to rethink their tactics
and priorities (Bosso 2005). One example is that decision-making for public forests,
traditionally accomplished according to a model of scientific management (see Brunner and
Steelman 2005), is increasingly being carried out through a model of collaborative
management (see Ansell and Gash 2008). Some environmental organizations consider
collaboration to be a threat and are continuing their customary strategies, while others
consider collaboration to be an opportunity and are adopting new strategies to take
advantage of it. What accounts for these differences in environmental groups’ attitudes
and behaviors?

This research framed through the literature on interest groups, organizations, and
collaboration, which is detailed in this chapter. First, environmental interest groups are
defined for the purposes of this research. Important distinctions between mainstream and
grassroots environmental groups are explored. Next, collaboration is discussed within the
broader context of environmental decision-making, followed by a brief description of what
is currently known about environmental groups views toward and participation in
collaboration. Finally, different factors that drive interest group behavior are examined,
with attention to how they may influence environmental organizations’ attitudes and
behavior with regard to collaboration. The chapter concludes with a description of the
conceptual framework for this study, and the interest group characteristics that were
examined to help answer the research questions.

2.1 Defining Environmental Interest Groups
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Interest groups are organizations that engage in political activity, attempting to
influence legislative, executive, or judicial decisions through various means (Nownes 2001).
These organizations are open to membership, but members are not financially
compensated for their participation. Instead they are mobilized by common political, social,
or economic interests that they seek to satisfy (Knoke 1986, Walker 1991, Wright 1996).
Interest groups have long played a central role in all areas of politics, mobilizing collective
action for social change, representing the diversity of public interests to policymakers, and
helping to secure public goods (Baumgartner and Leech 1998).

Walker (1991) classifies interest groups as operating in four sectors: profit,
nonprofit, mixed, and citizen. Citizen interest groups are those groups whose members
organize around a compelling cause, issue, or shared belief about the proper direction of
public policy. Citizen group members are not drawn from a certain profession or
occupation, as the members of most profit, nonprofit, and mixed sector groups are (Walker
1991, Wright 1996). Lacking an occupational identifier and professional reasons for regular
interaction, citizen groups face more difficulty identifying, recruiting, and maintaining
members. Once attracted, individuals choose to be involved in a citizen group. In many
cases, individuals can “join” the organization for a small fee (Baumgartner and Leech 1998).

Typically citizen groups act in the public interest, working toward goals that do not
selectively or materially benefit the membership (Berry 1977). Citizen groups whose
interest or cause relates to the environment are called environmental interest groups. Such
organizations advocate for conservation and preservation of natural and human
environments, and the life those environments sustain (Cox 2006). Scholars distinguish
between various types of organizations that fill specific environmental niches (Bosso 2005),
such as preservation groups, conservation groups, environmental justice groups, and land
trusts. Recognizing that the term “environmental group” does have diverse meanings and
connotations, the most generic definition is used throughout this paper: a group whose

interest relates to the environment.
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2.1.1 Mainstream and Grassroots Environmental Groups

Collectively, environmental interest groups make up the environmental movement,
the members of which seek to achieve diverse environmental goals. Since the late 1960s,
the modern American environmental movement has experienced significant adaptation and
change in the organizations that compose it (Bosso 1991). From the foundational
organizations that make up the “Big Ten”, including the Sierra Club, the National Audubon
Society, The Wilderness Society, and the National Wildlife Federation, the movement has
fragmented into distinct categories, including mainstream and grassroots organizations
(Bosso 1991). Resources, interests, professionalization, and membership characteristics

distinguish these two categories of environmental group (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Distinctions between Mainstream and Grassroots Environmental Groups

Characteristic Mainstream Groups Grassroots Groups
Resources Many Few
Interests Broad Narrow
Regional, National, Global State, Local
Professionalization High Low
Character of Membership Donors Actors

Mainstream and grassroots organizations differ with regard to their structure and
resources (Salazar 1996). Mainstream environmental groups have larger memberships,
bigger budgets, more full-time employees, and a higher level of bureaucratization than
grassroots groups. Further, mainstream groups rely on organizational assets, such as
budgets, members, technical resources, and professionally trained staff, as well as technical
and political expertise, to exert policy influence. Grassroots groups use a smaller pool of
resources and rely on mobilization resources, such as an appealing cause, volunteers, and a

wide circle of contacts to exert policy influence.
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The two categories of environmental organization also vary in the scope of their
interests (Bosso 1991). Scholars distinguish between mainstream groups operating at the
national level, primarily out of Washington DC, and grassroots groups addressing place-
based issues from localities throughout the country (Bosso 1991, Freudenberg and
Steinsapir 1991, Gottlieb 1993). Mainstream groups address broad objectives, focusing on
issues that are regional, national, or even global in scale, thus attracting a large, diverse
membership. Grassroots groups generally organize around narrow or local interests,
emphasizing specific projects, issues, or concerns. Members typically have a direct or
personal interest in the issue; while their numbers may be small, they are deeply devoted to
their cause.

The structure of an organization’s resources and interests contributes to its
professionalization. Mainstream groups are more professionalized. Due to their broadly
appealing goals, and the growing public awareness of environmental issues in general,
mainstream organizations attract large memberships and diverse resource bases (Bosso
1991). For environmental groups, like other social movement organizations (McCarthy and
Zald 1997), increases in patronage and discretionary resources lead to professionalization,
including increases in full-time staff, task specialization, and the need for attention to
organizational maintenance. Mainstream groups must attend to varied and complex
environmental issues and legislation, maintain their large member bases, and meet the
requirements necessary to maintain a nonprofit tax status. These responsibilities put
pressure on mainstream groups to have professional expertise and management, proximity
to the state or national legislature, and complex organizational arrangements and record-
keeping in order to survive (Mitchell, Mertig, and Dunlap 1991). Conversely, grassroots
groups focus on more limited, locally defined issues and attract a smaller membership than
mainstream groups. As a result, they have fewer resources and engage in a smaller set of
political activities (Salazar 1996), which insulates them from the pressures of

professionalization.
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Member characteristics also help to differentiate between mainstream and
grassroots groups. Mainstream group memberships have been called “rosters of dues-
payers on mailing lists” (Gottlieb 1993, 4-5), and “check writers, T-shirt wearers, and
newsletter readers, who express their environmental sentiments primarily through these
means” (Kempton et al. 2001, 559). Maintaining this “checkbook” membership is one
reason for the professionalization of mainstream groups; there is constant pressure to stir
the public, keep money flowing, and keep the members convinced their contributions are
having a real impact (Jordan and Mahoney 1997, Mitchell, Mertig, and Dunlap 1991, Wilson
1995). Grassroots group members are considered to be more active. Because they are
directly affected by a decision, they are willing to volunteer their time and energy to the
organization’s cause instead of just their money (Carmin 1999).

Current theory and empirical studies of environmental organizations focus largely on
mainstream organizations; less is known about characteristics and activities of grassroots
environmental groups (Andrews and Edwards 2005). Given that grassroots groups mobilize
around place-based issues, they have an incentive to participate in local collaborative
decision-making. Operating at the state and local level, they have greater access to
collaborative forums than mainstream groups. This suggests they would support
collaborative processes that give them a seat at the decision-making table. Yet anecdotal
evidence shows grassroots groups are not uniformly in favor of collaboration (Jones 1996).
This dissertation adds to the scant body of literature on state and local environmental
organizations by examining various attributes of these groups and how they relate to the

decision to participate in collaboration.

2.2 Collaborative Natural Resource Management
2.2.1 Evolution in Natural Resource Governance
Historically, a “managerial” model of governance dominated natural resource

management, in which agency decision-making was entrusted to professional managers and
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scientific experts who would identify and pursue the common good (Beierle and Cayford
2002). It was argued that apolitical administrators were best suited to ensure democratic
values (Stouffer 1955) and secure the public interest (Andrews 1999). However, this model
precluded transparency and excluded citizen input (Kerwin 1999). Criticisms of scientific
management grew, coinciding with the rise of environmental awareness (Andrews 1999).

Managerial decision-making gave way to pluralism, in which government
administrators were arbiters between different interests within the public (Stewart 1975).
Under this model, the public was able to participate in decision-making by articulating their
interests through interest groups — such as political parties or environmental organizations
—that advocated and negotiated on behalf of their issues. Major environmental laws like
NEPA and NFMA were “pluralist-created and pluralist-driven,” with provisions for public
comment and citizen suits that provided enhanced opportunities for public participation
(Gauna 1998, 24). Recently, pluralism has come under fire for 1) engendering competition
and conflict between interests (Dryzek 1997), 2) enabling overrepresentation of client
interests in agency decision-making (Able and Stephan 2000), and 3) precluding truly
participative democracy (Mouffe 2000). More democratic models of public participation
are being sought to better engage citizens and reflect their interests in government
decision-making.

Collaborative management has been suggested as one such model. The American
Heritage Dictionary defines “collaborate” as, “1) To work together, especially in a joint
intellectual effort,” or in some cases “2) To cooperate treasonably, as with an enemy
occupation force in one’s country.” Using the first definition, collaborative management is
“the process of facilitating and operating in multiorganizational arrangements to solve
problems that cannot be solved or easily solved by single organizations;” it offers the
potential to engage citizens in a deliberative process to achieve environmental, economic,
and social outcomes (O’Leary, Gerard, and Bingham 2006, 7). According to Moote and
Lowe (2008, 3), in natural resource management, “collaboration is a process by which

multiple stakeholders work together to solve a common problem or achieve a common
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III

goal.” More specifically it is a “dialogue, deliberation, and negotiation among stakeholders
who have mutual or competing interests in an issue or an area, and who work together to
affect the future of that interest” (Zanetell 2001, 2). The second American Heritage
Dictionary definition however prescribes caution in assuming that everyone views
collaboration as a positive endeavor.

Although one can plot the evolution from managerialism to pluralism to
collaboration, all three models still exist and are the focus of much debate about how
natural resource and environmental decisions should be made. However, local-level
collaborative approaches to natural resource management are increasingly recommended
and used to deal with complicated and divisive natural resource disputes. Community-
based conservation (Western and Wright 1994), community-based initiatives (Brunner et al.
2002), grassroots ecosystem management (Weber 2000), community-based ecosystem
management (Gray, Enzer, and Kusel 2001), collaborative conservation (Brick, Snow, and
Van de Wetering 2001), and community forestry (Brendler and Carey 1998) are examples of
these approaches. Generally they involve place-based networks of stakeholders and
relevant agencies using participatory approaches to identify policies that meet shared goals.

Recent laws and government initiatives illustrate the increased interest in
collaborative management. Examples include the HFRA provision to “reduce wildfire
risk...through a collaborative process of planning, prioritizing, and implementing hazardous
fuel reduction projects” (16 USC §6501); President Bush’s Executive Order in 2004 for
“Cooperative Conservation,” calling on agencies to implement environment and natural
resource laws in a manner that promotes collaborative activity among relevant
stakeholders; and the 2005 US Forest Service regulations for land and resource
management planning that mandate “collaboration and cooperatively developed landscape

goals” (36 CFR §219.12).
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2.2.2 Representation in Collaborative Management

One reason for the emergence of collaborative governance is to promote active
participation by citizens and stakeholders who are alienated in environmental decision-
making by adversarial interest group pluralism and expert-driven managerialism (Ansell and
Gash 2008). There is general agreement that effective public participation is essential to
successful natural resource and environmental management, and various studies have
examined participatory processes and the factors that contribute to their success or failure
(e.g., Beierle and Cayford 2002, Bingham 1986, Crowfoot and Wondolleck 1990, and Webler
and Tuler 2001). Bingham (1986) suggests that participant-related factors, including
representation, are critical in process success. In other words, the effectiveness of
participatory processes depends on all affected interests being identified and involved.
Chrislip and Larson (1994) note that to be successful, collaborative processes must be
broadly inclusive of all stakeholders affected by the issue. This includes potentially
“troublesome” stakeholders who can forestall agreements or their implementation.

Studies examining representation in collaborative management include conceptual
overviews (Lane and McDonald 2005), focus group interviews (Smith and McDonough
2001), surveys (Schuett, Selin, and Carr 2001), case studies (Beierle and Konisky 2001,
Rockloff and Moore 2006, Moote, McClaran, and Chickering 1997, Smith 1998), and meta-
analyses (Margerum 2007), all of which point to the importance of adequate representation
of interests. Some studies discuss the design and implementation of collaborative
processes to ensure adequate representation (Arthur, Carlson, and Moore 1999, Dukes and
Firehock 2001, Moote and Lowe 2008, Wellstead, Stedman, and Parkins 2003). Others
criticize collaboration for failing to ensure equal and legitimate representation (Coggins
1999, Edmunds and Wollenberg 2002, McCloskey 1999; 2000). Criticisms of collaboration
often come from an environmental viewpoint (Sturtevant et al. 2005), and describe various
concerns that environmentalists and environmental groups have about collaboration and
the reasons they will not participate in it. What is not understood, however, are the

internal factors that affect an environmental organization’s decision to participate in

21



collaboration, how these affect representation, diversity, and inclusion with respect to the
range of affected interests, and ultimately which organizations may be disenfranchised in
the collaborative process.

Collaboration is put forth as a participatory approach to agency decision-making that
enables representation and involvement of a broad range of interests to overcome conflict
and facilitate decision implementation (Moote, McClaran, and Chickering 1997). Leach’s
(2006) study of 76 western watershed partnerships, however, found that the majority of the
collaborative groups studied did not represent all critical interests. Lacking empirical
research about whether there are differences between participants and non-participants in
collaborative processes, we cannot predict the result of un-representativeness, nor
determine whether collaborative management serves as a model of participatory
democracy. Inthe chapters that follow, a comprehensive examination is made of the
characteristics of collaborating and non-collaborating environmental groups, which has

implications for collaboration’s potential to improve environmental decision-making.

2.2.3 Collaborative National Forest Management

Collaborative approaches to forest management emerged in the 1990s, challenging
the managerial governance model in which agency experts maximized forest productivity to
create a sustained timber yield (Cortner and Moote 1994), and offering new ideas for how
“to conserve and restore forest ecosystems while improving the well-being of the
communities that depend on them” (Baker and Kusel 2003, 8). In the western United
States, the pluralist governance model was evident in the interest group battles that were
waged between environmental groups and the timber industry. The failures of these two
models to achieve the common good gave rise to collaborative forest management. Rural
communities and forest workers began cooperating with local governments, universities,
nonprofit organizations, agency personnel, and political leaders. Together, they sought

innovative and productive ways to overcome the gridlock, animosity, job loss, forest health
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issues, and reduced access to forest resources that had resulted from business-as-usual
(Baker and Kusel 2003).

Examples of National Forest collaborations in the American West are numerous and
increasing. The Lemhi County Forest Restoration Group (Salmon Valley Stewardship 2010),
Northeast Washington Forestry Coalition (2010), Beaverhead-Deerlodge Partnership
(Montana Forests 2010), Applegate Partnership (Applegate Partnership and Watershed
Council 2010), and the Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership (2009) are but a handful of the
collaboratives that have formed to address National Forest management issues (for more

examples, see the Red Lodge Clearinghouse http://rlch.org/collaboration-stories).

2.2.4 Why Interests Collaborate

With considerable debate over the pros and cons of collaboration, and little
empirical evidence that collaboration improves environmental conditions (Koontz and
Thomas 2006), why are these forest collaboratives being created? Why do stakeholders in
environmental conflict participate in collaborative decision-making? Some federal policies
incorporate collaboration as a key component, but there are doubts about the efficacy of
mandating collaboration (Cheng 2006). Aside from policies requiring collaboration, there
are situational incentives that motivate stakeholders to participate. Whether or not
interested parties believe they can achieve their goals through other means is a significant
factor influencing their participation (Ansell and Gash 2008). There are several contextual
factors that stakeholders consider when determining whether collaboration is necessary for
goal achievement.

First, some stakeholders believe conventional, adversarial approaches are ineffective
for solving problems (Zanetell 2001). Legal remedies are costly, and too often fail to
produce acceptable results for either party. Dissatisfaction with litigation encourages some
to look for viable alternatives like collaboration (Gray 1985). Other stakeholders consider
the outcomes of litigation to be worth their time and effort, and therefore have no

incentive to participate in collaboration. Second, in some cases collaboration is the sole
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forum for decision-making. This increases the incentive to participate compared to
situations in which stakeholders have the option to choose between decision-making
venues (Ansell and Gash 2008). A third consideration is perceived dependence on others. If
stakeholders can achieve their goals unilaterally, there is less incentive to participate in
collaboration than if goal achievement depends on others’ cooperation (Logsdon 1991).
This consideration often has implications beyond the immediate situation. Stakeholders
may collaborate to develop better relationships and improve communication with others
when the likelihood of having a continuing relationship beyond the current debate is high
(Council on Environmental Quality 2007, Schuett and Selin 2002).

The fourth factor influencing whether parties can achieve their goals in collaboration
is power and resource imbalances (Gray 1989). Those who believe they will have power in
collaborative forums are willing to participate. Those who do not have the power to
participate, whether due to lack of capacity, status, access, or resources, or to participate
equally with other stakeholders, have little incentive to come to the table. Similarly, those
who believe they have more power in another forum, such as the courts or legislature, and
perceive they can achieve a better outcome by not participating, also have little reason to
get involved in collaboration. Finally, incentives to participate depend on the expectation of
meaningful results. Participation is more likely for stakeholders who believe that their
involvement will result in tangible and effective policy outcomes, and less likely for
stakeholders who consider their input to be largely symbolic or perfunctory (Ansell and

Gash 2008).

2.3 Environmental Interest Groups and Collaborative Forest Management

The bulk of the literature on environmental interest groups and collaboration is
descriptive, detailing both the idealized narrative (Bernard and Young 1997, Brick, Snow,
and Van de Wetering 2001, Innes 1996, and Weber 2000) and the negative critique of

collaborative natural resource decision-making (Baker and Kusel 2003, Britell 1997, Coggins
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1999, Kemmis 2001, McCarthy 2006, McCloskey 1996; 1999). These descriptions are based
more on logic and interpretation than evidence. Various authors summarize the perceived
advantages (Moote and Lowe 2008, Yaffee 2002) and weaknesses (Kenney 2000, McCloskey
1999) of collaboration. Proponents argue that collaboration:

« Results in more creative, flexible solutions

« Reduces conflict

« Builds relationships and trust

« Improves stakeholder support for decisions

« Puts projects on the ground instead of leaving them unresolved in the courts
and legislatures

Skeptics say collaboration:

« Involves unstandardized processes and questionable environmental
outcomes

« Isverytime and resource-intensive

« Favors anti-environmental interests

« Isundemocratic

« Allows the federal government to abdicate its authority for public resources

« Undermines the nation’s bedrock environmental statues

Given the concerns about the concept and practice of collaboration outlined above,
many environmentalists question whether they should support these alternative processes
by participating in them. Furthermore, organizations that have long been involved in
influencing policy through traditional governmental processes are uncertain about their role
and capacity in collaborative forums, as well as the outcomes and effects of collaborative
decision processes.

Anecdotally we know that some environmental organizations are supporting and
participating in collaboration, but there is little empirical research on these groups or the
reasons why they support collaboration in the face of the conventional wisdom questioning
it as a means of environmental decision-making. Hibbard and Madsen (2003) present one
empirical study of environmental groups’ resistance to collaboration, but the focus is more
on what groups’ views of collaboration are, rather than why they resist it. Welsh (2004)

offers one explanatory study, examining how national environmental groups are responding
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to devolution — decision-making at the local level, typically via collaboration. Welsh
characterizes responses as dependent on 1) whether the organization sees devolution as
good or bad for its environmental goals, and 2) whether devolution is perceived to be a fad
or the way of the future. This research helps fill the gaps in the literature by offering an
evidence-based, explanatory study of environmental groups’ support of and resistance to
collaborative forest management.

In addition, this study adds to our understanding of state and local environmental
organizations. With the exception of Hibbard and Madsen (2003), existing research on
environmental groups and collaboration focuses on the views of national environmental
organizations, rather than groups working at the state or local level. While the national
groups are keystone players in the environmental movement, state and local organizations
are increasingly important, particularly as environmental policy shifts to the subnational
level (Mazmanian and Kraft 2009). Current changes in the context of natural resource
management, including declining agency budgets, devolution of decision authority, and the
increase of collaborative processes, alter the avenues open to interest group influence. A
better understanding of state and local level groups’ views on and participation in
collaboration will indicate the potential for them to access new venues to air grievances and
influence policy decisions, which in turn will contribute to our understanding of the survival

and impact of subnational environmental groups in contemporary society.

2.4 Interest Group Strategies and Tactical Choices

Interest groups have an array of methods of advocacy open to them, but their
predisposition toward general strategies of influence affects the specific methods they
choose (Berry 1977). Numerous studies of interest group activities, however, demonstrate
that no group has just one strategy or limits itself to a single tactic to influence policy
(Baumgartner and Leech 1998). Strategies are broad plans of attack, or basic approaches to

policy change, that involve a combination of tactics used in particular situations. Tactics are
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the specific activities in which groups engage to advocate their policy positions (Milbrath
1963). Carmin and Balser (2002) refer to strategies as organizational repertoires of action,
which consist of the set of tactics used by environmental organizations and characterize the
dominant approach they take when attempting to generate change. An organization’s
strategy or repertoire of action implies the mechanism by which the organization believes
influence can best be achieved (Baumgartner and Leech 1998). Therefore, to understand
strategy, this research examines not only organizations’ behaviors, or the tactics they
choose, but also their attitudes and beliefs about the potential and optimal means of
achieving influence.

In studying the factors that influence groups’ choices of strategy and tactics, scholars
categorize different types of activities (Table 2.2). Berry (1977) identifies four advocacy
strategies that guide an interest group’s choice of tactics: 1) information, which includes
tactics like providing research results, making personal presentations to decision-makers,
and testifying before Congress, 2) law, which includes tactics like litigation, appeals, and
filing amicus briefs, 3) embarrassment and confrontation, which includes protests, whistle-
blowing, news leaks, and public relations campaigns, and 4) constituency influence and
pressure, which includes tactics such as organizing letter-writing campaigns, setting up
contacts by influential group members, and publicizing voting records.

Gais and Walker (1991) divide tactics into inside strategies and outside strategies.
An inside strategy is used by insiders in the political process and includes tactics like
legislative and administrative lobbying, litigating, and electioneering. An outside strategy is
used by groups outside the dominant political system to mobilize the grassroots, and
includes tactics like protesting, providing research, and sponsoring conferences. Dalton,
Recchia, and Rohrschneider (2003) identify four strategies among environmental groups: 1)
conventional, which includes lobbying and meeting with government officials, 2)
unconventional, which includes activities like protesting and litigating, 3) mobilizing, which
involves recruiting members and influencing public opinion, and 4) networking, which

includes building coalitions and forming partnerships. Andrews and Edwards (2005)
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Table 2.2 Strategies and Tactics Categorized in the Interest Group Literature

Author(s)

Strategies

Tactics

Berry (1977)

Information

Lobbying policymakers
Providing research
Testifying before Congress

Law

Litigation
Administrative appeals
Amicus briefs

Embarrassment and
Confrontation

Protests
News leaks
Public relations campaigns

Constituency Influence and
Pressure

Grassroots mobilizing
Publicizing voting records

Gais and Walker
(1991)

Lobbying policymakers

Inside Litigation
Electioneering
Protests
. Grassroots mobilizin
Outside &

Providing research
Sponsoring conferences

Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider (2003)

Conventional

Lobbying policymakers

Unconventional Litigation
Protests
N Grassroots mobilizing
Mobilizing Working with the media
Networking Coalition-building

Andrews and
Edwards (2005)

Policy Change

Lobbying policymakers

Direct Action

Litigation
Protests

Organizing

Grassroots mobilizing
Coalition-building

Public Awareness

Working with the media
Environmental education

Prefigurative

Modeling sustainability
Promoting alternative
institutions
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categorize five strategies among local environmental groups in North Carolina: 1) policy
change involves influencing policy and meeting with influential people, 2) direct action
includes activities such as litigation, boycotts, and protests, 3) organizing entails activities
like networking with others and grassroots mobilizing, 4) public awareness involves tactics
like environmental education and working with the media, and 5) a prefigurative strategy
models sustainable lifestyles and promotes alternative institutions.

Beyond the variations on strategy name and tactical composition, there are common
themes in the theories of influence and the types of activities interest groups employ. What
is missing from the inventory of strategies and tactics, as well as the study of capabilities
and constraints that affect groups’ choice of them, is any mention of participation in
collaborative decision-making. The most similar known and studied activity is coalition-
building, but coalitions are defined as working relationships among allied organizations
seeking to achieve a common policy goal (Berry 1977). This is different from collaboration
in which the organizations working together are often in conflict, seeking to satisfy
competing interests even as they attempt to cooperate to solve a shared problem. This
research fills the gap in the study of interest group behavior by introducing collaboration as
a political tactic, examining if and where it fits in with previously studied strategies, and
exploring group attitudes toward and participation in collaborative decision-making.
Collaboration is considered herein to be both a specific tactic, and a broad strategy. Asa
tactic, it involves actual participation in collaborative processes; as a strategy, it implies an
organizational ethos that sees value in building relationships and working with

nontraditional partners to overcome conflict, and identify and work toward shared goals.

2.5 Hypothesized Drivers of Interest Group Strategies and Tactical Choices
The following sections review the relevant literature on drivers of interest group

behavior and participation in collaboration. From this review, a set of hypotheses is derived
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that will be tested empirically in this research. There are three predominant theories on the
factors determining interest groups’ choice of strategies and tactics:

1. Resources
2. Interest
3. Political opportunities

Each of these theories is addressed below, as well as a fourth factor:

4. Experience
Experience is less comprehensively studied than the other three theories of interest group
behavior, yet is recognized as having an influence. Variables and their hypothesized

relationship to an interest group’s decision to participate in collaboration are highlighted.

2.5.1 Resources

The basic resource mobilization theory, developed by McCarthy and Zald (1977) in
the study of social movements, says that group behavior is dependent on organizational
resources. There are several components of the resource mobilization perspective. First, to
create pressure for policy change, an interest group must aggregate resources, including
money and labor. Second, mobilizing constituents and aggregating resources requires some
form of organization or structure that enables a group to acquire and apply resources to
achieve its goals. Third, there is recognition of the importance of involving individuals and
organizations outside the focal organization, as external actors control the resources

needed and thus constitute sources of organizational support (McCarthy and Zald 1977).

2.5.1.1 Resource Availability

Studies of public interest groups in the United States (Gais and Walker 1991,
Schlozman and Tierney 1986) and environmental groups around the world (Dalton, Recchia,
and Rohrschneider 2003) support Zald and McCarthy’s (1987, 87) claim that “the amount of
activity directed toward goal accomplishment is crudely a function of the resources

controlled by an organization.” In other words, the more resources an organization has, the
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more active it is in all forms of political participation because it can direct those resources to
multiple and various efforts. Organizations with few resources concentrate on one or a few
activities, rather than running the risk of spreading their resources too thin.

Other studies show that resource levels differentially affect interest group behavior.
Resource-rich organizations with large paid staffs tend toward inside strategies of lobbying
and litigating, likely because these activities are labor intensive and require a larger, more
specialized staff (Gais and Walker 1991). Conversely, low budget organizations have few or
no employees, and often rely on volunteers with limited time and skill to devote to
intensive or technical activities, which leads to more spontaneous and protest-based tactics
(Piven and Cloward 1977). How do these dynamics play out with regard to collaboration?
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) note that lack of personnel is a major obstacle to citizen
group participation in collaborative efforts, and that part-time and volunteer staff have
even less time and support than full-time staff to do the preparation and research required
for participation. Wallace and Haufler (2007) find that members in a collaboration must be
able to devote time and money to ensure membership consistency and trust building, and

to meet timelines necessary for effective collaborative efforts.

Hypothesis 1: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

with larger budgets and more employees.

2.5.1.2 Organizational Structure

Attracting resources, no matter how many or how few, requires that an interest
group develop an organizational structure. One aspect of structure is whether an
organization is federated, organized in small local units, or isolated, operated from a single
central unit (McCarthy and Zald 1977). Gais and Walker (1991) test the influence of the
existence of local subunits on the choice of inside or outside strategies. They found that
subunits were positively correlated with outside strategies, such as grassroots organizing,

protests, and working with the media. Decentralized organizations, operating through
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subunits, have greater access to political and civic networks at the local level, making them
better equipped to mobilize constituents than centralized organizations. Centralized
organizations, often situated in state capitals, are better suited to inside strategies like
lobbying and litigation because these activities require a concentrated staff and stable
presence to nurture connections between the group and allied public officials. In terms of
collaboration, it stands to reason that having a decentralized structure would facilitate an
organization’s participation in collaboration, by increasing understanding of place-based
issues, raising awareness of opportunities for collaboration, and providing better access to

collaborative efforts.

Hypothesis 2a: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that have subunits.

A second aspect of organizational form is professionalization. Professionalization is
both a means to and a result of resource aggregation. The need for organizational skills in
accounting and fund-raising, and technical skills in exerting political influence, leads to a
more formalized organizational structure; as more money becomes available to the
organization, the more full-time staff it can hire and the more organizational maintenance
becomes a priority, which necessitates formalization (McCarthy and Zald 1977). Zald and
Ash (1966) discuss classical thinking about the consequences of organizational growth and
institutionalization. The classical view suggests that pragmatic leadership replaces
charismatic leadership; goals are transformed from unattainable to diffuse to pursue a
broad range of targets; goals are accommodated to societal norms to avoid conflicts that
could threaten organizational viability; maintaining membership and funding becomes a
primary concern; and decision-making power is concentrated in the hands of a few,
assigned to a hierarchy of offices.

Wilson (1995) describes how professionalization makes an organization more

conservative in its choice of strategies. The staff in a professional organization must attend

32



to organizational maintenance as well as goal attainment, and therefore thinks in the long-
term. This leads the organization to take a more conservative approach to advocacy work,
using inside and informational strategies that build and maintain relationships. In an
amateur organization, limited resources necessitate participation by members and
volunteers, increasing their influence over decisions. Consequently, amateur organizations
are more constrained by member and volunteer attitudes toward policy positions. Since
members and volunteers are mobilized by issues of concern to them, they typically value
goal achievement over long-term strategic considerations. This leads to more active outside
and confrontational strategies. In her study of the failed passage of the Equal Rights
Amendment, Mansbridge (1986) illustrated how largely volunteer organizations favored
approaches that promoted their organizations’ goals, such as lawsuits and civil
disobedience, over those that necessitated practical political reasoning. Other researchers
have demonstrated that professionalization led to increased reliance on institutional
approaches and decreased use of disruptive and contentious tactics in the pro-choice
movement (Staggenborg 1988) and poor people’s movements (Piven and Cloward 1977).
As Zald and Ash (1966) note, professionalization affects organizational governance.
Professionalized organizations are typically characterized by legal-rational administration, in
which the chief officer and staff are bound by a set of rules that are made and overseen by
a higher authority, such as a Board of Directors (Wilson 1995). Boards of Directors enlarge
and diversify as the organization seeks to broaden its appeal, enhance fund-raising
opportunities, and increase political clout (Axelrod 2005). Thus, executive directors working
within complex professional organizations are accountable to many and diverse
stakeholders, including their Boards, staff, and funders. This leads them to choose more
practical, conventional tactics of influence that build political relationships and establish the
groups’ legitimacy, which allows the leadership to satisfy varied interests and ensure
continuity of the organization. Yet, Brown and Iverson (2004) also find that organizations

with large Boards emphasize innovation and staff experimentation. They are both willing to
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experiment with new responses to current and emerging issues, and able to be flexible by
virtue of their sizeable budgets.

Amateur organizations are often run by what Wilson (1995) refers to as patrimonial
administration, in which the executive makes decisions based not on general rules, but on
what is required by a particular situation, guided by personal loyalties or organizational
goals. Charismatic leaders, whose personal and official positions are easily blurred, are key
for these organizations to function. They engender a following of “true believers” for whom
“the sanctity of the objective can justify virtually any act, whether or not it is consistent with
prior acts” (Wilson 1995, 222). If a staff and Board exist, their numbers are few and they
are arranged horizontally rather than hierarchically. This governance structure —smallin
numbers and narrow in ideology — means leaders are less concerned with organizational
maintenance and long-term strategic outlook, and more concerned with achieving their
organizational goals through whatever means necessary. Executives are willing to become
involved in actions that may stir criticism to uphold the organization’s (and their) ideological
position. This often leads them to choose outside and confrontational strategies, including
activities like protests and raising public awareness through the media. Brown and lverson
(2004) also show that organizations with smaller Boards have a clear service niche, and
focus on maintaining current activities rather than seeking new opportunities.

Professionalized organizations are more conservative. Given their dual concern for
organizational maintenance and goal achievement, they tend to use inside, conventional
strategies of influence that ensure they are part of policy discussions and engaged in
decision-making. Also, they are willing to experiment with new tactics of influence.
Amateur organizations are more radical. They are reliant on a small pool of concerned
members and activists and therefore depend on mobilizing and unconventional strategies
to work toward their ideal goals and maintain their passionate member base. They are
unlikely to stray from familiar activities.

These dynamics of organizational form have implications for professional and

amateur organizations’ use of collaboration as an advocacy tactic. Collaboration has been
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incorporated into public lands policy initiatives more and more in recent years, and is
increasingly relied on to address stakeholder conflicts on federal forestland (Cheng and
Fernandez-Gimenez 2006). Thus, a professionalized organization seeking engagement in
decision-making would have to be involved in collaboration. Collaboration is a negotiation
though, and thus inherently involves some bargaining, or give and take (Susskind and
Cruikshank 1987). An amateur organization striving to achieve its ideal goals likely would

not compromise on those goals, even if it meant getting something in return.

Hypothesis 2b: Participation in collaboration will be greater among more

professionalized organizations.

2.5.1.3 External Sources of Support

The third component of resource mobilization theory draws attention to the
external players that support and constrain interest group behavior. Philanthropic
foundations and government grantors, as well as individual patrons and members control
the resources necessary for group action, and thereby have an effect on strategic choices
made by the organizations to which they give.

The literature on foundations and their influence on grantees centers on two
aspects of philanthropic giving: cooptation or social control of grantees by the elite class, or
capacity building to enhance grantee autonomy and performance (Jenkins 1998). Delfin
and Tang (2008) provide a comprehensive summary of these two theories and their
proponents, but no matter the mechanism, the consensus outcome is that foundations act
as a moderating force on environmental movement organizations. Critics view this result in
a negative light, believing that foundations weaken the environmental movement by
favoring grantees that work toward policy reforms within the established political system,
and ignoring those that use protest tactics to challenge the power structures that are the
root cause of environmental degradation (Brulle 2000, Dowie 2001, Gottlieb 1993).

Environmental organization involvement in environmental mediation, in which disparate
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interests such as corporations, government agencies, and environmentalists try to resolve
policy differences, is seen as one example of foundation elites exerting control over the
representation of social interests (Manes 1990). As one forest activist put it, “foundation
money behind a compromise position tempts nonprofits to moderate their hard-line stance
or risk being left out” (Dowie 1995, 52). Similarly, environmental activists in the West view
the foundations that are providing support to environmental groups involved in
collaboration as outsiders and elites. “The foundations are saying, ‘we don't fund lawsuits,
we fund foot-rubbing sessions with the timber industry; we're gonna have séances with

X

miners.” And I'm saying, ‘Take your money back East; this crap doesn't work here’“ (Jones
1996, 1).

Others view the moderating impact of foundations more favorably. Foundation
funding has led to the professionalization of movement groups, both deliberately and
inadvertently. Foundations intentionally direct funds to help groups mobilize their
memberships and participate more effectively in policy debates. Foundation support also
unintentionally creates pressures and incentives for bureaucratic structure and professional
staffing (Duffy 2003, Jenkins and Halcli 1999, Powell and Friedkin 1987). Duffy (2003) cites
the importance of foundation-led capacity building programs in increasing state and local
environmental groups’ ability to influence public policy. Capacity building programs train
state and local groups in fundraising, board development, membership recruitment and
retention, and technology use. These programs result in greater mobilization and
movement success by improving organizations’ finances, structure, and personnel for long-
term viability, which allows organizations to advocate for broad interests that would
otherwise go unrepresented. Helping environmental groups become more strategic and
effective advocates serves foundations’ interest in results. They invest in organizations they
believe will help bring about social change (Prewitt 2006), thus, they seek to build the

capacity of their grantees to ensure they are best organized and prepared to achieve that

change.

36



Whether through social control or capacity building, the end result is that the more
an organization relies on foundation funding, the more the moderating and
professionalizing force on the organization. As discussed above, professionalization is
hypothesized to be associated with participation in collaboration. The idea that foundation
funding would encourage a collaborative strategy also makes sense in light of foundations’
focus on results. It is reasonable to believe that foundations would support participation in
collaborative processes, which result in a concrete product, rather than activities like
litigation, which can be lost, or protest, the outcomes of which are difficult to measure and

evaluate.

Hypothesis 3a: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that receive a high proportion of foundation funding.

A second source of organizational support is government grants. Government
agencies, often the target of interest group advocacy, are very different from members or
foundations that give money in support of social or policy change. Government agencies
prefer a supportive, predictable political environment, and avoid getting involved in
partisan battles, controversial debates, and demonstrations (Gais and Walker 1991).
Instead of giving to interest groups that mobilize dissatisfied people or, worse, bring
lawsuits against the agencies themselves, government support goes to groups that conduct
research and engage in conventional advocacy tactics. Collaborative decision-making is
touted as a way to depolarize stakeholders and reduce conflict, both of which are in the
interest of natural resource agencies; thus, they are likely to support groups that
collaborate. Alternate theory suggests that interest groups dependent on government
funding moderate their activities, refraining from oppositional or radical tactics, so as not to
upset their government backers and run the risk of losing their support (Reid 1999, Smith
and Lipsky 1993). In the environmental arena there is growing interest from the

government in including stakeholders in decision-making (Beierle and Cayford 2002), so
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interest groups may consider collaboration to be a “safe” tactic that would be welcomed by

their government funders.

Hypothesis 3b: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that receive a high proportion of funding from government grants.

Members and individual contributors are a third source of financial support for
organizations. The character of an organization’s membership is an important factor
affecting group behavior because an interest group’s survival depends on maintaining the
approval of its members (Gais and Walker 1991). As a result, leaders must focus their
attention on advancing the values and policies of greatest concern to the membership. An
organization whose members are widespread and participate largely through monetary
contributions will take a two-pronged approach. On the one hand, it is compelled to use
tactics like grassroots mobilization and working with the media because these activities help
capture the attention of the diffuse membership and provide visible evidence that the
organization is acting on its members’ behalf (Gais and Walker 1991). On the other,
because members are more donors than they are active participants, power is concentrated
in the hands of the staff and Board who have additional concerns for organizational
maintenance, thus the organization is inclined toward conventional tactics (Brulle 2000). An
organization drawing active members from a tightly knit community will choose tactics that
clearly advance or protect the immediate interests of the group, such as protest and
confrontation.

It is unclear how these membership characteristics might relate to participation in
collaboration. However, another aspect of membership, members’ ideological orientation,
provides greater insight. Ideological orientation shapes how people perceive environmental
problems and what they consider to be appropriate strategies and tactics for addressing
those problems (Dalton, Recchia, and Rohrschneider 2003). People join and remain with

organizations that uphold their ideology and work in certain ways to secure the values they
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care about. This concept and its potential influence on collaboration will be explored at

greater length in the discussion on group interests.

2.5.1.4 Summary of Resource Theory

Resource mobilization theory argues that interest group behavior depends on
resources, organizational structures, and external actors that enable and constrain group
activities. Exploring these components and applying current knowledge to what is known of
collaborative decision-making provides a reasonable picture of what we would expect to
find if resources and structures drive participation in collaboration. Specifically,
organizations with a large budget, large full-time staff, field offices, a professionalized
structure, and a large percent of foundation or government funding will participate in
collaborative decision-making (Table 2.3). Conversely, organizations with a small budget,
small or nonexistent staff, no subunits, a non-professionalized structure, and a small but

highly active membership will not participate in collaboration.

Table 2.3 Resource Hypotheses

Number Hypothesis

Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations with larger budgets

1
and more employees.

2a Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that have subunits.

Participation in collaboration will be greater among more professionalized

2b -
organizations.

33 Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that receive a high
proportion of foundation funding.

3b Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that receive a high

proportion of funding from government grants.
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2.5.2 Interests

Resource-based theories of interest group mobilization and behavior have a long
tradition in the study of interest groups and social movements. Yet the very name — interest
group — implies an organization mobilized around some interest, directing its attention to
achieving certain goals and securing certain values. Increasingly, scholars are studying
organizations’ interests (Mutter, Virden, and Cayer 1999), values and philosophy (Carmin
and Balser 2002), and identity and ideology (Dalton 1994) to better understand group
behavior. Interest is the set of shared values and beliefs that mobilize collective action
(Truman 1951), as well as the common conceptualization of the political world and how to
exert influence in it (Dalton 1994). Group interest shapes an organization’s perceptions of
environmental problems and how they should be addressed, the strategies and tactics it
considers suitable, the types of resources it can attract and its ability to acquire them, and

its ability to take advantage of political opportunities (Dalton 1994).

2.5.2.1 Values and Ideology

Studies of European (Dalton 1994) and international (Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider 2003) environmental groups have shown that groups’ core values and
ideological orientation are closely linked to their political strategies. Dalton (1994) and
Dalton, Recchia, and Rohrschneider (2003) describe two ideological orientations among
environmental groups and test their patterns of action. Organizations with a conservation
orientation, expressing concern for species and habitat protection and seeking to achieve
goals within the existing sociopolitical system, tend to use conventional tactics such as
meeting with government officials. In contrast, organizations with an ecological orientation
that call for fundamental changes to the social and political system to address problems of
advanced industrial societies are more likely to engage in “expressive” protest activities and
mobilizing activities than conventional tactics.

While the conservation orientation can apply to forest-related interest groups in the

western US, the ecological orientation is less applicable. Brulle (1996) finds six different
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orientations among American environmental groups, two of which — conservationism and
preservationism — most directly relate to public forest protection groups in the West.
Conservationism represents a utilitarian and managerial perspective toward nature.
Organizations based on this ideology support developing natural resources sustainably to
meet human needs over the long-term, and advocate that goal by working with government
decision-makers. Preservationism defines a spiritual and psychological relationship
between humans and the natural world, valuing nature for its beauty and uniqueness, its
provision of solitude and renewal, and for its educational and artistic purposes.
Organizations with this ideology seek to preserve wilderness, plants, and animals for
nonconsumptive enjoyment, often pursuing confrontational activities to achieve their goal.
The conservationism and preservationism ideologies define the core values that
groups uphold. Conservationists value the environment, but in addition they value
economic and social well-being. Preservationists value the environment above economy
and society, unwilling to seek human benefits at the expense of the environment.
Organizations that mobilize, define their mission, and develop their priorities based on
multiple values will pursue different tactics than those that mobilize around a single value.
Holding multiple values lends itself to political compromise and coalition building with
broad-based interests while pursuing a single value emphasizes all-or-nothing tactics like
lawsuits and protests. In addition, the values a group organizes around influence the
resources it attracts, which also shapes strategy choice. As noted above in the discussion
on member characteristics, environmental groups represent a certain value or combination
of values that attract members and other donors. Their patronage, once accepted, leads
the recipient organizations to pursue tactics acceptable to their patrons (Brulle 2000, Dalton
1994). Bosso (2005) illustrates this by describing the near collapse in member support for
Greenpeace in 1990 when the organization, known for its no-compromise stance and highly
visible protest tactics, tried to engage in conventional advocacy. Members did not join the
organization to support such activities or their deal-making implications, and consequently

Greenpeace was constrained in its behavior.
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Three values — environment, economy, and equity — are emphasized in this
discussion. Environmental values indicate a concern for natural resources such as forests,
wilderness, watersheds, wildlife, and habitats. Economy values indicate a concern for
helping rural economies while improving environmental quality. Equity values indicate a
concern for participatory decision-making and decisions that improve stakeholders’ quality
of life. Collaborative decision-making processes, which seek to integrate multiple interests
and reach mutually acceptable solutions, are an effort to balance these three values. An
organization that prioritizes the environment above all else is unlikely to be satisfied with
the process and results collaboration, and furthermore is unlikely to find it appropriate to

maintain member and donor support.

Hypothesis 4: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that hold multiple values.

2.5.2.2 Political Institutions Supported

Group interest also influences how an organization interprets the political world,
shaping a group’s understanding of how the political process functions and how it should be
constructed (Dalton 1994). Carmin and Balser (2002) illustrate how this political
understanding affects strategy choice by shaping interpretations of the institutional
environment. Some environmental groups consider the government to be the best
defender and manager of nature, correcting market failures with regulations, and ensuring
environmental protection through control and coercion (Weber 2000). These groups see
federal authority and national standards as the best protection for our natural resources
and environment. They employ tactics like public comment and appeals that use and
uphold the integrity of the centralized institutional structure. Other groups believe that
alternative institutions are necessary to correct the government’s failure to address the
complexities of environmental problems. They hold that though the government is

important, it needs to work in partnership with place-based institutions that provide a
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direct and participative role for the local public (Weber 2000). These groups see a role for
negotiation and collaboration among locally affected stakeholders within the existing legal
superstructure, and seek tactics that allow increased access to decision-making at the local

or state level.

Hypothesis 5: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations
that support strengthening existing institutional structures with local points of

access.

2.5.2.3 Summary of Interest Theory

Interest-based theories examine the influence of ideological orientation, core
values, and interpretation of the political world on interest group behavior. If interest
factors are what drive organizations to collaborate, then we would expect to see
organizations that have multiple value priorities and support modifying existing top-down
institutional structures participating in collaboration (Table 2.4), and those organizations
that emphasize environmental values and support current or fundamentally different

institutional arrangements not participating in collaboration.

Table 2.4 Interest Hypotheses

Number Hypothesis

Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that hold multiple

4
values.

Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that support
strengthening existing institutional structures with local points of access.
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2.5.3 Political Opportunities

Political opportunity theory argues that the external institutional context of action
influences the behavior of interest groups (McCarthy, Britt, and Wolfson 1991). The
political context encourages or discourages activities depending on how the process

functions and the access points available for specific advocacy tactics.

2.5.3.1 External Context

Political opportunity structure typically refers to how the political system channels
collective action on particular issues, such as by incentivizing or mandating the use of
certain strategies (Tarrow 1996). However, other conceptualizations of opportunities in the
external context are studied. For example, factors such as the state of the economy, the
political party in power, and the presence or absence of allies or opposition groups can
affect organizations’ activities. In addition, contextual aspects like what decision-making
venues are available and accessible, whether goal achievement is dependent on the
cooperation of others, and whether future interaction with other parties is likely beyond
the immediate situation impact group behavior. Dreiling and Wolf (2001) argue that
external conditions are not direct causes for action but cues that signal organizations
toward possible venues of action. The ways organizations interpret political opportunities
and respond to those cues are shaped by internal factors like their goals, general strategy
and preferred tactics, and their allies. Carmin and Balser (2002) suggest that organizations
make sense of external conditions based on their interest and ideology, which leads to
subjective interpretations of reality that provide the foundation for action. This means that
two organizations with disparate interests facing the same political opportunities could

respond in very different ways.
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Hypothesis 6: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that interpret the political context as conducive to or necessitating collaboration.

2.5.3.2 Assessment of Other Relevant Actors

One particular aspect of the situational context that influences interest group
behavior involves the other actors operating in the policy environment, including allies and
opponents (Berry 1977). Based on a model of rational choice, strategic action says that
organizational leaders evaluate the interests and behavior of other relevant actors prior to
choosing a course of action (Levi 1997). Factors such as the makeup and behavior of an
organization’s allies, and an organization’s assessment of other stakeholders in the policy
arena can shape its behavior. A particularly significant actor in this assessment, when it
comes to the decision to participate in collaborative decision-making, is the party initiating
the collaboration. Wariness and skepticism are often pervasive when dealing with
collaborative projects, due to past interactions and stereotypes among the various
stakeholders (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). Often landowners and environmental groups
do not trust the US Forest Service; the US Forest Service does not trust landowners and
environmental groups; and landowners, environmental groups, and industry groups do not
trust each other. Thus, the nature of the relationships between an organization and those
initiating and supporting collaborative local decision-making may influence the
organization’s behavior. Organizations will be more skeptical of a collaborative project

initiated by a person or group they distrust, than a project initiated by someone they trust.

Hypothesis 7: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that have a positive assessment of other stakeholders.

2.5.3.3 Summary of Political Opportunity Theory

The external context in which environmental groups operate and the political

opportunities it affords are subject to interpretation by individual groups. Similarly, a
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group’s assessment of other relevant actors, including the initiators of collaboration,
depends on the organization’s interest, and experience with those actors. If political
opportunities are an important factor influencing environmental groups’ attitude and
behavior toward collaboration then we would expect participation in collaboration to be
greater among organizations that interpret the political context as conducive to or
necessitating collaboration (Table 2.5), and among organizations that have a positive

assessment of other stakeholders.

Table 2.5 Political Opportunity Hypotheses

Number Hypothesis
6 Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that interpret the
political context as conducive to or necessitating collaboration.
7 Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that have a positive

assessment of other stakeholders.

2.5.4 Experience

The final concept to be studied in determining interest group behavior is experience.
Though resources, interest, and political opportunities have received greater and more
comprehensive attention in the literature, the logic of experience’s influence on group
behavior and the adoption of new tactics makes a case for examining its in driving
participation in collaboration.

Organizations tend toward inertia. The factors consequential in determining group
behavior typically operate early in an organization’s history; once members are attracted,
staff is recruited, and administrative routines are established, it is not easy to change course
(Gais and Walker 1991). This means that the foundational experience — whatever threat or
event lead to the formation of the organization — has a significant influence on the

organization’s repertoire of actions. Further, the strategies an organization employs are
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self-perpetuating, as it develops the expertise and creates the interest to support them, and
as it achieves success in employing them. Nevertheless, experience can also lead to change,
whether simply due to the passage of time, or because of strategic calculations by

organizational leaders navigating the constraints and opportunities of the environment.

2.5.4.1 Foundational Experience

Arguably the most influential experience for an interest group is the one that led to
its creation. Truman (1951) suggests that group formation occurs because of a specific
disturbance, some crisis or threat that leads individuals who share an interest to come
together to protect it. Salisbury (1969) argues that it is the leadership of an individual, a
group entrepreneur that facilitates group formation, to channel efforts where political
concerns are not adequately addressed. Whether due to a triggering event or an
entrepreneurial founder, the values of the founder or founding group can significantly
affect the future of the organization. The founders’ ideals, which catalyzed the group’s
formation, become deeply ingrained, justifying organizational existence and influencing
interpretations of what activities are appropriate to satisfy its interests (Carmin and Balser

2002).

Hypothesis 8: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that formed to advance multiple values.

2.5.4.2 Tactical Experience

As resources are invested in certain infrastructure and expertise, experience is
gained, relationships are built, and identities are established, an organization realizes
increasing returns from continuing current activities (Pierson 2000). Thus, subsequent
choices about strategies and possibilities for action are path dependent, moderated by
strategic styles adopted early in an organization’s history. Dalton, Recchia, and

Rohrschneider (2003) discuss how the choice of protest and confrontational tactics can
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strengthen the anti-establishment identity of an organization, which limits its ability to seek
influence through conventional channels. A similar reinforcement mechanism can be
extrapolated to use of litigation and collaboration. Use of litigation can reinforce an
organization’s uncompromising character because the process of pursuing a lawsuit or
administrative appeal can harden the group’s attitude toward the opponent and its desire
to achieve victory at the opponent’s expense. Use of collaboration can reinforce a group’s
reasonableness because the act of deliberating together can strengthen its relationship with
the other interests and its desire to find mutually beneficial solutions. Schlozman and
Tierney (1986) also note the importance of past success employing a tactic in determining
future activities. Not only does previous success generate the conclusion that the tactics is
effective, but it generates experience in employing that tactic, rewarding the organization

for pursuing it and stimulating its further use.

Hypothesis 9: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that have experience working with different interests.

2.5.4.3 Age

Despite the inertial effects of an organization’s seminal experience and path
dependence, change, or at least the potential for change, does occur. One way is through
the passage of time, which typically translates to increasing conservatism and
professionalization in organizations (Wilson 1995). An organization in its formative years
arouses enthusiasm, heightens expectations, and sharpens grievances. Founders and early
members are true believers in the cause, aiming for their highest goals. If the organization
endures though, age can lead to specific changes. The organization grows and
departmentalizes, routines develop, and maintenance and long-term thinking replace
excitement and immediacy of action. Moreover, time enables groups to develop contacts
and gain legitimacy within conventional channels. Thus, an organization that started out

with fiery rhetoric and public protests may over time find itself seeking influence through
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legislative offices and research reports. Andrews and Edwards (2005) show that younger
organizations are more likely to rely on volunteer labor, have no paid staff, and be less
bureaucratized than older organizations. Also, Dalton (1994) and Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider (2003) provide empirical evidence that older environmental organizations
rely more on conventional forms of behavior than younger organizations, which are more

likely to employ protest activities.

Hypothesis 10: Participation in collaboration will be greater among older

organizations.

2.5.4.4 Organizational Effectiveness

Interest groups may also adopt new tactics as a result of their leaders evaluating
trends in the environment, recent organizational performance, and the utility of their
current activities, and making a strategic choice to try something new (Child 1972). Leaders
select tactics they believe will be effective based on their knowledge and personal
experience (Carmin and Balser 2002), and seek to locate decision-making in the venue most
likely to produce favorable results (Schlozman and Tierney 1986). When a group develops
an influence, it strives to keep decision-making in the arena where it is most effective, and
where it is most able to influence policy outcomes (Gaventa 1980). Furthermore, Edelman
(1964) suggests that a group that makes progress toward its political objectives advances
claims for more of the same benefit, while a group that fails to achieve its objectives
moderates its goals. If an organization knows that it has the resources and expertise to be
effective in the courts, and has found the outcomes of litigation to be worth the time and
effort, then it will seek more of the same via litigation. More than that, it may work to
ensure that decision-making remains in the courts, especially if its leaders’ experiences tell
them their involvement in collaboration would be merely symbolic. However, if an
organization has found adversarial approaches to be ineffective for achieving its goals, and

its leaders have observed or participated in a collaborative forum that lead to a meaningful
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and favorable outcome, it may consider adopting a new strategy. Further, if the leadership
evaluates the group’s position and thinks that it has the skills, resources, and access to be
effective in a collaborative decision-making process, then it could see a strategic advantage

to adopting a new strategy and getting involved in collaboration.

Hypothesis 11: Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations

that believe collaboration can help them achieve their goals.

2.5.4.5 Summary of Experience Theory

Experience plays an important role in interest group behavior. It shapes and
reinforces organizational interest and current activities, but also can move the organization
in new directions through structural evolution or strategic choice. The actual results
depend on the experiences and their interpretation by individual organizations. With
regard to collaboration, if experience is a determining factor, the expectation is that
participation will be greater among organizations that were formed to advance multiple
values, that have had experience building relationships and working with different interests,
that are older, or that see a potential to be more effective in achieving their goals by getting

involved in collaboration (Table 2.6).

Table 2.6 Experience Hypotheses

Number Hypothesis
3 Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that formed to
advance multiple values.
9 Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that have

experience working with different interests.

10 Participation in collaboration will be greater among older organizations.

Participation in collaboration will be greater among organizations that believe

11
collaboration can help them achieve their goals.
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2.6 Conceptual Framework

Current research on environmental group behavior focuses on national level
environmental groups and the factors affecting their choice of moderate inside strategies,
expressive outside strategies, and radical disruptive strategies. This research adds to the
literature by examining what motivates subnational groups to participate in collaboration to
influence environmental outcomes. Different theories emerge from the interest group and
organizational literature explaining group behavior: resources, interests, political
opportunities, and experience. Hypotheses drawn from these theories are tested in this
dissertation to determine what theory explains environmental group participation in
collaboration. The context chosen to test these theories is public forest policymaking in the
western US. Historically, environmental groups have employed litigation to influence
national forest policy in the American West, but opportunities for collaboration are
emerging and environmental groups are responding in different ways.

To contribute to our understanding, this research addresses the following questions:

1. What are the attitudes and behaviors of state and local environmental
organizations in the western United States toward collaboration?

2. What factors are influencing their response?

3. What are the perceived outcomes of their response?

The conceptual design for this study (Figure 2.1) illustrates that an organization’s
strategy, or attitude and behavior with regard to collaboration, is a function of its resources
and structure, interests, political opportunities, and experience. The dependent variable,
strategy, is characterized as confronting in which organizations have a negative attitude
toward collaboration and engage in litigation and appeals rather than collaboration;
collaborating in which organizations have a positive attitude toward collaboration and
engage in collaboration rather than litigation; or mixed in which attitudes and perspectives
are not consistent with one strategy or the other. The classifications of these strategies,

confronting and collaborating, are drawn from the interest group literature. They are not

51



normative statements about what strategies interest groups should employ to influence

forest management outcomes.

Strategy = F (Resources, Interest, Political Opportunities, Experience)
- Confronting - Budget/Staff - Values - External context - Formative
- Collaborating - Subunits - Institutions - Assessment of other values

- Professionalization supported actors - Past tactics

- Funding sources - Age

- Effectiveness

Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework for Research Design

The independent variables for this study are derived from theory on interest group
and organizational behavior. To test for their influence on group strategy, characteristics
leading to different responses to collaboration were extrapolated from the literature (Table
2.7). A sample of forest-related environmental groups in the West was surveyed for these
characteristics, and a subset was selected for case study analysis to better understand the
factors at work in determining group resistance to or support of collaborative decision-

making.
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Table 2.7 Hypothesized Influence of Interest Group Factors on Strategy Choice

Theoretical . . .
Variable Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
Component
Budget Small Large
Staff Small Large
Resources & Subunits None Some
Structure Professionalization | Low High
. Foundations,
Funding sources N/A .
government agencies
Values Environmental Multiple
. Government decision-
N Government decision- .
Interests Institutions . . making strengthened
making, national laws . .
supported . with local collaborative
and regulations
processes
. Conducive to
Conducive to / . /
External context ) e necessitates
necessitates litigation .
collaboration
Political Positive view of Positive view of

Opportunities

Assessment of
Other Relevant
Actors

confronters
Negative view of
initiators, other actors in

collaborators
Positive view of initiators,
other actors in policy

policy arena arena

Formative Values | Environmental Multiple

Past tactics Conflictual Cooperative

. Age Youn Old
Experience B - g T
Positive via litigation e
. . . Negative via litigation
Effectiveness Negative via

collaboration

Positive via collaboration

Chapter 3 explains the research design and methods used to explore the research

guestion, and describes the analysis done to interpret the data collected.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN, METHODS, AND ANALYSIS

3.1 Research Design

To understand state and local organizations’ choice of collaborative or
confrontational strategies and the factors influencing those choices, a sequential mixed
methods research design was employed. Mixed methods inquiry allows a researcher to
collect and analyze both quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell 2003). This helps
overcome the limitations of either the quantitative or qualitative method alone, ultimately
strengthening the data by triangulating them across methods (i.e., methodological
triangulation) and converging findings from different sources to corroborate the same
phenomena (i.e., data triangulation) (Jick 1979, Patton 2002). In a sequential mixed
methods study, the quantitative and qualitative data are collected in phases, rather than at
the same time. For this research, the quantitative study was conducted first to test theories
of interest group behavior, and then a qualitative study was used to examine the theories
and concepts in more detail. Also, the results of the quantitative research were used to
select the sample for the qualitative research.

Phase |, the quantitative study, consisted of an online survey of subnational
organizations that focus on forestry issues in the western United States. The survey
provided information about groups’ attitudes and behaviors with regard to collaboration, as
well as data on some of the factors influencing their strategy choice. From the survey, four
case study groups were selected to capture variation in the dependent variables, including
two groups that exhibited a confrontational strategy (i.e., expressed negative attitudes
toward collaboration and relied on litigation) and two that exhibited a collaborative strategy
(i.e., expressed positive attitudes toward collaboration and relied on participation in
collaborative efforts). These cases made up Phase I, the qualitative portion of the research.
The case studies consisted of in-depth interviews and document analysis to shed light on
the determinants and processes behind groups’ choice of strategies, the contextual factors

that mediated those choices, and the consequences of their decisions.
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Mixed methods research does pose various challenges for the researcher (Creswell
2003). It is time-consuming to collect and analyze both numeric and descriptive data, and it
requires the researcher be familiar with quantitative and qualitative methods. In designing
the project, priority was given to the qualitative approach, anticipating a greater focus on
exploring the phenomena of environmental group participation in collaboration. In the end,
the quantitative approach dominated, with the qualitative data serving to help explain the
guantitative results. This was largely due to resource constraints that limited the number of
case studies that could be conducted (the original prospectus called for nine cases, but lack
of funding and time made that goal infeasible). The drawback of this switch in priority is
that the quantitative survey was not created with probability sampling and model-building
in mind, so the findings are not as widely generalizable or as robust as they might have
been. However, there is significant potential for further research using random sampling

and a more explicit quantitative strategy for examining the variables and their interactions.

3.2 Study Area

The study area for this research encompassed an eleven state region of the western
contiguous United States, including Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming (Figure 3.1). Though collaborative
forest decision-making has emerged throughout the United States, certain characteristics of
its origin and form in the West supported this choice of study area. Historically, pluralist,
adversarial politics have dominated forest policy decisions in the West, and environmental
groups regularly use confrontational tactics to influence outcomes (Baker and Kusel 2003).
The eleven states in the study area correspond closely to US Forest Service Regions 5, 1, 3,
6, 4, and 2 which have, respectively, received the highest numbers of natural resource-
related project appeals between 1997 and 2002 (Teich, Vaughn, and Cortner 2004), and the
majority of the lawsuits brought against the US Forest Service between 1970 and 2001

(Malmsheimer, Keele, and Floyd 2004). Local communities and citizens, who depend on the
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land for their livelihoods, health, and well-being, have been frustrated by gridlock and the
lack of voice accorded them in decision-making (Baker and Kusel 2003). With the majority
of the land in the West in public ownership, the failures of a centralized regulatory
framework are widely felt, and the calls for place-based collaborative problem-solving are
growing (Kemmis 2001). Given the history and trends in the region, it is reasonable to
assume that subnational environmental groups in the West are participating in forest policy

decisions, and are choosing diverse strategies to influence them.

Figure 3.1 States That Comprised the Study Area

3.3 Phase I: Organization Survey
Surveys are an ideal method for efficiently collecting information to describe
characteristics of a large population (Babbie 1990). They can be administered remotely at

relatively little cost, and ensure a standardized and reliable procedure for data collection.
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The purpose of the survey was threefold: 1) to determine what attitudes and behaviors
toward collaboration exist and how they vary across the sample of state and local
environmental groups, 2) to create a snowball sample of local environmental groups, and 3)

to provide the sample frame for Phase Il of the research.

3.3.1 Survey Sample

The target population for this research was state and local environmental groups
concerned with the use, protection, and management of forests and related resources. The
study population consisted of such groups in the eleven aforementioned western states.
The sample frame was drawn from local groups listed on the American Lands Alliance (ALA)
website. Though the ALA folded in 2008, during its operation its mission was to protect and
restore forest ecosystems, drawing on grassroots leaders to ensure local voices were heard
in Washington DC (American Lands Alliance 2005). Due to its emphasis on incorporating
grassroots experience into national forest policy, the ALA maintained a list of local
environmental groups in every state with whom it worked or networked on forest and
related policy issues. Thus, the list provided a reasonable starting point for the sample
frame. To capture those groups not listed on the ALA website, survey respondents were
asked to identify other groups in the West whose mission and goals relate to forest policy,
creating a snowball sample to augment the initial list (Goodman 1961).

A purposive sample was conducted to target organizations of interest (O’Sullivan,
Rassel, and Berner 2003). In purposive sampling, units are selected based on known
characteristics that the researcher believes will represent the population, the assumption
being that the units also will represent the population on unknown characteristics. The
following criteria were used to construct the sample: the organization 1) operated within
the study area, 2) was a voluntary, citizen-based, membership organization, and 3)
addressed regional, state, or local issues related to public forestland. All organizations from
the ALA website and the snowball samples that met these criteria were included. Purposive

sampling is faster and easier than probability sampling, and it allows the researcher to focus
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on the units of interest. The disadvantage is that the results cannot be statistically
generalized to the population; because the units were not randomly assigned to the sample,
it is impossible to mathematically determine whether the sample represents the larger
population. However, the results can be conceptually generalized to the population of

forest-related membership organizations in the western US.

3.3.2 Survey Instrument

The survey gathered information about the attitudes and behaviors of state and
local environmental organizations toward collaborative decision-making, and the
organizational characteristics related to those attitudes and behaviors, by asking questions
about 1) tactics used by the organization, 2) views on collaboration and local decision-
making, 3) priority issues and positions, and 4) demographic information such as time of
inception, number of employees and volunteers, size of annual budget, and percent of
financial support from different funding sources (Table 3.1). An additional question asking
respondents to identify other groups involved in forest policy in the West helped develop
the snowball sample. Both open and close-ended questions were used. (For the full survey,
see Appendix 1).

One problem with trying gather information about “an organization’s attitudes and
behaviors” is that an organization is made up of people who have their own attitudes and
motivations that may be separate from the organization’s. To mitigate the impact of the
responding individual’s bias, respondents were instructed in the cover letter to think about
how their organization would respond to the questions, rather than responding based on
their personal perspective. The survey was targeted to Executive Directors, who were
considered to be the organizational representatives most likely to have a “big picture” view
of the organization’s attitudes and activities, and most likely to espouse the organization’s
position on collaboration. In cases where there was no Executive Director, the President or

the Program Director with responsibility for forest-related issues was surveyed. In one case,
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Table 3.1 Operationalization of Dependent and Independent Variables

Dependent Variable

Measured/Operationalized

Source

Confronting Strategy

Negative perspective on
collaboration

Litigation more important than
collaboration

Survey

Interviews

Website

Member communications
News articles

Collaborating Strategy

Positive perspective on
collaboration

Collaboration more important
than litigation

Survey

Interviews

Website

Member communications
News articles

Mixed Strategy

Absent or mixed perspective on
collaboration

Litigation and collaboration
equally important

Survey

Interviews

Website

Member communications
News articles

Independent Variable

Measured/Operationalized

Source

Resources & Structure

Annual budget

# of full-time staff

# of part-time staff

# of volunteers

Staff expertise

Existence of subunits

# of Board members
Compensation for key employees
% of funding from members,
foundations, government, other
# of funding sources

Survey
990 Forms
Interviews

Interests

Core values

Mission

Organizational ideology
Definition and opinion of
collaboration
Institutions supported

Survey

Interviews

Website

Member communications
News articles

Perspective on external context Interviews
Political Opportunities Assessment of other stakeholders | Website
News articles
Age Survey
Tactics/activities Interviews
Experience Perceived effectiveness Website

Observation and participation in
collaboration

Member communications
News articles
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the Executive Director asked to forward the survey to a more knowledgeable or appropriate
person on his staff, who then responded for the organization.

In developing the survey, the researcher consulted the literature on interest groups,
organizations, and collaboration, as well as key informants, to aid in structuring the
guestions and response choices. Key informants are knowledgeable sources of information
in a position to provide background and context on a study topic, and who can act as
sounding boards for ideas (Rieger 2007). A study by Gais and Walker (1991) was followed to
understand organizations’ tactics. Providing a list of ten different activities that interest
groups normally engage in, they asked respondents to indicate the importance of each to
the work of their organization. Importance was measured on a four-point scale from “very
important” to “not engaged in at all.”

When asking about views on collaboration and local decision-making, a definition of
each concept was provided in the cover letter and again in the survey. The key informants
indicated that these terms mean different things to different people, and encouraged the
researcher to define them clearly so the survey participants would understand the
researcher’s intent. It was decided that to achieve clarity and standardized responses, it
was worth risking response bias that can occur when respondents are given a leading
opinion (i.e., “the researcher’s” definition of collaboration and local decision-making) that
may influence their answer.

After defining the terms, respondents were asked to indicate on a five-point Likert
scale — from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” — their level of agreement with a series
of statements about the process and outcomes of collaboration and local decision-making.
The statements reflected the purported strengths and weaknesses of collaboration and
local decision-making noted by key informants and scholars including Baker and Kusel
(2003), Blumberg and Knuffke (1998), Coggins (2001), McCloskey (1996), and Wondolleck
and Yaffee (2000). Statements were framed both positively and negatively to ensure
variation in the responses. If all statements are framed the same way, there is a risk of

acquiescence bias in which respondents uniformly agree or disagree with all statements,
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rather than evaluating each one individually (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Also included were
open-ended questions for participants to detail their concerns about collaboration and local
decision-making.

To understand organizations’ interest, respondents were asked in an open-ended
format to list the top three priority issues their organization addresses and their position on
each. The final section of the survey had questions requesting demographic information
about the individual respondent and his or her organization. This section included both

multiple choice and short-answer questions.

3.3.3 Survey Review and Pretesting

Multiple iterations of the survey were peer-reviewed by colleagues and members of
the graduate committee. After their comments were incorporated, the final draft and full
protocol were pretested on ten local organizations meeting the sample criteria, except that
they operated in the eastern rather than the western United States. Pretests are useful for
determining how the survey instrument and data collection protocol will work under real-
life conditions (Fowler 2008). After the responses were received, the pretest participants
were interviewed to determine how long it took them to complete the survey, whether any
of the questions or formatting were unclear, and whether they had any general comments
or suggestions. These comments and recommendations were used to revise and finalize
the survey.

The survey protocol, final questionnaire, and participant informed consent were
submitted it to the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRB). The IRB helps protect the rights and
welfare of human research subjects by reviewing projects and ensuring compliance with
institutional policies and federal regulations. One such policy is the requirement that all
study subjects be given an informed consent form. The informed consent outlines the
purpose, risks, benefits, and confidentiality procedures of the study. It allows the

researcher to document that the subject is aware their participation is voluntary and they

61



may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time. For this research, the informed consent
(Appendix 2) was included as the first section of the on-line survey. The IRB approved the
project as exempt (IRB# 198-08-5), as survey procedures that maintain participant

confidentiality do not pose a risk to study subjects.

3.3.4 Survey Implementation

The survey was web-based and administered via email. An Internet survey was
conducted for several reasons. First, Internet surveys are faster and less expensive than
telephone or mail surveys. Second, because nearly every nonprofit organization has a
website and email contacts for its employees, it was safe to assume that all members of the
sample would be included by conducting the survey electronically. Third, because a list of
email addresses could be compiled for the Executive Directors of the sample organizations,
it was certain the survey would reach the appropriate respondents. Because the sample
was discrete, follow-up messages could be targeted and the survey response rate could be
calculated (Kiesler and Sproull 1986, O’Sullivan, Rassel, and Berner 2003).

Survey Monkey, a reputable and user-friendly on-line survey tool, was chosen to
build and administer the survey. Survey Monkey allows researchers to customize the
survey design, question format, and response variables (e.g., whether email and/or IP
addresses are stored with the response, cut-off date for responses, etc.) to suit their needs,
ensures respondent confidentiality, and enables easy downloading of the responses for
analysis. Once the survey is built, Survey Monkey posts it online and creates a URL to access
it. For this research, the Survey Monkey functionality allowing the user to create a
customized URL for each organization in the sample was employed, so that each
respondent could be identified later by a unique code. The organization names and
corresponding codes were linked only so the researcher could identify the case study
organizations for Phase I, but this information was kept confidential. For survey analysis

and results reporting, respondents remained anonymous.
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Dillman’s (1999) Tailored Design Method was used for the sampling procedure,
modified to suit an electronic survey format. This method entails a four-contact procedure.
First, a pre-notice phone call was made to the participants, alerting them to the impending
email and verifying their email addresses. Second, a day later an email was sent 1)
explaining the research and the purpose of the survey, 2) providing a link to the survey, and
3) indicating the deadline for response. Third, after ten days an email reminder was sent to
nonrespondents, reiterating the request for their participation and resending the survey
link. Fourth, eighteen days after sending the first email, another call was made to those
Executive Directors who had not yet responded, and they were resent the survey link if they
requested it. After three weeks, the survey was closed. Following the first wave of surveys,
a list was compiled of additional organizations identified in the snowball sample, and the
procedure described above was repeated for those organizations. Organizations were
added to the sample until a saturation point was reached, when respondents were no
longer identifying new organizations. The first wave was sent to 65 organizations, the
second to 22, and the third to 14, for a total sample of 101 organizations. Out of those 101
organizations, there were 61 responses for a response rate of 60.4%.

In a meta-analysis of Internet surveys, Cook, Heath, and Thompson (2000) reported
a mean response rate of 35%. Factors associated with higher response rates included a
higher number of contacts, personalized contacts, and precontacts with those in the
sample. Surveys that included all of those characteristics had an average response rate of
44%. The Internet survey used in this dissertation included four contacts, personalized
contacts, and precontacts, which may help explain the higher than average response rate.
Response rate for surveys of organizations is typically lower than for surveys of individuals
(Tomaskovic-Devey, Leiter, and Thompson 1994). Blau et al. (1977), Lincoln and Kalleberg
(1985), and Tomaskovic-Devey, Leiter, and Thompson (1994) reported organizational
response rates of 33%, 35%, and 53%, respectively. In an analysis of academic studies
related to management, business, and organizational behavior, Baruch (1999) found the

average response rate for surveys of top management or organizational representatives

63



was 36%. The 60% response rate from organizational representatives in this study suggests

a high level of interest in the subject matter.

3.3.5 Survey Analysis

Three different software programs were used to analyze the survey results.
Microsoft Excel, a spreadsheet application with mathematical and statistical functions, was
used to run descriptive analyses on the results and to create graphs to represent the data.
JMP, a statistical software package, was used to develop inferential statistics using
correlations and linear regression analysis. Finally, ATLAS.ti, software that aids qualitative
data analysis, was used to code and find themes in the open-ended responses. Much of the
survey data, such as the data regarding organizational activities and demographics, required
little in the way of preparation to be analyzed. These results were downloaded to Excel and
uploaded to JMP to run the descriptive and inferential statistics.

To determine how the independent variables related to organizational attitude
toward collaboration, a single measure of attitude had to be formulated. Using the Likert
scale ratings of the statements about collaboration, a Collaboration Attitude Index Score
was created. First, the responses of the positively framed statements were transposed so
that a score of “1” (strongly agree) would reflect a negative attitude toward collaboration,
and a score of “5” (strongly disagree) would reflect a positive attitude. For example, on the
original statement in the survey “Collaboration helps overcome political gridlock,” a score of
“1” (strongly agree) initially indicated a positive attitude toward the outcomes of
collaboration. That needed to be switched to reflect a negative attitude. Thus, the
responses on this statement were inverted so that “1” (strongly agree) became “5” (strongly
disagree) and vice versa, and “2” (agree) became “4” (disagree) and vice versa. The net
effect was that the statement became “Collaboration does not help overcome political
gridlock” and a score of “1” (strongly agree) indicated a negative attitude toward the

outcomes of collaboration.
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After these conversions were made, each organization’s scores were averaged

across the four process statements and the eight outcome statements, and then those

scores were averaged to get their Collaboration Attitude Index Score. Table 3.2 provides an

example of how the statement scores were aggregated to arrive at the final Attitude Index

Score. Organizations with Collaboration Attitude Index Scores between 1 and 2.5 were

considered to have a negative attitude toward collaboration, those with scores between 2.5

and 3.5 to have a mixed attitude, and those with scores between 3.5 and 5 were considered

to have a positive attitude.

Table 3.2 Calculation of the Collaborative Attitude Index Score

Process Statement Score
Too many resources are required for collaboration. 1
Collaborative decisions do not comply with laws like the National Environmental Policy Act. 1
Collaborative decisions are not subject to public comment. 2
It takes too much time to reach a decision via collaboration. 1

AVERAGE OF PROCESS STATEMENTS | 1.25

by collaboration.

Outcome Statement Score

Working with other stakeholders does not foster trust. 3
Building relationships among stakeholders does not prevent future conflicts. 2
Agency regulations made according to the National Environmental Policy Act lead to better 1
environmental outcomes than collaborative decision-making.

Industry groups get more from collaboration than environmental groups. 1
Collaboration does not help overcome political gridlock. 1
The frequency of litigation is not reduced by collaborative decision-making. 1
Decisions made by regulatory agencies are not harder to implement than decisions made 4

Collaboration does not result in solutions that satisfy all stakeholders. 1

AVERAGE OF OUTCOME STATEMENTS | 1.75

COLLABORATION ATTITUDE INDEX SCORE (average of process & outcome averages) | 1.5

Open-ended responses were uploaded to ATLAS.ti. Each section of text was read

and coded to identify key concepts. In analyzing respondents’ concerns about collaborative
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decision-making for National Forest management, common themes that emerged from the
data were coded. Where possible, the themes were aggregated into similar groupings, or
“families.” Then, each respondent was assigned a “1” or a “0” to indicate the presence or
absence of concern in each thematic family. This conversion of qualitative to quantitative
data allowed the researcher to compare different types of concerns about collaboration to
the dependent variables.

To analyze organizations’ priority issues and positions, the open-ended responses
were coded based on pre-determined concepts. Specifically, the three components of
sustainable resource management — environment, society, and economy (Adams 2006) —
were coded to measure organizational values. Environmental values were expressed in
concern for preserving, conserving, restoring, and managing natural resources such as
forests, wilderness, watersheds, wildlife, and habitats. Society, or equity, values were
expressed through concern for participatory decision-making and decisions that improve
stakeholders’ quality of life and well-being. Economy values were expressed through
concern for restoration projects, recreational opportunities, and incentives for protecting
ecosystem services, such as carbon sequestration. These codes were entered into a new
column in the respondent database to measure whether each respondent expressed a
single value or multiple values. Then that variable was compared to the dependent

variables to determine how values related to attitude and behavior toward collaboration.

3.3.6 Sampling Biases and External Validity

There were four potential sources of bias in the survey (Fowler 2008). The first was
sampling error: was the sample big enough to draw conclusions about the population?
Reaching saturation in the snowball sample, the point at which few or no new organizations
were being identified, suggests the sample was a robust representation of the population.
Further, the high response rate (60.4%) helps reduce sampling error. The second source of
bias was unrepresentative sampling due to coverage error: was there an equal chance of

answering? Since the survey was conducted electronically, this study could have excluded
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those without Internet access. However, it was known that all participants had access to a
computer and the Internet, as the researcher had spoken with them via telephone and
verified their email addresses prior to distributing the survey. Additionally, the nonrandom
snowball sampling method could have resulted in under-coverage of fringe organizations
that are not part of other organizations’ networks, in which case they may not be
adequately represented in the sample. Asking respondents to identify other organizations
with whom they had worked, as well as those with whom they had not worked, helped
mitigate this source of error.

A third source of error was measurement error: were the questions asked clearly
and accurately? Peer-review and pretesting the survey helped minimize measurement
error. Review and pretesting provided opportunities for others to assess the questions, and
for the researcher to analyze a preliminary set of data to ensure the results reflected a clear
understanding of what was being asked. One particular concern related to the definition of
collaboration. It arose during key informant discussions and pretesting that people may
define collaboration differently, and that a common definition should be provided to help
standardize interpretation and mitigate measurement error. Accordingly, the researcher’s
definition of collaboration was provided twice in the survey, first in the cover letter, and
then again at the beginning of the section of questions about collaboration. The survey
results and respondent comments indicate that the concept of collaboration was accurately
measured.

The final source of error was nonresponse bias: was there something different about
the nonrespondents? It is well known that small nonprofit organizations are inherently
resource-constrained, so they may not have had the time respond to the survey. Thirty-
seven percent of nonrespondents were sampled by calling and asking them why they were
not able to complete the survey. The majority, 87%, cited time and/or staff constraints as
the reason for not participating in the study. Therefore, larger, better-resourced
organizations may have been over-sampled. However, analysis of the respondents

indicates no bias toward larger organizations. The majority of respondents have one to
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three full-time employees, one to three part-time employees, and an annual budget of
$100,000 to $500,000. Ultimately, there is no clear evidence that nonrespondents differed
significantly from the respondents, eliminating nonresponse bias.

External validity is the ability to generalize the conclusions of the study to other
organizations in other places. In this survey, external validity is threatened by the
nonrandom sampling procedure. It cannot be statistically determined how representative
the sample is of the larger population of subnational forest-related environmental groups in
the western US. Therefore the ability to statistically generalize the results to that
population of organizations is limited. Moreover, due to the focus on organizations in the
West, it cannot be said that the results hold true for similar organizations in the eastern US.
Nevertheless, the results can be conceptually generalized to forest-related environmental

groups in the American West.

3.4 Phase II: Case Studies

Case studies are a useful research strategy for examining “how” or “why” certain
phenomena exist in situations where the researcher has no ability to manipulate the
behaviors of interest (Yin 2003). Given the goals of this research, the case study method
was ideal for conducting qualitative analysis to determine why organizations are responding
differently to the rise of collaborative decision-making. The purposes of the case studies
were to: 1) provide additional sources of data to help support or refute the findings of the
survey, and 2) provide rich, contextual data to give insight into why certain organizational
characteristics result in different attitudes and behaviors toward collaboration among

forest-related state and local organizations.
3.4.1 Case Study Sample

Survey respondents from Phase | provided the sample frame for the case studies. To

select the cases, first the unique codes from the survey responses were linked to the
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corresponding organizations in the survey sample, so that each organization was associated
with its response. Then any organizations affiliated with a national organization, and/or
those formed after 1995, were removed from the sample frame, reducing the total sample
by 18 organizations (Table 3.3). Chapters of national groups are different from unaffiliated
groups, as their structure, interests, and activities, are modeled after, and potentially
restricted by, their parent organizations. By eliminating affiliates from the case study
sample, the possible influence of a parent organization on local organizations’ choice to
participate or not participate in collaboration was eliminated. Further, the focus of this
research was on organizations formed prior to the widespread use of collaborative decision-
making, to understand what lead them to adopt, or not adopt, a new strategy to influence
forest decisions. While there is no clear consensus on when collaborative forest
management began — its advent was more of an evolution than a discrete event — by the
mid-1990s the approach was generally understood and increasingly utilized to address
natural resource conflicts (US Government Accountability Office 2008). For this reason,

organizations formed after 1995 were also removed from the case study sample.

Table 3.3 Development of the Case Study Sample

Organization Characteristic #in Sample
Affiliated with a National Organization (removed) 4
Unaffiliated 57
Formed After 1995 (removed) 16
Formed Before 1995 43
Affiliates Formed After 1995 (overlap) 2
Total Removed From Case Study Sample 18
Total Remaining In Case Study Sample 43

Once the sample frame was finalized, the respondents were stratified by US Forest

Service region. In other words, the respondents were divided into groups based on their
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location in the six US Forest Service regions that covered the study area: Regions 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, and 6 (Table 3.4). This helped control for variation among different US Forest Service
regions (e.g., in terms of administration, leadership, culture, forest types, forest industry,
natural resource issues, use of and/or support for collaboration, etc.), which could
disparately influence local groups’ activities. Next, the respondents were organized by
variation in the dependent variables, or their attitudes and behaviors toward collaboration,
as determined by the survey results (Table 3.4). Confronting groups were those that had a
negative attitude toward collaboration and indicated litigation is “very important” to their
work, and collaborating groups were those that had a positive attitude toward collaboration
and indicated collaboration is “very important” to their work. Finally, one confronting
group and one collaborating group in each of two US Forest Service regions were chosen,
for a total of four case study organizations. Due to the researcher’s time and budget
limitations, Regions in which the confronting and collaborating groups operated in the same
state were prioritized for case selection. For example, in Region 4, both the confronting and
collaborating groups operated in Idaho. In Region 1 the confronting groups operated in
Idaho while the collaborating groups operated in Montana. Thus Region 4 was prioritized

for the case study research over Region 1.

Table 3.4 Stratification of Case Study Sample

. . Total # # Confronting | # Collaborating
US Forest Service Region .. - ..
Organizations | Organizations | Organizations
Region 1 (ID, MT) 11 2 2
Region 2 (CO, WY) 7 1 1
Region 3 (AZ, NM) 3 0 1
Region 4 (ID, NV, UT, WY) 8 1 2
Region 5 (CA) 5 1 2
Region 6 (OR, WA) 9 1 2
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In Region 4, which includes Nevada, Utah, and parts of Idaho and Wyoming, the
Idaho Sporting Congress and Idaho Conservation League were selected. In Region 6, which
includes Oregon and Washington, an anonymous organization and Conservation Northwest
were selected. (Note: the Executive Director of the anonymous organization asked that it
remain unnamed. Hereafter, it will be referred to as Washington Forest Preservation.)

Details about the case groups will be provided in Chapter 5.

3.4.2 Case Study Data Collection

Two sources of evidence for the case studies —interviews and archival
documentation —were chosen and triangulated to increase validity (Yin 2003). Interviews
are an indispensable source of information as they are focused directly on the research
topic, and they provide insight from the perspective of those closest to and most
experienced with the variables of interest. Caution must be taken to be aware of and limit
bias from poorly worded questions, poor recall, unclear statements, and respondents telling
the interviewer what they think she wants to hear (i.e., response bias). Archival documents
offer useful supplementary information to confirm or refute the evidence from the
interviews. They can be both paper and electronic, including reports, financial statements,
newsletters, articles, and websites. Benefits of documentary information are that it is
constant and exact, it gives long-term coverage of details and events, and, since it was not
created for the purpose of the research, it is not influenced by being studied. However,
investigators must bear in mind that every document is written for a specific audience to
achieve a purpose other than that of the case study, so they must remain critical when
interpreting its content.

Drawing on theory explored during the literature review, as well as concepts and
relationships that emerged from the survey data, a focused interview protocol (Merton,
Fiske, and Kendall 1990) was developed to elicit respondents’ thoughts, opinions and points
of view on collaboration and the factors influencing their organization’s response to

collaboration. Though the interview was open-ended and assumed a conversational tone,
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the researcher mainly followed an interview schedule containing a set of close- and open-
ended questions that were asked of every respondent (Lindlof and Taylor 2002). That said,
spontaneous follow-up probes were used as necessary to clarify meaning or ask for
elaboration, and at times the interviewer asked new questions raised by the interviewee’s
comments.

To develop the protocol, a process described by Wengraf (2001) and expanded by
Spickard (2005) was followed. The researcher determined what theory-based questions
would answer the central research questions, and then interview questions were created to
answer those theory-based questions (see example in Appendix 3). The interview questions
then were arranged in such a way to engage the interviewee and allow the conversation to
unfold fluidly. Questions about resources spoke to 1) organizational assets, 2) access, 3)
staff expertise, and 4) sources of funding. Questions related to group interest addressed 1)
definition and opinion of collaboration, 2) organizational values and ideology, and 3)
institutional arrangements supported for managing public forests. To understand external
context and interactions, questions were asked about 1) opinion of and trust in the US
Forest Service, 2) opinion of other environmental groups, and 3) opinion of other
stakeholders groups. Lastly, questions about experience addressed 1) observation and/or
participation in collaborative processes and 2) strategy choice (Table 3.1). For a sample
interview script, see Appendix 4.

For the document analysis, a list was drawn up of document types that would
provide evidence of the dependent and independent variables. For example, an
organization’s website imparts information about its attitude toward collaborative decision-
making, its mission, values and goals, the tactics it employs, and its interactions with others;
financial statements document budget and staff size, as well as where money and staff are
directed; and membership communications illustrate how an organization speaks to its
members, which gives insight into member values and ideology (Table 3.1). Having a list of
documents that needed to be collected from each case study organization and the

information that was expected to be gleaned from them allowed the researcher to be
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efficient in collecting and analyzing the documentary evidence. As appropriate, documents
were either accessed and downloaded from the Internet, or hard copies were collected
from the organizations during the field visits to conduct the interviews.

A study modification/addendum request was granted by IRB to conduct and record
the interviews and to gather documents related to the study topic following the informed
consent procedure (Appendix 5). Permission was sought from the Executive Directors to
use their organization’s name and description in the final report, with the promise that if
permission was not given an alias would be used and any identifying description of the
organization would be avoided. Though quotes from the interviews and documents would
be used in reporting the results of the research, the researcher pledged not use

respondents’ names or their organizations’ names in connection with the quotes.

3.4.3 Case Study Implementation

A total of 14 interviews were conducted — five in person and nine via telephone
(Table 3.5). The Executive Director of each organization was interviewed as the primary
source of information. For supplemental information, five staff members, three from the
Idaho Conservation League and two from Conservation Northwest, who had primary
responsibility for forest-related or community issues were interviewed. The Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation had no staff other than the Executive
Directors, so the researcher spoke with a former Board member of the Idaho Sporting
Congress, and a current Board member of Washington Forest Preservation. Also
interviewed were three additional informants identified by the case organization
respondents as people who could provide corroborating and contextual information about
the cases.

To carry out the interviews, the potential respondents were emailed to notify them
of the researcher’s interest in speaking with them, and to ask for their participation. The
requests were positively received, and the researcher followed up with each subject to

arrange a time and method for the interview. The case study organizations were visited in
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person to conduct face-to-face interviews with the Executive Directors. Also one of the

staff interviews at the Idaho Conservation League was conducted in person. The remainder

of the staff, board, and non-case informant interviews were conducted via telephone due to

time and budget constraints on the part of the researcher. Prior to the interviews, the

respondents were provided with an outline of the topics to be discussed. For the interviews

conducted over the phone, the consent form was emailed to the respondent beforehand;

for the face-to-face interviews, the forms were presented and signed at the beginning of

the interview. All the interviews were tape-recorded with the permission of the

respondents, and then transcribed verbatim to create a script for analysis.

Table 3.5 Interviewees and Interview Method

Interview Method

In-Person ‘ Telephone

Confronting Strategy Organizations
Idaho Sporting Congress

Executive Director X

Former Board Member X
Washington Forest Preservation

Executive Director X

Board Member X
Non-case Informant 1 X
Non-case Informant 2 X
Collaborating Strategy Organizations
Idaho Conservation League

Executive Director X

Staff Member 1 X

Staff Member 2 X

Staff Member 3 X
Conservation Northwest

Executive Director X

Staff Member 1 X

Staff Member 2 X
Non-Case Informant 3 X
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Visiting the case study sites and conducing the Executive Director interviews in
person provided opportunities for direct observation. As Yin (2003) notes, relevant
behaviors and environmental conditions often are available for observation, which can
serve as another source of case study evidence. For example, in this research the
investigator was able to observe the organizations’ physical presence, or lack thereof. Visits
to the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest were paid to their offices,
which housed staff and an array of organizational paraphernalia. Meetings with the
Executive Directors of the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation
were held in the lobby of a hotel and in a library study room, respectively, as neither
organization had a formal office. Site visits also allowed the researcher to collect hard-copy
documents from the Executive Directors, including annual reports, membership

communications, financial statements, and newspaper and magazine articles.

3.4.4 Case Study Analysis

Content analysis was used to systematically identify concepts, relationships, and
other special characteristics of the data collected in the interviews and document analysis
(Berg 1998). The interview transcripts were uploaded to ATLAS.ti, a software program that
aids in qualitative data coding and analysis. Coding is the process of analyzing the contents
of the data to identify concepts and their properties (Strauss and Corbin 1998). The
researcher read through the transcripts line-by-line, highlighted quotes that demonstrated
a certain concept, and then assigned them a “code” describing that concept. Several tactics
outlined by Miles and Huberman (1994) for generating meaning from the data were
followed: noting patterns and themes, clustering and partitioning the variables, making
comparisons and contrasts, noting relationships between variables, and finding conceptual
and theoretical coherence.

First, broad conceptual categories drawn from literature and underscored by the

survey findings, such as “interest”, “resources”, and “experience” were coded. In a

subsequent round of coding these broad categories were separated into more specific
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variables, and ultimately the variables were clustered into families. For example, the
category “resources” included the variables “money,” “staff,” “skill,” “time,” and “access”;
the family “resources--positive” included all the codes that illustrated availability of these
resources to the organization. Using the query tool and Boolean operators in ATLAS.ti,
different variables, categories, and theoretical constructs were examined across different
respondents or groups of respondents to find relationships, commonalities, and differences.
For example, querying “resources--positive” AND “confronting groups” output quotes that
helped the researcher understand the resources these groups have and that support
theoretical inferences about how those resources influence their response to collaboration.
Case documents also were analyzed for the concepts identified during the interview

analysis, to help corroborate the interview data.

3.4.5 Validity Threats

There are three tests of validity that can be used to ascertain the quality of case
study research: construct validity, internal validity, and external validity (Yin 2003).
Construct validity establishes that the researcher has used operational measures that
accurately reflect the concepts being studied. Construct validity was strengthened in this
research by using multiple sources of evidence to substantiate the findings, including
documents and interviews with representatives inside the case organizations and with key
informants outside the organizations. Also, participants were asked to review and verify a
synthetic narrative of the case studies to validate the findings. Interviewees were emailed
the case study analysis and given four weeks to provide their evaluation of whether it
represented a factual and appropriate assessment of their organizations. Four of the
participants responded, largely confirming the accuracy of the analysis. They did suggest

minor revisions, which were incorporated into the narrative to the extent possible.’ This

! There was one critique about how organizational professionalization was interpreted in the study. However,
because this concept was based on specific theory drawn from the interest group literature, the reviewer’s
recommendation to expand the interpretation was not incorporated.

76



kind of informant feedback or “member checking” (Lincoln and Guba 1985) not only gives
the researcher confidence in the data because the participant verifies them, but it gives the
participants confidence in the results because they have a chance to confirm them.

Internal validity allows the researcher to explain correlations or causal relationships,
and distinguish them from spurious relationships. This research examines relationships
between environmental groups’ organizational characteristics and their choice of certain
strategies to influence forest policy decisions. History and design contamination could
threaten the internal validity of the findings (O’Sullivan, Rassel, and Berner 2003). Events,
policies, or other contextual influences beside the independent variables could be the
driving force behind variation in the dependent variables. Analysis of the context in which
the case study organizations were operating helped allay internal validity threats due to
history. Design contamination occurs when participants act differently because they know
they are being studied. Anecdotal evidence suggests that environmental groups may prefer
to keep the growing dissention between “confronters” and “collaborators” quiet, so as to
avoid in-fighting within the community and to present a unified front to outsiders
(anonymous, personal communication, July 2007). If this desire existed among the survey
and interview respondents, then data would be skewed toward the mean. In other words,
few groups would be categorized as “confronting” or “collaborating,” i.e., reacting at the
extremes. Building trust with the respondents, ensuring an open, transparent research
process, offering the condition of anonymity, and avoiding subjective valuation of the
responses made it easier for respondents to be honest and cooperative, minimizing design
contamination.

The technique of dependent variable pattern-matching also helped strengthen
internal validity (Yin 2003). This technique involves comparing predicted outcomes for
multiple, nonequivalent dependent variables (in this case, attitude and behavior) with
observed outcomes. If the predicted patterns are found across the dependent variables,
inferences about the relationships between variables are supported. In this case it was

predicted that attitude and behavior would be positively correlated (i.e., more positive

77



attitude toward collaboration equated with more participation in collaboration), and that
prediction was borne out in the empirical results.

External validity is what enables researchers to generalize their findings to other
cases. Typically, case study research is not considered to be externally valid because only a
single or limited number of cases are examined, and they are not randomly selected.
However, statistical generalization is not the intent of this research. Rather, the goal is to
generate in-depth findings that aid in analytic generalization, or generalizing results to the
broader theory behind the research (Yin 2003). By selecting multiple cases, the study was
replicated so the researcher could look for both similar results in the two comparable
organizations, and contrasting results between the two different groups of organizations.
Replication helps provide support for theoretical propositions, and strengthens analytic

generalization in case study research.

3.5 Chapter Summary

This chapter began with a description of the mixed-methods research design, and
the justification for using it in this study. Next the study area and the reason for choosing it
were described. This was followed by an account of Phase |, the quantitative portion of the
research, including a description of the sample; details of the development, review, and
implementation of the survey instrument; an explanation of survey analysis; and a
discussion of potential biases in the sample and measurement. In the last section, Phase Il
of the research, the qualitative case studies were elaborated. Here the researcher
explained how the case study sample was developed; the methods of data collection and
how they were implemented; details of the data analysis; and the threats to the case
studies and how they were mitigated. The next chapter will present the findings from

Phase I.
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CHAPTER 4: SURVEY OF STATE AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS: ATTITUDES AND
BEHAVIORS TOWARD COLLABORATION

Chapters 4 and 5 are limited to presenting the findings of this research, reporting
the details of the data collected in the survey and case studies. Interpretation of these
results is reserved for Chapter 6. This chapter provides the results of the survey of
subnational environmental groups in the American West, describing groups’ attitudes and
behaviors toward collaborative decision-making, and indicating what organizational
characteristics are related to those attitudes and behaviors. The variables examined are

based on the literature discussed in Chapter 2.

4.1 Survey Participants

The survey was distributed to 101 organizations: 65 organizations from the sample
frame drawn from the American Lands Alliance website, 22 in the first snowball sample, and
14 in the second snowball sample. Out of 101 organizations there were 61 responses for a
response rate of 60%. A breakdown of respondents by position in their organization
showed 72% were Executive Directors, 11% Program Directors, 7% Presidents, and 2% fell
into each category of Associate Director, Policy Director, Outreach Coordinator, and
Biologist (Figure 4.1). Representation from the 11 states in the study area included 15%
from Colorado, 13% each from Montana and Washington, 11% each from Colorado, Idaho,
and Oregon, 8% from Wyoming, 7% from Utah, 5% from New Mexico, 3% from Arizona, and
2% from Nevada. Based on the representation of these states in the full sample,
respondents from California and Idaho were slightly over represented, respectively 4% and
5% more of the respondents than of the total sample, and respondents from Montana and
Oregon were slightly under represented, respectively 4% and 5% less of the respondents

than of the total sample (Figure 4.2).
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4.2 Organizational Characteristics
The survey generated descriptive data about organizational activities, attitudes
toward collaboration, resources, interest, and experience. Below is an analysis of the

findings related to each variable.

4.2.1 Organizational Activities

In answer to the question “how important is each activity for the work of your
organization?” respondents indicated communicating with government agencies (77%),
grassroots mobilizing (66%), working with the media (51%), taking legal action (49%), and
joining coalitions of other groups (46%) were very important. Activities that were not very
important or that respondents were not engaged in at all were protesting/demonstrating
(83%), organizing conferences (57%), participating in collaborative decision-making (34%),
and conducting research (28%) (Figure 4.3). Looking more closely at taking legal action and
participating in collaborative decision-making, the principle tactics of the old and new
approaches to influencing public forest management in the West, legal tactics were more
important to respondents than collaboration. Taking legal action was rated by 49% of
respondents to be very important, 29% important, 14% not very important, and 8% were
not engaged in legal action at all. Participating in collaborative decision-making was rated
by 26% of respondents to be very important, 39% important, 23% not very important, and
11% were not engaged in collaboration at all (Figure 4.4). Comparing the relative
importance of these tactics showed that 49% of respondents considered legal action to be
more important to the work of their organization than collaboration, 31% indicated the two
tactics were equally important, and 20% said that collaboration was more important than

litigation (Figure 4.5).
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Factor analysis was done to determine broad categories of these activities.
Researchers use different standards to confirm that a variable is represented by a particular
factor. One rule of thumb is that factor loadings, which report the correlation between the
variable and the overall factor, should be 0.7 or higher; another is that loadings should be
0.4 or higher (Garson 2011a). This research interpreted a factor loading of 0.5 or higher to
indicate strong representation by the factor. The analysis revealed three dimensions of
action, categorized as divisive, cooperative, and disturbance. Divisive activities emphasize
the differences between the sides of an argument through media stories, seek winner-
takes-all solutions through litigation, and attempt to bolster one position over the other
through research. Cooperative activities seek to build relationships within the statehouse
via legislative lobbying, with allies via coalition-building, and with opponents via

collaboration. Disturbance activities seek influence through outside channels, disrupting

83



the status quo and generating attention with protests and by mobilizing dissatisfied publics.

Table 4.1 shows how the different activities load on these three dimensions.

Table 4.1 Dimensions of Action Underlying Environmental Group Tactics

Activity Divisive | Cooperative | Disturbance
Working with the media .795 .257 171
Taking legal action 734 -.67 .076
Conducting research .561 .041 -.031
Communicating with government agencies .377 473 -.59
Communicating with legislators 321 717 .051
Protesting/Demonstrating .255 -.31 .762
Grassroots mobilizing .248 .305 .649
Joining coalitions of other groups .135 .669 433
Participating in collaborative decision-making -.225 .762 .015
Organizing conferences -.329 .254 .559

4.2.2 Attitudes Toward Collaborative Decision-Making

To understand respondents’ attitudes toward collaboration, they were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with a series of statements about the process and
outcomes of collaborative decision-making (Table 4.2). Statements about the relationship
outcomes of collaboration elicited an overall positive response. An average of 59% of
respondents agreed that “working with other stakeholders fosters trust” and “building
relationships among stakeholders prevents future conflict.” The process aspects of
collaboration were viewed more neutrally. On average, 32% of respondents neither agreed
nor disagreed, 33% agreed, and 32% disagreed that “too many resources are required for

Zax

collaboration,” “collaborative decisions do not comply with laws like the National

n u

Environmental Policy Act,” “collaborative decisions are not subject to public comment,” and
“it takes too much time to reach a decision via collaboration.” Statements about the

implementation outcomes of collaborative decisions were slightly more negatively received.
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While on average 33% of respondents agreed, 40% disagreed that “collaboration helps
overcome political gridlock,” “the frequency of litigation is reduced by collaborative
decision-making,” “decisions make by regulatory agencies are harder to implement than
decisions made by collaboration,” and “collaboration results in solutions that satisfy all
stakeholders.” Attitudes toward the substantive outcomes were the most negatively
viewed of the aspects of collaboration. On average, 41% neither agreed nor disagreed with
these statements and 48% agreed “agency regulations made according to the National
Environmental Policy Act lead to better environmental outcomes than collaborative
decision-making” and “industry groups get more from collaboration than environmental

groups.” The statements and rating averages are shown in Figure 4.6.
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Table 4.2 Respondent Views on Collaborative Decision-making

Percent of Respondents

Statement Categories Agree | Neutral | Disagree N
Process 60
— Too many resources are required for collaboration 38% 33% 27%
— Collaborative decisions do not comply with laws like the
National Environmental Policy Act 32% 40% 23%
— Collaborative decisions are not subject to public comment 28% 28% 42%
— It takes too much time to reach a decision via
collaboration 33% 27% 35%
Process Statement Averages | 33% 32% 32%
Relationship Outcomes 60
— Working with other stakeholders fosters trust 72% 17% 12%
— Building relationships among stakeholders prevents future
conflict 47% 25% 27%
Relationship Outcome Statement Averages | 59% 21% 19%
Implementation Outcomes 60
— Collaboration helps overcome political gridlock 48% 20% 30%
— The frequency of litigation is reduced by collaborative
decision-making 47% 22% 27%
— Decisions make by regulatory agencies are harder to
implement than decisions made by collaboration 22% 25% 47%
— Collaboration results in solutions that satisfy all
stakeholders 13% 27% 58%
Implementation Outcome Statement Averages | 33% 23% 40%
Substantive Outcomes 60
— Agency regulations made according to the National
Environmental Policy Act lead to better environmental
outcomes than collaborative decision-making 45% 48% 5%
— Industry groups get more from collaboration than
environmental groups 52% 33% 13%
Substantive Outcome Statement Averages | 48% 41% 9%
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Figure 4.6 Rating Averages Indicating Perspectives on Collaborative Decision-making
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Cronbach’s alpha, a statistic measuring internal consistency of items, was calculated
to determine the degree to which the 12 statements measured the same construct, attitude
toward collaboration. The item reliability test yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.882. The rule
of thumb is that 0.8 or higher indicates good reliability (Garson 2011b), which means that
taken together the individual statements about collaboration provided a reliable measure
of respondents’ perspective on collaborative decision-making. For easier comparison with
the independent variables, a Collaboration Attitude Index Score was created by averaging
respondents’ ratings of the four process statements and the eight outcome statements, and
then averaging those two numbers. The result was a score ranging from 1.3 — 4.1 with 1
being the most negative perspective on collaboration and 5 being the most positive.
Respondents were arranged into three attitude groups: negative (scores between 1 and
2.5), mixed (scores between 2.6 and 3.4), and positive (scores between 3.5 and 5). Twenty-
eight percent of respondents demonstrated a negative attitude toward collaboration, 38%

had a mixed attitude, and 33% had a positive attitude (Figure 4.7).
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Figure 4.7 Respondent Attitudes toward Collaboration

88



Most respondents indicated that they had some (49%) or many (47%) concerns
about collaborative decision-making for National Forest management. On the survey,
respondents were asked in an open-ended question to describe their concerns. The
responses were coded and organized into three broad categories: process, outcomes, and
alternatives (N=51). Process concerns, expressed by 39% of respondents, reflected the idea
that the appropriateness and success of collaboration depended on process components
like decision rules (e.g., consensus or majority), participant composition and training, scope
of issues addressed, clarity of goals, who was “in charge”, and whether there was a
facilitator or mediator. As one respondent put it, “collaboration, like any other tool, can
result in positive outcomes or negative outcomes. The devil is in the details” (Survey
Respondent 209). In addition to the importance of process, 24% of respondents noted the
importance of the context of collaboration. “It is not the tool for every situation” (Survey
Respondent 206).

Concerns about process also included fears about unequal representation and
power imbalances in collaborative forums. Twenty-three percent of respondents believed
that collaboration is “anti-democratic” (Survey Respondent 943) because it excludes the
national public, and “National Forests are just that, national, they belong to everyone in this
country, not just those who live near them” (Survey Respondent 726). Similarly, 22% of
respondents believed collaboration “may not reflect the full spectrum of concerns” (Survey
Respondent 26) due to “biased inclusion of stakeholders” (Survey Respondent 697) because
“not all stakeholders are invited” to participate (Survey Respondent 723). A related
concern, expressed by 31% of respondents, is that collaboration “is always an asymmetrical
playing field” (Survey Respondent 159) because the “time commitment and capacity is not
equal among parties” (Survey Respondent 255). As a result, “industry stakeholders
outnumber environmental groups” (Survey Respondent 121), biasing collaborative
outcomes toward “logging, mining, grazing, or off-road vehicle advocates” (Survey

Respondent 51).
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Outcome concerns related to compromise solutions, misuse of the process by
agencies, and lack of implementation. Due to consensus decision-making and the give and
take required in collaborative negotiations, 24% of respondents expressed concern that
“collaborations between industries, public land managers and environmental activists
frequently result in unacceptable compromises of environmental quality” (Survey
Respondent 568). Concerns about misuse of collaboration, expressed by 16% of
respondents, were that the US Forest Service uses collaboration to justify its desired
outcomes. According to one respondent’s experience, “the agency went into collaboration
with a predetermined outcome and relied on the ‘collaborative process’ simply as a means
to say they'd gone through due process to arrive at the decision” (Survey Respondent 671).
Ten percent of respondents expressed concerns about implementation, fearing that
collaborative agreements, once reached, would not be acted on: “there's also the
uncomfortable risk that Forest Service managers won't follow through with the
collaborative agreement” (Survey Respondent 86).

Comments about alternatives to collaboration indicated a preference among 18% of
respondents for centralized government decision-making and NEPA, which upholds
environmental standards, ensures democratic procedure, and provides avenues for
environmental group influence through traditional channels, i.e., litigation and appeals.
One respondent stated that, “While higher-level national forest decision-making is almost
always politically based, it nevertheless tends to be more favorable to environmental
protection as a basic priority” (Survey Respondent 51). Another noted that, “Following
NEPA provides a better opportunity for the public-at-large to participate” (Survey
Respondent 407). Rather than running the risk of being out numbered and out resourced
by industry and business interests, some would rather “take our chances with agency
decision-making and utilize administrative appeals and litigation as needed” (Survey

Respondent 970).
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4.2.3 Resources

The majority of respondents had an annual budget between $100,000 and $499,999
(44%), 1-3 full-time employees (36%), 1-3 part-time employees (50%), and 1-25 volunteers
annually (31%). All respondents (100%) received funding from membership dues/individual
contributions, and 93% also got financial support from private foundations. In terms of
structure, the surveyed organizations were largely isolated; 94% were not a chapter or
subunit of a national organization, and 87% did not have chapters or subunits. Ninety-four
percent of respondents had been granted 501(c)(3) tax status by the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), qualifying them as public charities “organized and operated exclusively for
religious, charitable, scientific, testing for public safety, literacy, or education purposes” (26
US Code §501). The 501(c)(3) designation exempts organizations from taxation and means
that contributions to them are tax deductible, but it also imposes limitations on political
activities. See Table 4.3 for a complete account of the resource characteristics.

Respondents received an average of 48% of funding from membership
dues/individual contributions, 42% of funding from private foundations, 5% of funding from
government grants/contracts, 3% of funding from other sources (e.g., endowments), and
2% of funding from fees for service. Nineteen respondents (35%) relied on
members/individuals for more than half of their funding, while 17 (32%) relied on private
foundations for more than half of their funding (Figure 4.8). In terms of the variety of
sources of financial support, the majority of respondents (96%) received funding from more
than one type of source; only 4% received funding solely from one type of source (Table

4.4).
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Table 4.3 Resource Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Variables # Respondents % Respondents N

Annual Budget 54
Less than $50,000 9 17%
$50,000-599,999 7 13%
$100,000-$499,999 24 44%
$500,000-$999,999 4 7%
$1,000,000-51,999,999 6 11%
$2,000,000 or more 4 7%

Full-time Employees 55
0 9 16%
1to3 20 36%

4107 14 26%
8to 14 7 13%
15 or more 5 9%

Part-time Employees 54
0 14 26%
1to3 27 50%
4t07 12 22%
8to 14 1 2%

15 or more 0 0%

Volunteers Annually 55
0 1 2%
1to 25 17 31%

26 to 50 13 24%
51 to 100 11 20%
More than 100 10 18%

Funding Sources 54
Membership dues/Individual contributions 54 100%
Government grants/contracts 11 20%

Private foundations 50 93%
Fees for service 7 13%
Other 14 26%

Organizational Structure 54

Is a chapter or subunit 3 6%
Has chapters or subunits 7 13%

IRS Tax Code 54
Has not applied for tax status 1 2%

501(c)(3) 51 94%
501(c)(4) 2 4%
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Figure 4.8 Percent of Financial Support from Key Funding Sources

Five variables were used to examine professionalization of the organizations that
responded to the survey: annual budget, number of full-time employees, number of funding
source types, number of board members, and compensation for key employees. The data
for the last two variables were gathered from websites and from the IRS Form 990, which is
the annual tax return form submitted to the IRS by tax-exempt and non-profit (501(c)(3))
organizations. Form 990s are public information and are published on-line by the

Foundation Center (foundationcenter.org). Forms from the 2008 tax year were used if

possible; for three organizations the most recent form on file was from 2007, and for one
organization the most recent form was from 2006. Nine of the organizations could not be
found in the database. The mean number of board members was 10. The majority of

respondents, 68%, had mid-sized boards, with 6 to 15 board members; 17% had small
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boards with 1 to 5 members, and 15% had large boards with more than 15 members (Table
D). Compensation for key employees is the amount the organization spent during the year
to compensate its key staff, typically the Executive Director, Assistant Director, Program
Director, and/or Development Director. The mean amount of key employee compensation
among the respondent organizations was $64,880. The majority of organizations, 38%,
allocated between $25,000 and $50,000 for key employees; 18% allocated less than
$25,000, and 18% allocated more than $100,000 for their key staff (Table 4.4).

Table 4.4 Professionalization Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Variables # Respondents % Respondents N

# Funding Source Types 54
1 2 4%
2 27 50%
3 20 37%
4 5 9%

# Board Members 53
1to5 9 17%
6 to 10 25 47%
11to 15 11 21%
16 to 20 5 9%
20to 25 3 6%

Compensation for Key Employees 50
S0 5 10%
$1-$24,999 4 8%
$25,000-549,999 19 38%
$50,000-574,999 9 18%
$75,000-599,999 4 8%
$100,000-5149,999 2 4%
$150,000-$199,999 6 12%
More than $200,000 1 2%
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4.2.4 Interest

Survey participants were asked in an open-ended question to identify up to three
priority issues their organization addressed, and to describe their position on each.
Responses were coded and grouped into three categories: environment, economy, and
equity. The majority of respondents, 62%, expressed interest only in the environment,
focusing on preservation, conservation, restoration, and management of natural resources,
including wilderness, forests, wildlife, habitats, and water. Thirty-eight percent had
multiple interest areas, articulating concern for not only the environment, but also for
economy and equity. Thirteen percent of this group emphasized the importance of
environment and equity, ensuring the well-being of local communities and citizen
participation in environmental decision-making. Nine percent had an interest in
environment and economy, allowing for harvest, extraction, and recreation, provided these
activities were done in a way that minimized impact to the environment. Respondents
expressing interest in economy discussed priorities such as compensating landowners for
ecosystem services or developing a restoration economy around fuels reduction and forest
restoration. The final 15% of these organizations emphasized all three values —
environment, economy, and equity (Table 4.5).

Analysis similar to that done on the priority issue statements was done on
respondent mission statements, which were retrieved from the organizations’ websites.
The mission statements were coded as expressing environmental values or multiple values
(i.e., environment, economy and/or equity). Sixty-three percent of respondent
organizations conveyed in their mission statements only environmental values, while the
other 37% expressed multiple values. The mission statements also were coded according to
the geographic scope of the organizations’ interests: local, state, regional, and national.
Local missions referred to a particular area such as a watershed, forest, or other locality;
state missions addressed issues within a state; regional missions were directed toward
issues in a group of states or an ecosystem spanning a group of states; and national

missions addressed concern for nation-wide areas such as public lands and National Forests.
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Of the respondents, 41% had a local focus, 23% had a state focus, 28% had a regional focus,

and 8% had a national focus (Table 4.5).

Table 4.5 Survey Respondents’ Interests

Variable # Respondents | % Respondents N

Priority Issue Values 53
Environment 33 62%
Environment & Equity 7 13%
Environment & Economy 5 9%
Environment, Equity, & Economy 8 15%

Mission Values 60
Environment 38 63%
Environment, Equity and/or Economy 22 37%

Geographic Scope of Mission 61
Local 25 41%

State 14 23%
Regional 17 28%
National 5 8%

4.2.5 Experience
The one experience variable measured in the survey was age. Respondents were
asked to indicate the time period in which their organization was founded. The majority of

respondent organizations, 33%, were formed in the 1990s (Table 4.6).
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Table 4.6 Founding Year of Survey Respondents

Variable # Respondents | % Respondents N

Founding Year 54
Before 1970 7 13%
1970-1979 10 19%
1980-1989 11 20%
1990-1999 18 33%
2000 or later 8 15%

4.3 Factors Associated with Organizational Strategy

Inferential statistics were used to identify significant relationships between
organizations’ strategy with regard to collaboration, and their internal characteristics. The
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson correlation) was used to measure
the correlation between the dependent (Y) and independent (X) variables. The Pearson
correlation varies between —1 and 1, with 1 indicating a perfect positive relationship for
which Y increases in line as X increases, and —1 indicating a perfect negative relationship for
which Y decreases in line as X increases. Cohen (1988) offers one guideline for interpreting
the Pearson correlation coefficient (Table 4.7). The subsequent sections examine the
dependent variable, organizational strategy, and then look at its relationship with the

independent variables: resources, interest, and experience.

Table 4.7 Interpretation of Pearson Correlation Coefficient

Negative Correlation | Positive Correlation Interpretation
Coefficient Coefficient
-0.09t0 0.0 0.0 to 0.09 No correlation
-0.3to-0.1 0.1to0 0.3 Weak correlation
-0.5t0-0.3 0.3to 0.5 Moderate correlation
-1to-0.5 05to1l Strong correlation
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4.3.1 Organizational Strategy

As noted in the literature review, an organization’s strategy not only consists of the
tactics it uses, but also implies the mechanism by which the organization believes influence
can be achieved. To understand the strategies of the organizations in this study, the
researcher examined both organizations’ behaviors and their attitudes with regard to
collaboration, the idea being that an organization that uses collaboration and that has a
positive attitude toward collaboration believes that participating in collaboration is a
worthwhile endeavor and that it can help the organization achieve its goals. Therefore the
organization’s behavior and attitude indicate that it has a collaborative strategy.
Conversely, an organization that uses litigation and has a negative attitude toward
collaboration believes influence is achieved by confronting others and holding them
accountable, thus its behavior and attitude indicate it has a confrontational strategy.

Correlations and multivariate analysis of the Collaboration Attitude Index Scores and
the importance of participating in collaboration and taking legal action showed that there
were significant relationships between attitude and behavior (Table 4.8). Collaboration
Attitude Index Scores were strongly positively related to the importance of participating in
collaboration (Pearson correlation = 0.64, p-value = <0.0001) and moderately negatively

related to the importance of taking legal action (-0.3, 0.021).

Table 4.8 Relationship Between Attitudes and Behaviors

Attitude Toward Collaboration
P
ea rso.n P-value N
Correlation
Participating in Collaboration 0.64 <.0001** 60
Taking Legal Action -0.3 0.021** 58

** = significant at < 0.05
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The correlations between attitude, collaboration, and litigation demonstrated the
consistency in attitudes and behaviors with regard to collaboration (Figure 4.9). As the
importance of collaboration increased, the number of organizations with a positive attitude
toward collaboration increased; as the importance of legal action increased, the number of
organizations with a positive attitude toward collaboration decreased. Eighty percent of
organizations that considered participating in collaborative decision-making to be “very
important” to their work had a positive attitude toward collaboration; none of them
expressed a negative attitude (N=15). Thirty-six percent of the organizations that
considered taking legal action to be “very important” had a negative attitude toward

collaboration, compared to 21% that had a positive attitude (N=28).
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Figure 4.9 Consistencies in Attitudes and Behaviors toward Collaboration
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Relationships between attitude, behavior, and concerns about collaboration also
were examined. Respondents’ level of concern was strongly negatively correlated with
attitude toward (-0.64, <0.0001) and participation in collaboration (-0.53, <0.0001) (Table
4.9); organizations that had “many” concerns about collaboration were more likely to have
a negative attitude toward collaboration and to consider participation in collaboration to be

“not very important” to their work, or they “did not engage” in collaboration at all.

Table 4.9 Relationship Between Strategy and Concerns about Collaboration

Concerns about Collaboration
Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation
Attitude Toward Collaboration -0.64 <.0001** 58
Participating in Collaboration -0.53 <.0001** 58

** = significant at < 0.05

Looking more closely at the specific concerns expressed by organizations with
different attitudes and behaviors, patterns emerged (Table 4.10). Organizations that were
concerned that power imbalances in collaborative forums give an advantage to extractive
interests were weakly negatively correlated with attitude toward collaboration (-0.23, 0.11)
and moderately negatively correlated with participation in collaboration (-0.32, 0.022).
Organizations concerned about unequal representation in collaborative forums were
moderately negatively correlated with attitude toward collaboration (-0.3, 0.035) and
participation in collaboration (-0.33, 0.017). Those organizations concerned that
collaboration requires compromise on environmental goals were moderately negatively
correlated with attitude toward collaboration (-0.39, 0.005) and weakly negatively
correlated with participation in collaboration (-0.26, 0.06). Organizations that expressed

concern that the US Forest Service abuses collaboration were moderately negatively
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correlated with attitude toward (-0.32, 0.02) and participation in collaboration (-0.32, 0.03).
Finally, organizations that asserted that decision-making should be done through the NEPA
process were moderately negatively correlated with attitude toward collaboration (-0.31,
0.029) and weakly negatively correlated with participating in collaboration (-0.29, 0.039).

In sum, organizations that had a negative attitude toward collaboration and that did
not participate in collaboration were concerned that industry and local communities “have
far more resources to invest” in collaboration than conservation interests (Survey
Respondent 974), have “more time and paid employees to participate” (Survey Respondent
723), and have better access because they “only have to drive a few miles to attend”
(Survey Respondent 51). They also were concerned that collaboration “excludes some
members of the public” (Survey Respondent 978), in particular “citizens who are part
owners of the public lands from across the country” (Survey Respondent 723). They
believed that collaborative solutions “result in unacceptable compromises of environmental
quality” (Survey Respondent 568). In their experience, “collaboration is advocated by the
agencies, in this case the Forest Service, who have been condemned in the courts for their
violations of law, and are looking to undermine...the law” to move timber projects forward
(Survey Respondent 972). These organizations believed that public forest decision-making
should be done through the NEPA process. As one respondent said, “Public lands invite
complexity and it's through the complexity of a NEPA process that you can find better
solutions” (Survey Respondent 407).

Organizations that were concerned that collaborative agreements would not be
implemented were weakly correlated with attitude toward collaboration (0.29, 0.039), and
moderately correlated with participation in collaboration (0.33, 0.019). In other words,
organizations that had a positive attitude toward and did participate in collaboration were
concerned that the time and energy they put into collaborative efforts would be wasted
because there was a “risk that Forest Service managers won't follow through with the
collaborative agreement” (Survey Respondent 86), which “can be a source of frustration for

the [collaborative] group” (Survey Respondent 264).
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Concerns reflecting that the process and context matter, in terms of the
appropriateness and success of collaboration, were not related to attitude toward or

participation in collaboration.

Table 4.10 Patterns of Concerns about Collaboration

Attitude toward Participating in
Collaboration Collaboration

Pearson val Pearson val N
Concern about Collaboration Correlation P-value Correlation P-value
Process matters 0.009 0.95 -0.12 0.40 51
Context matters 0.10 0.46 -0.01 0.93 51
Power imbalances benefit extractive interests -0.23 0.11 -0.32 0.022** | 51
Unequal representation in collaboration -0.30 0.035%** -0.33 0.017** | 51
Requires compromise on environmental -0.39 0.005** 0.26 0.06 51
outcomes
Collaborative decisions are not implemented 0.29 0.039** 0.33 0.019** | 51
US Forest Service abuses collaboration -0.32 0.02** -0.32 0.03** | 51
Should make decisions through NEPA -0.31 0.029** -0.29 0.039** | 51
Should combine collaboration and NEPA 0.19 0.18 0.12 0.38 51

** = significant at <0.05

4.3.2 Strategy and Resources

Attitude toward collaboration and the importance of participating in collaboration
were significantly positively correlated with several of the resource variables (Table 4.11).
More professionalized organizations were associated with more positive attitudes toward
collaboration, and greater involvement in collaborative decision-making. Attitude toward
collaboration was moderately correlated with annual budget (0.31, 0.021), number of
funding sources (0.33, 0.016), number of Board members (0.33, 0.018), and compensation
for key employees (0.38, 0.007); attitude toward collaboration was weakly correlated with

number of full-time employees (0.26, 0.06). Participation in collaboration was weakly
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correlated with annual budget (0.29, 0.033), and moderately correlated with number of
funding sources (0.3, 0.026), and compensation for key employees (0.43, 0.002).

Support from membership dues/individual contributions was weakly, but
significantly, correlated with participating in collaboration (0.29, 0.029). Private foundation
support was moderately negatively correlated with attitude toward (-0.37, 0.006) and
participation in collaboration (-0.39, 0.004), but weakly correlated with the importance of
taking legal action (0.24, 0.09). Conversely, government grant support was moderately
correlated with attitude toward (0.36, 0.008) and participation in collaboration (0.35,
0.009), but moderately negatively correlated with taking legal action (-0.49, 0.0002).

Attitudes and behaviors were not correlated with the existence of organizational subunits.

Table 4.11 Patterns of Resources, Attitudes and Action

Attitude toward Participating in
. . Taking Legal Action

Collaboration Collaboration glLeg

P P P

earso.n P-value earso.n P-value earso.n P-value N

Correlation Correlation Correlation

Annual Budget 0.31 0.021** 0.29 0.033** -0.12 0.38 54
# Full-time 0.26 0.06* 0.19 0.16 -0.02 0.88 55
Employees
Subunits -0.05 0.72 0.04 0.75 0.05 0.72 60
Member/Individual
Suirgoir/ naividua 0.13 0.36 0.29 0.029%* 0.06 0.66 54
zg;;ger:oundat'o” -0.37 0.006** -0.39 0.004** 0.24 0.09* | 54
Government 0.36 0.008** 0.35 0.009** -0.49 0.0002** | 54
Grants/Contracts
# Funding Sources 0.33 0.016** 0.30 0.026** -0.03 0.83 54
# Board Members 0.33 0.018** 0.20 0.15 -0.03 0.84 52
Compensation for 0.38 0.007** 0.43 0.002** -0.09 0.54 49
Key Employees

* = significant at <0.1
** = significant at < 0.05

103




Among the other tactics of influence examined in the survey, legislative lobbying
was significantly correlated with organizational professionalization and protesting/
demonstrating was negatively correlated with professionalization (Appendix 6). More
professionalized organizations — those with larger budgets (0.28, 0.04), more staff (0.31,
0.02), more Board members (0.27, 0.05), and higher compensation for key staff (0.3, 0.04) —
were associated with greater importance of legislative lobbying. Less professionalized
organizations, those with smaller staff (-0.24, 0.08), fewer Board members (-0.23, 0.09), and
less compensation for key employees (-0.34, 0.02) were associated with greater importance

of protests and demonstrations (Table 4.12).

Table 4.12 Patterns of Resources, Legislative Lobbying and Protesting

Communicating with Protesting /
Legislators Demonstrating
Pearso'n P-value N Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation Correlation
Annual Budget 0.28 0.04%** 53 -0.19 0.17 53
# Full-time Employees 0.31 0.02** 54 -0.24 0.08* 54
# Funding Sources 0.14 0.32 53 -0.07 0.61 53
# Board Members 0.27 0.05* 52 -0.23 0.09* 52
Compensation for Key Employees 0.3 0.04** 49 -0.34 0.02** 49

* =significant at < 0.1
** = significant at <0.05

4.3.3 Strategy and Interest

Diversity of respondents’ interests was significantly correlated with attitudes and
behaviors toward collaboration (Table 4.13). Interest was investigated via the survey, by
asking organizations to indicate their priority issues and positions on each, and via archival
analysis, by looking at organizations’ mission statements on their websites. The expression

of environment, economy, and equity values in organizations’ priority issues was weakly
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correlated with attitudes toward collaboration (0.29, 0.034) and participation in
collaborative decision-making (0.27, 0.051); expression of multiple values in their priority
issues was moderately negatively correlated with taking legal action (-0.33, 0.016). The
expression of multiple values in organizations’ mission statements was moderately
correlated with attitude toward (0.38, 0.003) and participation in collaboration (0.39,
0.002); expression of multiple values in their mission statements was moderately negatively
correlated with taking legal action (-0.33, 0.011). In other words, organizations that held
multiple values had a positive attitude toward collaboration and did participate in
collaborative decision-making; organizations that held a single environmental value had a
negative attitude toward collaboration and used litigation. The geographic scope of
respondents’ missions was not correlated with collaborative or confrontational strategies

(0.12, 0.024, -0.16).

Table 4.13 Patterns of Interest, Attitude and Action

Attitude toward Participating in Taking Legal
Collaboration Collaboration Action
Pea rso'n P-value Pea rso'n P_value Pea rso.n P_value N
Correlation Correlation Correlation

Priority Issue Value 029 | 0.034** 0.27 0.051* 033 | 0.016** | 53
Diversity
Mission Value Diversity 0.38 0.003** 0.39 0.002** -0.33 0.011** | 60
Geographic Scope of 0.12 0.35 0.024 0.86 -0.16 027 | 60
Mission

* = significant at <0.1

** = significant at < 0.05

Diversity of values, in terms of environment, economy, and equity, in priority issues

and mission statements was not related to the importance of other advocacy tactics used

by the respondent organizations (Appendix 6). Furthermore, diversity of values was not
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correlated with professionalization; organizations may be professionalized and seek only
environmental values, or unprofessionalized and seek multiple values (Appendix 6).

Interest diversity in priority issues (0.4, 0.004) and mission statements (0.38, 0.006) was
moderately correlated with the amount of financial support provided by government grants
and contracts. That is to say that government patronage was positively associated with
more diverse organizational interests (Table 4.14). The geographic scope of organizations’
missions was moderately associated with resources; organizations with a broader
geographic interest had a significantly higher annual budget (0.34, 0.011), higher
compensation for key employees (0.43, 0.002), more full-time staff (0.33, 0.015), and more
board members (0.27, 0.05) (Table 4.15).

Table 4.14 Patterns in Interest and Sources of Financial Support

Priority Issue Value Mission Value
Diversity Diversity
Pearso.n p-value Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation Correlation
Member/Individual Support -0.12 0.39 -0.17 0.21 52
Private Foundation Support -0.05 0.71 0.04 0.75 52
Government Grants/Contracts 0.4 0.004** 0.38 0.006** 52

** = significant at <0.05
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Table 4.15 Patterns in Scope of Mission and Professionalization

Geographic Scope of
Mission
Pearson
Correlation P-value N
Annual Budget 0.34 0.011** | 54
# Full-time Employees 0.33 0.015** | 55
# Funding Sources 0.2 0.16 54
# Board Members 0.27 0.05* 52
Compensation for Key Employees 0.43 0.002** | 49

* = significant at <0.1

** = significant at <0.05

4.3.4 Strategy and Experience

The age of the respondent organizations was weakly correlated with attitude toward

collaboration (0.23, 0.096), and weakly, though not significantly, correlated with

participation in collaborative decision-making (0.15, 0.27). In other words, older

organizations were slightly more likely to have more positive attitudes toward collaboration

and to participate in collaboration than younger organizations (Table 4.16).

Table 4.16 Patterns of Age, Attitude and Action

Attitude toward
Collaboration

Participating in
Collaboration

Taking Legal Action

Pearson P_value Pearson P_value Pearson Pvalue | N
Correlation Correlation Correlation
Age of Organization 0.23 0.096* 0.15 0.27 0.11 0.44 54

* = significant at <0.1

Age was also weakly associated with resource and professionalization variables, and

weakly negatively correlated with private foundation support. Older organizations in the

107




sample tended have more staff (0.26, 0.06), more Board members (0.36, 0.014), and to get
less support from private foundations (-0.24, 0.08) (Table 4.17). Age was not correlated

with organizational interest or the use of other tactics (Appendix 6).

Table 4.17 Patterns of Age and Resources

Age of Organization
Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation

Annual Budget 0.18 0.19 54
# Full-time Employees 0.26 0.06* 54
# Funding Sources 0.15 0.28 53
# Board Members 0.36 0.014** 47
Compensation for Key 013 039 a4
Employees
Member/Individual Support 0.18 0.2 53
Private Foundation Support -0.24 0.08* 53
Government Grants/Contracts -0.05 0.7 53

* = significant at <0.1
** = significant at <0.05

4.4 Chapter Summary

The state and local environmental organizations surveyed used a variety of tactics to
influence natural resource and forest policy, though participating in collaborative decision-
making was a “very important” activity for only about a quarter of them. Organizations that
participated in collaboration tended to use other cooperative tactics like lobbying legislators
and joining coalitions. Attitudes toward collaboration ranged from very negative to very
positive. Almost all groups had some concerns about the process and outcomes of
collaborative decision-making. The majority of respondents operated small to mid-sized

organizations that relied largely on member or individual contributions and private
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foundation grants. Most were 10 to 20 years old, and most had an interest solely in
environmental protection, conservation, and management.

Examining the relationship between respondent activities and attitudes with regard
to collaboration showed that organizations did demonstrate collaborative and
confrontational strategies. Those groups with a positive attitude toward collaboration
participated in collaborative decision-making, while those with a negative attitude used
legal action to influence policy outcomes. Collaborating and confronting strategies were
most strongly associated with organizational resources and interest. With these
relationships in mind, the next chapter examines the qualitative data collected in the case
studies to better understand the influence of resources and interest on organizational
strategy with regard to collaboration. Case study coding and analysis were guided by the
significant findings from the survey, as well as by other variables not addressed in the

survey, namely political opportunities and organizational experience.
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CHAPTER 5: CASE STUDIES: ORGANIZATIONS WITH CONFRONTING
AND COLLABORATING STRATEGIES

The survey of state and local environmental groups helped elucidate groups’
strategies with regard to collaboration. The findings revealed relationships between
strategy, resources, and interest. To examine these relationships in more depth, four
organizations were chosen for case study analysis: two that exhibited a confronting
strategy, and two that exhibited a collaborating strategy. This chapter details the case
study findings. First, each of the four case organizations is described. Then the four
independent variables — resources, interest, political opportunities, and experience — are

examined for evidence supporting and refuting the relationships uncovered in the survey.?

5.1 Case Study Participants

The case studies were conducted in US Forest Service Region 4 (Nevada, Utah, and
parts of Wyoming and Idaho) and Region 6 (Oregon and Washington). The organizations
that responded to the survey in these Regions exhibited variation in the dependent
variable. This allowed for selection of cases that were likely to illustrate collaborative and
confrontational strategies and that would provide insight into the relationships between
strategy choice and organizational resources, interest, political opportunities, and
experience. Two of the organizations operated in Idaho (Region 4), and two operated in
Washington (Region 6). The two confronting organizations, Idaho Sporting Congress and
Washington Forest Preservations, had low Collaboration Attitude Index Scores, 1.8 and 2.5
respectively, and indicated that taking legal action was important for the work of their

organizations. The two collaborating organizations, Idaho Conservation League and

2 Although all four of the case organizations were in operation at the time this research was published, the
findings are written in the past tense to reflect what was found when the study was conducted.

® The Executive Director did not grant permission to use this organization’s name in the final report, so an alias
has been assigned. Descriptions of this organization are intentionally vague to protect its identity.
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Conservation Northwest, had high attitude scores, 3.9 and 4.1 respectively, and indicated
that participating in collaboration was important for their work. The sections below
describe the case organizations and their characteristics. For quick reference, Table 5.1
provides a summary of the case study characteristics gleaned from the survey and

organizational websites and documents.
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Table 5.1 Characteristics of the Case Study Organizations in 2008

Confronting Strategy

Collaborating Strategy

Idaho Washington Idaho ,
. . Conservation
Sporting Forest Conservation
. Northwest
Congress Preservation League
Attitude Index Score (Attitude) 1.8 (Negative) | 2.5 (Negative) | 3.9 (Positive) | 4.1 (Positive)
Importance of Litigation Very Important Important Important Important
1
Importance of Collaboration Not at All (Not Very') Very Important
Important Important Important
Less than $50,000- $1,000,000- $1,000,000-
A I B ’ ’ ’ 7 7
nnual Budget $50,000 $99,999 $1,999,999 | $1,999,999
Compensation for Key 30 $5,400° $172,992° $86,796"
Employees
# Full-time Employees 1 1 14 20
# Part-time Employees 0 0 2 6
Approximate # Volunteers/Year 40 30 75 200
# Board Members 4 20 16 13
% Funds from 0 0 o 0
Members/Individuals 6% 75% 40% 65%
o -
% Funds.from Private 94% 15% 559% 35%
Foundations
% Funds from Government 3 3 3 3
Grants
# Funding Source Types 3* 3 3 3*
Environment, | Environment
Values Environment Environment Equity (Equity,
(Economy’) Economy®)
Founding Year 1983 1950’s 1973 1989

1 = Though Washington Forest Preservation rated collaboration as “important” on the survey, evidence from
the case studies indicated collaboration was “not very important” to the work of the organization.
2 = Salary for multiple key employees (Washington Forest Preservation = 3, Idaho Conservation League = 2)

3 = Salary for single key employee

4 = Though not accounted for on the survey, examination of the IRS Form 990’s showed that these
organizations received a small portion of funding from “other sources”, i.e., dividends or interest on

securities, savings, or investments.

5 = These values were not expressed in the priority issues or mission statements, but they were expressed on
the websites and in organizational documents.
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5.1.1 Idaho Sporting Congress (Confronter)

The Idaho Sporting Congress, formerly called the Idaho Sportsmen’s Coalition, has
operated from its base in Boise, Idaho since 1983 (Garber n.d.). The organization was
formed by Ron Mitchell along with outdoor writers, sportsmen, and conservationists from
other organizations who had an interest in and love of the out of doors. Mitchell is a
journalist, outdoor writer and photographer who taught himself lobbying, public relations,
media design and production, and paralegal work (Mitchell 1998). Mitchell and others —
including Jack Hemingway, son of writer Ernest Hemingway, and Jack Trueblood, son of
writer and conservationist Ted Trueblood — created the Idaho Sportsmen’s Coalition in
response to then Senator James McClure’s (R-ID) proposal to set aside only one million
acres, out of nine million acres of roadless area, for wilderness in Idaho (Etlinger n.d.). The
organization’s goal was to protect public lands in Idaho to ensure wildlife habitat, species
viability and recreational opportunities.

The Idaho Sporting Congress’ interest was in protecting public forests and
rangelands from logging and grazing that damage water quality, wildlife habitat, and
recreational opportunities. The organization wanted to see a ban on all commercial logging
and grazing on public lands, as “recreation and fisheries are much more valuable than
subsidized logging and grazing” (Idaho Confronter 3). The organization’s founders chose
public forests as their area of best or most likely leverage to achieve their goals. The
group’s main tactics were communicating with government agencies, taking legal action,
and working with the media to raise awareness and educate the public (Burke 2008). Two
key laws, NEPA and NFMA, provide strict guidelines and requirements for the procedures
that must be followed, the analyses that must be conducted, and the environmental
standards that must be met for projects to be implemented on National Forest land.
Accordingly, the Idaho Sporting Congress was provided an avenue to give input to the US
Forest Service on proposed projects, as well as an avenue to seek redress through the

courts when the organization believed the law had been violated. The media and public
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education tactics served to shape public opinion and build public support for the Idaho
Sporting Congress’s position to indirectly influence agency decision-making.

Interviews and document analysis illustrated the importance of these tactics to the
Idaho Sporting Congress. One interviewee called the organization “the number one
environmental litigator in the state of Idaho” (Idaho Confronter 3). An Internet search for
“Idaho Sporting Congress” largely returned links to case summaries of the organization’s
suits against the US Forest Service. Annual reports identified dozens of appeals filed to stop
illegal logging projects, and enumerated numerous logging-related lawsuits filed and won
by the organization. Between 1998 and 2002, the Idaho Sporting Congress won nine
lawsuits, which halted all logging on the 2.3 million acre Payette National Forest as well as
on other Forests in Idaho, and set 9th Circuit Court precedents affirming NEPA, which have
been leveraged by other groups in court (Mitchell 1998). There were also examples of
awards bestowed by other conservation groups to highlight the success of the Idaho
Sporting Congress’ public education and media campaigns (Mitchell 2007), as well as
abundant news articles in local and national papers detailing the organization’s work. The
organization joined forces with other groups on some projects to strengthen their collective
position, but coalition building was not a primary tactic of the Idaho Sporting Congress.

According to the Idaho Sporting Congress, collaboration was “a process developed
under HFRA [the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003]” as “an attempt by the Forest
Service to circumvent the NEPA process, to get around the law” (Idaho Confronter 3).

The Forest Service has, in the last 15 years, been stymied from logging. The cut
nationally has gone from 12 billion board feet down to, | think it’s now a little bit
over 1 [billion] on the National Forests. Most of that is due to litigation that forces
them to comply with environmental laws. They’re still attempting to cut as much as
they can in order to maintain their bureaucracy. And so, having been stymied with
the law, they are using collaboration as an attempt to get people to be diffused, so
they can get their projects going forward (Idaho Confronter 3).

The provisions of NEPA, the Idaho Sporting Congress said, already provided for
“collaboration” with the US Forest Service; the agency and stakeholders communicated

through scoping and public comment periods, which included face-to-face public meetings
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and the submission of written comments. The new collaborative process instituted since
the passage of HFRA was the latest in a line of attempts by the US Forest Service to get
conservation interests to compromise their goals and objectives for protecting the forest,
and to sign-off on timber projects so the agency could get around the appeals process and
any litigation under the law (Idaho Confronter 3). It was done in the interest of logging, not
in the interest of conservation. It resulted in bad environmental decisions, in “timber sales
being implemented in watersheds that are already heavily degraded” (Idaho Confronter 1).

The Idaho Sporting Congress believed that collaboration was “a fad...it’s a dead end
thing” (Idaho Confronter 3). “Right now collaboration is sexy, is seen as the so called ‘win-
win,”” (Idaho Confronter 2) but over time people would realize it was not an effective
means of protecting public land and resources from harmful management practices. The
only way collaboration could be good was if the US Forest Service “could get people
together and have them work out the plan to eliminate the [timber] cutting, eliminate the
[cattle] grazing. But basically the agency should be doing this and shouldn’t have to
collaborate, if they’re doing their job” (Idaho Confronter 3).

The Idaho Sporting Congress supported the national government as the primary
protector and manager of the country’s public land and resources, citing the importance of
national goals and broad-based management promulgated in laws like NEPA and NFMA
(Idaho Confronter 3). Giving over control to the local level would subjugate the national
good to local economic pressures, since the states’ main concern was for economic returns,
not long-term protection of America’s public forest heritage. The local and national public’s
role should be to give the government its mandate and direction through the democratic
process, “in which the citizenry gives their druthers to the Congress, the Congress then
passes legislation which instructs the agencies in how to carry out the people’s wishes for
the commons” (Idaho Confronter 3). However, the organization recognized that “money
intervenes, and those with the most money end up skewing the agencies...Private
organizations have too much money and, as a result, members of Congress are beholden to

them, and they will not break what we call the ‘wooden triangle’ of the Forest Service, the
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timber industry and Congress” (Idaho Confronter 3). To ensure the protection of public
forests in the short-term, national regulations and legislation must be upheld. In the long-
term, the Idaho Sporting Congress wanted to see a change to the mandate of the US Forest
Service to remove the directive that it “furnish a continuous supply of timber” (16 US Code
§475), and passage of a law that would ban clearcutting and require the US Forest Service
to protect and restore biological diversity on National Forest land.

The Idaho Sporting Congress operated on a very small budget. In 1998, its most
profitable year, the organization brought in $236,000 in revenue. However, according to its
Form 990s, the income tax form for tax-exempt organizations accessible at the Foundation
Center website, typically it managed with far less. In 2009, total revenue was down to only
$18,000. At the time of the survey in 2008, the Idaho Sporting Congress’s annual budget —
an estimate of income and expenditures — was less than $50,000 and only one full-time
employee, Executive Director Ron Mitchell, staffed the organization. In some years the
organization was able to hire legal and scientific expertise, but largely it relied on the time
and energy of volunteers. Ultimately though, it was Mitchell’s passion and tenacity that
kept the Idaho Sporting Congress going. A statement in the 1998 annual report said, “Our
success is due to highly motivated staff with a sense of urgency translated into long
hours...and our personal knowledge and love of the country we’re fighting to save.” The
organization was overseen by a 4-member Board of Directors, some of who were on the
Board since the early days of the Sportsmen’s Coalition.

The majority of the Sporting Congress’ budget, 94%, came from private foundations,
supplemented with membership dues (6%). Foundations that have supported the Idaho
Sporting Congress included Brainerd, Bullitt, Maki, New-Land, Patagonia, and Weeden. In
the past, some income came from legal fees when the organization won suits it brought
against the government. The government, as the loser in these lawsuits, was required to
pay attorney fees for the Idaho Sporting Congress. Philanthropic foundations were key for
the Sporting Congress though. Membership, it said, “cannot sustain a vigorous program.

You’ve got to have foundation support” (Idaho Confronter 3).
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5.1.2 Washington Forest Preservation (Confronter)

Washington Forest Preservation was formed in the 1950s to protect and preserve
Washington’s forest ecosystems. It was founded as a single-issue group dedicated to
conserving a certain area of the state by having it designated as a National Park®, which
would protect the area from timber extraction and its damaging effects (Anonymous n.d.a).
After passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964, the group sought to conserve land in
Washington through wilderness designations as well. Washington Forest Preservation
focused on protecting public forests. The organization considered these lands to be the
defining ecosystem of Washington State, performing a variety of important ecological
functions. It was concerned that for much of the 20™ century, public forests were subjected
to aggressive logging and road-building that nearly wiped them out (Anonymous n.d.a).
Moreover, it was “very much a federal lands focused group because we just cannot do
everything, and because federal lands are the easiest to influence management of”
(Washington Confronter 2).

Washington Forest Preservation’s interest was in protecting the values of the state’s
public lands, watersheds, and wildlife from threats like logging, mining, energy
development, off-road vehicles, and rapid population growth (Washington Confronter 1).
The organization came out strongly against commercial logging on public land and the idea
that it was necessary to support local economies. “Our group does not really view National
Forests as a source of revenue, as something to be milked for goods and services for the
surrounding communities...l think it’s reasonable to say that the notion of a timber-
dependent community or a timber-dependent region that needs to be bailed out is a
traditional view, which is not supported by the facts and figures nowadays” (Washington
Confronter 2).

Washington Forest Preservation’s most important tactics were communicating with
government agencies, educating the public through the media, and taking legal action when

necessary (Burke 2008). Federal laws like NEPA and NFMA, as well as the state equivalent,

* As this organization requested anonymity, descriptions are intentionally vague to protect its identity.
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the State Environmental Policy Act, provided an opportunity for Washington Forest
Preservation to give input into agency decision-making. When the government was seen to
be stepping outside the bounds of what was allowable under the law, such as when
proposing timber sales without adequately considering their environmental impacts,
Washington Forest Preservation appealed the decision or brought a suit against the agency.
By using the media to educate the public about its priorities and the values of forest
preservation, the organization built public support for its cause to help sway policy
decisions in its favor. Other tactics used by Washington Forest Preservation were
grassroots mobilizing and establishing coalitions with other local organizations to build
bottom-up support for wilderness to help strengthen the organization’s position when it
communicated with the policymakers in the state legislature.

Examples of Washington Forest Preservation’s primary activities were found in the
organization’s newsletter (Anonymous n.d.b), on its website (Anonymous n.d.a), and in
newspaper articles from Washington State and other Pacific Northwest news outlets
(Connelly 1991; 2005). Also, its 2007 Form 990 showed that the majority of the
organization’s program spending for that year was on monitoring US Forest Service and
Washington State Department of Natural Resources proposed timber sales and road
maintenance plans, and submitting public comments and filing appeals where appropriate.

Washington Forest Preservation perceived collaborative decision-making to be an
approach by the US Forest Service to bring “together a range of parties, theoretically
representing all stakeholder groups, to hopefully come to consensus and then make a
recommendation to the Forest Service,” (Washington Confronter 1) but the “parties work
together outside of the usual decision-making channels, which often means avoiding things
like NEPA and standard regulatory procedures” (Washington Confronter 2). Collaboration
undermined national standards and the science-driven approach of NEPA because local
groups were calling the shots. There were no standard procedures for how collaborative
decision-making was done, and its intent was to create locally-based solutions, which meant

public lands were not being managed according to a consistent set of rules. Moreover, the
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process gave local actors “too much control...whereas the public lands are truly public lands
owned by everyone in the country,” (Washington Confronter 1) so collaboration
disenfranchised the national public. Collaboration was seen by Washington Forest
Preservation as a way to get around federal forest protections to benefit local economic
interests; “in most cases they [collaboratives] are designed around timber sales. That’s
what they do” (Washington Confronter 2). The organization believed that the agency used
collaboration to provide cover for bad decisions. Finally, Washington Forest Preservation
disliked collaboration because it was time-consuming and required physical presence at
meetings that could go on for months or years, which made it harder for the organization to
participate in decision-making. In Washington State however, “there has been quite a bit of
discussion...of the efficacy of this collaborative approach” (Washington Confronter 1) and
the organization believed that “as people see the bad effects of decisions...that this
collaborative stuff may go away, that people may realize how much work it is and how low
the yields are in many situations” (Washington Confronter 2).

Though on the survey Washington Forest Preservation indicated that participating in
collaborative decision-making was “important” to the work of the organization, the
interviews showed that the organization interpreted the term collaboration in different
ways. Washington Forest Preservation was skeptical of, and had limited participation in,
the US Forest Service led collaborative processes described above. However, it considered
its efforts to build support for its conservation strategies among allied conservation groups
and land management agencies to be “true collaboration,” and tactics that were important
for its work (Washington Confronter 1 and 2). Based on the literature and the hypotheses
of this research however, the tactics Washington Forest Preservation described are more
similar to coalition building (building support for goals among allied conservation groups)
and administrative lobbying (building support for goals among land management agencies)
than collaboration (working with diverse parties toward mutual goals).

The organization believed that the government should the have primary role in

protecting and managing nature, and that the NEPA process was the best strategy for

119



resolving National Forest management issues (Washington Confronter 1). The US Forest
Service should have authority for making the final decisions about how forests are
managed, after considering the science and the national public’s input. It was important,
the group said, to have the local community’s support for conservation, but it did not
believe that locals should be given control over the decisions. Washington Forest
Preservation also strongly supported the Northwest Forest Plan (NFP), which was adopted
in 1994 to provide an overall vision for addressing timber production, and wildlife and
habitat protection on federal forestland in the Pacific Northwest. Part of the group’s work
was aimed at ensuring the NFP was not weakened by administrative or legislative action. In
the long-term, Washington Forest Preservation believed that reaffirming the primacy of the
NEPA process, setting a high standard for science in decision-making, and taking advantage
of technology to garner broader public involvement in public land decisions were what was
needed for robust National Forest management (Washington Confronter 1).

Washington Forest Preservation operated on a fairly small budget of between
$50,000 and $99,999 a year (Burke 2008). For its first 50 years, the organization, with the
exception of occasional part-time help, “operated strictly as volunteers with a passion in
any given issue” (Washington Confronter 1). At the end of 2006, it came into a lump sum of
money and was able to hire one of its Board members as Executive Director, giving the
organization its first and only full-time employee (Washington Confronter 1). Still, the
organization continued to be heavily dependent on the time and energy of volunteers to
carry out its work. The Board of Directors had 20 Board members who were active in the
daily operation and program services of Washington Forest Preservation (organization
newsletter, on file with author). Many of these Board members were instrumental in
founding the organization in the 1950’s and were engaged in its leadership and activities
ever since (University of Washington Archives n.d.). The majority of Washington Forest
Preservation’s financial support, 75%, came from membership dues and individual
contributions. Only 15% came from private foundations, including the Mountaineers

Foundation, and the final 10% was from income on investments (Burke 2008).
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5.1.3 Idaho Conservation League (Collaborator)

The Idaho Conservation League was founded in 1973 with the vision to “Keep Idaho
Idaho” (emphasis original), a phrase that reflected a collection of values that defined Idaho
and the Idaho Conservation League’s mission to protect those values and be a voice for
conservation in the state (Idaho Conservation League 2010a). In its early days, the
organization focused on state legislative action, seeking both to protect natural places such
as the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness, and to benefit Idahoans’ quality of life
through policies like the Idaho Local Planning Act. The Idaho Conservation League later
developed a national public lands program to complement its state level work, and a
community conservation program to work on behalf of communities’ health and well-being
(Idaho Conservation League 2010b).

The Idaho Conservation League’s work with regard to public forests was but one
piece of a larger conservation agenda, but it was an important one in terms of ensuring
clean air, clean water, and wilderness in a state that is nearly 70% public land (Idaho
Conservation League n.d.). The Idaho Conservation League’s interest was in

Protecting the environment, but it’s also protecting the environment with the
engagement of people. There’s no question that building certain business
operations in this state, whether it’s a mine or whatever it is, it's better for the
environment in absolute terms if we just killed it. But it may not be better for the
community, and if we can make something, for all practical purposes, pretty damn
benign, we’re good with that. We'll walk away...The ultimate goal is not just to
protect the place, it’s to build a community that supports protecting the place (Idaho
Collaborator 1).

When it came to using the land, the Idaho Conservation League was not against activities
like logging, grazing, and motorized recreation provided that they were done in a
responsible way, such that the land could still fulfill its proper ecological roles.

The Idaho Conservation League depended on a wide variety of tactics to achieve its
goals. Its most important tactics were communicating with government agencies and
legislators, participating in collaborative decision-making, and working with the media, but

legal action, coalition-building, and public education and mobilization also were critical to
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parts of its agenda (Burke 2008). Examples of how the Idaho Conservation League used this
array of tactics appeared on its website, in member communications, annual reports, and
newspaper articles. The Idaho Conservation League’s public lands program primarily
employed administrative lobbying, legal action, grassroots mobilization, and collaboration.
This involved the NEPA process, in which the organization monitored US Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management proposals for hazardous fuel reduction, wildlife and habitat
management, mining, and recreation and submitted comments as necessary to ensure that
conservation values were considered and protected. If its comments were not addressed,
the Idaho Conservation League would pursue an appeal or litigation. It also tried to engage
its members in writing letters to the editor, submitting comments to agencies, or attending
public meetings (Idaho Collaborator 3). Collaboration was used in situations in which the
organization could not get traction on an issue using other tactics.

The Idaho legislature was the focus of the Idaho Conservation League’s foundational
work to strengthen protections for the state’s environment (Idaho Conservation League
2010b). Astime went on, legislative work continued, but was undertaken more often to
address issues on the organization’s agenda other than public lands management. The
organization had a robust litigation portfolio, but “we sue the government less than we
used to and we sue individual polluters more” (Idaho Collaborator 1). The Idaho
Conservation League still used litigation when trying to stop bad proposals. Increasingly
though it was getting involved in collaboration as it undertook proactive campaigns to
engage the public, create a culture of conservation, and achieve conservation success in the
state (Idaho Collaborator 1). The Idaho Conservation League was both an initiator and
participant in collaborations, which addressed a range of issues from wilderness
preservation to forest restoration to big horn sheep conservation.

The Idaho Conservation League considered collaboration to be a forum where
people with different interests discussed their desires for a policy or management decision
with the belief that they could work something out, but also with the expectation that

everybody wais going to give a bit and everybody was going to get a bit.
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It's an open learning process where...you’re sharing your perspective with others
[and] you’re learning about others’ perspectives. You are attempting to find
common ground. You are clearly communicating with others and you are coming up
with a guideline or a plan or whatever else it is — some type of solution —that helps
address everyone’s concerns. It may not address everyone’s concerns in their
entirety, but this solution is significantly better than the status quo (Idaho
Collaborator 3).

The Idaho Conservation League believed collaboration could be formal, with rules of order
and physical seats at a table where people were actually looking at each other, or it could
be collaborative behavior, which was

Recognition that we are not necessarily in an adversarial relationship, that we’re
coming together [and] that there is going to be some give and there is going to be
some take and we won’t get everything we want, nor will anybody else, but we
might not be at the table looking at each other. It might be a process that’s
facilitated by a go-between or it might be not a process at all, just an ongoing dialog
with a broad community (Idaho Collaborator 1).

The Idaho Conservation League stressed that collaborative groups were never really
making the decisions; there was always another level of arbitration or administration or
legislation that set the final policy. The general sense of the Idaho Conservation League was
that collaboration would continue to be used in the future. As people realized the social
and political benefits it created while helping to resolve long-standing environmental
conflicts, more resources and energy would be put toward understanding how to
implement legitimate collaborative process in the right contexts to find common ground
and tackle shared challenges.

The Idaho Conservation League identified both benefits and costs to collaboration
(Idaho Collaborator 1, 2, 3, and 4). The benefits were that collaboration built relationships
and trust between diverse parties, creating allies for future issues and essentially changing
the politics of a region. Collaboration helped move projects forward by building
stakeholder consensus, which meant projects were less likely to be opposed and more likely
to be implemented. Collaboration helped an agency justify its decisions; collaborative

recommendations had support and buy-in from key players, giving force and credibility to
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decisions based on those recommendations, so the agency had more to stand on and
multiple defenders of their actions. The Idaho Conservation League also believed that
participating in collaboration benefited the organization. “An enhanced skill set of our staff,
enhanced understanding of politics of our staff, [enhanced] credibility of our organization
with media, policymakers, all these other folks; all these things actually came out of that
collaborative behavior” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

For the Idaho Conservation League, collaboration was one important tool to advance
its cause and strengthen the organization, but in some cases it was a tool of last resort
(Idaho Collaborator 3). The costs of collaboration were that it tended to be resource and
energy intensive. A lot of time and patience was required, first to build trust and
relationships, and then to address substantive, often contentious, issues. The investment
was risky because the outcomes of the process were not necessarily what the organization
hoped for; products or solutions were often diluted and the outcome was mixed. On top of
that, collaboration required that the participants give up some control and uphold their
commitment to the collaborative group, even when they were not in full agreement with its
decision (Idaho Collaborator 2). For the Idaho Conservation League, collaboration was not a
panacea, but it could be the right tool for certain situations.

Despite the Idaho Conservation League’s support of and involvement in
collaboration, the organization was critical of collaborative processes initiated by the US
Forest Service under HFRA. HFRA provided justification for the US Forest Service to conduct
logging projects in the name of hazardous fuels reduction, and the Idaho Conservation
League had not found the agency to be completely above-board in implementing the law.

What we’ve found is that the Forest Service will come up with a logging proposal,
and it may have been on the shelf for sometime, and someone will say, “hey, why
don’t we use this as a hazardous fuels project?” and they’ll dust it off and present it
to the County Commissioners and call it a collaborative process. Then we’ll receive
notice of a NEPA project saying, “this is a collaborative process and do you want to
comment on it?” And we’ll go, “wait a minute, this project’s in the middle of no
place, it’s not near any of the homes, how is this protecting the community?”...|

124



think that collaborative efforts often are more successful if they initiate from the
community itself than from a federal agency (Idaho Collaborator 3).

The Idaho Conservation League believed that ultimate authority for public forest
management rested with the government, but it did not believe that centralized
government decision-making was always done in the common interest (Idaho Collaborator
1). The organization emphasized the importance of the NEPA process for ensuring public
input and adherence to environmental standards, but thought that collaboration could be
used in addition to NEPA to help create better proposals that had the support of key players
and thus were more likely to be implemented. “The best [collaborative] solutions | have
seen thus far are basically saying that what we’re going to do does not override, or does not
supersede, NEPA. NEPA is still part of the deal. All these things have to go through NEPA”
(Idaho Collaborator 1). The Idaho Conservation League did not offer a model or best
strategy for incorporating collaboration because what works depends on the issue context
and the players involved. The government’s role in collaboration was to provide resources,
data, supportive participation, and empowerment. The locals’ role was to provide the local
knowledge and understanding that were important for crafting workable solutions, but if
local parties were to be part of a collaborative decision, they had to understand the national
significance of the public lands. In the long-term, the Idaho Conservation League envisioned
“a place where [public land management] is about people sitting down talking...This stuff
isn’t perfect, but it creates a political and substantive foundation to decision-making that is
infinitely stronger than other things where somebody on high just says, ‘this is the way it’ll
be’” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

The budget of the Idaho Conservation League was between S1 - $1.5 million per
year (Burke 2008). In 2008, the organization had 14 full-time employees and two part-time
employees handling different aspects of the organization’s operation including office
management, membership and development, publications, program management, and
directing the Idaho Conservation League’s field offices. The group also was supported by

the work of approximately 75 volunteers each year. The Idaho Conservation League’s Board
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of Directors had 16 members in 2007 that assisted with strategic direction and development
of the organization (Idaho Conservation League 2007). Its headquarters was in Boise, on a
corner next to the Idaho legislature, but the Idaho Conservation League also operated two
field offices, one in Ketchum and one in Sandpoint (Idaho Conservation League 2010c). A
little more than half of its revenue, 55%, came from private foundations and 40% came
from members or individual contributions. The remainder was from investment income
and events held by the organization. Private foundations that supported the Idaho

Conservation League’s work included Brainerd, Bullitt, Harder, Wilburforce, and Wyss.

5.1.4 Conservation Northwest (Collaborator)

Conservation Northwest was formed in 1989 under the name Greater Ecosystem
Alliance, later renamed the Northwest Ecosystem Alliance (Conservation Northwest 2005).
According to its website, Conservation Northwest “connects and protects old growth forests
and other wild areas from the Washington Coast to the British Columbia Rockies, to benefit
people and wildlife” (Conservation Northwest 2010a). The organization was founded by
current Executive Director Mitch Friedman and a few friends who wanted to seek “bold new
approaches” and “to infuse new ideas of science and conservation” into efforts to protect
wildlife species and habitats in the Pacific Northwest (Conservation Northwest 2005, 4).
During this research, the organization emphasized its bold, creative, and innovative
approach to achieving its goals. As its mission indicated, Conservation Northwest was a
regional group, focusing on two large ecosystems: the North Cascades and the Columbia
Mountains, which span the US/Canada border from the Pacific Coast to the Rocky
Mountains (Conservation Northwest 2010b). Much of the organization’s work concentrated
on this region’s publicly owned National Forests because these areas contained most of the
large expanses of forest that remained in the West, which supported a rich diversity of
terrestrial and aquatic plant and animal life, and provided clean drinking water and

recreational opportunities (Conservation Northwest 2010c).
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Conservation Northwest’s primary interest was in creating, protecting, and
restoring, wildlife habitat to support viable species populations in the Northwest, and it
advanced strategic science-based conservation to that end. Yet the organization also
recognized that it was “most effective when we engage the citizenry effectively, including
communities and politicians,” (Washington Collaborator 4) so “as a practical matter we’re
going to engage in the political process and in the communities” (Washington Collaborator
2). Thus, Conservation Northwest emphasized the public values of conserving wildlife and
wild places: clean air, clean water, recreation, a legacy for future generations, and improved
ability to adapt to climate change. The organization emphasized the importance of
engaging local communities to find solutions that work for people and the environment,
and the importance of getting buy-in from those affected by a decision to make those
solutions long-standing (Washington Collaborator 1). Conservation Northwest also
supported an active forest economy in the region, in part because of the knowledge base
and labor force it provided for restoration work, and in part because the organization
believed that healthy mature forests went hand in hand with healthy prosperous
communities — especially in a place with a high population growth rate where rural towns
are threatened by conversion to more damaging urban uses (Washington Collaborator 2
and 4). For these reasons the organization did have an interest in rebuilding and reinvesting
in rural community economies.

The activities that were “very important” to Conservation Northwest’s work were
communicating with government agencies and legislators, and mobilizing the grassroots. In
addition, coalition work, participating in collaborations, working with the media, and taking
legal action were important tactics (Burke 2008). Early on, Conservation Northwest was
“combative, we were adversarial tactically, that was our history and most of our MO
through our first decade, but we had some elements of pragmatism and innovation”
(Washington Collaborator 2). The organization’s strategy for influencing National Forest
decision-making once was based on monitoring, appealing, and litigating the US Forest

Service’s proposals for old growth timber sales. It evolved over time to focus on
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encouraging restoration activities in younger, second growth stands through collaborative
work with diverse stakeholder groups and the US Forest Service (Conservation Northwest
2010c). Conservation Northwest considered community collaboration to be an important
tool for identifying ways to address high priority restoration needs on National Forests
while providing jobs and timber products.

Conservation Northwest took a multi-pronged approach to its work. The breadth of
Conservation Northwest’s tactics was evident from its website (Conservation Northwest
2010d), publications (Conservation Northwest Quarterly n.d.), and membership
communications (Conservation Northwest n.d.), highlighting activities such as working with
the Washington Department of Natural Resources to make sure state forestlands were
protected; filing petitions to list species under the Endangered Species Act; encouraging
members to write their legislators about key issues; building partnerships and coalitions
with other groups to leverage resources and expertise; and hosting and participating in
symposiums, workshops, and training sessions to educate the public.

For Conservation Northwest, public forest collaboration was a “process that involves
stakeholders with a vested interest in National Forests working on advancing those areas
were there [are] common interests and common values” (Washington Collaborator 4). It
was “an attempt to find common ground that meets our organizational objectives for
conservation in a project. It’s an allocation of resources to relationship building,
information sharing, and negotiation, as opposed to more adversarial efforts” (Washington
Collaborator 2). The organization saw these efforts as distinct from some US Forest Service-
led collaborations in which the US Forest Service believed “they’re the specialists, they're
the experts, they’re just consulting with these collaborative groups to get some opinion, this
is just sort of another NEPA process that isn’t documented...That’s not going to work
because people are going to feel, rightly so, that they’ve been taken advantage of; that
basically it wasn’t a collaboration, it was a consultation” (Washington Collaborator 4).
Collaboration involved all interested parties, including the US Forest Service, devising ways

to move forward together on certain issues by creating mutually satisfying solutions.
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Conservation Northwest saw collaboration as a means to an end. If the organization
could accomplish its objectives by participating in collaboration, then it believed it was a
worthwhile endeavor, and one that created secondary benefits. Namely, collaboration
developed relationships and built political and social equity, upon which other gains could
be built (Washington Collaborator 2). It offered an opportunity to depolarize issues that
had affected public land management for decades, to allow things to move forward. It
provided a formal forum to address the social and value dynamics of conflict through data-
rich civil discourse so that the NEPA and forest planning processes could function more
efficiently and effectively (Washington Collaborator 4).

Nevertheless, “the speculation of those other gains would not justify collaboration if
our objectives couldn’t be met...So collaboration again isn’t the end, it’s the means”
(Washington Collaborator 2). As long as collaboration was a viable means for finding
“solutions that reach science-based objectives while building political equity,” (Washington
Collaborator 2) Conservation Northwest would continue to invest in it. As far as whether
collaboration would be viable over the long-term, Conservation Northwest did see
significant potential for it to help address large scale issues in the future, but recognized
that “institutions can become inoperable...and then when [the system] breaks down, people
will scream and then there will be over-reactions, and it will go back the other way”
(Washington Collaborator 2).

When it came to the institutions supported for managing nature and addressing
resource conflicts, Conservation Northwest expressed frustration with the NEPA process. “I
believe in NEPA, we need to evaluate, but it’s got to be efficient...NEPA’s done wonderful
things for us, but when NEPA becomes a constraint to resolving issues, that’s a big
problem...It seems absurd to me that we can’t move forward modest-sized projects without
massive-sized documentations” (Washington Collaborator 2). The organization believed the
government should have primary management authority, but thought it had become
procedurally hamstrung; yet attempting to resolve everything through collaboration was

not the answer either. Instead, Conservation Northwest believed collaboration and NEPA
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should complement each other. “What collaboration offers is a way to resolve conflicts
early in the process. That allows things like NEPA to function more effectively” (Washington
Collaborator 4). For the time being, Conservation Northwest would continue to invest its
energy in collaboration because

We’'re not going to solve over-arching, overwhelming problems like climate change,
invasive species, population growth, consumption, unless we get rid of a polarization
on environmental issues. We need the credibility and momentum that comes from
social equity, political equity, which is based on having solved problems in ways that
people don’t feel burned by. That necessitates compromise on National Forest
issues. | find myself agreeing to things on public lands, compromises, that | might
not have a decade or more ago. We set our objectives based on science, but
sometimes you need to be a little bit versatile in your outcomes to keep an eye on
the bigger picture (Washington Collaborator 2).

Over the long-term, the organization would like to see the US Forest Service modernize its
mission to make conserving biodiversity, restoring resilient landscapes, and ensuring
adaptability in the face of climate change and other disturbances its primary goals
(Conservation Northwest 2010e). Such themes, Conservation Northwest believed, could
provide more common ground upon which stakeholders could collaborate.

Conservation Northwest’s annual budget was around $1.75 - $2 million (Burke
2008). In 2008, the organization employed 20 full-time and six part-time staff who handled
the organization’s development and support, including membership, outreach, technology,
and publications, as well as its conservation programs. The organization also drew on the
support of approximately 200 volunteers each year to assist with everything from stuffing
envelopes to leading hikes to assisting with events (Conservation Northwest Quarterly
2009, 14). The 13-member Board of Directors represented a diversity of sectors and
interests that worked together to create the vision and direction for the organization. In
addition to its main office in Bellingham, WA, Conservation Northwest operated satellite
offices in Seattle, Spokane, and Republic (Conservation Northwest 2010f). The majority of

the organization’s funding, 65%, came from members and individual donations; the
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remainder came from private foundations including Brainerd, Bullitt, Campion, Harder,

Wilburforce, and 444S.

5.2 Case Study Characteristics and Strategies

Each of the organizations described above exhibited, through their tactical choices
and attitude toward collaboration, a strategy with regard to National Forest management.
Results from the survey of state and local groups indicated strong relationships between
organizations’ strategies and their resources and interest. Furthermore, the interest group
literature suggests relationships between strategy and political opportunities and
experience. The sections below explore how the case study data support, refute, or add to
the survey findings by examining the variations in resources, interest, opportunities, and

experience between and among the confronting and collaborating groups.

5.2.1 Strategy and Resources
The resource hypotheses tested were that participation in collaboration will be
greater among organizations that:

« Are more professionalized (large budget, high compensation for key
employees, large staff and Board of Directors, more funding sources)

« Have subunits

« Receive a high proportion of foundation funding

« Receive a high proportion of funding from government grants

5.2.1.1 Professionalization

The survey findings showed that attitude toward and participation in collaboration
were positively correlated with annual budget, compensation for key employees, and
number of full-time staff. The case organizations bore out these relationships; the
confronting groups had fewer resources than the collaborating groups. Two additional

professionalization variables were examined in the survey: number of funding source types
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and number of Board members. These two variables were positively correlated with
attitude toward and participation in collaboration in the survey data, but the cases studies
did not support these relationships. There was no variation in the case organizations in
terms of the number of funding sources, and one of the confronting groups had the largest

Board of the four case groups.

5.2.1.1.1 Confronters’ Professionalization

The two organizations with a confrontational strategy, the Idaho Sporting Congress
and Washington Forest Preservation, had smaller budgets, lower key employee
compensation, and fewer employees and volunteers than the two organizations with a
collaborative strategy. Resources were a limiting factor for the Idaho Sporting Congress and
Washington Forest Preservation. They said it would take “a really big hunk of available
resources to participate in these [collaborative processes] that we don’t have” (Washington
Confronter 2). “There would be a diversion of time, money, our staff” (Idaho Confronter 3)
away from other activities. The year the survey was conducted, each organization received
some amount of funding from member/individual contributions, private foundations, and
other sources, and neither received support from government grants. There was
considerable variation in the size of the Boards of the confronting organizations. The Idaho
Sporting Congress had a 4-member Board of Directors, while Washington Forest
Preservation had a 20-member Board, which is at odds with the correlation in the survey
data that a large Board was associated with a collaborative strategy.

Looking more in-depth at the resource and professionalization variables, the Idaho
Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation appear to be amateur organizations,
in the sense that their organizational structures were informal and undeveloped. They had
budgets of less than $1 million per year, only one staff member, and neither the ability nor
the need for a bureaucratic structure. Neither had a formal office; instead they operated
out of the homes of their executive directors, board members and volunteers. Staff skills

came more from on-the-ground experience than formal training. For example, Ron Mitchell
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with the Idaho Sporting Congress developed his own lobbying, public relations, publication
design, media production, and paralegal skills through years of experience. The Executive
Director of Washington Forest Preservation held advanced degrees in biological sciences
and had coordinated social science research projects, but also had almost 20 years of
experience developing and managing non-profit organizations addressing conservation and
public health issues. Although both Executive Directors pointed to experience either
negotiating on legal settlements, regulations, and legislation, or working in and with
communities, neither had formal training in negotiation or conflict resolution.

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation were highly
dependent on a small pool of passionate volunteers to set their direction and help carry out
their work. Both groups had about 30-40 volunteers a year assisting them. Although there
was a large discrepancy in the size of their Boards, key similarities existed in terms of Board
members’ longevity and backgrounds. The Idaho Sporting Congress’ Board members had a
long tenure with the organization, and had similar histories working to publicize and stop
the mismanagement of public lands in the northwest through their work with the Idaho
Sporting Congress and other local interest groups. Likewise, Washington Forest
Preservation’s Board largely was composed of the same members for years; the Board
leadership at the time of the study had been in place for at least a decade. Although this
research did not uncover comprehensive information about the backgrounds of Washington
Forest Preservation’s Board members, what was revealed indicated a strong consensus and
single-mindedness among the members for protecting the land in north central Washington

in parks and wilderness areas.

5.2.1.1.2 Collaborators’ Professionalization

The collaborating organizations, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest, had larger budgets and more staff and were able to invest in collaboration while
maintaining their lobbying, education, grassroots, and legal activities. These organizations

recognized the costs of collaboration in terms of time and money, but they were able to
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strike a balance in their activities. “[Staff and financial resources] are limiting factors. You’d
like to think that we have versatility to change our bets — change our staff or bring on the
resources we need for the next thing, but it’s always a balance. You do what you can”
(Washington Collaborator 2). The year the survey was conducted, each organization
received some amount of funding from member/individual contributions, private
foundations, and other sources, and neither received support from government grants.
Both organizations had fairly large Boards of Directors.

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest were more
professionalized than the confronting organizations. The Idaho Conservation League and
Conservation Northwest had budgets of more than $1 million per year and more than 14
staff members. In addition, their structures were more bureaucratized, with labor divided
among staff dedicated to specific task areas, and with more hierarchical authority,
channeled through executive directors, deputy directors, program directors, and program
associates. Each organization operated offices in multiple locations around the state. They
had professional staff, many of whom had degrees in fields such as biology, forestry, public
administration, and law. These organizations also invested in formal training for their
employees in negotiation and mediation. “The organization has a lot to offer in support and
guidance to that staff. We have several other staff that have been through negotiation
training” (Washington Collaborator 2). “That includes negotiation training with some of the
best people in America. I've had training with the guy that did the SALT Il [Strategic Arms
Limitation Test] disarmament talks. My most recent negotiation trainer that every single
member of our staff has been trained by negotiates Boeing aircraft sales” (Idaho
Collaborator 1). Each organization had about 15 members on its Board of Directors, and
Board turnover occurred every few years. They were heterogeneous Boards, with diverse
backgrounds in areas such as building construction, energy, environmental engineering,
financial management, law, meteorology, outdoor recreation, publishing, software, and

wood products.
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5.2.1.2 Strategy and Sources of Financial Support

The final resource characteristic examined was sources of financial support. The
survey showed that amount of member/individual support and amount of government
support were positively associated with a collaborative strategy. The amount of private
foundation funding was negatively correlated with a collaborative strategy and positively
correlated with a confrontational strategy. Among the case organizations, none received
funding from government grants. The two Washington organizations, Washington Forest
Preservation (confronting strategy) and Conservation Northwest (collaborating strategy),
received a larger proportion of funding from member/individual contributions, 75% and
65% respectively, than from private foundations, 15% and 35% respectively. The two Idaho
organizations, ldaho Sporting Congress (confronting strategy) and Idaho Conservation
League (collaborating strategy), received a larger proportion of funding from private
foundations, 94% and 55% respectively, than from member/individual contributions, 6%
and 40% respectively. Thus, looking only at the sheer percentage of funding from these
sources among the case organizations did not lend support to the positive relationships
found in the survey between member funding and collaboration, and between foundation

funding and confrontation.

5.2.1.3 Summary of Strategy and Resources

The case studies provided some support for the survey findings on the relationship
between strategy and resources. The two organizations that exhibited a collaborative
strategy were better resourced and more professionalized, while the two organizations that
exhibited a confrontational strategy had few resources and were less formal. Yet
Washington Forest Preservation, which displayed a strong bias against collaboration, got a
large portion of funding from members and individuals, and the Idaho Conservation League,
a group that came across as very supportive of collaboration, got more than half of its

funding from private foundations, which was inconsistent with the survey findings. This
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suggests that the relationship between funding sources and strategy is more complicated

than percentages alone, a phenomenon that will be explored in Section 5.2.2.2.

5.2.2 Strategy and Interest
The hypotheses related to interest were that participation in collaboration will be
greater among organizations that:

« Hold multiple values
« Support strengthening existing institutional structures with local points of
access

5.2.2.1 Organizational Values

The survey results showed that diversity of organizational values was positively
correlated with attitude toward collaboration and the importance of participating in
collaboration, and negatively correlated with taking legal action. In other words, groups
with diverse values tended to use a collaborative strategy while groups with a singular
environmental value tended to use a confrontational strategy. The case studies provided
strong support for the survey findings. All four of the organizations were passionate about
their environmental mission. The interviews and document analysis clearly illustrated that
each organization fit the definition of an environmental interest group, advocating

conservation and preservation of the environment and the life it sustains.

5.2.2.1.1 Confronters’ Values

For the confronting groups, the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest
Preservation, their interest stopped at conservation and preservation. Neither expressed a
direct interest in economy values; rather they advocated for an end to generating revenue
through timber production on public land, using language such as “stupid logging projects,”

n u

“emotionally disturbing,” “raping the land,” “massive abuses,” and “traumatically over-

logged” to express their aversion to the US Forest Service’s logging program (ldaho
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Confronter 3 and 4, Washington Confronter 2, Mitchell 1998). They supported policies that
would limit timber extraction on public lands. For example, under the NFP, less timber was
being harvested than was expected under the accord, but “from a conservationist’s point of
view, that’s great. Why would we want to change that?” (Washington Confronter 1).
Furthermore, they supported policy change that would restrict future timber production.
For example, “one change | would like to see would be the passage of the Act to Save
America’s Forests...because it would have severe strictures on how the Forest Service can
log” (Idaho Confronter 3).

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation also did not
express particular interest in equity (i.e., concern for participatory decision-making and
stakeholders’ well-being). As one interviewee put it, “it’s real important to have that local
community on board for long-term conservation, if they can be worked in. However | stop
short of giving the local community the veto power or the control over the decisions related
to that” (Washington Confronter 1). Reflecting on past collaborative agreements that had
been made, these groups were disheartened by decisions that benefited multiple parties to
the detriment of the environment. Two of the interviewees from Idaho referenced the
Owyhee Initiative, an agreement reached in 2008. The Owyhee Initiative came out of an
eight-year collaborative effort in Idaho. Among other things, it designated 500,000 acres of
wilderness while releasing 200,000 acres of wilderness study area from wilderness
protections (Owyhee Initiative 2010). One interviewee said of the Initiative, “it looks great,
it brings in a lot of people, but basically [the ranchers and motorized recreation interests]
got what they had before and more” (Idaho Confronter 3). In other words, he believed that

by accommodating the resource users’ interests, the environment suffered.

5.2.2.1.2 Collaborators’ Values
The confronters’ lack of interest in economy and equity values was even more
pronounced when contrasted with the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation

Northwest, the two groups with a collaborative strategy. Although the collaborators
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emphasized that their primary interest was in protecting the environment, both stressed
the importance of a community-based approach to conservation and thus expressed their
interest in economy and equity as necessary for achieving durable resolutions to
environmental conflict.

For the Idaho Conservation League, their economy value stemmed from their goal of
representing the majority of people in Idaho that care about the state’s ecological resources
and the quality of life they provide (e.g., clean air, clean water, and recreation, as well as
healthy, prosperous communities). The Idaho Conservation League did see “a place for a
small timber industry” (Idaho Collaborator 2). The interviewees seemed to believe timber
production could be done “in a way that is good for the town, good for the watershed, good
for everything,” (Idaho Collaborator 1) and thought that, when it came to logging and
grazing on public land in Idaho, “there’s cultural importance for that, there’s historical
importance for that, and there actually may be, in some ways, some ecological importance
for that, particularly if it raises the bar for everyone else” (Idaho Collaborator 3).
Conservation Northwest came at the economy value from a slightly different angle, seeking
to develop a forestry economy based on restoration of second-growth stands to provide an
alterative to logging in sensitive areas and to take pressure off old growth logging in British
Columbia (Washington Collaborator 2).

The collaborating groups’ expression of equity values was prominent. Throughout
the interviews, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest emphasized the
importance of engaging stakeholders, representing and reflecting the public’s values, and
finding solutions that work for multiple parties. These objectives were not explicitly part of
the organizations’ missions, but rather reflected their belief that to achieve their missions,
they had to build and sustain credibility, trust, and political equity. When asked about his
organization’s ideology, one interviewee said

I’'m trying to move the body politic of this state, but | also at the same time know |
need to reflect some of it. My belief is that conservation can compliment Idaho’s
conservative values as long as we don’t look like we’re trying to overthrow them...|
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know that we’ll have to go in just little bits here and there and in those bits move
the body politic with us, build the trust and build the support (Idaho Collaborator 1).

5.2.2.2 Sources of Financial Support and Interest

It was noted in Section 5.2.1.2, Strategy and Sources of Financial Support, that the
percentages of financial support the case organizations received from members/individuals
and private foundations did not coincide with the findings from the survey. Washington
Forest Preservation got the majority of its funding from members, contradicting the survey
result correlating membership funding with a collaborating strategy. The Idaho
Conservation League got a large portion of funding from foundations, contradicting the
survey result correlating foundation funding and a confronting strategy. Recall that the
interest group literature suggests members and donors are attracted to organizations that
represent certain values or interests. Taking into consideration the interests of the
members and private foundations that support the case organizations helps explain the
disparities between the survey and the case findings.

Washington Forest Preservation’s members supported the organization’s interest in
protecting specific forests in Washington from timber extraction. It did not “have a
membership that regards forests as a source of revenue” (Washington Confronter 2).
Conservation Northwest, in contrast, had always “had some elements of pragmatism and
innovation and things like that, creativity. Therefore we did some campaigns that built a
brand and a membership base that reinforced innovation...We built a base that allows us a
lot of maneuverability” (Washington Collaborator 2). Thus organizational interest, which
attracts members to an organization, may help explain why two groups with significant
portions of funding from members use different strategies.

The Idaho Conservation League received funding from four foundations that had an
interest in collaboration. The Brainerd Foundation measured success based on, among
other things, community-based support for conservation and collaborative efforts between

diverse communities (Brainerd Foundation 2010). The Bullitt Foundation noted its interest

139



in innovative approaches that solve multiple problems at once and move the environmental
agenda forward (Bullitt Foundation 2008). The Harder Foundation gave priority to
organizations that seek durable conservation actions, work with diverse constituencies
toward common goals, and build effective collaborations with organizations, communities,
agencies, and policymakers (Harder Foundation 2010). Wilburforce Foundation made
investments that increase communication, cooperation, and collaboration among
organizations, stakeholders, and decision-makers to sustain wildlife and wild lands
(Wilburforce Foundation 2010).

In contrast, the Idaho Sporting Congress received funding from three foundations
that emphasized different goals. The Maki Foundation supported local grassroots
organizations working to protect public lands and rivers from threats such as mineral
development and unconstrained off-road vehicle use (Maki Foundation 2008). The New-
Land Foundation made grants to smaller environmental organizations working on public
policy and lands management in critical ecosystems (Foundation Center 2008). Patagonia
helped local groups that take radical and strategic steps to protect habitat, wilderness, and
biodiversity with the idea that efforts to protect specific stands of forest or stretches of
river helped to place bigger picture environmental issues in the public mind (Patagonia
2010). The Idaho Sporting Congress had received funding from the Brainerd and Bullitt
Foundations in the past. At the time of this study, however, the organization said those
Foundations were “supporting collaboration rather than confrontation...The Bullitt
Foundation said that they no longer fund forest litigation” (Idaho Confronter 3). Thus
organizational interest, which not only attracts certain foundations but guides an
organization to seek support from certain foundations, may help explain why two groups

that depend on foundation support use different strategies.

5.2.2.3 Strategy and Institutions Supported

Another aspect of group interest is an organization’s interpretation of the

institutional environment, or the mechanisms it supports for policymaking. With regard to
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this variable, the case studies lent support to the hypothesis that organizations with a
confrontational strategy will support existing institutional arrangements, while those with a
collaborative strategy will support modifying existing institutional structures. The Idaho
Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation wanted a firm legal foundation for
environmental decision-making. Both believed existing centralized government authority
was essential to make certain public lands were managed in the public interest according to
national environmental standards (Idaho Confronter 3, Washington Confronter 2). They
stressed that National Forest management is a national issue; government decision-making
is the only appropriate way to ensure the national public’s interest is heard and
incorporated. In addition, they underscored the importance of upholding NEPA and other
laws to ensure a standardized, science based decision-making process in which all citizens
can participate, and through which decision-makers can be held accountable (Idaho
Confronter 1, 2, 3 and 4, Washington Confronter 1 and 2).

However, they also expressed frustration with the government’s priorities with
regard to public forests, as well as with the political process as a whole. They articulated a
desire for constitutive reform to create a new set of laws to guide decision-making. One
interviewee spoke about encouraging a paradigm shift within the US Forest Service, “to
rethink that active management, bulldozers and chainsaws, are really going to promote a
fully functioning forest ecosystem...and just let them go for a while...let [them] rest,” (Idaho
Confronter 4) while another would “like to see [create a continuous supply of timber]
removed from the Organic Act governing the Forest Service” (Idaho Confronter 3). On a
larger scale, one participant recommended election reform, because “money intervenes
and those with the most money end up skewing the agencies, and the thing that would
make this process work better would be if we could take the money out of the election
procedure” (Idaho Confronter 3). Finally, taking it to an even higher level, one respondent
suggested changing our entire political process.

I would like us to see in this country get rid of [sic] the system we have and adopt a
much more representative, more parliamentary system, because it’s absurd that
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400,000 people in Wyoming have 2 Senators and 36 million people in California have
2 Senators. Are Wyoming people really 72 times [sic] more important than people in
California? The only way | can see making it fairer is if we adopt more of a
parliamentary system, so therefore the result would be more citizen input and
maybe even a more participatory democracy where people get to vote (Idaho
Confronter 2).

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest believed that
government-centered, top-down approaches cannot always address complex
environmental issues effectively. These organizations cited budget shortfalls, regulatory
and procedural requirements, political interference, desire for autonomy and control, and
the divisive and highly provocative nature of resource conflicts on public lands as factors
contributing to agencies’ difficulty in designing and implementing management projects
that balance stakeholder interests (Idaho Collaborator 1, 2, and 3, Washington Collaborator
2 and 4). The Idaho Sporting Congress and Conservation Northwest also discussed the
shortcomings of NEPA when it came to moving projects forward on public land: it was
inefficient, could not address value conflicts, and led to further polarization between
stakeholders (Idaho Collaborator 1, Washington Collaborator 2). Yet they recognized the
value of NEPA for providing a means of evaluating proposals, and a means of appealing or
suing if proposals, or the process of developing and reviewing them, do not comply with the
law. Moreover, they were cognizant of the power of NEPA, as evinced by the fact that there
were some interests who would like to circumvent it.

NEPA is still part of the deal. To suggest otherwise, it’s totally what the other side
always wants. [The US Forest Service] would love to get around NEPA because it’s
just so expensive and it takes so much time. Just streamlining a process, to say that
the collaborative is doing that, that doesn’t fly, but | know they’d love to do that.
Congress would love them to do that; local communities would love them to do that.
We would not love them to do that (Idaho Collaborator 1).

These two organizations supported supplementing the current institutional structure with
less formal decision-making approaches in which multiple parties could work across

jurisdictions on comprehensive management solutions, and that utilized collaboration in
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addition to NEPA as a way to address conflict, identify common ground, improve public
input, and craft more durable solutions.

In sum, all four case organizations supported NEPA, but while the confronting
groups thought the law was working exactly as it should, the collaborating groups believed
the law had evolved beyond its original intent and was not efficient or effective. In addition
to upholding NEPA, the confronting groups desired constitutive change that would provide
further formal legal bases for decision-making. The collaborating groups, on the other
hand, supported enhancing NEPA and other existing legal approaches with informal
collaborative processes. The confronting and collaborating groups did share an interest in
modifying the mission and management of the US Forest Service, although whereas the
Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation only wanted to stop timber
extraction, Conservation Northwest in particular, was interested in shifting the mission of

the agency to ecological restoration and biodiversity conservation.

5.2.2.4 Summary of Strategy and Interest

Examining the case study data on group interest, two distinct political orientations
emerged. The first — a purist orientation — was illustrated by the confronting groups, the
Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation. These organizations were
hard fighting, dedicated to their ideal environmental goal of protecting public lands from
logging and other consumptive uses. They refused to default on their cause or to
compromise on their goals for protecting the forest. They were not interested in building
relationships or finding mutually satisfying solutions with people who hold opposing points
of view. Finally, they challenged the current forest management paradigm that centers on
multiple uses and a sustained yield of timber. The second — a pragmatist orientation — was
illustrated by the collaborating groups, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest. These groups were practical problem-solvers seeking action on issues and
resolution of disputes to close fronts and move their agenda forward. They were willing to

compromise to find durable solutions that work for all parties affected by a decision. They
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sought opportunities to build relationships and trust with traditional adversaries and non-
traditional allies. Finally, they worked within the socio-political system to find solutions that
build the political equity necessary to solve future challenges.

The case studies provided strong support for the survey results that showed a
relationship between group interest and strategy. The two organizations with a confronting
strategy held a single environmental value, while the two with a collaborative strategy held
environment, economy, and equity values. The cases also supported the hypothesis drawn
from the literature that confronting groups will defend existing institutional arrangements
and a strong legal/regulatory foundation for decision-making, and collaborating groups will
aim to improve existing national institutions with less formal, local participatory
opportunities. Additionally, the case studies helped explain a discrepancy between the
survey and case findings with regard to the relationship between strategy and resources.
Member and foundation interests may be as important in terms of influencing group
strategy as the amount of financial support they give. Finally, the cases drew attention to
another aspect of group interest that was not found in the literature: purist and pragmatist
orientations. The principles underlying these orientations and their clear expression by the
case organizations suggest that they play a role in influencing environmental group strategy

with regard to collaboration.

5.2.3 Strategy and Political Opportunities

Political opportunity shapes interest group behavior by enabling or precluding
activities based on how the political process functions and the access points available for
specific advocacy tactics. An organization that does not have opportunities to participate in
collaboration will not adopt a collaborative strategy. When asked during the interviews
whether their organization had opportunities to participate in collaboration, respondents
from both confronting and collaborating groups confirmed that they had. Therefore
opportunity alone did not appear to shape their strategy. However, interest group theory

also points to the influence of the external context and assessment of other actors on
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strategy choice. Based on the literature, the hypotheses were that participation in
collaboration will be greater among organizations that:

- Interpret the political context as conducive to or necessitating collaboration
« Have a positive assessment of other relevant actors in the policy arena

These dynamics were not tested in the survey, but they were examined in the four case
studies. The cases provide insight into how the confronters and collaborators view and

interpret the external context and assess other actors in the policy arena.

5.2.3.1 External Context

The case organizations operated at three contextual levels: local, state, and national.
At the local level, the context included rural, traditionally timber-dependent communities
pushing for timber harvest to help revitalize their economies and struggling timber
industries threatened by decreased cuts and global competition seeking new opportunities
(Idaho Collaborator 1, Idaho Confronter 3 and 4, Washington Collaborator 2). At the state
level, the context included Republican or anti-conservation legislatures, a pro-extraction US
Forest Service leadership, public forest use shifting from timber to recreation, and an
urbanizing population (Idaho Collaborator 1 and 3, Idaho Confronter 3 and 4, Washington
Collaborator 2 and 4). Finally at the national level, the context included the outgoing
George W. Bush administration that was very supportive of collaboration, the incoming
Barak Obama administration that had yet to show its hand, elected officials who were
increasingly supportive of collaboration, and US Forest Service activities stalled by “analysis
paralysis,” risk aversion, and budget shortfalls (Idaho Collaborator 1, Idaho Confronter 3,
Washington Confronter 1, Washington Collaborator 2).

The confrontational strategy groups and collaborative strategy groups interpreted
the same contextual environment very differently. Whereas for the Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation the external context reinforced their

concerns about collaboration and their support for existing institutional arrangements, the
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Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest viewed the external context as

providing opportunities for and even necessitating collaborative decision-making.

5.2.3.1.1 Confronters’ View of the External Context

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation considered the
struggling communities and timber industry to be a significant reason to discourage local
collaborative decision-making. From their perspective, collaboration was a way to give local
interests more control over forest management decisions (Idaho Confronter 1, Washington
Confronter 1). Because the local people and timber industry were looking for ways to
revitalize their business and economies, the groups’ interpretation was that any allowance
for collaboration would only result in more trees cut (Idaho Confronter 4, Washington
Confronter 2). Moreover, the anti-conservation, pro-extraction leadership in the state
legislature and in the US Forest Service underscored the need to uphold the national laws to
ensure integrity of process and the opportunity to appeal decisions (Idaho Confronter 1).
The shift in public forest use from timber to recreation opened the door to new threats
from motorized off-road vehicles — new threats that again highlighted the importance of
robust laws that provide an avenue for litigation (Idaho Confronter 3). That US Forest
Service projects have been stalled by the procedural requirements of NEPA and NFMA was
fine with these two organizations; for them, the laws were working, preventing the agency
from putting up bad projects (Idaho Confronter 3, Washington Confronter 1). Under the
Bush administration, these groups perceived an effort to “look for every mechanism to
undermine NEPA, with community-based collaboration as one of the ones that they were
trying to use” (Washington Confronter 1). Under the Obama administration, they were
hopeful that “it’s going to be different, and that it’ll be ‘let’s listen to the local people, but

nm

let’s base our decisions on the science,”” (Washington Confronter 1) and thus collaboration

would not be necessary and would fall out of practice.
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5.2.3.1.2 Collaborators’ View of the External Context

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest interpreted the context
very differently. Their perspective of the local context was that the threats to rural
economies resulted in a community vision that “is a lot more tempered than it used to be”
(Idaho Collaborator 1). The collapse of the timber industry left survivors who were willing
to identify any feasible alternatives that allowed them to continue operating, thus they
were “looking at [conservationists] more closely as allies than they had in the past”
(Washington Collaborator 4). These local dynamics provided opportunities for collaboration
with communities and timber groups to result in positive environmental outcomes.

With regard to the state context, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest felt “we were marginalized [by the Republican and anti-conservation
legislatures], that we were outside of...the discussion that was happening in the political
world and we needed to engage, we needed to get back in the conversation” (Washington
Collaborator 4). They realized that the way to engage and make progress toward their goals
was “by creating politics that are safe. And the politics that are safe is when the
environmental community likes it, the local county commissioners like it, the ranchers, the
timber industry, the motorized recreation, all these different people like it” (Idaho
Collaborator 1). To the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest, engaging
in the political world and finding safe politics necessitated collaborative decision-making.
The presence of pro-extraction Forest Supervisors highlighted the need to take “power
outside of the agency” (Washington Collaborator 2) and work with stakeholders —the
agency being one of them — to identify solutions that were in the common interest. As the
population grew and became more urban, these organizations found that their interest in
the land was aligned more with that of rural resource communities than urbanites,
increasing the potential to find common ground with those who traditionally had been their
opponents (Idaho Collaborator 1).

As for the national context, these organizations had a more negative view of NEPA

and NFMA procedural requirements and the threat of appeals and lawsuits, in that they

147



resulted in a risk-averse agency that could not implement good projects (Washington
Collaborator 2). Under the Obama administration, the Idaho Conservation League believed
that there would be support for collaboration: “I can certainly tell you that Barak Obama’s
view of how you build power in the west is entirely in sync with everything we’ve been

talking about here” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

5.2.3.2 Assessment of Other Relevant Actors

In addition to perspectives on the external context, the case studies were analyzed
to understand how the four organizations assessed the other relevant actors in forest
decision-making, in particular timber interests, motorized recreation interests, community
interests, other environmental groups, and the US Forest Service. In general, the
collaborative strategy groups had a more positive view of the other players than the

confrontational strategy groups.

5.2.3.2.1 Confronters’ Assessment of Other Actors

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation had few good
things to say about the timber industry. Their most benign statements were that “the small
operators are just ordinary people trying to make a living and they cannot see the big
picture” (Idaho Confronter 3) and that “there are some good people in the timber industry”
(Washington Confronter 1). However, the majority of their statements reflected a much
harsher view. They viewed the timber industry as truculent and uncompromising, ruthless
and arrogant, and overly influential in forest decision-making because of their money and
access to Congress and the US Forest Service. The industry was in bad shape economically
and was only interested in using collaboration as a way to cut more trees. “l don’t see them
doing much in the way of good stuff for conservation” (Washington Confronter 1).

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation viewed
community interests as being predominantly concerned with autonomy and their economic

well-being. “Local people that have always benefited from the logging of the forest [want]
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to maintain their control and continue as much business-as-usual” (Idaho Confronter 3).
Though some people in the communities were supportive of conservation, they had an
attitude of “we’re locals, it’s our homes, you’re an outsider, don’t tell us what’s going on”
(Washington Confronter 1). One interviewee recognized the potential for local
communities to help in restoration efforts and make money off of it, “but there’s also the
danger that it will be used to exploit the land even further” (Idaho Confronter 3).

When talking about other environmental groups, the Idaho Sporting Congress and
Washington Forest Preservation discussed their work with, and respect for, those groups
that express skepticism and wariness toward collaboration similar to their own. However,
they had a negative assessment of environmental organizations that did get involved in
collaboration. They believed collaborators were compromising on their standards and
selling out the conservation community to gain political power and foundation funding, and
to feel empowered, like they were in charge (Idaho Confronter 2 and 3, Washington
Confronter 1). The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation expressed
resentment about that, and distrusted those organizations that got involved in
collaboration. Plus they believed the collaborators were overly confident about what they
could accomplish in these forums; conservation organizations that participated in
collaboration were incompetent and did not have the skills or the resources over the long
term to “win.” “It’s naive for conservation groups to think that they can pursue this strictly
collaborative approach,” because “once they’ve got that ball rolling, they’re not going to be
able to control it...the conservation groups [do not] have anywhere near the resources
needed to participate” (Washington Confronter 1).

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation did not have a
high opinion of the US Forest Service. Though there were some people and disciplines
within the agency that these groups had a better relationship with, like the fisheries
biologists, they did not see eye to eye with most others, like the foresters; and while the
agency had hired more people in the past 5-10 years with wildlife and restoration

backgrounds instead of timber backgrounds, the agency was still controlled by more
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traditional timber interests. According to the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington
Forest Preservation, the US Forest Service’s pro-extraction leadership, coupled with the fact
that the agency’s budget was based on timber harvest, meant that the agency had an
incentive to log as much and as quickly as possible (Idaho Confronter 1, Washington
Confronter 2). There was recognition among all four case organizations that the US Forest
Service was resource starved. The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest
Preservation saw those limited resources going to planning and implementing timber sales,
leaving the restoration and recreation management programs to suffer. From what the
Idaho Sporting Congress had seen, the US Forest Service was not a responsible steward of
the public land.

They over cut, they don’t replant, they destroy the streams, they destroy wildlife
habitat, they manipulate data. They violate federal laws and regulations with
impunity, they actually tell us that they’re going to violate the laws and give us the
finger...They refuse to comply with the law and challenge us to force them to comply
with the law. That has led to cynicism about them, but at every juncture they have
confirmed our cynicism, so it’s not really cynicism, it’s accurate assessment [sic] of
them (ldaho Confronter 3).

The US Forest Service had been sued numerous times for violating the law and had lost time
and again, confirming for the confronting groups that their work was effective and
important.

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation did not consider
the US Forest Service to be trustworthy in its use of collaboration. “Having been stymied
with the law, they are using collaboration as an attempt to get people to be diffused, so
they can get their projects going forward” (Idaho Confronter 3). The agency was just
looking for cover to sidestep the requirements of the law. One interviewee with
Washington Forest Preservation mentioned a conversation with a (now retired) Forest
Supervisor on the Okanogan and Wenatchee National Forests in which the Supervisor said
“he was looking forward to a collaborative process so he could get out and do what he

wanted, which was more of an extractive, more of an ORV kind of thing. He actually told
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me this. So | think they definitely can abuse the process, particularly when they’re able to

leave off the science part of it and move forward without it” (Washington Confronter 1).

5.2.3.2.2 Collaborators’ Assessment of Other Actors

The collaborating groups, Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest,
saw little threat from the timber industry at the time the research was conducted. In Idaho,
the Boise National Forest at one point produced the most timber in the United States, but
“it’s crazy to even consider for even a second that it ever will again. | mean the mills don’t
exist. It wasn’t very long ago — | have a picture upstairs in my office of 250 mill workers
protesting in our parking lot. Those guys work in the tourist industry now, and we still do
what we do. It’s a totally different world” (Idaho Collaborator 1). In Washington,
Conservation Northwest believed that the culling of the industry had left a group of timber
players that had a more reasonable perspective, and the ability to think in the long-term.
The organization had built relationships and trust with those timber interests who were
good managers, good collaborators, and were public-spirited, while recognizing that there
still existed those traditional “timber beasts” who cared only about their bottom-line and
did not have long-term community investment or the public interest at heart (Washington
Collaborator 2).

Conservation Northwest saw rural communities as too beleaguered to mobilize for
themselves, but recognized their importance for contributing knowledge and energy to
forest restoration efforts (Washington Collaborator 2). The Idaho Conservation League
expressed a mixed view of community interests. While on the one hand the organization
was coming to realize that “the people that love the land as we do in the environmental
community are the people that live in those communities that work outside,” (Idaho
Collaborator 1) it also recognized that the culture had not changed in a lot of the rural
communities and there still was considerable pressure on the US Forest Service from local
communities to continue logging. These stakeholders were not very receptive to

collaboration, and many were skilled at working decision-makers and the NEPA process to

151



benefit themselves, so they did not see any reason to collaborate. Moreover, some
community interests were adamantly opposed to collaboration. One interviewee read from
a letter to the editor published in the Idaho Statesman from Idaho Representative Lenore
Barrett, titled “We must stop collaborating with wacko enviros.” In it she states, “Idaho is a
natural resource state, not a tourist mecca or a federal preserve. Idaho’s congressionals
should concentrate on their efforts on restoring Idaho’s natural resource industries, and
stop ‘collaborating’ with the environmental pantheists who destroyed Idaho’s rural
economy” (7 April 2009).

Like the confronting groups, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest made positive mention of other environmental groups that shared their own
strategy with regard to collaboration. However, their assessment of confrontational groups
reflected both understanding and frustration. “Some conservation groups view
collaboration as a dirty word and | totally understand that and respect that decision from a
strategic perspective” (Idaho Collaborator 3). “There are people who have felt as though
they have been mistreated by the US Forest Service; lied to — and they have been, and
ignored — and they have been, and they just don’t have any faith that anything good can
come out of this” (Washington Collaborator 4). The problem from the collaborators
perspective was that the “combative” and “purist” confronting groups were unreasonable,
and unwilling to consider the larger public good in the spirit of finding solutions that work
and moving on to other problems. “Ultimately | don’t think you get solutions out of people
that just want to make sure they get their share of the pork — whether that pork is the tree
cut or the tree saved” (Washington Collaborator 2).

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest had a more mixed
assessment of the US Forest Service than the confronting groups. All respondents from the
Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest recognized the challenges that the
agency faced in attempting to balance multiple interests with limited funding, political
interference, vocal interest groups, litigation from all sides, and the procedural

requirements of the law. They all also agreed that the agency is “getting better” in terms of
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focusing less on destructive timber projects in sensitive areas, and more on environmentally
responsible timber production and restoration, recognizing that ecological restoration is the
more important mandate. Nevertheless, they said there are still holdouts within the
agency, particularly on certain National Forests, that did not support the shift to restoration
and remained responsive to pressure from local interests to continue logging. In these
places, the agency was sometimes underhanded in its activities, such as “marking a bunch
of big trees that they don’t identify in their documentation; [and doing] salvage sales that
include big old growth” (Washington Collaborator 2).

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest’s opinion of the US
Forest Service’s use of collaboration was equally mixed. Collaboration required that the
agency give up some of its power to the collaborative group and “there are some leaders in
the agency that don’t consider that a risk — they really do see themselves as public servants”
and they were trying to “move this process forward so that we do move forest products, we
do restore habitat. The leaders in the agency that really seem to have that ethic of public
service are the ones that are able to work well with the collaborative groups” (Washington
Collaborator 4). There were others in the agency however who “feel threatened by other
people stepping on their discretion and their professional expertise” (Washington
Collaborator 2). They believed they were the experts and that if “they talk individually to a
variety of stakeholders and then interpret what they think people are saying, then they’ve
gone through a collaborative process” (Washington Collaborator 4). In Idaho, the Idaho
Conservation League said it had yet to see a good collaborative process under HFRA. “The
Forest Service will hold some public meeting, no members of the public may attend, and
they will simply wave the magic wand and declare this a collaborative process. We have
seen this time and time again, where we weren’t informed, we weren’t invited, our
comments were not incorporated...That’s simply a way to rubber-stamp the projects”
(Idaho Collaborator 3).

The four case organizations reserved their harshest criticism for motorized

recreation interests, and here they were unanimous in their assessment. Interviewees from
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all four organizations agreed that off-road vehicle (ORV) users were “belligerent,” “rabid,”
“fanatics” that overwhelmed the agency’s ability to police them (Idaho Collaborator 1 and
2, Idaho Confronter 3, Washington Collaborator 2 and 4, Washington Confronter 1). The US
Forest Service did not have the tools, budget, or priorities to regulate them, which made
ORV’s the US Forest Service’s biggest challenge (Idaho Collaborator 3). ORV users viewed
their ability to ride wherever they want as a right, not a privilege, and made it clear that
they would go where they pleased, regardless of rules and regulations. “They have the
capacity...to mobilize a lot of people in a very shrill and intense manner that is...intimidating
for local land management people. They’re very angry when their access is being cut off”
(Idaho Collaborator 1). They had “felt very empowered over the last eight years by the
Bush administration” (Washington Confronter 1) and thus were aggressive and demanding,
which made administrative and legislative decision-makers wary of crossing them. They
were “the least public spirited, the most self-centered, ” (Washington Collaborator 2) and
took a hard line with regard to conservation, displaying a profound unwillingness to
collaborate. Conservationists found ORV users very hard to work with because they had no

desire to reach agreement, let alone come to the table.

5.2.3.3 Summary of Strategy and Political Opportunity

The case studies gave support to the hypotheses drawn from the literature
regarding the relationship between political opportunities and collaborative strategy. The
confronting organizations interpreted the external context as providing reason to uphold
existing decision-making institutions and resist collaboration, while the collaborating
organizations interpreted the external context as providing reason to become involved in
collaborative decision-making. In addition, the collaborative strategy groups had a more
compassionate view of the other relevant actors in the policy space compared to the
confronting groups, with the exception of motorized recreation interests who were
universally condemned. The confronting groups’ assessment of other actors indicated to

them that those actors would advocate unyieldingly for their ideal interests. In contrast,
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the collaborating groups were more sympathetic and understanding of the other actors’
perspectives and believed those parties had reason to “come to the table” and work with

conservation groups to find solutions to their shared problems.

5.2.4 Strategy and Experience
The literature on organizational experience suggests that participation in
collaboration will be greater among organizations that:

o Areolder

« Formed to advance multiple values

« Have had experience working with different interests

. Believe collaboration can help them achieve their goals

5.2.4.1 Organizations’ Age

The results of the survey provided evidence for a relationship between age and
collaboration. Older organizations were weakly associated with more positive attitudes
toward collaboration and a greater importance placed on participating in collaboration. The
case studies also provided weak support for the hypothesis that older organizations are
more collaborative. The oldest group, Washington Forest Preservation, had a confronting
strategy and the second oldest group, Idaho Conservation League, had a collaborating
strategy. Exploring the qualitative data from the case studies regarding experience

provided more insight into the relationship with strategy than age alone.

5.2.4.2 Confronters’ Experience

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation had similar
foundational experiences. Both were formed in response to the threat of resource
extraction on public lands, and mobilized around the goal of protecting public forests in
their states. Washington Forest Preservation, which formed prior to the passage of NEPA
and NFMA, at first sought to achieve its mission by setting aside critical areas in a National

Park. The Idaho Sporting Congress formed after NEPA and NFMA were enacted, and so it
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was able to take immediate advantage of these laws to press its cause. Many of the
founding members still worked actively within their organizations at the time of this
research, serving on their Boards or as staff.

The Idaho Sporting Congress” most important tactics were communicating with
government agencies, taking legal action, and working with the media; evidence from the
case study placed particular emphasis on appeals and litigation. Washington Forest
Preservation’s most important tactics were communicating with government agencies and
working with the media; the case study also suggested that taking legal action, particularly
through appeals, was very important to Washington Forest Preservation.

Over the years, the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation
gained experience employing these tactics and were successful at advancing their interests
by using them. The Idaho Sporting Congress noted, “we’ve defeated [our opponent] 18
times in federal court...we’re winning, we’re accomplishing all these things” (Idaho
Confronter 3). Washington Forest Preservation recognized that its Board, “being a bunch of
people that are probably average age of 65, you know we’re stuck 30-40 years ago”
(Washington Confronter 1). This led the organization to tackle its seminal issues in ways the
Board had experience with and believed would work.

These groups’ experiences with collaboration reinforced their negative attitudes
toward the practice and their perspective that it was not a viable means to achieve their
goals. When they had participated in collaborative process they found that “our comments
were dismissed out of hand” (Idaho Confronter 4) and “the reality was that the Forest
Service was not interested in what we had to say,” (Idaho Confronter 3) so participating in
collaboration just took resources away from the organizations’ other activities that were
necessary to stop the agency from violating the law. In their experience, the environmental
values that they were trying to pursue were not served by collaboration. It was just a way
to “get more logging done under a kind of claim to virtue” (Idaho Confronter 4) that

ultimately led to bad decisions that allowed further degradation to the forest and wildlife.
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5.2.4.3 Collaborators’ Experience

The Idaho Conservation League formed to be a voice for conservation in a state with
unique environmental resources and a growing population. From its inception, the
organization balanced its attention among diverse issues including wilderness preservation,
water rights, and land use planning to satisfy not only environmental values, but also to
ensure recreational opportunities, public health, and social and economic well-being.
Executive Director Rick Johnson had been with the Idaho Conservation League since 1995,
and the organization’s founding members had a less active role in the organization at the
time of the case study than they did at its beginning. Conservation Northwest formed “to
champion bold new approaches to saving biodiversity” because the conservation
movement as it existed in the 1980’s “wasn’t succeeding fast enough to save nature... and it
seemed the time was ripe for boldness” (Conservation Northwest 2005, 4). While its
foundational mission was to protect large interconnected ecosystems across the region, the
organization sought to achieve that mission in some non-traditional ways. Executive
Director Mitch Friedman was one of the founders of the organization; the other founders
had moved on to other activities.

The Idaho Conservation League considered communicating with government
agencies, communicating with legislators, working with the media, and participating in
collaborative decision-making to be its most important tactics. Document analysis supports
that. The interviews with the Idaho Conservation League gave particular emphasis to the
organization’s participation in, and initiation of, formal collaborative processes as well as
more informal collaborative behavior. Conservation Northwest marked on the survey that
its most important tactics were communicating with government agencies, communicating
with legislators, and mobilizing the grassroots. Case study data also indicated the
importance of collaborative partnerships for Conservation Northwest’s work. The
organization was a key player in initiating and participating in collaboration in Washington

State.
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Both the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest had a history of
using confrontational tactics, but over time they found they “have not been able to achieve
some of our goals that are really important to us by drawing a line in the sand. We’ve
realized that we can’t really keep waiting for whatever a better political day might look like
and need to try to make some progress” (Idaho Collaborator 2). With their eyes on the end
goal of moving their agendas forward, these organizations were willing and able to
experiment with new tactics to get there. They discovered that in many situations
collaboration was an effective means to achieve their goals, and it offered important added
benefits like developing relationships that built the capacity to address other issues,
building credibility and momentum for conservation, and reducing polarization and political
back-lash. The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest were well aware
that collaboration was not perfect: it required give and take on the part of the participants,
it was very time and resource consuming, and the processes were not always legitimate, but
“it’s the right thing to try ” (Idaho Collaborator 1). Moreover, the organizations believed
that they had the power to make collaboration work. They trained their staff, they found
the resources, and they engaged in collaborative processes strategically, when the situation
was right. The “right” situation involved different calculations such as: whether other
tactics had been exhausted or offered no traction on the issue, whether collaboration
would be more effective than other tactics for advancing the organization’s mission,
whether the organization had leverage in the negotiation and the power to walk away,
whether the organization had the resilience and the resources to stay the course, whether
the stakeholders were ready to work together to find a new path, and whether it was a

legitimate collaborative process.

5.2.4.4 Summary of Strategy and Experience
The case studies give support to the hypotheses about the influence of experience
on strategy. The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation, which had a

confrontational strategy, were founded to protect environmental values and continued to
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operate under the direction of some of their foundational members. These two
organizations built their structure and expertise on confrontational tactics, and were
successful in achieving their goals applying those tactics. Their experiences with
collaboration confirmed that it was merely a symbolic effort on the part of the agency and
that it did not provide an avenue to ensure forest protection. The Idaho Conservation
League and Conservation Northwest employed a collaborative strategy; the Idaho
Conservation League was founded to secure multiple values, and Conservation Northwest
was founded to utilize bold, innovative tactics to achieve conservation goals. These groups
had experience using a variety of tactics, but began to realize that many of the processes
they were involved in were antithetical to being proactive and doing good work on the
ground. Over time, they found success using collaboration as a means to reach their

desired ends while at the same time depolarizing issues and building community.

5.3 Chapter Summary

Four organizations were selected from the survey of state and local groups for case
study analysis, to examine the relationships between strategy and organizational
characteristics more closely. Two organizations in the same US Forest Service Region were
chosen, one that exhibited a confronting strategy and one that exhibited a collaborating
strategy. Then their resources, interests, political opportunities and experiences were
compared and contrasted to better understand the factors that determine whether an
environmental organization will employ collaboration as a political tactic.

The two confronting organizations, the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington
Forest Preservation, had smaller budgets and were less professionalized. They expressed a
singular environmental value, and supported existing top-down institutional structures for
protecting nature. They were purists, prioritizing their ideal goal above all else. They
interpreted the external context and activities of other actors in the policy space as

emphasizing the need to keep the bedrock environmental laws — NEPA and NFMA — intact.
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Their experience reinforced their use of legal action and administrative lobbying, and
strengthened their opposition to collaborative decision-making.

The collaborating organizations, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest, had larger budgets and were more professionalized. They expressed multiple
values, and supported modifying existing institutional structures to incorporate local level,
multi-party stakeholder input processes. They were pragmatists, prioritizing action on
issues. In their view, the external context and activities of other actors provided
opportunities for, and even necessitated involvement in, collaboration. Their experience
demonstrated that collaboration was a viable tactic to achieve their goals in certain
situations, and provided collateral benefits that suggested it had the potential to transform
future environmental policymaking.

The relationships between organizational characteristics and strategy and their

implications will be explored in detail in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Using an online survey, interviews, and archival documents, this dissertation
examined organizational factors influencing subnational environmental groups’ choice of
strategy to influence National Forest management in the American West. The overall
purpose of this research was to determine what the attitudes and behaviors of state and
local environmental organizations are with regard to collaboration for National Forest
management, and what organizational characteristics influence their response. The
findings show that attitudes and behaviors toward collaboration are related to
organizations’ resources and interests, suggesting that participation in collaboration serves
as a signal about interest group characteristics. Organizations that litigate, or do not
collaborate, are those that are smaller and more amateur, those that are foundation
funded, or those that express a single, environmental value. Organizations that do
collaborate are those that are larger and more professionalized, those that are government
funded, or those that express multiple values. In light of these relationships, this study
provides empirical evidence that collaborative decision-making is not representative of all
environmental groups.

The implications of these findings are that collaborative natural resource decision-
making marginalizes less professionalized and more ideological environmental
organizations. This threatens the survival and influence of these groups, and could change
the face of the environmental movement, particularly if the trend toward collaborative
governance continues. The fact that amateur and ideological environmental groups are not
represented in collaboration calls into question the idea that collaborative processes reflect
the concerns of all interests and thereby enhance environmental decision-making and
implementation. This research serves as a caution to those who would use, or advocate the
use of, collaboration — its use must be carefully considered and its process carefully

designed to ensure the most balanced representation possible. Specifically, the US Forest
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Service will have to overcome challenges in designing and implementing collaboration to
allow the full range of stakeholders to participate in National Forest decision-making.

This chapter explores the theoretical conclusions, and practical implications and
recommendations derived from the research. Evidence presented in Chapters 4 and 5 will
be triangulated to analyze the hypotheses put forth in Chapter 2. Organizations’ attitudes
and behaviors will be examined to better understand the strategies they are using. Then,
the resource, interest, political opportunity, and experience hypotheses will be evaluated to
determine what factors were related to strategy choice among the state and local forest
advocacy organizations examined in the study. Finally, the implications of these findings for
interest groups, collaboration, and National Forest decision-making will be discussed.

Before discussing the conclusions and implications, the limitations of this research
should be highlighted. This dissertation examined a subset of environmental interest
groups — membership organizations operating at the state and local level in the western
United States to address forest policy issues — to determine their strategies for influencing
one class of policies, National Forest management. Thus, the findings from this project are
generalizable to the population of subnational environmental organizations addressing
public forest policy in the western United States. The findings cannot be said to hold true
for other types of environmental groups working in other parts of the country on other
environmental policies. The case studies scrutinized a smaller subset of groups, four
organizations selected for their clear demonstration of the dependent variable, strategy.
The case study findings help elucidate the correlations identified in the survey, but they are
not generalizable to other organizations and they do not assert causal relationships.
Nevertheless, the case findings do augment theories of interest group behavior and
collaboration, and provide insights into environmental interest groups, collaborative
decision-making, and National Forest management, in the context of public forest decision-

making in the American West.
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6.1 Discussion of Interest Group Theory and Hypothesis Testing

This research contributes to theoretical understanding of interest groups in three
ways. First, it provides a better understanding of the characteristics and behaviors of state
and local environmental groups. Even within this subset of environmental organizations,
those operating at the subnational level on forest-related policy issues, we find that the
environmental community is not a monolith. Amateur grassroots organizations operate
alongside professional mainstream organizations. Groups are employing both
confrontational and collaborative strategies, as well as other strategies and tactics. If trends
toward policy decentralization and deregulation continue, organizations at the state and
local level will be able and willing to operate in similar ways to the prominent
environmental organizations that influence policy at the national level. Second, this
research expands our knowledge of interest group tactics. Collaborative decision-making is
a model of environmental governance that originated in the 1990s, and has only really
gained traction since the turn of the 20" century. As a result, existing research on interest
groups does not include their use of collaboration as an advocacy tactic. Collaboration fits
with other conventional, insider tactics of policy influence. It is not widely used by
subnational environmental groups; rather it appears to be a tool of last resort. This is likely
because it is new and relatively un-tested, as well as controversial. Third, this study
contributes to our understanding of the link between organizational characteristics and
strategies. Theory testing examined how resources, interest, political opportunities, and
experience were related to environmental groups’ choice of collaborating and confronting
strategies to influence National Forest management.

The following sections offer a more thorough discussion of the theoretical
contributions of this study, in terms of environmental group strategies, collaboration as a

political tactic, and the theory testing results.
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6.1.1 Organizational Strategy

Interest groups select strategies of influence to affect policy change. Strategies are
made up of a combination of tactics, or specific advocacy activities, and imply the
mechanism by which the organization believes influence can be achieved (Baumgartner and
Leech 1998). Thus, to understand strategy, this research looked at both the tactics
organizations chose, as well as their attitudes about collaboration as a means of achieving

influence.

6.1.1.1 Organizational Behaviors

The survey data showed that all groups used a mix of tactics. This is consistent with
the interest group literature that demonstrates most groups use a variety of tactics, rather
than depending on a single tactic to influence policymaking (Baumgartner and Leech 1998).
Among those activities considered “very important” by the majority of respondents were
insider tactics like communicating with government agencies (77%) and taking legal action
(49%), outsider tactics such as working with the media (66%) and mobilizing the grassroots
(51%), and networking tactics like coalition building (46%). Those activities that were “not
very important” or “not engaged in at all” by respondents were the more science-based
tactics such as organizing conferences (57%) and conducting research (28%), and less
conventional tactics including protesting (83%) and participating in collaboration (34%)
(Table 6.1).

These findings are consistent with other surveys of interest group activities (Berry
1977, Heinz et al. 1993, Knoke 1990, Schlozman and Tierney 1986, Walker 1991; see
Baumgartner and Leech 1998 for a comparison across these studies). Lobbying, litigation,
and constituency influence have a long history in pluralist society, providing avenues for
direct and indirect influence. Coalition building is also an established organizational tactic,
allowing groups to pool limited resources and find strength in numbers. Science-based
tactics are of limited use to citizen groups, which often lack scientific expertise to conduct

and disseminate research. Protesting and demonstrating represent a more radical
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Table 6.1 Tactics Used by Survey Respondents

%R ing Activi
% Reporting Activity % Reporting Activity
Tactic was “Ver was Not Very N
Im ortanz' Important or Not
P Engaged in at All
Commumcatmg with government 77% 0% 61
agencies
Grassroots mobilizing 66% 11% 61
Working with the media 51% 2% 61
Taking legal action 49% 22% 59
Joining coalitions of other groups 46% 11% 61
Communicating with legislators 43% 20% 60
Conducting research 26% 28% 61
Par’Flc.lpatmg |.n collaborative 6% 34% 61
decision-making
Organizing conferences 7% 57% 61
Protesting / Demonstrating 2% 83% 60

approach that can threaten organizational legitimacy, and consequently are used by a
minority of groups. Finally, participating in collaboration is a relatively new and
controversial approach to policy influence, so it makes sense that fewer organizations are
employing it.

Though all groups used a wide variety of tactics, broad strategies, or combinations of
tactics, did emerge from the survey data. This supports Berry’s (1977) assertion that groups
tend to employ general strategies of influence. Factor analysis revealed three categories of
tactics, which grouped logically into three different strategies: divisive, cooperative, and
disturbance. The divisive strategy included working with the media, taking legal action, and
conducting research. These activities distinguish and build support for one position over
another, emphasize the differences between the sides of an argument, and seek zero-sum
solutions. The cooperative strategy included participating in collaborative decision-making,
communicating with legislators, and joining coalitions with other groups. These activities

build relationships with other actors in the policy arena, including policymakers, allies, and
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opponents, and seek mutually beneficial agreements. The disturbance strategy included
protesting/demonstrating, grassroots mobilizing, and organizing conferences. These
activities pursue policy change through outside channels, generating attention and
mobilizing dissatisfied parties to raise awareness and get issues on the agenda.

The strategies identified in the survey sample do not fit neatly into the
categorizations of interest group strategies in the extant literature, though there are
parallels (Table 6.2). The divisive strategy includes aspects of Berry’s (1977) embarrassment
and confrontation and law strategies, and Andrews and Edwards’ (2005) public awareness
and direct action strategies. The cooperative strategy combines Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider’s (2003) conventional and networking strategies, as well as Andrews and
Edwards’ (2005) policy change and organizing strategies. The disturbance strategy merges
the mobilizing and unconventional strategies identified by Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider (2003), and is similar to what Berry (1977) called embarrassment and
confrontation.

Clearly, the findings of this research do not conform to current categorizations of
interest group strategies (although it should be noted that current categorizations do not
conform to each other). However, each of the studies referenced sought to explain
behavior and the factors affecting it among different interest group populations. Berry’s
(1977) categories were based on a study of national public interest groups operating in
Washington DC in 1972-1973. Gais and Walker (1991) based their categorizations on a
study of national-level membership organizations, including profit, non-profit, mixed, and
citizen groups, operating at the in the US in the 1980s. Dalton, Recchia, and Rohrschneider
(2003) developed their strategy categories from a global survey of national-level
environmental groups conducted in 1998. Andrews and Edwards (2005) examined local
environmental organizations operating in North Carolina in 2002-2003. The variations in
interest group type (public interest, membership-based, and environmental), operating

location (US, international, and North Carolina), geographic scope (national and local), and
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Table 6.2 Contribution to Strategies and Tactics in the Interest Group Literature

Author(s)

Strategies

Tactics

Berry (1977)

Information

Lobbying policymakers
Providing research
Testifying before Congress

Law

Litigation
Administrative appeals
Amicus briefs

Embarrassment and Confrontation

Protests
News leaks
Public relations campaigns

Constituency Influence and Pressure

Grassroots mobilizing
Publicizing voting records

Gais and Walker (1991)

Lobbying policymakers

Inside Litigation
Electioneering
Protests
. Grassroots mobilizin
Outside g

Providing research
Sponsoring conferences

Dalton, Recchia, and
Rohrschneider (2003)

Conventional

Lobbying policymakers

. Litigation
Unconventional
Protests
I Grassroots mobilizing
Mobil
obilizing Working with the media
Networking Coalition-building

Andrews and Edwards
(2005)

Policy Change

Lobbying policymakers

Direct Action

Litigation
Protests

Organizing

Grassroots mobilizing
Coalition-building

Public Awareness

Working with the media
Environmental education

Prefigurative

Modeling sustainability
Promoting alternative institutions

Burke (2011)

Cooperative

Lobbying policymakers
Participating in collaboration
Coalition-building

Divisive

Litigation, administrative appeals
Working with the media
Conducting research

Disturbance

Protests
Grassroots mobilizing
Organizing conferences
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timeframe (1970s, 80s, 90s, and 2000s) likely had an influence on the overarching strategy
categories the researchers identified.

This dissertation examined a narrower interest group type, forest-related
environmental groups, operating in the western US at the state and local level in the 2000s.
It focused on explaining interest group strategy for influencing forest management at a
metamorphic time in the history of forest decision-making. Thus, it provides an
understanding of interest group strategy that is applicable in a context in which cooperation
and compromise are vying with the divisive and one-sided politics of traditional
environmental governance. The divisive, cooperative, and disturbance strategies show how
different forest-related environmental groups have chosen to take advantage of the
institutional venues available to them, either in the media and the courts, or in the
legislature and collaborative processes, or have chosen to work outside the system
altogether.

Focusing on taking legal action and participating in collaborative decision-making,
the primary tactics of the old and new approaches to influencing public forest management
in the American West, we see that litigation was a key factor in the divisive strategy, and
collaboration was key in the cooperative strategy. This lends empirical support to the idea
that forest-related environmental groups are using divergent strategies to advocate for
their interests. More respondents indicated litigation was “very important” to their work
(49%) than indicated collaboration was “very important” (26%) (Table 6.3), and 49% of
respondents ranked litigation as more important than collaboration (Table 6.4). This
suggests that the old strategies and tactics still dominate. However, while a total of 75% of
respondents ranked litigation as either “important” or “very important”, 68% ranked
collaboration in those ways, and a total of 51% of organizations ranked collaboration as
equally or more important than litigation. These percentages give clear evidence that
environmental groups are employing collaboration as a political tactic.

This dissertation provides baseline data on the use and prevalence of collaboration

among environmental groups, which is a unique contribution to the interest group
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literature. Conclusions cannot be drawn about whether collaboration is gaining traction or
whether it could surpass litigation as a means of addressing forest conflict. However, the
potential now exists for future research to replicate this study and provide trend analysis to

determine whether these tactics are increasing or decreasing over time.

Table 6.3 Use of Litigation and Collaboration by Survey Respondents

Ver Not ver Not
Tactic y Important | . y engaged N
Important important |
in at all
Taking legal action 49% 29% 14% 8% 59
Particioating i m -
ar'Flc.lpatmg !n collaborative 6% 39% 3% 11% 61
decision-making
Table 6.4 Relative Importance of Litigation and Collaboration
% Respondents N
Reporting
Litigation was more important than collaboration 49% 59
Litigation and collaboration were equally important 31% 59
Collaboration was more important than litigation 20% 59

6.1.1.2 Attitudes toward Collaboration

Respondents’ attitudes toward collaborative decision-making were fairly evenly
distributed; 28% had a negative attitude, 38% had a mixed attitude, and 33% had a positive
attitude. That more than a third of respondents fell in the middle of the range of attitudes
is consistent with the contextual nature of collaboration, and groups’ ability to make tactical
choices based on the situation at hand. Researchers note that the appropriateness and
effectiveness of collaboration depend on it being applied in the right circumstances and

being conducted according to a legitimate process (Dukes and Firehock 2001, Susskind,
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McKearnan, and Thomas-Larmer 1999). Almost half (47%) of survey respondents reflected
this, expressing that their opinions about collaboration depended on how and in what
situations it was used. As was noted in Section 6.1.1 regarding group tactics, organizations
have a range of tactical options available to them, and can choose activities depending on
the characteristics of the situation. An organization with a divisive strategy may choose to
participate in collaboration if the context is favorable, if it is the only opportunity to provide
input, or if it is seeking to undermine the process by subsuming divisive tactics within the
collaborative forum. Similarly, an organization with a cooperative strategy may choose not
to participate if the process is not legitimate or if the situation is not ripe for collaboration.

All respondents, regardless of attitude, had concerns about collaboration. Their
concerns fell into three categories: process, outcomes, and alternatives. Process concerns
were the most commonly cited by respondents. They included concerns that there is
unequal representation in collaborative forums (45%), that the success of collaboration
depends on process components (39%), that power imbalances favor extractive interests
(31%), and that the suitability of collaboration depends on the context in which it is used
(24%). Outcome concerns included concerns that collaboration compromises
environmental quality (24%), that it is misused by the US Forest Service to justify
predetermined outcomes (16%), and that, once reached, collaborative decisions will not be
acted on (10%). In terms of alternatives, 18% of respondents expressed through their
concerns a preference for the NEPA process, while 12% believed NEPA should be
supplemented with collaboration.

The quantitatively documented concerns from the survey add empirical depth to the
anecdotal literature on environmental groups and collaboration (Table 6.5). The most
prevalent concerns expressed by the survey respondents involved aspects of the process of
collaboration, specifically unequal representation and power imbalances in collaborative
forums, and the outcomes of collaboration, specifically that solutions compromise
environmental values. This is in keeping with the literature. The most frequent negative

critiques of collaboration address the undemocratic and imbalanced nature of the process
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(Britell 1997, McCloskey 1996; 1999), and the anti-environmental nature of the outcomes
(Coglianese 1999, McCloskey 1996).

The other two most prevalent concerns expressed by the survey respondents were
more cautionary statements, stressing that the appropriateness and success of
collaboration depend on the details of the process and the context in which it is used.

Dukes and Firehock (2001) address these concerns, or rather, offer advice on how to
recognize the appropriate process elements and contextual situations. Otherwise they are
not commonly cited in the literature. On the survey, these concerns were not correlated
with either the confronting or collaborating strategy groups (see Table 4.10), but rather
were expressed across all groups. Thus the statements appear to reflect recognition by
environmental organizations that collaboration is not inherently bad, but that it must be
done in the right circumstances and through a legitimate process. There is potential to
capitalize on the experience of these groups to better understand what the right
circumstances and legitimate process components are, to improve future use of
collaboration.

Less prevalent outcome-related concerns expressed by the survey respondents are not
found explicitly in the literature. However, the concern that the US Forest Service abuses
collaboration to sidestep the law and implement timber projects appears to be a specific
manifestation of the general concern that the agency is more responsive to commodity
interests than environmental interests, which is recognized by scholars (e.g., Hibbard and
Madsen 2003). One interesting finding is the concern that collaborative agreements will
not be implemented. Though this has been recognized as an obstacle to collaboration (Selin
and Chavez 1995), and agencies have been encouraged to follow through on their
commitments (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000), failure to implement agreements is not widely
discussed as a criticism of collaboration. This is likely because the most prominent criticisms
of collaboration come from those who oppose the practice, rather than from those who

support it and want to ensure it succeeds.
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Table 6.5 Empirical and Anecdotal Concerns about Collaboration

Burke (2011)

Extant Literature

NEPA

Category of ope % Respondents
Specific Concern .
Concern Reporting (N=51)

Unequal
repr‘:sentation - - Edelson (1997), Kenney (2000),
collaboration McCloskey (1996; 1999)
Process matters 39% Dukes and Firehock (2001)
Power imbalances

PROCESS benefit extractive 31% Britell (1997), McCloskey (1996)
interests
Context matters 24% Dukes and Firehock (2001)

— Blumberg and Knuffle (1998),

Asjécritr;oe”nfguthorit N/A Britell (1997), Coggins (1999),
& ¥ Kenney (2000), McCloskey (2001)
Requires compromise Coglianese (1999), McCloskey
on environmental 24% (1996), Peterson, Peterson, and
outcomes Peterson (2005)

OUTCOMES US Forest SerV|ce. 16% N/A
abuses collaboration
CoIIabonfatlve decisions 10% N/A
are not implemented
Should make decisions 18% Coggins (1999), McCloskey (1996;
through NEPA ? 1999)

ALTERNATIVES | Should combine
collaboration and 12% N/A

There was no empirical support from the survey for one of the most frequent

concerns about collaboration expressed in the literature: that it represents an unlawful

abdication of government authority (Coggins 1999, McCloskey 2001). Though some

respondents suggested collaboration was undemocratic, or expressed a preference for the

legal and regulatory framework and national standards of NEPA, they were not concerned

that the government as a whole was relinquishing its authority by using collaboration.

Sixteen percent of respondents were concerned that the US Forest Service abused the

collaborative process, but they did not question the appropriateness of collaboration in the
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bigger picture of government decision-making. It is likely that organizations operating on
the ground are more interested in the direct effects of collaboration on their issue
priorities, while scholars are more focused on the broader conceptual implications of

collaboration.

6.1.1.3 Strategy Expressed through Behaviors and Attitudes

Inferential statistical analysis of respondents’ behaviors and attitudes revealed a
strong positive relationship (Pearson correlation = 0.64, p-value = <0.0001) between the
importance of participating in collaboration and attitude toward collaboration, and a
moderate negative relationship (-0.3, 0.021) between the importance of taking legal action
and attitude toward collaboration (Table 6.6). In addition, respondents’ level of concern
about collaboration was strongly negatively correlated with the importance of participating

in collaboration (-0.53, <0.0001) and attitude toward collaboration (-0.64, <0.0001).

Table 6.6 Support for Strategy Expressed through Behaviors and Attitudes

Attitude Toward Collaboration
Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation
Participating in Collaboration 0.64 <.0001** 60
Taking Legal Action -0.3 0.021** 58
Concerns about Collaboration
Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation
Attitude Toward Collaboration -0.64 <.0001** 58
Participating in Collaboration -0.53 <.0001** 58

In terms of specific concerns, those organizations that did not participate in
collaboration and had a negative attitude toward it tended to express concerns about

unequal representation, power imbalances, compromise solutions, and dishonest use of
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collaboration by the US Forest Service, and showed a preference for the NEPA process. On
the contrary, those organizations that did participate in collaboration and had a positive
attitude toward it were concerned that collaborative agreements would not be
implemented. The case studies provided additional evidence to support a relationship
between behavior and attitude. The interviews and document analysis revealed that the
two organizations that had a negative attitude toward collaboration placed a high
importance on litigation but did not participate in collaboration, while the two organizations
that had a positive attitude toward collaboration were very involved in collaborative efforts
but used litigation sparingly.

The consistency in behaviors and attitudes supports the use of these variables to
measure organizational strategy. The conceptual framework for this study was based on
the assumption that an organization that participates in collaboration and has a positive
attitude toward it has a collaborating strategy. Conversely, an organization that uses
litigation and has a negative attitude toward collaboration has a confronting strategy. The
strong correlations between behavior and attitude in the survey data indicate that these
were valid assumptions with which to proceed to the analysis of the organizational factors

affecting strategy choice.

6.1.2 Organizational Strategy and Resources

A predominant theory of interest group behavior says that behavior is dependent on
organizational resources (McCarthy and Zald 1977). Accordingly, five resource variables
were examined to understand their influence on the choice of confronting and collaborating
strategies. These variables and their hypothesized influence on strategy choice are

summarized in Table 6.7.
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Table 6.7 Resource Variables and Hypothesized Influence on Strategy Choice

Variable Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
Budget Small Large
Staff Small Large
Subunits None Some
Professionalization Low High
Funding sources N/A Foundations, .
government agencies

6.1.2.1 Budget and Staff

The first two variables were budget and staff. Resource mobilization theory
suggests that organizations with large budgets and large staffs are better equipped to
engage in time, labor, and skill intensive collaborative processes, and therefore would have
a collaborating strategy (Zald and McCarthy 1987). Organizations with small budgets and
small staff have limited resources and often rely on volunteers who lack the time,
organizational support, and expertise to participate in collaboration. These groups would
use a confronting strategy.

Evidence provides some support for these hypotheses. The annual budget of the
survey respondents was moderately correlated with attitude toward collaboration (0.31,
0.021) and weakly correlated with participating in collaboration (0.29, 0.033). The number
of full-time employees was weakly correlated with attitude toward collaboration (0.26,
0.06). Neither variable was significantly correlated with taking legal action.

The case studies provide stronger support for the hypothesis. The Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation, the confronting strategy groups, had very
small budgets and only one employee each. Both groups noted that resource constraints
made it almost impossible to participate in collaboration. “It’s difficult to find time and
money for a small conservation group like us to staff that [collaborative] process” (Idaho

Confronter 4). “We have one paid staff person, everybody else is a volunteer, so we’re
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talking about a pretty limited labor pool, and | can tell you that we simply can’t do it”
(Washington Confronter 2).

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest, the collaborating
groups, had much larger budgets and more employees, by comparison. They do have the
resources to put toward collaboration. “For 5 years we [Conservation Northwest] have
invested heavily in collaboration, paying staff who are brilliantly informed and trained in
negotiation” (Washington Collaborator 2). Staff time can be a constraint, because
collaborative processes “suck time like nobody’s business. A good friend of mine used to
talk about how we win when we use endless pressure endlessly applied. My experience has
been that it’s endless meetings endlessly attended. It is a lot faster and a lot cleaner to just
file an appeal” (Idaho Collaborator 1). The collaborating groups participate as much as they
can, without overextending themselves, in collaborative processes that they deem to be
legitimate and worthwhile.

These findings indicate that a positive relationship does exist between amount of
resources and use of a collaborating strategy. Based on the case study data, resource levels
appear to affect groups’ ability to participate in collaboration. Collaboration is time and
resource intensive, so it requires adequate resources to participate. However, the case
studies also suggested that resources are a necessary, but not sufficient condition to
participate in collaboration; other factors also influence the decision to get involved.
Interviewees from both confronting groups commented that even if they had adequate
resources, staff, and access, they would not want to participate in collaboration (Idaho
Confronter 3, Washington Confronter 1). An interviewee from one of the collaborating
groups said even if its resources were limited, it would not decline to participate in a
collaborative process that it considered appropriate and timely. “l can’t think of anything
that was ripe and we said no simply because we didn’t have the bandwidth. We figure out
how to do the bandwidth” (Idaho Collaborator 1). This suggests that resources do impact

an organization’s ability to collaborate, but not necessarily its willingness to do so.
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6.1.2.2 Subunits

The third resource variable is the existence of organizational subunits. Theory
suggests that organizations with subunits, or satellite offices, would be aided in
collaboration because they would have a better understanding of local issues, be more
aware of local opportunities for collaboration, and have better access to collaborative
processes (Gais and Walker 1991). Thus, organizations with subunits would have a
collaborative strategy and organizations without subunits would have a confronting
strategy. The survey data provide no support for this hypothesis. There was no correlation
between the existence of subunits and organizational strategy.

The case organizations provide additional insight into this variable. On the face of it,
the case studies support the hypothesis. Both the Idaho Conservation League and
Conservation Northwest had satellite offices, while neither the Idaho Sporting Congress nor
Washington Forest Preservation did. However, one interviewee from Conservation
Northwest suggested participating in collaboration was less about having offices around the
state than it was about “the resources you have in those offices” (Washington Collaborator
2). A respondent from Washington Forest Preservation agreed, “the office doesn’t really
matter. It’s the staff. Not having a presence, as opposed to an office, definitely makes a big
difference” because of “travel time and local connections” (Washington Confronter 1). An
interviewee with the Idaho Conservation League noted that even if the organization does
have a satellite office and the ability to staff it, there is a “perennial challenge of field offices
that has nothing to do with collaboration...and it just gets to the resources. The skill set’s
not the same, the staff support’s not the same...and our role in the community is different”
(Idaho Collaborator 1).

In other words, having subunits could facilitate a collaborative strategy, if an
organization had adequate resources to put skilled people in those offices to provide the
knowledge and access needed to collaborate. However, the data do not support the
hypothesis that organizational structure itself, in terms of operating organizational subunits,

is a factor in the choice between a collaborative and confrontational strategy.
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6.1.2.3 Professionalization

The fourth resource variable considers organizations’ level of professionalization.
Researchers describe how professionalization shifts groups’ priorities toward organizational
maintenance and encourages the use of practical tactics that build and maintain
relationships to ensure access to and engagement in decision-making (Wilson 1995, Zald
and Ash 1966). Less formal, more volunteer-run organizations prioritize goal achievement,
and therefore tend toward tactics that uphold their ideology by whatever means necessary
(Mansbridge 1986). Collaboration offers an opportunity for parties to engage in and shape
policy decisions, but it inevitably involves some compromise. Consequently, more
professionalized organizations would have a collaborating strategy while more amateur
organizations would have a confronting strategy.

In addition to annual budget and number of staff, three measures were used to
understand professionalization: number of Board members, number of funding sources,
and compensation for key employees. Taken together, the professionalization variables
provide a richer picture of the relationship between resources and strategy than budget and
staff alone. We would expect a more professional group to have a higher budget, more
staff and Board members, a greater diversity of funding sources, and higher compensation
for key employees. Evidence from the surveys and archival documents show that attitude
toward collaboration was moderately correlated with number of Board members (0.33,
0.018), number of funding sources (0.33, 0.016), and compensation for key employees
(0.38, 0.007). Participation in collaboration was weakly correlated with number of funding
sources (0.3, 0.026) and moderately correlated with compensation for key employees (0.43,
0.002). These variables had no relationship with taking legal action.

The case studies provide additional support for the positive relationship between
compensation for key employees and a collaborating strategy; the two collaborating groups
had considerably higher pay for key staff than the confronting groups. That the leaders of
the confronting groups carry out their work with little or no compensation demonstrates

their commitment to their cause, a hallmark of less professionalized groups. It was said of
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Ron Mitchell, Executive Director of the Idaho Sporting Congress, “he gets no financial
support to do what he does, and he still does what he does. He’s tenacious, he’s hard
working, [and] he loves the land deeply. The money doesn’t matter” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

The cases provide no insights on the number of funding sources, as there was no
variation between the cases. All four groups received funding from three sources. It may
be that the types of funding sources are more important for influencing strategy than the
number of sources. This concept will be explored in the next section on funding sources.
Alternatively, it may be that rather than counting the categories of funding sources (e.g.,
member contributions, private foundations, etc.) it would be more revealing to count the
number of supporters within each category (e.g., number of members that contributed,
number of foundations that contributed, etc.). Further research would be needed to
explore this idea.

The case studies do not support the hypothesis that a large Board of Directors would
lead to adoption of a collaborative strategy. One of the confronting groups, Washington
Forest Preservation, had the largest Board of Directors of the case organizations. Closer
examination of the Boards of the four groups suggests that the character and composition
of the Board, in addition to its size, are important for influencing organizational strategy.
Qualitative assessment revealed key similarities among the two confronters’ Boards and the
two collaborators’ Boards, and disparities between the confronters and collaborators. The
Boards of the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation both had
several long-seated members, experiencing very little turnover over the years. Their
members were notably homogeneous, consistent in their backgrounds and thinking about
forest management. In contrast, the Boards of the Idaho Conservation League and
Conservation Northwest had regular turnover, and their members had diverse backgrounds,
representing varied perspectives on forest management. These findings are consistent with
the literature on organizational professionalization, and demonstrate the importance of
considering quantitative and qualitative data. More professionalized organizations tend to

have larger Boards, but also their members are more diverse and they serve finite terms
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(Axelrod 2005). Less professionalized organizations tend to have smaller Boards, but their
members are “true believers” who may serve for a lifetime (Wilson 1995).

Professionalization has been equated with the use of conventional, institutional
advocacy tactics (Milofsky 1988, Staggenborg 1988). Factor analysis of the survey results
showed that collaboration was closely related to legislative lobbying, which is widely
regarded as a conventional, insider tactic (Baumgartner and Leech 1998, Gais and Walker
1991, Dalton, Recchia, and Rohrschneider 2003). Like collaboration, legislative lobbying was
positively correlated with the professionalization variables in the survey results. These
tactics represent an approach to advocacy that can be seen as encouraging and being
encouraged by professionalization. Legislative lobbying and collaboration require
organizations to maintain expertise, relationships, and routines, so they acquire full-time,
skilled staff and institute a division of labor to enhance their effectiveness, and thereby
become more professional. Professionalization, in turn, leads groups to prioritize
organizational maintenance along with goal achievement, which gives them a more long-
term perspective and pushes them toward activities like collaboration and lobbying, which
build relationships and engage them in decision-making. Professionalized groups also tend
to have more diverse Boards of Directors, and collaboration is an activity that can draw on
and satisfy those varied interests.

The cases help illustrate the relationship between professionalization and strategy.
The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest had annual budgets of over $1
million, with 14 and 20 full-time staff, respectively. Both divided labor among their
employees, with designated people assigned to oversee public lands and forest
conservation issues. Employees had educational backgrounds and expertise in their areas,
as well as formal training in negotiation and mediation. These characteristics enhanced the
ability of the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest to participate in
collaboration.

Though neither group made explicit statements illustrating the influence of

professionalization on their decision to participate in collaboration, certain comments
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hinted at the relationship. The Idaho Conservation League highlighted that its involvement
in collaboration had resulted in the organization having “65% positive name identification in
the state of Idaho” as well as “enhanced credibility with the media, policymakers, and all
these other folks” (Idaho Collaborator 1). These attributes contribute to organizational
viability, a priority for professional organizations, and were achieved through collaboration.
Conservation Northwest emphasized its concern for “tying together landscape, long-term
strategy with incremental, short-term strategy.” Collaboration not only offered an
“immediate tactic that people can get their minds around,” but one that “creates a more
stable system that other gains could be built upon” (Washington Collaborator 2). The
balance of short and long-term thinking is a characteristic of professional groups, and
collaboration provided a way to reach objectives in the short-term while building
relationships and trust for the long-term. The Idaho Conservation League also noted,
“we’re here to protect the environment forever, not this week. Now it’s possible our Board
could’ve changed strategic direction, just said ‘enough of this [collaboration], we’re out,’
but that wasn’t going to happen” (Idaho Collaborator 1). Clearly, the Board of Directors
supported the organization’s participation in collaboration as a tactic to achieve
conservation over the long-term.

In sum, the survey and case study data support the hypothesis that more
professionalized organizations will adopt a collaborating strategy. However, the survey
does not support the counter hypothesis that less professional organizations will adopt a
confronting strategy. While less professionalization is associated with a negative attitude
toward collaboration and lack of participation in collaboration, it is not correlated with
taking legal action. Small, volunteer-run grassroots groups may not adopt a collaborative
strategy because they lack the resources, time, and skills required, and any involvement in
collaboration would short-change their other activities. They may also eschew
collaboration because they have a small Board whose members are united in their ideology,
and therefore they are more concerned with achieving their goals than with organizational

maintenance and long-term strategy. Yet in lieu of collaboration, these amateur
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organizations are not, as a group, turning to appeals and litigation. Nevertheless, as the
Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation showed, some less

professional organizations do adopt a confronting strategy.

6.1.2.4 Funding Sources
The final resource variable is the funding sources that control the resources
necessary for interest group action, and thereby affect the strategies used by their grantees.

Three sources were examined: foundations, government grants, and members.

6.1.2.4.1 Private Foundation Support

Predominant theory on private foundations and their influence on grantees says
that foundations have a moderating and professionalizing effect on interest groups, either
through elite control or capacity building (Delfin and Tang 2008). Professionalization is
assumed to be related to participating in collaboration, so by extension, organizations that
receive a large portion of foundation funding would have a collaborating strategy.

The survey and case study findings refute the hypothesis that private foundation
support would lead to a collaborating strategy. In fact, the percentage of funding from
private foundations was negatively correlated with attitude toward collaboration (-0.37)
and participating in collaboration (-0.39), and positively correlated with taking legal action
(0.24). In addition, the Idaho Sporting Congress, the case organization with the highest
percentage of foundation funding (94%), had a confronting strategy. Based on this
evidence, private foundations are associated with confrontation and litigation, rather than
moderation and collaboration. These data not only contradict the principal theories on the
influence of foundations on group behavior, but they also challenge those who accuse
environmental groups of participating in collaboration just to get foundation grants.

During the case study interviews, four different interviewees representing
confronting organizations suggested that part of the motivation for environmental

organizations to get involved in collaboration was to get grants (Idaho Confronter 1, 2, and
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3, Washington Confronter 1). “There’s money out there to do [collaboration] from various
[foundations]” (Idaho Confronter 2) and “lots of groups, by choice and some by necessity,
follow the funding” (Washington Confronter 1). “Groups that are involved [in collaboration]
are wanting to go to the foundations and say, ‘look, we're getting along, we’re engaged in
this collaboration process and everything is just going fine so you should fund us more’”
(Idaho Confronter 1). These organizations view foundations as weakening the
environmental movement by not funding combative groups (Idaho Confronter 2, 3), and
view the grantees as “selling out the conservation community” to serve their organizational
interests (Washington Confronter 1).

However, the data contradict the idea that foundation dollars are driving
environmental groups to collaborate. Instead, according to the survey, foundations are
supporting groups that use confrontational tactics. One possible explanation for the
contradiction between evidence and theory is that private foundations provide more
funding to younger organizations, which do not participate in collaboration. According to
Walker (1983), foundations are critical for mobilizing organizations and supporting them
through their early years. Young organizations typically have few resources, are dependent
on volunteers, are not professionalized, and are idealistic (Wilson 1995), all characteristics
that are associated with unconventional and confrontational tactics. The survey data
provide some support for this explanation. Age was weakly negatively correlated with
private foundation support (-0.24, 0.08) and weakly positively correlated with attitude
toward collaboration (0.23, 0.096). In other words, younger organizations received more
support from foundations and had a negative perspective on collaboration. So perhaps, by
virtue of the fact that they provide more support to younger organizations than older
organizations, private foundations are correlated with confrontational strategies.

Another possible explanation is that collaboration is so new a tactic that foundations
are only just beginning to enable or encourage its use. As a result, we do not see broad
evidence yet of foundation funding being positively related to choice of a collaborative

strategy. Evidence from the case studies lends some weight to this explanation. According
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to the interviewees, “historically a lot of foundations created small organizations, little
Forest Watch groups, all over the place; little, more edgy, adopt-a-forest kind of things”
(Idaho Collaborator 4), and they “supported [conservation groups] in the combative,
adversarial approaches” (Washington Collaborator 2). However, foundations “that have
been supporting the forest movement for many years are finally pulling out. They’re
reducing the amount of support they’re giving to forest activist organizations” (Idaho
Confronter 4). “The Turner Foundation used to give us money to fight, to stop things, and
then they got a new director...and their philosophy changed and they no longer give money
for these kinds of things. The Bullitt Foundation said that they no longer fund forest
litigation” (Idaho Confronter 3). Instead foundations “are supporting collaboration rather
than confrontation” (Idaho Confronter 3).

The confronting groups attribute the shift in foundation funding to faddishness in
foundation Boards (Idaho Confronter 3, Washington Confronter 2). “They get tired of doing
things the same old way and they decide to fund something else” (Washington Confronter
2). The collaborating groups however view foundations as being pulled into supporting
collaboration by organizations that are involved. “Some of these foundations simply trust
us, and if we wanted to try something, they’d give us a certain amount of rope”
(Washington Collaborator 2). Then, funders begin to see the results of collaboration. When
“these alternative approaches begin to yield good results, | think the foundations saw that
the ends were being achieved” even though groups were using different tactics
(Washington Collaborator 4). “They’re not leading the way, they’re just following what’s
happening already,” (Washington Collaborator 4) providing resources to collaborating
organizations to build their capacity to participate and ensure positive outcomes.
Foundations “do not get into it because they like collaboration, they got into it because they
want to win...They saw what we were getting into and wanted to make sure we knew what
we were doing because they want us to win” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

Foundations are cautious in their support of collaboration however, which also

substantiates the idea that it is a new area for them. Foundations “have been a bit hesitant
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because when you enter into collaboration, you lose somewhat a sense of control over
what direction an issue is going to take” (Idaho Collaborator 4). Also, foundations “share
the concern that [collaboration] takes forever. They say ‘yeah, we’re giving to this
organization and all they do are go to meetings.” | definitely was stretching the comfort of a
handful of our funders [with our multi-year investment in the Owyhee collaboration]”
(Idaho Collaborator 1). In the environmental community, “there’s been enough
conversation and discussion about whether it really is a viable long-term approach, that
maybe some of the funders are starting to wonder, question it anyway, and wanting to see
results...Some of them are backing up and taking a broader perspective and seeing where
the whole thing is going” (Washington Confronter 1). Even the Idaho Conservation League,
which has “been able to help demonstrate that collaboration might be a path” to achieve
conservation goals, said that “at any given time every single one of those [foundation] folks
would challenge me about that” (Idaho Collaborator 1).

The case studies provide evidence that some private foundations are shifting their
support away from confrontational advocacy approaches toward collaboration. Indeed,
among the foundations that supported the case organizations, there was a mix of
foundations with an interest in supporting collaboration, and foundations with an interest
in supporting small organizations that protect their local public lands from resource
development (a la Forest Watch). Based on this evidence, an argument could be made that
the survey results correlating foundation funding with a confrontational strategy reflect
how things worked in the past, and that in the future we will see a strengthening
relationship between foundation funding and a collaborative strategy. Additional research
would be needed to explore this relationship and future trends.

A final possible explanation, pieced together from the literature, for why the data
contradict the expected relationship between private foundations and collaboration is that
private foundations see some benefit in supporting confrontation. Unconventional or
radical interest groups can provide leverage to advance foundations’ change agenda

(Bartley 2007) by generating attention and getting issues in front of decision-makers
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(Jenkins 1998), a necessary first step in any advocacy campaign. Further, despite the
smaller risk and greater return of giving to professional groups, there are attractive aspects
in giving to more amateur, unconventional organizations (Jenkins 1998). Federal regulation
of 501(c)(3) organizations restricts legislative lobbying, but loopholes in the regulation allow
charitable foundations to fund direct action tactics like litigation and protest (Berry and
Arons 2003). Such activities could draw criticism to philanthropic foundations, but because
they can channel their interests through their grantees, they can avoid accountability for
any negative outcomes. Thus, foundations may encourage their grantees to use
unconventional tactics. As a result of not have to reach out as broadly to members or other
revenue sources to fund their operations, those grantees would have free rein to do so.
This line of thinking could explain why organizations with a high percentage of foundation
funding exhibit a confrontational strategy. However, the survey data do not support it.
There was no correlation between foundation funding and professionalization, nor between
foundation funding and group behavior (other than participating in collaboration and taking

legal action). Further research would be required to better test this theory.

6.1.2.4.2 Government Support

Theory on government funding suggests that governments, preferring a supportive,
predictable political environment, give to organizations that engage in conventional and
non-controversial tactics (Gais and Walker 1991). Also, government funding may encourage
groups to moderate their activities, to avoid upsetting their government supporters (Smith
and Lipsky 1993). Collaboration is hailed as a way to reduce conflict and move agency
projects forward, so organizations that receive government support would have a
collaborating strategy. Organizations that receive little or no government support would
have a confronting strategy.

The survey data provide strong support for this hypothesis. Government funding is
moderately correlated with attitude toward collaboration (0.36, 0.008) and participating in

collaboration (0.35, 0.009), and moderately negatively correlated with taking legal action
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(-0.49, 0.0002). Given the government’s growing interest in collaboration for forest and
other natural resource management decisions, it makes sense that there would be a
relationship between government support and a collaborating strategy. In fact,
government programs have been established specifically to grant funding for collaborative
partnership projects (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). Government funding is also
moderately correlated with issue value diversity (0.4, 0.004) and mission value diversity
(0.38, 0.006), illustrating the connection between government support and grantees that
seek to secure environmental, economic, and social values. Because the government is the
predominant target of forest appeals and lawsuits, it makes sense that the government
would not support advocacy groups that use confrontational tactics. The case studies
provide no additional evidence with regard to government funding, as none of the case

organizations received any support from government sources.

6.1.2.4.3 Member Support

Theory on member support’s impact on the choice of a collaborative strategy was
not straightforward, as the size, character, and ideology of a groups’ membership affect its
influence on group behavior. A large, diffuse membership that values balancing
environmental and economic needs would shape group behavior differently than a small,
concentrated membership that values environmental preservation, as would any of the
combinations and variations in between. Drawing conclusions about the impact of member
support is limited by the research design, which did not explore these member
characteristics. Thus, no hypothesis was developed regarding the relationship between the
amount of member support and organizational strategy.

Nevertheless, the survey data did show that member support was weakly correlated
with participating in collaboration (0.29, 0.029). It was not related to attitude toward
collaboration or taking legal action. It may be that organizations that get a large portion of
funding from members have large memberships. Large memberships are typically

associated with better-resourced, more professional groups, which evidence has shown are
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correlated with a collaborative strategy. In addition, member dues offer a stable revenue
source that could enable participation in time and energy intensive activities like
collaboration. The case studies give contradictory evidence on this variable. Of the two
organizations that received the highest portions of funding from members, one had a
confronting strategy, Washington Forest Preservation (75%), and one had a collaborating
strategy, Conservation Northwest (65%). This suggests that some other influence is at work.
Washington Forest Preservation’s members valued the environment, and did not
“regard forests as a source of revenue” (Washington Confronter 2). The organization
demonstrated concern for remaining faithful to its foundational mission to sustain the
enthusiasm of its members, and thereby secure its funding base. “What happens when you
do [collaboration] is that you lose your passionate issues...People have to have a serious
reason to pull their wallet out and give money, and it’s not because [environmental
organizations] are going to a bunch of meetings with the Forest Service and collaborating”
(Washington Confronter 1). Conservation Northwest had a membership that valued
pragmatism and innovation, which allowed the organization some flexibility in choosing its
tactics. “There are organizations out there that would like to evolve towards collaboration
but can’t —they’re captive of a brand. Their own members are not going to allow, are not

III

open to that participation being successful” (Washington Collaborator 2). Since these two
organizations relied heavily on member contributions, the character and ideology of their
members significantly influenced their behavior, one toward confrontation, and the other

toward collaboration.

6.1.2.5 Summary of Resource Findings

Table 6.8 summarizes the results related to the resource variables. Resources do
appear to play a role in environmental groups’ choice of a collaborating strategy.
Organizations with a large budget, organizations with a high level of professionalization, and
organizations that receive government funding all exhibit a collaborating strategy through

their attitudes and behaviors. However, there is only partial support for the counter
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hypotheses that organizations with fewer resources and those that are less professional
adopt a confronting strategy. Such organizations did exhibit a negative attitude toward
collaboration and they did not place a high importance on participating in collaboration, but
nor did they place a high importance on taking legal action. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that smaller, more amateur organizations are not collaborating. Most interesting was
the evidence contradicting the hypothesis about the influence of foundation funding.
Foundations are associated with a confronting strategy rather than a collaborating strategy.
Overall, these findings suggest that resource-based theories of interest group behavior only

partially explain organizations’ choice of strategy for influencing forest management.

Table 6.8 Summary of Findings: Resource Variables

Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
. Case Case
Variable
Hypothesis Syrvey Study Hypothesis Sgrvey Study
Evidence . Evidence .
Evidence Evidence
Budget Small 0 ++ Large + ++
Staff Small 0 ++ Large + ++
Subunits None 0 ++ Some 0 ++
Professionalization Low 0 ++ High + ++
Foundations - +/-
Funding sources N/A N/A N/A
Government + 0

0 = No evidence to support hypothesis
+ = Moderate support of hypothesis

++ = Strong support of hypothesis

+/- = Contradictory support of hypothesis
- = Evidence refutes hypothesis

6.1.3 Organizational Strategy and Interest
A growing body of theory on interest group behavior focuses on the influence of

organizations’ interests, values, and understanding of the political world (Carmin and Balser
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2002, Dalton 1994, Mutter, Virden, and Cayer 1999). Table 6.9 details the interest variables
considered in this research, values and institutions supported, and their hypothesized

influence on strategy choice.

Table 6.9 Interest Variables and Hypothesized Influence on Strategy Choice

Variable Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
Values Environmental Multiple
. Government decision-
N Government decision- i
Institutions . . making strengthened
making, national laws ) .
supported . with local collaborative
and regulations
processes
6.1.3.1 Values

The first interest variable examined is an organization’s values. Theory suggests that
an organization that holds multiple values will be inclined toward political compromise and
coalition building with broad-based interests in an effort to satisfy those multiple values. In
contrast, an organization that pursues a single value will emphasize all-or-nothing tactics
like lawsuits and protests that seek to secure their single value above others. Three values
were considered important in this research — environment, economy, and equity. These are
the values that collaborative forest decision-making tries to balance, and any organization
that does not value all three is unlikely to be satisfied with the process and results of
collaboration. Therefore, the hypothesis tested was that a group that holds multiple values
would have a collaborative strategy, and a group that holds a single value would have a
confrontational strategy.

Organizations’ priority issues and mission statements were examined to determine
their values. Evidence from these statements provides support for the hypotheses. Priority
issue value diversity was weakly correlated with attitude toward (0.29, 0.034) and

participation in collaboration (0.27, 0.051), and moderately negatively correlated with
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taking legal action (-0.33, 0.016). Mission value diversity was moderately correlated with
attitude toward (0.38, 0.003) and participation in collaboration (0.39, 0.002), and
moderately negatively correlated with taking legal action (-0.33, 0.011). In other words,
organizations with multiple values were associated with a collaborating strategy, and
organizations with a single, environmental, value were associated with a confronting
strategy.

The case studies corroborate the survey findings. The two confronting organizations
were passionate in expressing their environmental values, but did not hold economy or
equity values. In fact, they denounced revenue generation and local participation (which
they equated with local control) in forest management decisions. These groups want to see
an end to timber production and other consumptive uses of the National Forests, and
consider any concession to industry or user groups, or any attempt to give them decision-
making authority, to be detrimental to the environment. National forests belong to
everyone in the country, so the national public needs to be involved and their interests
need to be accounted for. Because collaborative forest management results in economic
benefit to local stakeholders and gives local, industry interests a disproportionate say in
management decisions, the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation
oppose it. Instead, they support decision-making avenues that satisfy their sole value,
protecting the environment. Appeals and litigation offer significant leverage to ensure
consideration of environmental interests and the potential for “winner-takes-all” outcomes,
in which the environment may be fully protected from logging and other development
activities. Plus, they have the added benefit of delaying harmful or poorly planned projects
until the appeal or suit is settled. For the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest
Preservation, environmental values are best served through confrontation.

The two collaborating organizations were also passionate about the environment,
but they believed that a community-based approach was essential to achieve their
conservation goals. For them, a community-based approach meant involving stakeholders

in decision-making, and accounting for their needs in the decisions. These groups want to
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find durable solutions to environmental conflict, which requires finding solutions that work
for multiple parties. Because collaborative forest management emphasizes attention to and
participation of all relevant stakeholders, as well as the opportunity to move past
environmental conflict toward common ground, the Idaho Conservation League and
Conservation Northwest support it. Their multiple values are best served, in some cases,

through collaboration.

6.1.3.2 Institutions Supported

The second interest variable concerns the way an organization interprets the
political world, and the institutions it supports for managing the environment and natural
resources (Dalton 1994). Some interest groups believe only a centralized government has
sufficient knowledge, authority, and perspective to make and implement public trust
decisions, and therefore support a legal/regulatory foundation for environmental decision-
making. Others believe government alone cannot adequately address complex
environmental issues and that alternative institutions are necessary to enhance
policymaking and implementation (Weber 2000). We would expect organizations that
support centralized government authority to use a confrontational strategy, which seeks to
influence policy through legal/regulatory channels. We would expect organizations that
support government authority alongside local points of access to use a collaborative
strategy, which seeks out and supports decision-making venues at the local or state level.

These concepts were not tested in the survey, but the case studies provide support
for the hypotheses. The confronting organizations, the Idaho Sporting Congress and
Washington Forest Preservation, had strong views about the legitimacy of regulatory and
legal structures. They interpreted a centralized government as providing the necessary
management expertise and appropriate concern for national interests. “The amount of
information and expertise that it takes to manage such [vast and diverse resources]...you’ve
got to have the government involved. It can’t be done by private industry, and it can’t be

done by local people. We need the national goals that have been set to protect these lands,
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and you need broad-based management” (Idaho Confronter 3). These groups also had
positive views about the legal system, which provided them with obligations and rights to
influence decisions. They ardently supported laws that mandate the agencies “manage the
land in the public interest...The bedrock law, of course, of decision-making is NEPA” (Idaho
Confronter 2). NEPA prescribes a process for reaching decisions that ensures the agencies
follow “a consistent set of rules,” and offers “a formalized, widely understood mechanism
for receiving and analyzing public input” (Washington Confronter 2). Thus, their use of the
appeals process and litigation reflected their views of how the political system should work.

The fact that NEPA has “worked tremendously well, from a conservation point of
view” (Washington Confronter 1) likely reinforces their political ideology. NEPA has allowed
environmental groups to delay and stop US Forest Service projects that do not meet the
rule of the law, and thereby serve their environmental interests. There was concern among
the confronting groups that collaboration was “undercutting the bedrock of the
environmental movement, of the forest movement: NEPA” (Idaho Confronter 4). “If you
don’t have NEPA, and you don’t have that kind of set of environmental laws, then there
isn’t an opportunity for litigation” (Idaho Confronter 2).

Given that appeals and litigation are the basis for their advocacy strategy, it makes
sense that confronting groups would support government authority and national laws that
provide them avenues for influence, and look negatively upon alternative models that could
undermine those avenues and their ability to secure their environmental values. Some of
the interviewees from the confronting groups also expressed an interest in constitutively
altering the US Forest Service’s mandate, the electoral process, and even our entire system
of government (Idaho Confronter 2, 3, and 4, Washington Confronter 2). These views offer
further confirmation of the confronters’ interpretation of the political world, reflecting the
belief that our political system must be based on strong, formal, legal/regulatory
institutions. Such institutions provide standards against which processes and projects can

be measured, and powerful opportunities for redress when those standards are not met.
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The collaborating organizations, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest, do not believe there is any best model for making environmental management
decisions. “If you try to invest all the stewardship in the government, that isn’t going to
work. If you try to invest it all in collaborations, that isn’t going to work either”
(Washington Collaborator 2). “l don’t think there is a single way to do it. You’ve got to look
at the scene” (Idaho Collaborator 1). Often, looking at the scene, these groups have found
government authority and NEPA lacking when it came to addressing environmental issues in
their states. In their eyes, the US Forest Service is constrained in many ways, which
prevents the agency from truly understanding and accounting for various stakeholder
interests when managing its land. Further, the current NEPA process only makes it harder
for the agency to address value conflicts and move projects forward. In their interpretation,
regulatory and legal structures preclude durable, enduring solutions because these
institutions are only responsive to some citizens’ concerns; some other interest is always
dissatisfied.

What the collaborating groups would like to see is more flexibility in government
decision-making and the NEPA process to provide opportunities to incorporate
collaboration. Collaboration becomes “sort of a super charged public input” (Washington
Collaborator 2), accounting for multiple perspectives and kinds of knowledge, and
identifying innovative ways to satisfy all the stakeholders’ interests. This creates a stronger
foundation for decision-making than top-down proposals fed through NEPA, and ultimately
helps resolve disputes and value conflicts so the agency can better balance stakeholder
needs, and “NEPA isn’t any longer a document that is intended to survive a legal challenge,
it’s actually an environmental analysis” (Washington Collaborator 4).

Yet these groups are adamant that they do not want to override or supersede NEPA,
because they recognize the importance of the legal structure for keeping collaboration in
check. “Things can all go awry at every step, and that’s why it’s still valuable to have NEPA
there so that somebody can sue when the [collaborative] process has gone awry”

(Washington Collaborator 2). For these groups, a standardized national legal/regulatory
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institutional structure is too rigid and dictatorial to find lasting solutions to the various and
complex problems that face our public lands. Not every problem is right for collaboration
either though, nor is there a standard process that should be followed when collaboration is
used. Instead, they believe there needs to be flexibility in the current institutional structure
to supplement legal/regulatory approaches with collaboration, in the form appropriate to

the situation.

6.1.3.3 Summary of Interest Findings

Table 6.10 summarizes the hypotheses regarding the influence of interest on group
strategy, and conclusions drawn from the data. Both variables were well supported by the
survey and case study findings, suggesting that interest-based theory has significant
explanatory power for helping us understand environmental organizations’ choice of
strategy to influence public forest decision-making. Resource mobilization theory is value-
free, so while it tells us a lot about the ability of interest groups to participate in
collaboration, it does not tell us about their willingness to do so. Interest groups exist to
satisfy certain values, and they interpret political institutions and choose strategies based
on those values. Organizations that prioritize environmental values support legal and
regulatory political institutions, which provide avenues to satisfy their values at the expense
of their opponents. They choose a confronting strategy, which takes advantage of legal and
regulatory avenues to reach their environmental goals. Organizations that prioritize
multiple values support supplementing the legal and regulatory institutional structure with
processes that emphasize attention to and participation of multiple interests. They choose
a collaborating strategy, through which they participate in multi-stakeholder processes that
integrate environmental, economic, and social values. Thus, interest groups’ values,
interpretations of the political world, and strategies go hand in hand. Further, it is likely
that their political ideology and strategies are mutually reinforcing — a concept that will be

explored in the section on experience.
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Table 6.10 Summary of Findings: Interest Variables

Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
. Case Case
Variable
Hypothesis Syrvey Study Hypothesis Syrvey Study
Evidence . Evidence .
Evidence Evidence
Values Environmental + ++ Multiple + ++
Government
Government decision-
. decision- making
In n
stitutions making, N/A ++ strengthened N/A ++
supported . .
national laws with local
and regulations collaborative
processes

N/A= Not examined in the survey
+ = Moderate support of hypothesis
++ = Strong support of hypothesis

6.1.4 Organizational Strategy and Political Opportunities

A third theory of interest group behavior involves the political opportunities that
affect group behavior by incentivizing or disincentivizing certain activities (McCarthy, Britt,
and Wolfson 1991). Two variables were considered in this discussion: external context, and
assessment of other actors. These variables and their hypothesized influences on strategy
are presented in Table 6.11.

Note that the remaining variables in this study, with the exception of age discussed
in the final section, were examined qualitatively in the four case studies and not
guantitatively in the survey. Qualitative data provide an in-depth understanding of the
relationships between variables, but they have limited generalizability — an attribute
associated with quantitative data. The results are no less valid, but rather the conclusions

cannot be said to hold true for all cases.
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Table 6.11 Political Opportunity Variables and Hypothesized Influence on Strategy Choice

Variable

Confronting Strategy

Collaborating Strategy

External context

Conducive to /
necessitates litigation

Conducive to /
necessitates
collaboration

Assessment of
Other Relevant
Actors

- Positive view of
confronters
- Negative view of
initiators, other actors in
policy arena

- Positive view of
collaborators
- Positive view of
initiators, other actors in
policy arena

6.1.4.1 External Context

The political party in power, the state of the economy, what venues are accessible,
and the specific policy situation all provide external cues that guide organizations toward
one strategy over another. Carmin and Balser (2002) note, however, that political
opportunities do not necessarily motivate all organizations the same way. Instead, groups
make sense of these opportunities based on their interests and ideology. Accordingly, the
hypothesis tested was that organizations that interpret the political context as conducive to
or necessitating collaboration would have a collaborating strategy, and organizations that
believe the context is conducive to or necessitating litigation would have a confronting
strategy.

The case studies support these hypotheses. Despite being faced with the same
external environment, the confronting and collaborating groups interpreted the context and
responded in very different ways. Indeed, while the Idaho Sporting Congress and
Washington Forest Preservation’s concerns about collaboration and support for existing
legal and regulatory institutions were reinforced by their interpretation of the external
context, the Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest perceived
opportunities, and even the necessity, to collaborate.

For example, one aspect of the local context was local communities and timber

industries, threatened by reduced harvests and global competition, seeking ways to
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revitalize their timber businesses. The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest
Preservation interpreted this as a dangerous context in which to allow collaborative
decision-making because collaboration gives extraction-minded local interests control over
management decisions and results in trees cut. Instead, the situation required legal action
to object to the timber projects that would harm the environment. In contrast, the Idaho
Conservation League and Conservation Northwest interpreted this context as creating more
moderate and reasonable communities and industries that were willing to identify any
opportunity to stay in business. That meant they would be willing to compromise, and thus
collaboration with these groups could result in positive environmental outcomes.
Traditionally, theory on political opportunity structure addresses how open or closed
the political structure is to interest group activity (Tarrow 1998), but a sense-making
perspective suggests that groups view political opportunities through different cognitive
filters based on their interests and ideology (Carmin and Balser 2002). Evidence from the
case studies support the hypothesis that an organization’s values and ideology shape its
interpretation of the political environment, and thereby influence its assessment of what
strategy is appropriate for the situation. All four groups have had opportunities to
participate in collaboration (Idaho Collaborator 1, Idaho Confronter 3, Washington
Collaborator 2, Washington Confronter 1), yet the Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington
Forest Preservation have opted to pursue a confronting strategy instead, as it has served to

satisfy their values through the political institutions they support.

6.1.4.2 Assessment of Other Relevant Actors

One specific aspect of the external context is the other actors operating in the policy
arena (Berry 1977). Factors such as the makeup and behavior of an organization’s allies,
and an organization’s assessment of other stakeholders in the policy arena can shape its
behavior. It was hypothesized that an organization that has a positive view of other
relevant actors would adopt a collaborating strategy, and an organization that has a

negative assessment of other actors would adopt a confronting strategy.
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The case study data supported these hypotheses. The two groups that viewed other
players in the policy arena more positively were the collaborating groups, while the
confronting groups had a much more negative assessment of other players. The Idaho
Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation considered other actors, including
timber, community, and motorized recreation interests, to be self-serving. These interests,
the confronting organizations said, only wanted access to public forests so they could cut
trees and ride their off-road vehicles; none of them did anything good in the way of
conservation. The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation had an
equally low opinion of the US Forest Service, which they believed was skewed toward
timber and other consumptive users, to the detriment of the natural resources under its
stewardship. They were skeptical of the US Forest Service’s use of collaboration, viewing it
as an attempt by the agency to side step the law to implement timber projects.

The confronting groups’ assessment of other players told them that those players
would use their resources and access to policymakers to fight for their ideal goals, whether
that be timber harvest, local control, or ORV trails. Their assessment of the US Forest
Service told them the agency would use whatever means available to get around the law
and move timber projects forward. Thus, they believed using a confronting strategy, which
clarifies their position, forces compliance with the law, and holds the agency accountable to
environmental standards, was essential to counter the strategies of the other players.

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest had a more
sympathetic view of timber and community interests. They recognized that self-interested
actors existed in those groups, but overall saw them as more open to business alternatives,
such harvesting as small-diameter timber, and working with environmental interests. They
also saw potential benefit from these groups in terms of a knowledge base and work force
for environmental restoration. The collaborating groups’ opinion of the US Forest Service
was mixed. They acknowledged that the traditional timber mindset still existed in the
agency, but conceded that the agency was up against significant challenges in balancing

stakeholder interests and agreed that it was getting better. They believed US Forest
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Service’s use of collaboration was not always legitimate, but the agency has become more
open to using and supportive of genuine collaboration.

The collaborating groups’ assessment of other players was more compassionate,
recognizing the challenges the timber industry and rural communities were facing. They
believed that the contextual realities made those interests more reasonable, and willing to
work with environmental interests to protect shared values. Their assessment of the US
Forest Service was that the agency did not always act in the public interest, but that it was
not necessarily due to bad faith or bad people. Thus, they believed a collaborating strategy
could take advantage of the other players’ openness to working together and finding
common ground, and send signals to the US Forest Service that interests on both sides of
forest conflict were interested in improving forest management if the agency would
cooperate.

It is interesting to note the case groups’ assessments of other environmental
organizations. Each pair had positive things to say about other environmental groups that
share their own perspectives and strategies. However, their assessment of groups that use
the opposing strategy was critical, each seeing the other as self-interested. The confronting
groups saw collaborators as “more established, staff-rich organizations that have a lot of
people to keep employed and don’t want to rock the boat” (Washington Confronter 2).
They participate in collaboration “in order to get grants to keep their operations going, and
to build bridges with other stakeholders that enable them to be positioned as sort of the
leader on many of the different issues” (Washington Confronter 1). “They’re compromising
their once high standards” (Idaho Confronter 3) to demonstrate to policymakers that they
can be constructive rather than obstructive “to gain political power” (Idaho Confronter 2).
The confronters believe the collaborative processes the collaborators are participating in
are selective; allowing a small group of local people to decide how national lands should be
managed. Ultimately, the confronters believed the collaborators are siphoning energy from
the environmental movement and undermining national laws to serve their organizational

interests rather than their cause.
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The collaborating groups saw confronters as “hard-liners” that “set the goal post
really high,” for whom “any concession in unacceptable” (Idaho Collaborator 3). The
confronters are willing to fight a permanent war to reach their goals (Washington
Collaborator 2). “It’s like they decided their position on an issue 25 years ago and they
never changed their mind since” (Idaho Collaborator 2), so “they’re not very politically
relevant; they’re not seen as being problem-solvers” (Idaho Collaborator 3). Their
confrontational tactics are effective, but they don’t “build the personal skills to walk in the
front door” (Idaho Collaborator 1). They lack exposure to and relationships with people and
organizations that have different values and perspectives, so their confrontational tactics
perpetuate polarization between forest stakeholders (Washington Collaborator 4).
Ultimately, the collaborators believed the confronters are ideologues whose sole
consideration is preventing timber harvest on public lands, and thus are counter-productive
to political progress.

Evidence from the case studies suggests that groups do assess the interests and
activities of other actors when choosing a strategy, and that these assessments are shaped
by their own values and experiences. The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest
Preservation believe other groups will do whatever is necessary to gain access to public
lands, so these groups do what is necessary — appeals and litigation — to stop that from
happening and protect the environment. The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation
Northwest also believe other groups will do whatever is necessary to gain access to public
lands, so these groups do what is necessary — collaboration —to ensure that access is given
in a way that protects the environment while satisfying those players’ interests, with the

ultimate aim of creating solutions that are lasting.

6.1.4.3 Summary of Political Opportunity Findings
A summary of the hypotheses and conclusions related to political opportunities and
strategy are presented in Table 6.12. There was support for both hypotheses in the case

study data. However, the evidence suggests that an organization’s interpretation of the
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political context and its assessment of other actors in the policy arena, which guide it
toward one strategy or another, are shaped by its interests. This lends further support to
the importance of interest-based theory for explaining environmental organization’s choice

of strategy for affecting forest management.

Table 6.12 Summary of Findings: Political Opportunity Variables

Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
Variable Case Study Case Study
Hypothesis . Hypothesis .
yp Evidence yp Evidence
Conducive to / Conducive to /
External context necessitates ++ necessitates ++
litigation collaboration
- Positive view - Positive view
of confronters of collaborators
Assessment of . . o .
- Negative view - Positive view
Other Relevant o ++ o ++
of initiators, of initiators,
Actors . .
other actors in other actors in
policy arena policy arena

++ = Strong support of hypothesis

6.1.5 Organizational Strategy and Experience

The final variables studied in this research were related to organizations’
experiences. Though the interest group literature does not present a comprehensive theory
on the relationship between experience and behavior, studies suggest that an
organization’s formative values, the tactics it has used in the past, its age, and the
effectiveness of its activities have an affect on strategy choice. The variables examined and

their hypothesized influences on strategy choice are presented in Table 6.13.
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Table 6.13 Experience Variables and Hypothesized Influence on Strategy Choice

Variable

Confronting Strategy

Collaborating Strategy

Formative Values

Environmental

Multiple

Past tactics

Conflictual

Cooperative

Age Young Old

Positive via litigation Negative via litigation

Effectiveness . . ) e .
Negative via collaboration | Positive via collaboration

6.1.5.1 Formative Values

The factors most consequential in determining group behavior operate at during its
formation, because once members are attracted and routines are established it is difficult
to change course (Gais and Walker 1991). Thus, the values of the founder or founding
group become deeply ingrained and have a lasting influence on what activities are deemed
suitable to advance the organization’s interests. An organization whose founding mission
was based on multiple values would use a collaborating strategy, while an organization
whose founding mission was based on environmental values would use a confronting
strategy.

The case studies give some support for these hypotheses. The Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation formed in response to the environmental
threat of resource extraction on public lands, and so organized to protect these lands in
their states from further development and degradation. Many of their founding members
were still active in the organizations’ activities at the time of this research. The Idaho
Conservation League formed to influence policymaking by the Idaho State Legislature,
attending to diverse policies that affected the environment, communities, economic
development, and recreation. Its founding members had a peripheral role in the
organization at the time of this research. Conservation Northwest formed to save
biodiversity by protecting large interconnected ecosystems, but it sought to do so in bold,
innovative ways. The Executive Director at the time of this research was one of the original

founders of the organization.
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The evidence suggests that there is a relationship between foundational values and
strategy. It also points to the influence of the founder or founding group and its ideals. The
confronting groups founded to stop harmful and unlawful logging via the legal system, to
preserve the land and its associated values. The same threats that catalyzed their
formation exist today, and the law is no less applicable. The still-active founding groups are
thus faced with the same problems and the same goals, and so are employing the same
tactics they used in the past. The Idaho Conservation League began its life lobbying the
Idaho Legislature to ensure the environment was considered as the state grew and
developed. This suggests that from the beginning the organization attracted members and
established routines based on building relationships, providing information, and working
within the political system to make incremental progress toward its goals. The founding
group is no longer active, but the organization has become well established on these ideals,
and taking the step toward collaboration makes sense in its historical context. Conservation
Northwest, while founded on strict environmental goals, had a foundational interest in bold
approaches, risk-taking, and innovation. The still-active founding director clearly continues
to value such attributes in the organization, and recognizes that its forays into collaborative

decision-making fit within that mold.

6.1.5.2 Past Tactics

As an organization invests resources in certain tactics, it gains experience, builds
relationships, and establishes an identity, all of which lead to increasing returns from
continuing those tactics (Pierson 2000). It follows that an organization that uses litigation
reinforces its steadfast character through the process of pursuing a lawsuit or
administrative appeal, because these activities harden the group’s attitude toward the
opponent and its desire to achieve victory at the opponent’s expense. Alternatively, an
organization that uses collaboration reinforces its willingness to compromise through the
act of deliberating with others, because that experience strengthens its relationship with

other interests and its desire to find mutually beneficial solutions. Based on this thinking,
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the hypotheses were that an organization that has experience cooperating and working
with different interests would pursue a collaborating strategy, and an organization that has
experience working against different interests would pursue a confronting strategy.

Evidence from cases supports the idea that a group’s tactics are self-perpetuating.
The confronting groups had extensive experience representing and fighting for their goals
and values through litigation, appeals, and the media. They were accustomed to “hard-
edged advocacy, and we’re not particularly good at making friends with people we don’t
like much, or with people who represent points of view that we don’t agree with”
(Washington Confronter 2). They were also accustomed to those same tactics being used
against them. “l have a lot of experience in trying to collaborate with the timber industry. |
know those people — they're still around — and they never gave us a damn thing the whole
time. The process would break down because they were so hard-core” (Idaho Confronter
1). Encountering other interests in court, or seeing other interests try to influence the
agencies or use the media to present their side shaped the confronters’ assessments of
those interests, and affirmed for them that a confronting strategy was necessary to achieve
their goals.

The collaborating groups used a greater variety of tactics to achieve their goals,
including legislative lobbying, appeals, mobilizing the grassroots, working with the media,
and participating in collaborative decision-making. The case studies emphasized, however,
the value they found in the relationships they had built with other interests. “I’ve felt pretty
good about some of the relationships I've been able to make over the last several years
with some timber folks” (Washington Collaborator 2). The collaborating groups discovered
that they “actually share values [with other interests]. We may have different views about
certain things like old growth logging, but all of us like to be out in the woods...So you
started to get these bonds developing, which then gave us capacity to do even more”
(Washington Collaborator 4). Working with other interests, and finding those interests
willing to work with them, shaped how the collaborators assessed those interests, and

reinforced their readiness to try collaborating with others in the future.
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6.1.5.3 Age

Theory says that as organizations age, they become more professionalized and more
conservative in their activities (Wilson 1995). Incorporating theory on professionalization,
the hypotheses developed were that older organizations would use a collaborating strategy
and younger organizations would use a confronting strategy. The survey data provide
support for this hypothesis; older organizations were weakly associated with positive
attitudes toward collaboration (0.23, 0.096). Age was also weakly correlated with number
of full-time staff (0.26, 0.06) and moderately correlated with number of Board members
(0.36, 0.014), two of the professionalization variables. The cases did not provide clear
support for the hypotheses. The oldest group was Washington Forest Preservation, which
was formed in the 1950s and exhibited a confronting strategy. The second oldest, the Idaho
Conservation League, was formed in 1973 and had a collaborating strategy.

Comments during the interviews suggested motivations for older groups to move
away from confrontation toward collaboration. “I think [the environmental] community’s
expectations of what the future should look like is a little more tempered than it used to
be” (Idaho Collaborator 1). “Maybe it’s because we’re older, maybe it’s because some of us
have kids and we’re invested in the system, or maybe it’s because the deep ecology
revolution never happened and so now you fall back to try and find something that can be
sustained at least for a while. It’s bred a level of practicality or pragmatism” (Washington
Collaborator 2).

Many forest activists are just getting tired of battling the timber industry and the
federal government...and | think they’re looking for a way perhaps to change the
agency without having to do battle in courts and through appeals. In the ‘80s when |
started out, | thought we could just appeal timber sales, learn the process, and it
worked. | mean really, we reduced the [timber] cutting by 75% and even now it
hasn’t jumped back up. But that took confrontation and everyone says, “Oh we’re
tired of fighting” (Idaho Confronter 4).

“People are getting on in years...and they want results. They want to have something as a

legacy and they don’t want to spend more time fighting timber sale after timber sale.
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They’re disheartened. They’re getting old. They’re getting worn out. So they’re modifying
the kind of results they’re willing to accept” (Idaho Confronter 3).

Yet, as Washington Forest Preservation demonstrates, these dynamics are not a
rule. It was by far the oldest of the case organizations, but it still pursued a confrontational
strategy. The same was true for the Idaho Sporting Congress. It had been fighting the US
Forest Service for almost 30 years at the time of this research, but gave no sign of switching
strategies. This suggests that the effects of age on strategy choice are mediated by other

variables like values and resources.

6.1.5.4 Organizational Effectiveness

The final variable examined was an organization’s effectiveness at achieving its goals
by using certain strategies. Organizations select tactics they believe will be effective, based
on past experience and success, and seek to locate decision-making in the venue most likely
to produce favorable results (Pralle 2006, Schlozman and Tierney 1986). When considering
a new tactic, leaders evaluate trends in the environment, recent organizational
performance, and the utility of their current activities before adopting it (Child 1972). An
organization that has found, or has reason to believe, that collaboration will be more
effective for achieving its goals than confrontation, and believes that it has the skills,
resources, and access to be effective in collaboration would have a collaborating strategy.
An organization that has found confrontation to be effective for achieving its goals, believes
that it has the resources and expertise to continue confrontational tactics, and further
believes that collaboration will not be effective would have a confronting strategy.

The case studies provide support for the effectiveness hypotheses. The Idaho
Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation have been successful at achieving
their goals using a confrontational strategy. The Idaho Sporting Congress in particular has
been very effective, winning numerous lawsuits in Idaho. Their concern about collaboration
undermining their ability to use appeals and litigation suggests how crucial these tactics are

for the confronting groups to reach their goals. Moreover, their negative experiences with
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collaboration — that their comments were dismissed, their values were not considered, and
the environment was harmed — reinforced to them that collaboration is not a viable tactic.
The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest, in contrast, were not
able to achieve some of their goals through confrontation. Their interests in being engaged
in decision-making, moving projects forward, identifying environmentally, economically and
socially sustainable solutions, and building relationships were not achieved by “drawing a
line in the sand” (Idaho Collaborator 2). However, collaborative behavior has “changed a
ton about who we are, what we do, and how effective we are at doing it” (Idaho
Collaborator 1). These organizations believed collaboration could help them meet their
organizational objectives, and they believed they had the resources and training to
participate effectively. Yet they also stressed that the collaborative strategy was not
appropriate for every situation. Their effectiveness comes from recognizing that there are
different strategies and tactics that will net different results, and knowing when to use

which one (Idaho Collaborator 1).

6.1.5.5 Summary of Experience Findings

A summary of the hypotheses and conclusions from the experience variables is
presented in Table 6.14. The case studies show that the influence of experience is not
necessarily as simple as the dichotomies set up in the hypotheses. The Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation, which had a confronting strategy, were
founded to protect environmental values, and some of their foundational members
continued to have an influence over their activities. These two organizations built their
structure and expertise on confrontational tactics, and were successful in achieving their
goals applying those tactics. Their experiences with collaboration confirmed that it did not
provide an avenue to ensure forest protection. Thus, the hypothesized relationships
between a confronting strategy and formative values, past tactics, and effectiveness were

supported.
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The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest employed a
collaborative strategy. The Idaho Conservation League was founded to secure multiple
values, but Conservation Northwest was founded on strict environmental values. However,
from its inception, Conservation Northwest focused on utilizing bold, innovative tactics to
achieve its conservation goals. So formative ideals are likely as important as the values the
organization organizes around. These groups had experience using a variety of tactics, both
divisive and cooperative, but began to realize that many of the activities they were involved
in were antithetical to being proactive and doing good work on the ground. Over time, they
found success using collaboration in certain situations. They did not believe, however, that
collaboration was the only way to be effective. Instead, their choice of strategy depended
on the situation. This suggests they have the flexibility to use a collaborating strategy
alongside other strategies and tactics.

The one experience hypothesis tested in the survey and case studies regarding
organizational age was weakly supported by the survey. The cases gave mixed support,
which may explain the weak correlation in the survey. All four of the case organizations
were fairly old, the youngest being 22 years. The two confronting organizations did not
exhibit the moderation and professionalization expected of older interest groups, while the
two collaborating groups did believe that time had contributed to a certain level of
practicality to their organizations. It is likely that age combines with other variables, like

interests and resources, to influence strategy.
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Table 6.14 Summary of Findings: Experience Variables

Confronting Strategy Collaborating Strategy
. Case Case
Variable
Hypothesis Syrvey Study Hypothesis Syrvey Study
Evidence . Evidence .
Evidence Evidence
Formative Values Environmental N/A ++ Multiple N/A +
Past tactics Conflictual + ++ Cooperative ++ +
Age Young 0 - old + +
Positive via Negative via
Effectiveness “t'ga.tlon. N/A ++ I't'.g?t'oh N/A +
Negative via Positive via
collaboration collaboration

N/A= Not examined in the survey

0 = No evidence to support hypothesis
+ = Moderate support of hypothesis
++ = Strong support of hypothesis

- = Evidence refutes hypothesis

6.1.6 Summary of Influences on Strategy Choice

This research on subnational, forest-related environmental organizations indicates
that both resource-based and interest-based theories of interest group behavior help
explain groups’ choice of a collaborating strategy to influence National Forest management.
Interest-based theory proves to be more helpful than resource-based theory in explaining
choice of a confronting strategy. Moreover, interest-based theory helps us understand
better the influence of resources, political opportunities and experience on organizations’
choice of a collaborating or confronting strategy (Figure 6.1).

More professionalized organizations, those with bigger budgets, larger,
professionally trained staffs, and larger, more diverse Boards are associated with a
collaborating strategy. It may be that these organizations are better able to participate in
collaboration because they have the resources, staff, and skills to do so. They may be

encouraged by the diverse interests of their Board members to use a collaborating strategy,
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which satisfies multiple interests. Also, having to attend to organizational maintenance as
well as goal achievement, which gives them a long-term perspective, could lead them to a
strategy that builds relationships and credibility with decision-makers, other stakeholders,
and the public. Alternatively, their participation in collaboration may require that they build
the resources and staff, acquire the training, and diversify their Boards to enhance their
ability to participate. Further research would be required to clarify the cause of the
relationship, but this study does support that a relationship between professionalization
and collaboration exists.

Smaller, less professionalized organizations are negatively associated with a
collaborating strategy, though they are not associated with a confronting strategy.

There are some groups...like the very small grassroots organizations, who from a
practical standpoint feel that [collaboration] requires too much of a commitment of
time and energy to justify becoming involved. And it’s true, it can become a real
time sink, and not much can be achieved for a while. Their other advocacy work and
commenting on projects and doing appeals and all the other work of a small
organization can be short-changed by having too much time invested in
collaborative meetings (Washington Collaborator 1).

These organizations may be unable to participate in collaboration, but they are not
as a group turning to confrontation, as there are other alternative tactics available to them.

Funding sources are a significant factor in the choice of collaborating and
confronting strategies. Contrary to what was expected, private foundations are associated
with confrontation. This may be because collaboration is only just beginning to be used as a
political tactic and the correlation between foundation funding and confrontation reflects
how things worked in the past. In the future we may see a strengthening relationship
between foundation funding and collaboration. Alternatively, it may be that foundations
are more ideological themselves, and seek to push a more single interest agenda through
their grantees. Additional research exploring this relationship and future trends would be
important. If foundations are shifting their missions toward collaboration (or away from

confrontation) it would be detrimental to confronting organizations.
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In line with what was expected, government grants are associated with
collaboration. Government support is given to groups participating in collaboration, or
groups that receive government funds choose to participate in collaboration to appease
their supporters.

An organization’s interests and values significantly influence the choice of a
collaborating or confronting strategy. Organizations that have a single, environmental value
are associated with confrontation, while organizations that value for the environment,
economy, and equity are associated with collaboration. Examining these values more
closely in the case study data, a new variable emerged that was closely associated with
strategy choice: political orientation. Two different orientations surfaced — purist and
pragmatist.

The Idaho Sporting Congress and Washington Forest Preservation were purists,
more concerned with their stance on policy issues -- protecting public lands from logging
and other consumptive abuses — than political action. They refused to default on their
cause, to compromise on their goals for protecting the forest, settling for nothing less than
full protection from clearcutting and unlawful harvest. They challenged the current forest
management paradigm centered on multiple uses and a sustained timber yield. They had
no interest in building relationships or finding mutually satisfying solutions with people who
held opposing points of view. This political orientation pointed them toward confrontation,
through which they could use litigation and appeals to achieve their desired ends without
conceding anything to the opposition, and contributed to their support of a legal/regulatory
institutional structure for governing the environment. Litigation gives these groups a highly
visible forum to express their views that is not afforded in compromise situations.

The Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest were pragmatists,
more interested in political action than ideological correctness. These groups were practical
problem-solvers, willing to compromise if it meant reaching agreements that got action on
issues and moved their agenda forward. They sought opportunities to build relationships

and trust with traditional adversaries because it helped identify solutions that worked for all
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parties affected by a decision, which made those solutions durable. They were pragmatic
and accepted incremental progress because it worked to achieve their multiple values.
“Reasonableness is a tactic, not a goal” (Idaho Collaborator 1). This political orientation
sometimes pointed them toward collaboration, through which they could build community
and create durable environmental protections, but they also used confrontational tactics if
the situation required it. “We are in this to win and that means looking around and figuring
out which tool in the tool box we need to use to win it for real, meaning in ways that endure
and prepare us for the next win” (Idaho Collaborator 1). This pragmatic political outlook
contributed to their belief that the institutional structure needed to be flexible, to allow
them to use confrontation, collaboration, or whatever was necessary to achieve their goals.
Looking at the data through the lenses of purist and pragmatist political orientations
helps illuminate the influence of funding sources, political opportunities, and experience.
The Idaho Sporting Congress received 94% of its funding from private foundations, which
granted money to small organizations working to protect public lands. Washington Forest
Preservation received 75% of its funding from purist members who were interested in
protecting public lands and ending revenue production on their local forests. These groups
have an obligation to their financial supporters to set clear environmental objectives and
pursue them with as much vigor and resolve as their opponents. Thus, the sources of
funding were less important for influencing strategy than the interests those sources sought
to uphold. In terms of political opportunities, facing the same context and actors as other
groups, these organizations determined that confrontation was necessary to achieve their
ideal goals, because litigation and appeals provided a chance for winner takes all; there was
no need to compromise. They expected their opponents to use their resources and
connections with decision-makers to revitalize the timber industry, by trying to get around
the law and encouraging collaborative decision-making processes in which they would have
more power and authority than environmentalists. This confirmed for the Idaho Sporting
Congress and Washington Forest Preservation the importance of upholding NEPA, NFMA

and other laws, and also confirmed the threat that collaboration posed. Their past
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experience and past success was based on confrontation, reinforcing their purist
orientation. Despite their age, the fact that their founding members, who mobilized around
pure environmental protections, are still active in the organizations helped ensure that time
will not lead to more moderate strategies.

The Idaho Conservation League received 55% of its funding from private
foundations, which granted money to organizations participating in collaboration.
Conservation Northwest received 65% of its funding from pragmatic members who
supported innovative approaches to conservation. This provides further evidence that the
sources of funding were less important for influencing strategy than the interests those
sources held. These organizations interpreted the external context as ripe for collaboration,
which allowed them to engage in decision-making and work toward resolving issues that
had stalled by conflict and regulatory procedures. Their assessment of other actors
suggested that those actors would be willing to engage in collaboration and compromise as
well, and that together they could work toward common goals. This confirmed for the
Idaho Conservation League and Conservation Northwest the importance of a flexible
governance structure. Given their pragmatic nature, their past experiences were broad.
“You need to be versatile, you need to be innovative because tactics get stale...and when
you behave in inflexible ways, you end up with limited results...Fresh tactics tend to be
more effective” (Washington Collaborator 2). Recently, they have found collaboration to be
a fresh and effective tactic, and their success in using it in certain situations reinforced their
pragmatism. Moreover, their age and diverse leadership lead them to look for creative and
practical ways to sustain their operations.

Perusing the literature for the concept of purist and pragmatist orientations, we find
Wilson’s (1966) theory of amateur and professional political party activists. “Amateur” is
used to mean a person who becomes involved in politics because it is intrinsically rewarding
and demonstrates commitment to a larger purpose. Professionals are those who become
involved in politics for material or career concerns. These concepts were expanded by

Hofstetter (1973) to describe amateur and professional organizations. Amateur
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organizations offer purposive incentives, which are ideological and relate to a sense of
satisfaction from supporting a cause (Clark and Wilson 1961). These organizations exhibit a
strong issue orientation and practice a “politics of principle” (Hofstetter 1973). Professional
organizations offer material incentives, or tangible rewards (Clark and Wilson 1961). They
are more concerned with achieving political victories and cohesiveness within their
organizations, demonstrating a “politics of pragmatism,” as victories provide them with
patronage and other rewards that allow them to provide material incentives to their
members (Hofstetter 1973). Prysby (2003) translates the amateur and professional terms
into purist and pragmatist orientations, conceptualizing them as a continuum. He describes
the extreme purists as those favoring ideological correctness, who would not support
compromise regardless of the consequences. The extreme pragmatists are concerned with
victory, and positions on issues are simply a means to win.

The literature on grassroots and mainstream organizations, and on amateur and
professional organizations, reflects the concepts of purist and pragmatist, though it does
not couch organizations in these terms. Grassroots and amateur organizations attract
members with purposive incentives. Members are true believers in their cause, and are
typically very active in their organization’s activities (Wilson 1995). Organizational goals are
usually narrow and idealistic (Ash and Zald 1966). Joining out of a sense of injustice rather
than for individual rewards, members and volunteers prefer upholding their principles to
winning. “Most would rather lose fighting for a cause they believe in than win fighting for a
cause they feel is morally compromised” (Mansbridge 1986, 3). Grassroots and amateur
organizations thus reflect the purist orientation.

Mainstream and professional organizations are able offer their members a broader
array of incentives, including purposive (satisfaction of supporting the cause), solidary
(connection with other members through meetings and events), and material (magazines,
gifts, pay). Winning, or achieving policy victories, and ensuring long-term viability of their
organizations is critical, so goals are often diffuse and incremental (Ash and Zald 1966).

Members are more removed from organizational activities, and need to see continued

216



progress to stay engaged. Mainstream and professional organizations thus reflect the
pragmatist orientation.

These findings in the literature tell us that the purist and pragmatist concepts that
emerged from this research are not necessarily new, but they are conceptualized in a
different way. Further research would be needed to determine whether a relationship
exists between amateur and purist organizations, and professional and pragmatist
organizations. The case studies do indicate that the more amateur organizations, in terms
of resources, are more purist, in terms of values and political orientation. Further, the cases
provide evidence that the more professional organizations, in terms of resources, are more
pragmatic, in terms of values and political orientation. However, the survey showed no
relationship between the professionalization variables and the diversity of values. It is likely
the values variables were too limited to measure political orientation. Future research on
these concepts would help to clarify the relationships between professionalization and
political orientation.

This research demonstrated that both organizational resources and organizational
interest are associated with the choice of a collaborating strategy. Resources are important
for allowing and constraining the ability to participate in collaboration, while interest is
important for shaping group willingness to participate. A potential model of these
influences on collaboration is shown in Figure 6.2. Further research would be needed to
test the interaction of these variables. The choice of a confronting strategy was not related
to organizational resources. Instead, the data suggested confrontation, specifically the use
of legal tactics and a negative perspective toward collaboration, is related to organizational
interest. Organizations with a pure environmental interest find their values best served

through confrontation and a strong legal/regulatory framework.

217



Professionalization

Amateur Professionalized
= Might Participate in
r Collaboration (if
o circumstances right
€ | Will Not Participate rignt,
S in Collaboration only opportunity to
= provide input, or
" 2 seeking to
g L undermine process)
©
> . . . .
o Might Participate in
o | Collaboration (if can | Will Participate in
% join coalition, Collaboration (if
S network with other | circumstances right)
collaborators)

Figure 6.2 Typology of Resource and Interest Influence on Collaborating Strategy

Given the relationships between interests, behavior, experience, and resources,
ultimately we see that these factors are operating on each other in complex ways. A
group’s interest affects the strategies and tactics that it employs, as well as funding sources
and organizational structure; those activities, resources, and structure, through experience
and constraints on behavior, also influence organizational interest. A more complex model

would be required to illuminate the causal relationships between these variables.

6.2 Implications and Recommendations
6.2.1 Interest Groups

This dissertation contributes to our practical understanding of interest groups
operating in the changing institutional context of natural resource decision-making.
Collaborative governance is increasingly considered as a way to address environmental
conflicts, which has implications for interest group representation. This research tell us that

the environmental interest groups that participate in collaboration are more
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professionalized organizations with more resources, and pragmatic groups that seek to
secure multiple values. The organizations that are less represented in collaboration are
amateur organizations with limited resources, and purist groups that prioritize
environmental values. The latter, purist, category of organizations that is not represented
in collaboration depends on the integrity of the legal and regulatory system to influence
management outcomes.

If the trend toward local collaborative decision-making continues, we will see a
marginalization of smaller, ideologically pure environmental groups. Their values will not be
included in decision-making because they are unable or unwilling to collaborate, which
could lead to social and economic benefits coming at an environmental cost. If efforts to
weaken NEPA and other environmental laws also continue, confronting organizations will
see their effectiveness undermined. This could lead to the decline of these smaller more
radical groups that serve several important functions in the environmental movement.

First, these organizations are important for raising public awareness and setting
political agendas through visible actions that draw attention to issues in their states. Larger
groups that have broader goals are not always aware of the small projects being proposed
in remote locations. Small Forest Watch type organizations, as a result of their focus and
experience with appeals and litigation, are important for expanding the scope of the
environmental movement. Moreover, Schattschneider (1975) suggests, “conflict,
competition, organization, leadership, and responsibility are the ingredients of a working
definition of democracy. Democracy is a political system in which the people have a choice
among the alternatives created by competing political organizations and leaders” (138). By
this definition, groups that use a divisive, confrontational strategy are essential to a working
democracy. Second, purist groups help shift the environmental debate toward greater
protection for public lands, which allows the pragmatist organizations to look reasonable
while asking for more (Sale 1993). In a way, the pragmatic groups are defined by the purist
position, and are afforded more credibility and access to policymaking venues simply

because they look more reasonable by comparison. Third, the confronting organizations
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work to ensure the integrity of the laws and standards on which they rely, helping to
maintain environmentalists’ ability to use the law to hold decision-makers accountable.
With small purist groups marginalized, the advantage in a world of collaborative
governance goes to the professional, pragmatic environmental organizations. From the
purist perspective, this damages the integrity of the environmental movement, undermines
environmental laws, and harms the environment. Purists believe that by participating in
collaborative decision-making, pragmatists give support and credibility to processes that by
their nature exclude the national public and give local interests a greater say in how
national lands are managed. Purists say that collaborating environmental organizations
change from a public interest to a special interest, thereby delegitimizing the environmental
movement. They believe pragmatists’ support of collaborative decision-making is support
for subversion of the legal and regulatory framework. According to the purists, this
framework is the keystone of environmental progress, upholding national standards and
ensuring democratic input. For them, pragmatists’ lack of commitment to a pure
environmental ideology ultimately harms the environment rather than benefiting it.
Challenging the purist perspective is a view that a social movement without
pragmatists would be as ineffective as a social movement without purists. Just as the
smaller, radical groups enhance the environmental movement, so too do the larger,
moderate groups. Rather than delegitimizing the environmental movement, groups that
participate in the political process and seek opportunities to build relationships with
traditional anti-environmental interests increase environmentalists’ legitimacy with a broad
array of actors. Pragmatists are able act on the opportunities that the purist groups create
to produce incremental successes essential to environmental progress in the absence of
winner takes all solutions. Pragmatists, who employ a wide variety of political tactics
including administrative appeals and litigation, have an interest in maintaining a strong legal
foundation for decision-making, just as purists do. They recognize that collaboration does
not inherently “subvert” the law, but rather that it has to be done deliberately while taking

the intent of the law into consideration. As to the purist belief that pragmatists harm the
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environment, the results are a question of scale. While environmental values may be lost at
the local level in the short-term, pragmatists may ultimately achieve environmental gains at
a large scale over the long-term.

In the larger context, a society of ideologically pure interest groups would be a
society without collaboration, without compromise. We know that purist environmental
groups are not the only purist interests. Idaho Representative Lenore Barrett spoke for
those on the other side of environmental conflict when she said, “we must stop
collaborating with wacko enviros” (Idaho Statesman, 7 April 2009). As our political debates
become more purist, partisan, and polarized, we run the risk of precluding any opportunity
to find common ground and secure the common interest.

Changes in the political opportunity structure compel advocacy organizations to
adapt, or risk becoming inconsequential. The introduction of and increase in collaborative
environmental decision-making not only alters how environmental groups can influence
policymaking, but it has the potential to alter which groups can influence policymaking.
Smaller environmental groups with a more narrow, purist ideology are disadvantaged in
collaborative venues, marginalizing their ideal environmental values. If these groups are
not participating due to a lack of resources, then capacity building will be important to allow
them to participate. Government support, which has been shown to be associated with
participation in collaboration, should be directed to small, grassroots organizations. Private
foundations interested in supporting collaboration also could contribute to capacity
building. In addition, coalition building with environmental organizations that have adopted
a collaborating strategy, and with regional or national groups that have the technical
expertise and staffing to participate, but lack access to the local level, will help smaller
groups leverage resources and access to participate.

If groups are not participating due to ideological barriers, then different steps are
required to prevent their marginalization. There may be opportunities to engage
confronting organizations in collaborative decision-making without having them participate

in the process. Even those groups that support collaboration recognize that it is not always
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legitimate or used in the right circumstances, so providing skeptical organizations
opportunities to watchdog collaborative processes, as well as ensuring they have the
capacity to do so, is important. Environmental groups “inside” the collaboration should
build networks and relationships with those “outside,” keeping the outsiders informed of
the process so they can provide a check on the collaborators and help hold them
accountable to environmental goals. This will be particularly important for the more closed,
selective collaborative processes that do not disseminate information to the public and that
limit participation. For non-participants to be a part of these processes will require
communication between non-participants and the participating groups. Processes such as
joint fact-finding and third party mediation offer other alternatives for marginalized groups,

which could result in more positive collaborative experiences.

6.2.2 Collaboration

It has been suggested that collaboration provides a participatory approach to agency
decision-making that enables representation and involvement of a broad range of interests,
helping overcome conflict and facilitating decision implementation (Moote, McClaran, and
Chickering 1997). For collaboration to be successful, however, it must be broadly inclusive
of the stakeholders affected by an issue. This research suggests that not all environmental
stakeholders are represented in collaborative decision-making, which has implications for
collaboration as participatory democracy, the legitimacy of collaborative processes, and
what can be expected in terms of collaborative outcomes.

Moote and McClaran (1997) assert that

Participatory democracy concepts are the basis for many alternative models of
public participation in public land planning and decision-making...Theoretically, a
participatory approach would provide more acceptable decisions through broad
representation of all affected interests...[and] result in a decision that reflects the
interests and concerns of all affected and interested groups and individuals, and
therefore precludes appeals and lawsuits (479).
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According to this dissertation research, collaborative decision-making does not
represent all affected interests, and collaborative decisions do not reflect the concerns of all
interested groups. Amateur environmental groups with pure environmental values are not
able or not willing to participate in collaboration, so their concerns are not incorporated in
collaborative decision-making. Moreover, these groups use confrontational tactics that
depend on legal action; their exclusion from collaborative processes will not preclude
appeals and lawsuits. The evidence shows that collaboration as currently practiced does
not achieve the theoretical ideal of participatory democracy for public lands decision-
making.

Lack of representation by certain environmental interests raises concerns about the
legitimacy of collaborative National Forest decision-making. If environmental groups
lacking the resources or interest to participate are not involved, it is likely that other
organizations and individuals with similar constraints also are not involved. Thus,
collaborative processes do not ensure equal participation and are not broadly inclusive.
Instead, they privilege those with adequate resources and access, and an interest in
pragmatic political reasoning.

Critics of collaboration, including almost a quarter of the environmental groups
surveyed in this research, are concerned that local extractive interests and industry groups
are favored in collaborative forums, resulting in economic benefits and environmental
degradation. Yet, this research shows that there are organizations representing the
interests of the environment in National Forest collaboratives. Conclusions cannot be
drawn about whether environmental collaborators equal the number of local and industry
collaborators, or whether they have equal resources, skills, and access. Nevertheless,
evidence does indicate that environmental groups are participating in collaboration, and
they are willing to negotiate with other interests to achieve long-term solutions to resource
conflicts. Thus, while ideal environmental protections may not be reached, collaboration

can secure environmental benefits.
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The implications of this discussion are that proponents of collaboration and
decision-makers contemplating the use of collaborative public forest management cannot
look to collaboration as a panacea. Simply using collaboration does not ensure successful
and lasting resolution of public land conflicts, so its use must be carefully considered. When
decision-makers do decide to pursue a collaborative process, they need to encourage and
practice “good” collaboration. That is, collaboration used in the right circumstances and
done through and open, transparent, inclusive and otherwise legitimate process. Various
authors, including Dukes and Firehock (2001), Wallace and Haufler (2007), and Moote and
Lowe (2008), discuss these concepts and make recommendations to help ensure “good”
environmental collaboration. But this research suggests a huge potential for environmental
groups collaborating and confronting on the ground to contribute to our understanding of
the right context and legitimate process for collaboration.

Collaborating groups need to share their stories and experiences, to talk about how
collaboration works, why they engage in it, and what conditions are necessary for successful
collaboration. They need to communicate to their members and supporters, detractors,
decision-makers, and the public why they support collaboration. Confronters need to
communicate their experiences as well, to share why they are not engaging in collaboration,
what the short-comings are of individual collaborative processes, and what they believe is
necessary for collaboration to work. These lessons, successes, and mistakes will ensure
collaboration is not perceived as a panacea, but rather as a tool that should be applied in
the appropriate way in appropriate circumstances. The lessons learned will improve
policymakers’ understanding of the challenges of collaboration and improve how and when
they apply it. The lessons also will improve interest groups’ understanding and application
of collaboration as a political tactic, and emphasize their responsibility to uphold
appropriate and legitimate collaboration.

In addition, this research suggests opportunities to improve representation in
collaborative process. Collaborating groups should find ways to acquire national as well as

local input. Communication and coalition-building among local, regional, and national
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environmental groups will help ensure that those groups that do participate in collaboration
represent and defend the values of the national public. Developing and training volunteers

to participate and represent conservation interests in collaboration will augment the ability

of groups to track issues, be involved at the local level, build relationships, and watchdog

collaborative processes.

6.2.3 National Forest Management

The US Forest Service is faced with the complex task of managing the public lands
under its control to satisfy diverse and competing interests. Traditional National Forest
governance, based on a model of top-down decision-making, expertise, and efficiency, has
not successfully balanced stakeholder interests or incorporated public input. Statues such
as NEPA and NFMA ensure attention to national environmental standards and public input
processes, but they have not resolved questions of competing uses. Collaborative
management has been recommended to address the shortcomings of traditional
governance, yet the US Forest Service also faces challenges in using collaboration.

In addition to agency barriers like budget constraints, lack of incentives, and
organizational norms and culture (for a description of the challenges to collaboration, see
Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000, chap. 3), this research suggests three challenges related to the
participants and process. First, there is a long history of mistrust between
environmentalists and the US Forest Service, so the agency’s use of collaboration is
immediately suspect. Even the two environmental groups examined in the case studies that
supported collaboration noted the agency has misused and mismanaged collaborative
processes in the past, particularly when it came to collaboration mandated by HFRA. This
makes it difficult for the agency to build relationships and trust as an initiator of or
participant in collaboration. Second, as previously discussed, collaboration does not
guarantee representation of all affected interests, as not all environmental groups are able
or willing to participate. This makes it difficult to ensure that collaboration is truly

representative and participatory. Third, some environmental groups that are not
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participating in collaboration employ a confronting strategy to influence National Forest
decisions. These groups rely on legal and regulatory avenues to shape forest management
proposals, and to appeal and litigate projects they consider questionable. This means that,
as the US Forest Service undertakes collaboration, it must be careful not to undermine, or
be perceived as undermining, the statutory framework that not only ensures standards for
environmental protection, but also engages a host of environmental groups that are
marginalized in collaborative decision-making.

If the US Forest Service is going to move forward with collaborative decision-making,
steps need to be taken to address these challenges. First, the agency must enter into
collaboration openly and honestly. It has to be a supportive participant, willing to relinquish
some autonomy and discretion to seek the public good through collaborative forums. It has
to create and support appropriate and legitimate collaboration. It cannot abuse the process
to side step the law and move projects forward without environmental and public review. If
the process and outcomes are not meaningful, participants will feel they have been taken
advantage of, and trust in the agency will be lost. Non-participants will have their beliefs
confirmed, and mistrust of the agency will be perpetuated.

Second, the agency and policymakers must uphold the legal and regulatory
foundation for public forest decision-making while providing opportunities for
collaboration. Environmental organizations that are not represented in collaboration must
be able to participate in National Forest management. This means ensuring the integrity of
NEPA, and making sure collaborative decisions are open to public scrutiny. This will allow
small, purist organizations that use appeals, litigation, or disturbance tactics to continue to
engage in decision-making according to a strategy that is supported by their interest,
resources, and experience.

The collaborating organizations examined in this research suggested that
collaboration should be used to supplement NEPA, not to replace it. Yet they also
expressed concern that the US Forest Service will not carry through on its commitments to

collaborative agreements. In response to this concern, some US Forest Service officials
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have pledged to implement the agreements that come out of collaboration. This has
serious implications for how collaboration will mesh with NEPA, NFMA and other
environmental laws. If collaborative agreements are guaranteed, what is the avenue for the
other interest groups and broader public who are not part of the collaborative group to
participate in decision-making? The Council on Environmental Quality (2007) issued a
handbook to assist federal agencies in using collaboration as part of the NEPA process. This
guide offers a starting point for examining the institutional and legal challenges of
integrating collaboration with our environmental laws. The US Forest Service, policymakers,
interest groups, and the public should engage in a discussion about whether and how to
realize the benefits of both collaboration and the law.

Finally, greater emphasis should be placed on ecosystem restoration of our public
lands. A shift in the US Forest Service mission from use to restoration would represent a
significant step toward satisfying both confronting and collaborating environmental groups.
One interviewee suggested “updating the mission of the [US Forest Service] and making the
next 20-30 years about restoring damage done and providing climate adaptability on the
landscape” (Washington Collaborator 2). The confronting groups agreed that there was
potential for legitimate collaboration around watershed restoration (Idaho Confronter 3,
Washington Confronter 2). Restoration offers a theme upon which a broader array of
environmental groups is willing to collaborate.

Changing the US Forest Service’s focus will require that the agency, the
administration, and Congress reorient the budget, policies and organizational structure
toward restoration. The agency must be adequately funded from sources other than timber
receipts, and resources must be equitably assigned to the agency’s management
responsibilities, to remove the incentives for timber production. Ecosystem restoration and
community assistance accounts should be insulated from fire suppression spending to
foster a long-term restoration strategy. Performance measures should be linked to acres

restored versus board feet extracted.
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A study by Mohai and Jakes (1996) found that the majority of US Forest Service line
officers and staff believed non-commodity uses such as wildlife, fish, recreation, and water
should be the most important uses of the National Forests. This contrasted sharply with
what the majority believed was the agency’s most important land use: timber. The
potential to emphasize non-commodity and ecological value exists in the agency; it just
needs a unified direction, and adequate funding, supportive leadership to capitalize on it.

In conclusion, state and local environmental organizations play an important role in
building the environmental movement’s base of support and shaping policy outcomes. New
opportunities for policy influence can have a biased impact on interest group
representation, which affects citizen mobilization and environmental decisions. The
introduction of collaborative decision-making for National Forest management provided a
context to examine how organizations’ resources, interest, interpretation of political
opportunities, and experience shape their strategy choice. This research showed that
collaborative decision-making does bias environmental group representation.

Organizations that have few resources and are less professionalized, and those that hold
pure environmental values are at a disadvantage because they are unable or unwilling to
participate in collaboration. This could lead to marginalization or decline of small and purist
organizations that arouse enthusiasm, mobilize collective action, and strive for strong
environmental protections. If the trend toward collaboration continues, careful
consideration should be given to ensuring that all environmental organizations are provided

opportunities to advocate for their goals through the strategy of their choice.
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Appendix 1

Grassroots Environmental Group Survey
Introduction
Hello and welcome!

Thank you for taking the time to visit my survey of grassroots environmental organizations in the
western United States. My goal is to determine your organization's perspective on collaboration and
local level decision-making for national forest management.

It should take you no more than 20 minutes to complete the survey. If you cannot complete the
survey in one session you may exit and re-enter it from the same computer. Click on "Save and
Next" at the bottom of the page before exiting. Once you click on "Done" at the end of the survey,
you cannot go back and change any answers.

If you have any questions or concerns about this survey, please feel free to contact me.
My sincere thanks,

Caitlin Burke

PhD Candidate

Department of Forestry and Environmental Resources
Box 8001

North Carolina State University

Raleigh, NC 27695

Phone: 919-606-9025

Email: caburke@ncsu.edu

Organizational Activities

This question is about the tactics your organization uses to influence local, state, or federal policy,
and agency management decisions.

1. How important is each activity for the work of your organization?

Very Not very Not Don’t

. Important | ., engaged
important P important | | gag know
in at all

Communicating with government
agencies

Communicating with legislators

Conducting research
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Grassroots mobilizing

Joining coalitions of other groups

Organizing conferences

Participating in collaborative
decision-making

Protesting/Demonstrating

Taking legal action (e.g., litigation,
appeals)

Working with the media

Collaborative Decision-Making

These questions are about collaborative decision-making for national forest management. Here,
collaboration is considered to be multiple stakeholders (e.g. government agencies, community
groups, user groups, non-profit organizations, etc.), representing diverse interests, working together
to achieve a common goal.

2. For each statement, please check the appropriate box.

Strongly Neither . Strongly No
Agree | agree nor | Disagree . ..
agree 5 disagree | opinion
disagree

Working with other
stakeholders fosters trust.

Agency regulations made
according to the National
Environmental Policy Act lead
to better environmental
outcomes than collaborative
decision-making.

Too many resources are
required for collaboration.

Building relationships among
stakeholders prevents future
conflicts.

Collaborative decisions comply
with laws like the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Collaboration helps overcome
political gridlock.

Industry groups get more from
collaboration than
environmental groups.

Collaborative decisions are not
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subject to public comment.

Decisions made by regulatory
agencies are harder to
implement than decisions
made by collaboration.

The frequency of litigation is
reduced by collaborative
decision-making.

It takes too much time to reach
a decision via collaboration.

Collaboration results in
solutions that satisfy all
stakeholders.

3. Does anyone on the staff of your organization have expertise in collaboration?
[1Yes
[INo
] Don’t know

4. Do you have any concerns about collaborative decision-making for national forest
management?
[ None
[1Some
[l Many
[J Don’t know
If applicable, please describe your concerns below:

Local Level Decision-Making

These questions are about local decision-making for national forest management. Here, local
decision-making involves place-based networks of diverse stakeholders and agencies custom
designing solutions to environmental problems in specific locations.

5. For each statement, please check the appropriate box.

Neither
Strongly eithe . Strongly No
Agree | agree nor | Disagree . ..
agree . disagree | opinion
disagree

Local knowledge should be
used in making national forest
management decisions.

Government agencies use local
decision-making to avoid
responsibility for
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environmental decisions.

In local decision-making,
national interests are
represented by local
stakeholders.

Industry groups have more
power in local forums than
environmental groups.

Ecosystem-scale issues can
only be addressed at the
national level.

Local decision-making
guarantees locally affected
citizens a seat at the table.

People who live near public
forests have no more right to
decide the fate of those forests
than citizens from other states.

National Forest policies should
be designed for the local
context.

The national public’s interest is
not taken into account in local
decisions.

Agency scientists are best
gualified to develop national
forest management proposals.

6. Do you have any concerns about local-level decision-making for national forest management?

[ None
[1Some
[1Many
[1 Don’t know

If applicable, please describe your concerns below:

Organizational Mission

These questions are about your organization's mission and goals. | am trying to determine what
problems your group is concerned about, and the solutions you advocate to address those

problems.

7. Please list the priority issues your organization addresses (up to three, in any order).

Issue 1:
Issue 2:
Issue 3:
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8.

9.

10.

Briefly describe your organization's position on the first issue listed above.
Briefly describe your organization's position on the second issue listed above.

Briefly describe your organization's position on the third issue listed above.

Organizational Demographics

These questions will collect some basic information about your organization.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

What is your job title, or your role in the organization?

[ Executive Director [l Development Director

[ Associate Director [J President

[J Administrative Director (] Membership Coordinator
L] Policy Director [l Qutreach Coordinator

[] Program Director/Program Coordinator (] Ecologist/Biologist

[] Other (please specify):

What year was your organization founded?

[] Before 1970 [11990-1994
[11970-1974 [11995-1999
[11975-1979 [12000-2004
[11980-1984 ] After 2005
[11985-1989 (1 Don't know

How many full-time employees does your organization have?
How many part-time employees does your organization have?
Approximately how many volunteers donate their time/labor to your organization in a year?
Is your organization a chapter or subunit of a national organization?
[1Yes
[1No
Does your organization have local chapters or subunits?

[1Yes
[INo
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18. What is your organization's Internal Revenue Service tax code? If you operate multiple affiliated
organizations, check all that apply. (If you have applied but not yet received tax status, please
check the relevant answer(s).)

[] Have not applied for tax status

[1501(c)(3) -charitable, non-profit, religious, and educational organizations
[1501(c)(4) -political education organizations

[1501(c)(5) -labor unions and agriculture

[1501(c)(6) -business leagues and chamber of commerce organizations

[1 527 -political organizations and political action committees

[ Don't know

[] Other (please specify):

19. What is your organization's annual budget? (If you operate multiple affiliated organizations,
please give a combined total.)
[] Less than $50,000
[J $50,000 -$99,999
[1$100,000 -$499,999
[J $500,000 -$999,999
(151,000,000 -$1,999,999
(152,000,000 -$2,999,999
[1 More than $3,000,000
] Don't know

20. Please estimate the percentage (%) of financial support that your organization receives from the
following sources.
Membership dues/individual contributions
Government grants/contracts
Private foundations
Fees for service
Other

Who Else Should | Survey?

21. What other non-governmental environmental/conservation organizations in the western U.S.
work on national forest management issues? (These may be groups you have worked with, as
well as those you have not worked with. Name as few or as many as you wish).
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Appendix 2

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY
INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH
Grassroots Environmental Organizations’ Response to Community Forestry in the Western United States

Caitlin Burke (PhD Candidate) Dr. Toddi Steelman
Principal Investigator Faculty Sponsor
PURPOSE

You are being asked to participate in an electronic survey. The purpose of this survey is to learn about
grassroots environmental organizations’ attitudes and behaviors toward collaboration and local-level decision-
making for forest management.

PROCEDURE

If you agree to participate in this research study, you will complete an electronic survey about your
organization’s activities, its views on collaboration and local decision-making, and its mission. The survey will
take about 20 minutes of your time, and can be completed on any computer that has Internet access.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may decline to participate, or you may withdraw from the
study at any time without penalty. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is complete, your
data will be destroyed. If you have questions about the survey or your participation, do not hesitate to
contact the researcher. You may be contacted in the future if the researcher has additional questions.

RISKS

In the questionnaire you will be asked about your organization’s perspectives on collaboration and local
decision-making. It is possible your answers will reveal information that could be socially uncomfortable for
your organization. For example, your organization’s attitude toward these decision-making approaches may
directly conflict with the attitude of your colleagues. In the unlikely event that your confidentiality is
breached, your answers could expose disparities between you and your partner organizations, and among the
environmental community. However, others may already be aware of your perspective, thereby diminishing
the social risk. At no time will you be asked any questions that require you to reveal personal or sensitive
information about yourself or your organization.

BENEFITS

You will not gain any direct benefits from participating in this survey. However, the information you provide
will help other environmental organizations decide whether and when to support collaboration and local
decision-making, and it will indicate the long-term potential for success of these decision-making approaches.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information in the study records will be kept strictly confidential. To ensure confidentiality, your
organization will be assigned a random, unique identification number. A database linking your organization
and the ID number will be kept separate from your data. This file is needed in case | need to contact you in the
future. All information you provide will be recorded, analyzed, and referenced using only your ID number. No
reference will be made in oral or written reports that could link you or your organization to the study. Initially,
survey data will be stored on-line in a password-protected account accessible only by the principal
investigator. There will be no place on the Internet where your name, your email address, or your
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organization’s name is associated with the survey data. Once all the surveys are complete, data will be
downloaded onto a password-protected CD and securely stored in the office of the principal investigator at
1509 Varsity Drive, Raleigh, NC. At the close of the study, all data will be deleted from the on-line account.

COMPENSATION
You will not receive any compensation for participating in this research.

CONTACT

If you have questions at any time about this study or its procedures, you may contact the researcher, Caitlin
Burke, at Box 8001,

NCSU Campus, Raleigh, NC 27695 or (919) 606-9025. If you feel you have not been treated according to the
terms outlined in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of
this project, you may contact Dr. David Kaber, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects in
Research Committee, Box 7514, NCSU Campus, (919) 515-3086 or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice
Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus, (919) 513-2148.

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
“l have read and understand the above information. | agree to participate in this study with the
understanding that | may withdraw at any time.”

Subject's signature Date
Investigator's signature Date
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Appendix 3

Example Interview Protocol Development

Central Research Question: What factors influence grassroots organizations' attitudes and
behaviors toward collaboration and local decision-making? What are the perceived
outcomes of these attitudes and behaviors?

Theory Question 1: Resources

. Resource availability/constraints — money, time, staff, volunteers
« Access — central office vs. staffed subunits or satellite offices

. Staff expertise in negotiation, conflict resolution, etc.

Interview Questions Corresponding to TQ1

1. Is your organization limited in its ability to participate in collaboration? If so, what are
the main limitations?

2. Do these limitations affect your participation in collaboration differently than how they
affect your other activities (e.g. communicating with agencies and legislators, taking
legal action)? If so, in what way?

3. Do you think [having][not having] offices in other parts of the state affects your ability to
participate in collaboration? Why or why not?

4. Youresponded “yes” to the survey question “Does anyone on the staff of your
organization have expertise in collaboration?” Can you elaborate on the “expertise” of
your staff in this area?

a. What are his/her/their areas of expertise/knowledge?

b. How was the expertise/knowledge gained?

c. How experienced are he/she/they on a scale of 1-10 with 10 being the most
experienced?
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Appendix 4

Interview Script and Questions for Executive Directors

| am a candidate for a PhD in Forestry at North Carolina State University and | am conducting this
research as part of my dissertation. The purpose of the study is to examine grassroots
environmental groups attitudes and behaviors with regard to collaboration and local decision-
making in the western US, and the factors influencing those attitudes and behaviors. During this
interview, | will ask you questions about the resources, perspectives, experience, incentives,
opportunities, and interactions of your organization. The interview will take approximately 2 hours.

A couple things before we begin. First, may | have your permission to audio record this interview?
Second, can you please read through this consent form? It describes the study, indicates that your
participation is voluntary, and outlines the risks, benefits, and confidentiality procedures. Do you
consent to participate? If so please sign the form at the bottom, and here’s a copy you can keep for
your records.

Concepts/Perspectives

Ok, let’s start with some questions about the basic concepts I’'m studying. I'd like to know how you
define collaboration in the context of National Forest (NF) management. If it would help, | can take
some notes while you’re talking, and then we can come to an answer you feel comfortable with.
1. How would you define collaboration in the context of National Forest management? For
example, what characteristics you would identify as most important?
2. What is your opinion of collaboration as a means of NF decision-making?
So, if someone asked you what collaboration means to you, you would explainitas _ andyou
would say you feel _ about it. Is that correct?
3. Is your opinion of collaboration different now than it was when you first heard of it being
used for NF decision-making? What changed and what are the reasons for the change?

There’s a growing movement in the country that supports the use of collaboration and local
decision-making for NF management called the community forestry movement.
4. Are you aware of the community forestry movement?
5. If so, what are the characteristics of the movement that define it for you?
6. What is your opinion of the community forestry movement in terms of managing our
National Forests?

Resources/Incentives

Now I'd like to talk about your organization’s resources and structure. There is concern that
environmental groups do not have the time, resources, staff, skill, or access to participate in
collaborative decision-making for NF management.

7. Do you think your organization is constrained in its ability to participate in collaboration?
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8. If so, what are the main constraints? These can be in terms of the ones I listed, or you may
have others...Can you tell me more about ?

A: One could speculate that having multiple offices in the state helps you participate in
collaboration, such as by raising your awareness of opportunities for collaboration and/or providing
you with better access to collaborative efforts.
9. Do you think having offices in other parts of the state helps you participate in collaboration?

What are some reasons why you think that?
B: One could speculate that not having offices in other parts of the state makes it harder for you to
participate in collaboration, because it keeps you from being aware of opportunities for
collaboration or it makes it more difficult for you to access collaborative efforts.

Do you think not having offices in other parts of the state makes it harder for you to

participate in collaboration? What are some reasons why you think that?

You responded, “yes” on the survey last summer to the question “Does anyone on the staff of your
organization have expertise in collaboration?” Id like you to elaborate on the “expertise” of your
staff in this area.
10. Can you describe their areas of expertise/knowledge related to collaboration? For example,
is it in negotiation, conflict resolution, communications, or something else?
11. Do you know how their knowledge was gained? For example, was it from formal academic
training, workshops, on-the-job experience, or something else?
12. Can you assess their experience on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being the most experienced?

You indicated on the survey that a portion of your funding comes from private foundations.
13. What private foundations support your organization?
14. Do you think there is a growing interest from funders for supporting collaborative decision-
making efforts?
15. If so, why do you think funders are more interested in collaboration now? What effect do
you think this has on environmental groups’ participation in collaboration?

Ideology

Now I'd like to talk a little about your organization’s ideology, or the central values and beliefs that
guide your organization and its activities, and the institutions you support for managing nature.
16. Thinking about your organization’s values, goals and objectives, and the issues you address,
how would you define your organization’s ideology?

There are different models put forth for resolving National Forest conflicts. Some people say agency
scientists should develop alternatives and then get public input, while others say diverse
stakeholders, including agency scientists, should work together to develop management
recommendations.
17. What do you think is the best strategy for resolving NF conflicts? Do you agree with one of
the models | described, do you think it should be some combination, or something
completely different?
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18. What do you think should be the role of government in protecting and managing National
Forests?

19. What do you think should be the role of the local public in making decisions about National
Forest management? What about the national public — what should be its role in decision-
making for NFs?

Opportunities/Participation

In the next section of questioning, | want to distinguish between opportunities to participate in
collaboration (whether or not you were given the option of being involved) and actual participation
in collaboration (whether or not you were involved).
20. Has your organization had the opportunity to participate in collaborations for National
Forest management?
21. If so, how did the opportunities present themselves? For example, did you get direct
invitations (and if so, from whom)? Or did you hear about them indirectly (and if so, how)?
22. Has your organization participated in collaborations for National Forest management?

If yes:

a. Canyou tell me a little about one or more of the collaborations? What was the issue(s)
to be addressed? Who initiated/convened the collaboration? What other players were
involved?

b. What influenced your decision to participate in the collaborative process?

c. How did the initiator/convener affect your decision?

d. How did the other players’ involvement affect your decision?

e. How would you rate your overall experience in the collaboration on a scale of 1-5 with 5
being the most positive?

f.  What are the reasons you rate it that way? What was positive about the experience?
What was negative about the experience?

If no:

a. What are some of the reasons why you haven’t participated in collaborations for NF

management? If it would help, you can name or briefly describe one or more specific
collaborations that you’re familiar with but did not participate in, and the reasons why
you did not participate.

Under the Healthy Forests Restoration Act passed in 2003, there are incentives for the Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management to consider the priorities of local communities as they
develop and implement forest management and hazardous fuels reduction projects. For
communities to take advantage of this opportunity, they must first prepare a Community Wildfire
Protection Plan, to clarify and refine their priorities.
23. Has your organization had the opportunity to participate in Community Wildfire Protection
Planning?
24. If so, how did the opportunity present itself? For example, did you get direct invitations
(and if so, from whom)? Or did you hear about them indirectly (and if so, how)?
25. Has your organization participated in Community Wildfire Protection Planning?
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If yes:

a. Canyou tell me a little about it? Where is the community? Who initiated/convened the
planning process?

b. How would you rate your overall experience in that community planning process on a
scale of 1-5 with 5 being the most positive?

c. What are the reasons you rate it that way? What was positive about the experience?
What was negative about the experience?

If no:

a. What are some of the reasons why you haven’t participated?

Interactions

Next I'd like to talk about some of the other players in National Forest management and your
assessments of them.

26. How well do you think the regional US Forest Service is managing the National Forests in
[central and southern Idaho][Washington]? Can you give some examples that will help me
understand your answer?

27. How well do you think they are balancing stakeholder values and interests? Again, |
welcome any examples you have to help me understand your answer.

| have heard various concerns about the Forest Service’s use of collaboration — that they’re just
going through the motions; that they aren’t committed to following through on the results; that
they are committed to the results but in a way that sidesteps their responsibilities under the
National Environmental Policy Act; and that they’re ignoring science and making decisions based on
local politics.
28. Do you think the Forest Service in this region is generally trustworthy when it comes to
collaborative decision-making for NF management? What are some of the reasons for your
answer?

Let’s talk about the various NF stakeholder groups in [central and southern Idaho][Washington].

29. What is your opinion of the timber industry in [central and southern Idaho][Washington]?
What are some of the reasons that you have that opinion?

30. What is your opinion of motorized recreation interests in this region/state? What are some
of the reasons that you have that opinion?

31. What about community/citizen groups in this region/state — what is your opinion of them?
What are some of the reasons that you have that opinion?

32. Finally, what about other environmental groups in [central and southern
Idaho][Washington] — what is your opinion of them? What are some of the reasons that you
have that opinion?

33. What is your assessment of how state and local environmental organizations (not national
organizations) in your region feel about collaborative decision-making for National Forest
management?
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Strateqy Choice

Now I'd like to talk about why and when you choose certain tactics to achieve your goals. I'm
interested in the factors that influence your choice of tactics — such as resource availability,
effectiveness of past actions, assessment of what other players are likely to do, or the specifics of
the situation — and the contexts in which collaboration is or is not appropriate.
34. How do you decide what type of approach or approaches to use to address a National
Forest management issue? What are the main factors you consider?

Some of the survey respondents said that collaboration for National Forest management can be
successful if it is used in the “right circumstances” and if the process is legitimate.
35. Do you agree?
a. If yes: What are some of the characteristics of the “right circumstances” and a
“legitimate process”? If it would help, you can you contrast those with characteristics of
a situation in which collaboration is not appropriate and the process is not legitimate.
b. If no: Do you think there is any place for collaboration in addressing environmental
conflicts? Can you describe what role collaboration can serve?

Implications

Just a couple more questions before we finish. These have to do with the implications of all this.

36. Considering the growing use of collaboration for National Forest decision-making, do you
think your support for the appropriate use of collaboration helps your organization achieve
its goals? Can you say a little bit about why you think that?
ALT: Considering the growing use of collaboration for National Forest decision-making, do
you think your opposition to the use of collaboration makes it harder for your organization
to achieve its goals? Can you say a little bit about why you think that?

37. Think 20 years into the future. What is your vision of the role of local collaborative decision-
making in National Forest management?
a. What will it take for that vision to be a reality?
b. How do local environmental groups like yours fit into that vision?

263



Appendix 5

North Carolina State University
INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH
Grassroots Environmental Organizations’ Response to Community Forestry in the Western United States

Caitlin Burke (PhD Candidate) Dr. Toddi Steelman
Principal Investigator Faculty Sponsor
PURPOSE

You are being asked to participate in a face-to-face interview. The purpose of this interview is to learn about
the factors that influence grassroots environmental organizations’ attitudes and behaviors with regard to
collaboration and local-level decision-making for National Forest management.

PROCEDURE

If you agree to participate in this study, you will participate in an interview about the resources, perspectives,
experience, incentives, opportunities, and interactions of your organization related to collaboration. The
interview will be tape recorded, with your permission. The interview will take approximately two hours, and
will be conducted at a time and place of your choosing.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this interview is voluntary. You may decline to participate, or you may stop participating

at any time without penalty. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is complete, your data will

be destroyed. If you have questions about the interview or your participation, you may contact the researcher
at any time.

RISKS

You will be asked for permission to use your organization’s name in the written report. If you give permission,
the name and a description of your organization will be used in the final case study. Any quotes from the
interview used in the report will be anonymous, but it is possible others may deduce the source of the quotes
if the organization is named. This may reveal information that could be socially uncomfortable for your
organization. For example, your answers could expose disparities between yourself and your partner
organizations, and among the environmental community. If you decline to give permission, an alias will be
used for your organization, and descriptive information will be limited to prevent identification. Regardless of
whether or not you give permission, at no time will you be asked any questions that require you to reveal
personal or sensitive information about yourself or your organization.

If you give permission to use your organization’s name in written reports, please initial here:

BENEFITS

You will not gain any direct benefits from participating in this survey. However, the information you provide
will help other environmental organizations decide whether and when to support collaboration and local
decision-making, and it will indicate the long-term potential for success of these decision-making approaches.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information in the study records will be kept strictly confidential. You will be assigned a unique identifier,
which will allow me to refer to your organization by its code in my study notes and other materials. If you give
permission for your organization’s name to be used, the unique code will be replaced with the organization’s
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name in the final report. The interviews will be recorded and transcribed, and, at your discretion, copies may
be made of organizational reports related to the subject under study. Audio files and transcriptions of the
interviews will be kept on a password-protected CD and securely stored in the office of the principal
investigator at 1509 Varsity Drive, Raleigh, NC. Copies of the organizational documents will be kept in a locked
cabinet in the same office. This information will be kept for the duration of the research, no later than July
2010, at which time the CDs will be erased and the documents shredded.

COMPENSATION
You will not receive any compensation for participating in this research.

CONTACT

If you have questions at any time about this study or its procedures, you may contact the researcher, Caitlin
Burke, at Box 8001,

NCSU Campus, Raleigh, NC 27695 or (919) 606-9025. If you feel you have not been treated according to the
descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of
this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus,
(919) 515-4514, or Joe Rabiega, IRB Coordinator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus, (919) 515-7515.

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
“l have read and understand the above information. | agree to participate in this study with the

understanding that | may withdraw at any time.”

Subject's signature Date
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Appendix 6

Table A6.1 Patterns in Professionalization and Political Tactics

Annual Budget # Full-time Employees
Pearso.n p-value N Pearso.n p-value N
Correlation Correlation

Communicating with 0.11 0.4 54 0.17 0.22 55
government agencies
Communicating with 0.28 0.04** | 53 0.31 0.02** | 54
legislators
Joining coalitions of other 0.22 011 54 013 034 55
groups
Grassroots mobilizing 0.11 0.44 54 0.03 0.8 55
Working with the media -0.008 0.95 54 0.02 0.86 55
Conducting research -0.06 0.64 54 -0.1 0.47 55
Organizing conferences 0.14 0.29 54 -0.008 0.95 55
Protesting/Demonstrating -0.19 0.17 53 -0.24 0.08* 54

Table A6.1 Continued
] Compensation for
# Funding Sources # Board Members P
Key Employees
Pearso.n P-value N Pearso.n P-value N Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation Correlation Correlation

Communicating with
government 0.05 0.75 54 0.009 0.94 53 0.19 0.19 50
agencies
Communicating with 0.14 032 |53 0.27 0.05% | 52 03 0.04%* | 49
legislators
Joining coalitions of 0.24 0.08* | 54 0.15 028 | 53 0.31 0.03** | 50
other groups
Grassroots 0.06 068 | 54 0.02 086 | 53| 0.009 095 |50
mobilizing
Working with the 0.17 021 |54 -0.01 093 |53| o011 0.44 | 50
media
Conducting research 0.14 0.32 54 -0.16 0.25 53 0.28 0.05* | 50
Organizing 0.32 0.02%* | 54 0.23 0.09* | 53 0.22 013 | 50
conferences
Protesting/ -0.07 061 | 53 -0.23 009* |52 | -034 |o002** | 49
Demonstrating

* = significant at <0.1
** = significant at <0.05
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Table A6.2 Patterns in Diversity of Values and Political Tactics

Priority Issue Value .. . .
Y . Mission Value Diversity
Diversity
Pearso.n P-value N Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation Correlation

Communicating with -0.04 075 | 53 0.15 026 | 60
government agencies
Communicating with legislators 0.05 0.71 52 0.19 0.15 59
Joining coalitions of other 0.08 0.54 53 0.19 0.14 60
groups
Grassroots mobilizing 0.16 0.26 53 0.11 0.39 60
Working with the media 0.11 0.43 53 -0.1 0.47 60
Conducting research 0.19 0.19 53 -0.17 0.2 60
Organizing conferences 0.07 0.62 53 0.31 0.015** 60
Protesting/Demonstrating -0.13 0.34 52 0.06 0.65 59

** = significant at <0.05

Table A6.3 Patterns in Diversity of Values and Professionalization

Priority Issue Value .. ] .
Y . Mission Value Diversity
Diversity
Pearso.n P-value N Pearso.n P-value N
Correlation Correlation

Annual Budget 0.12 0.4 52 0.19 0.18 53
# Full-time Employees 0.04 0.75 53 0.11 0.43 54
# Funding Sources 0.25 0.07* 52 0.06 0.68 53
# Board Members 0.06 0.71 46 0.04 0.78 52
Compensation for Key 0.14 0.37 43 -0.01 0.93 49
Employees

* = significant at <0.1
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Table A6.4 Patterns in Age, Organizational Interest, and Organizational Tactics

Age of Organization
Pearson

Correlation P-value N
ORGANIZATIONAL INTEREST
Diversity of Priority Issues -0.12 0.4 52
Diversity of Mission Statement 0.11 0.4 53
ORGANIZAIONAL TACTICS
Communicating W|'Fh 0.03 0.84 54
government agencies
Communicating with legislators 0.21 0.14 53
Joining coalitions of other 015 03 54
groups
Grassroots mobilizing 0.06 0.68 54
Working with the media 0.015 0.9 54
Conducting research -0.13 0.34 54
Organizing conferences -0.06 0.65 54
Protesting/Demonstrating -0.04 0.75 53
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