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Conventional natural resource management has struggled with effectively

addressing dynamically complex natural resource issues. Many organizations structured

in the rational-analytical paradigm of resource management are becoming increasingly

aware that new management approaches are needed. Particularly in a rapidly changing

environment, organizational learning is important for promoting an organization's ability

to adapt and shift to new approaches for natural resource management. The purpose of

this research was to understand what organizational structures and processes inhibit or

facilitate opportunities for organizational learning when addressing complex resource

problems. Because partnerships are increasingly being employed as a method of

organizing in natural resource management, I conducted a comparative case study

approach of two resource management partnerships in Oregon's Willamette Valleythe

Willamette Restoration Initiative and the West Eugene Wetlands. Data were triangulated

from three qualitative data sources: interviews, organizational documents, and

participant observation.

Findings reveal that how the case study partnerships and its members frame

complex natural resource issues has a strong influence on organizational learning. In

particular, partnership members who frame their work using positive, social, and dynamic

orientations foster their ability to continuously learn when addressing issues of dynamic

complexity. These individual and group frames promote learning in part through their

influence on the development of inclusive, reflective, and place-based organizational



processes and organic organizational structures. How individual and group frames are

established, maintained, and altered is an important consideration for promoting learning

within natural resource management partnerships. Furthermore, organizational learning

in these partnerships was comprised of individual learning embedded into partnership

routines and memory as well as emergent learning resulting from a process of social

construction. Organizational practices directed toward both individual and team learning

therefore need to be fostered in natural resource partnerships addressing dynamically

complex problems.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

"These people [western settlers] are intoxicated by the majestic scale of the
nature by which their lot is cast, enormous mineral deposits, boundless prairies,
forests which, even squanderedwickedly squanderedas they now are, will
supply timber to the United States for centuries; a soil which, with the rudest
cultivation, yields the most abundant crops, a populous continent for their
market."

- Bryce (1910: 896)

The vast wealth of natural resources observed by early settlers in the American

West gave the perception that resources were inexhaustible. Since that time, this

perception of endless bounty has been replaced with rising concern over the condition

and management of natural resources. In Oregon, a growing human population and a

finite resource base have contributed to increased demands and pressure on local

resources. Particularly in Oregon's Willamette Valleywhere 70% of Oregon's

population resides and approximately 90% of the land is privately owned (Bastasch et al.

2001), competition over resources has contributed to natural resource problems. For

instance, the conversion of land to urban and agricultural uses has resulted in the

fragmentation and degradation of native habitats, including oak woodlands, late

successional forests, riparian forests, and wet prairie. This loss of habitat has resulted in

declining populations of wildlife that depend on those habitats, such as the state-listed

Western Pond Turtle and the Northern Spotted Owl (Miller 1997, Bastasch et al. 2001).

In addition, many rivers in the Willamette basin exceed state water quality standards for

temperature, heavy metals, toxins, dissolved oxygen, and bacteria. The Willamette River

and its tributaries have also been channelized, dredged, and obstructed by dams, resulting

in reduced and degraded salmonid habitat. As a result, populations of these salmonids

have declined to approximately 4% of historical levels (Allen et al. 1999). Clearly,

current prospects for natural resources are less promising than expected at the turn of the

century.
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As concerns over remaining resources have grown, conflicts among competing

interests have also grown (Lang 1990), such as the debate over how to manage old

growth forests. With the adoption of legislation calling for public participation, including

the National Environmental Protection Act in 1969 and the National Forest Management

Act in 1976, public values are increasingly considered in resource decision-making. The

need to consider multiple, competing resource values has contributed even further to the

lack of consensus associated with complex resource decisions.

The existence of natural resource problems, coupled with multiple perspectives on

how those resources should be managed, has created a polarized debate over resource

decision-making. Continued administrative and legal appeals often result in gridlock

(Steelman 1999), and citizens and organizations representing diverse viewpoints have

resorted to litigation to have their views represented in management decisions. For

instance, the issue of pesticide use near salmon-bearing streams and its potential impact

on salmonid populations is currently being litigated in the courts (Washington Toxics

Coalition v. EPA 2003).

Science is typically brought to bear on natural resource conflicts, such as in the

convening of the Forest Ecosystem Management Team in 1993. However, scientific

analyses often fail to bring about acceptable resolution of natural resource issues

(Socolow 1976). Contributing to the confusion of the policy debate is the fact that

complex resource problems have high scientific uncertainty and no single correct

solution. Thus, despite the burgeoning amount of scientific information available

regarding ecosystem functions, our ability to resolve complex resource issues remains

limited.

The complexity of these natural resource conflicts has defied traditional

management attempts to resolve them (Margerum and Born 1995). In accordance with

the rational-analytical paradigm, conventional resource management is typically focused

on a specific, defined problem, such as insect outbreaks affecting forest stands. When

problems are thus defined, narrow technical solutions might appear appropriate.

Unfortunately, a narrow solution can obscure resulting impacts and many of the apparent
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"successes" of the traditional management approach are discovered later to have created

further problems elsewhere in the system (Holling 1995).

Contributing to the narrow focus taken by conventional natural resource

management is the reductionist fragmentation of resource responsibility into different

organizations (Mitchell 1990). Natural resource planning and management has been

based on taking a directed, compartmentalized approach to resource issues, as

exemplified by the management of ecosystem components (e.g. water, fish, forests) by

different organizations. This targeted approach has allowed management organizations

to specialize and address problems quickly as they arose and has been exceptionally

effective where problems are simple, consensus exists regarding what should be achieved

and the means by which to achieve it, sufficient knowledge exists, there are few

stakeholder interests, and control over the resource is not fragmented (Lang 1990).

However, because many natural resource problems are complex, changing, multi-faceted

issues that transcend disciplinary, political, and spatial boundaries (Clark et al. 1999),

conventional management approaches have been found lacking. Despite considerable

effort to address many resource problems under our current management system, the

problems have persisted, resulting in increasing dissatisfaction with natural resource

management (Cortner et al. 1996, Margerum and Born 1995).

Because of the limitations associated with conventional resource management,

there is a growing awareness that new ways of thinking and behaving are necessary for

addressing problems of greater complexity (Savory and Butterfield 1999). In an

examination of institutional barriers and incentives for ecosystem management, Cortner

et al. (1996: 2) note, ". . .the question is not really whether there is a need for change but

what kind of change is needed and how it can be achieved. The exact requirements for

institutional change are unclear, however." New ways of thinking and managing are

particularly important for keeping pace with the rapidly shifting environment surrounding

natural resource management. Despite the growing need for changes in how resource

management addresses complex problems, conventional ways of thinking and managing

are difficult to alter. In particular, change can threaten long-held assumptions about how

resource problems have been defined and how they should be managed.
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Based on a review of the literature, learning in organizational settings is important

for adapting to new approaches in resource management. Although learning in

organizations can result from the accumulation and transfer of new information, learning

that results from perceiving existing information in a new light is critical (Mezirow

1994). Learning from a critical examination of assumptions underlying resource

management can be especially important for providing the impetus for change.

Particularly in a rapidly changing context, learning is essential for promoting an

organization's ability to adapt and change to new approaches in natural resource

management.

Consequently, the goal of this study is to understand how natural resource

management partnerships learn when addressing complex resource problems. Inter-

organizational management partnerships in Oregon were examined in this study because

integrated management is increasingly being promoted as a form of organizing that can

address the complexity and interdisciplinary nature of complex resource problems

(Margerum and Born 2000). This research is structured as a comparative case study of

the Willamette Restoration Initiative (WRI) and the West Eugene Wetlands partnership

(WEW). The WRI is a public-private partnership that attempts to promote, integrate, and

coordinate management efforts to restore the Willamette River watershed. The WEW

partnership is an eight-member management partnership whose mission is to share in the

efficient and coordinated operation and management of the west Eugene wetlands

system. Using qualitative methods, I examine how these partnerships address complex

resource issues and consider how those approaches inhibit or facilitate learning in the

partnership. The findings of this research generate insights that can be used by managers

in their attempts to devise new approaches for managing complex natural resource

problems.

Research Goal: To understand how natural resource management partnerships learn

when addressing complex natural resource problems.

Objective 1. Identify and compare how the partnerships frame natural resource problems

and potential solutions.
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Objective 2. Understand what structures and processes inhibit or facilitate organizational

learning about complex problems.

> Determine criteria from the literature for assessing the extent to which a natural

resource management partnership is organized for learning.

Objective 3. Examine the organizational processes and structures of the partnerships'

efforts to address complex problems.

> Use field data from the case studies to reflect and improve upon the criteria for

assessing the extent to which a natural resource management partnership might be

organized for learning.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, I discuss the literature which shapes the theoretical foundation and

justification for this research. I describe the issue of complexity and the failure of the

traditional rational-analytical paradigm to resolve complex problems. I then discuss an

emerging paradigm that might be better suited for addressing complexity. Finally, I

discuss systems thinking and organizational learning as potential tools for understanding

how organizations undergo change to an alternative paradigm for resource management.

I focus on theories of learning in organizations as a way to understand how natural

resource partnerships might better manage complex resource issues.

Complexity

The goal of this research is to understand how natural resource management

organizations learn when addressing complex resource issues or problems.' Two

different types of complexitydetail complexity and dynamic complexitycan be found

in natural resource problems (Senge 1990). Detail complexity is associated with the

existence of many variables, such as in engineering problems. Problems of detail

complexity are characterized by a clear, agreed-upon problem, low uncertainty, and

stakeholders whose interests are aligned. For these types of well-defined problems,

scientific or technical solutions are often effectively used.

In contrast, problems of dynamic complexitythe focus of this studyare more

difficult to manage. Different terms have been used to describe complex problems of this

type: 2 dynamic complexity (Senge 1990), wicked problems (Rittel and Webber 1973,

Allen and Gould 1986), and organized complexity (Weaver 1948). Similar to problems

of detail complexity, problems of dynamic complexity involve many variables; however,

they also contain other attributes which make them particularly challenging (Table 1).

6

The terms "problems" and "issues" are used synonymously in the literature review.
2 In this manuscript, "complexity" and "complex problems" are used to refer to problems characterized by
dynamic complexity.



Table 1. Common characteristics of detail and dynamically complex problems.
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A defining characteristic of dynamically complex problems is that the problem

itself is ambiguous and open to question (Weick 1985, Salwasser 2002); therefore,

problem framing becomes extremely difficult, but especially critical. How one

formulates or frames a problem influences the search for, and the range of, solutions one

has to address it (Rittel and Webber 1973). In part because problem framing is so

ambiguous, dynamically complex problems are those in which no correct answer exists,

though solutions differ in their utility for managing the problem (Allen and Gould 1986,

Rittel and Webber 1973). In reality, the term "solutions" is inappropriate for use in

discussing issues of dynamic complexity. "We do not really 'solve' wicked problems,

rather, we 'design' more or less effective solutions based on how we define the problem"

(Pacanowsky 1995: 37).

Another feature of dynamically complex problems is that many interested parties

with differing values compete for scarce resources (Lang 1990, Weick 1985). The

Detail complexity Dynamic complexity

Many variables (Senge 1990) Contains numerous interacting variables
(Senge 1990, Cilliers 1998, Weaver 1948)

Well-defined problem (Rittel
and Webber 1973)

Problem is not well-defined (Rittel and
Webber 1973, Pacanowsky 1995)

Agreed-upon problem (Rittel
and Webber 1973)

Multiple parties with differing values and
interpretations of both problem and data
used to illuminate problem (Faure and
Rubin 1993, Lang 1990)

Low scientific uncertainty High scientific uncertainty; incomplete
information (Faure and Rubin 1993, Lang
1990)
No correct answer exists; only different
potential solutions (Allen and Gould 1986)
Unclear, non-linear causal relationships
(Cilliers 1998, Allen and Gould 1986)
Context is unique (Rittel and Webber
1973, Allen and Gould 1986)
Actions result in different spatial and
temporal impacts (Senge 1990)
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parties' differing value orientations lead them to hold multiple, often conflicting,

interpretations of both the problem and scientific data (Weick 1985). Thus, scientific

data have less utility for addressing problems of dynamic complexity than for addressing

problems of detail complexity. The fact that differing parties do not agree on

interpretations of scientific evidence, coupled with the fact that organizations have

incomplete or inconsistent scientific information, creates high uncertainty (Lang 1990).

Furthermore, complex problems contain unclear cause and effect relationships because

they have multiple, dynamic, and non-linear interactions and feedback loops (Cilliers

1998, Senge 1990). Because one action can have different spatial and temporal effects,

developing appropriate management strategies can be difficult (Senge 1990).

Many natural resource issues, such as habitat fragmentation or reductions in water

quality, are dynamically complex. Particularly due to its public context, natural resource

management and policy issues typically include multiple parties and multiple issues

(Faure and Rubin 1993). Furthermore, these multiple stakeholders hold differing values

and risk tolerances (Lang 1990, Daniels and Walker 2001). With continually increasing

demands placed on natural resources and the rapidity of changes occurring in the

environment, the complexity of these resource conflicts and policies is likely to grow.

Our ability to satisfactorily manage natural resources will depend upon using approaches

that take into consideration the type of complexity associated with resource issues.

However, our current system of natural resource management, based on the rational-

analytical paradigm, has not been able to adequately address dynamically complex issues.

In the following sections, I review the evolution of this paradigm and its impact on

natural resource management to reveal some reasons why current management struggles

with problems of dynamic complexity.

The rational-analytical paradigm

Methods of scientific investigation are based on the foundation of knowledge

which precedes and gives meaning to that particular mode of investigation (Checkland

1981). In The Structure ofScienqjic Revolutions, KuIm (1962) uses the term paradigm to

describe the knowledge and ideas that are currently accepted as the basis for continued
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practice of scientific inquiry. A paradigm is "a view of the worlda Weltanschauung

that reflects our most basic beliefs and assumptions about the human condition" (Lincoln

1985: 29). Paradigms are normative in that they direct how people organize their

understanding of an issue or the methods they use in practice (Patton 1975). By

influencing people's woridviews and "mental maps" (Senge 1990), paradigms shape how

people perceive their surrounding environment and how they act. Particularly when left

unexamined, paradigms create a filter through which people selectively observe those

factors which reinforce their woridviews. Because paradigms shape how people focus on

a problem, acknowledging the assumptions underlying one's paradigm is important.

With its origins in the Enlightenment of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,

the rational-analytical paradigm has had a great influence on the foundations of science

(Fischer 2000). Science is a method of inquiry to better understand the world, and the

rational-analytical paradigm has been the traditional paradigm in scientific inquiry

(Lerner et al. 1988). This paradigm of scientific inquiry is based on three fundamental

concepts: positivism, determinism, and reductionism (Cavaleri and Obloj 1993).

First, the rational-analytical paradigm holds the positivist view that only attributes

that can be perceived by the senses are worth examination. Under positivism, there is an

epistemological assumption that an objective, value-free reality can be determined by a

neutral, independent researcher. Thus, information about a phenomenon is knowable and

measurable. As a paradigm, positivism guides the type of information which can be

labeled knowledge and the questions that are considered legitimate (Kolakowski 1972).

In an effort to distance themselves from the mysticism of previous centuries, proponents

of positivism directed their attention to precise, measurable aspects of phenomena and, as

a result, more vague or indefinite attributes were not considered (Smuts 1926).

Second, the rational-analytical paradigm presumes a deterministic view in which

phenomena act according to immutable laws of nature for which the scientific method is

considered the true approach to understanding (Cavaleri and Obloj 1993). The

deterministic view states that, with knowledge of initial conditions, predictions can be

made about likely subsequent events. In The Quest for Certainty, Dewey (1929) noted

that, due to peoples' fear of change, philosophers focus their attention on the concept of
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immutable laws, which results in less attention being paid to specific and local

circumstances which change. Because a deterministic view presumes that knowledge is

based on attributes that are fixed and permanent, it assumes that phenomena being

investigated are not affected or altered by scientific inquiry. Dewey (1929) observed that

these notions have influenced fundamental beliefs regarding how to conduct scientific

inquiry. Dewey contended that the more a phenomenon resembles a unique experience,

the less utility the traditional scientific approach has for examining it, and the more the

scientific approach imposes limitations on the way people think about the phenomenon.

Third, the rational-analytical paradigm holds the concept of reductionism. In the

early 1 600s, Rene Descartes expounded the idea of reductionismthe scientific method

of describing complex phenomena in terms of its components. Descartes' principle of

reductionism took hold and became the fundamental approach to scientific thinking for

the next three hundred years. The assumption underlying reductionism is that because

the world is so complex, scientists must simplify the world by focusing on limited aspects

of it. Furthermore, because an understanding of the whole can be achieved by summing

the knowledge of the parts, reductionism has advanced a method of addressing complex

phenomena in which the whole is reduced into its individual component parts which are

then used to learn the "truth" about the whole.

Although the reductionist approach to scientific inquiry has been extremely

effective for dealing with problems of detail complexity in the physical sciences, it has a

limited ability to address dynamically complex problems, particularly within social

systems (Checkland 1981). For example, the principle of reductionism contributed to the

design of the experimental method in which scientists obtain insight into phenomena by

isolating certain factors and controlling for a variety of effects. However, the emphasis

on experimentation found in the physical sciences has not proved as useful in the social

sciences where many phenomena cannot be examined experimentally.

Furthermore, the reductionist approach to scientific inquiry is limited in dealing

with dynamic complexity because it does not address the implications of emergent

properties (Kline 1995). Emergent properties are those that can be attributed to a system

as a whole, but not to any individual components that comprise the system (e.g.,
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organizational culture) (Clayton and Radcliffe 1996, Gharajedaghi 1999). Because the

rational-analytical paradigm does not take into account how interconnections among

various system components can produce emergent properties, it does not acknowledge

that reducing a phenomenon into its individual components will distort its overall nature.

The influence of the rational-analytical paradigm in resource management

Not only has the rational-analytical paradigm influenced scientific ways of

obtaining knowledge, but because this paradigm influenced the formation of the natural

sciences, it has had a profound impact on natural resource management that continues

today. The positivist philosophy encourages natural resource managers and scientists to

believe that a discernable problem can be specified which has a correct, scientific,

objective "answer"thus often leading them to discount the public's multiple, subjective

ways of knowing. However, the exclusion of public perspectives to achieve resolution of

dynamically complex problems is a temporary "fix." Rittel and Webber (1973: 155)

note, "The search for scientific bases for confronting problems of social policy is bound

to fail." Because there are many different perspectives on how to interpret problems and

potential solutions, the rational-analytical paradigm's positivist focus on a measurable,

objective "truth" is not adequate for dealing with complex problems.

The paradigm's principle of reductionism has a profound impact on current

natural resource management. To deal with the complexity of knowledge, scientists

reduced their understanding of the world into discrete disciplines divided by arbitrary

boundaries. Auguste Compte proposed a classification scheme for the sciences which

has contributed to the rise in disciplinary science (e.g., physics, chemistry, sociology)

(Checkland 1981). However, the historical trend toward disciplinary science places little

emphasis on what Kline (1995) refers to as "multidisciplinary discourse"i.e., an

understanding of how the different disciplines relate to each other and how they relate

together to create a holistic understanding of the world. Despite this, the rational-

analytical approach to scientific inquiry dominates higher education and, as a result,

natural resource managers are grounded in a reductionist mode of thinking.

In consequence, the rational-analytical paradigm has pervaded resource
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management through its impact on organizational structures and processes. For instance,

a system of natural resource management has been developed in which management

efforts have been funneled into discrete organizations with differing mandates focused on

managing specific aspects of resource issues (e.g., water, forests, wildlife). The duties

within the natural resource management agencies are also structured along disciplinary

lines (Daniels and Walker 2001), with limited consideration of how their combined

efforts impact natural resources as a whole. The focus on a specific resource can lead to

situations in which different management organizations are not promoting each other's

efforts and can even be in direct conflict and competition with one another (Cairns

1991)thus inhibiting successful management of dynamically complex resource issues.

In summary, although the rational-analytical paradigm has been exceptionally

successful in guiding resource managers on problems of detail complexity which are

narrow in scope and require immediate action (Lang 1990), it has less utility in dealing

with dynamically complex resource problems (Margerum and Born 1995). Because of

human kind's growing ability to impact society and the environment (particularly through

technological advances), it is critical for natural resource managers to have a thorough

understanding of how to address problems of dynamic complexity (Savory and

Butterfield 1999, Cilliers 1998). In the 1940s, Weaver (1948: 540) claimed that science

needed to make a "great advance" in order to address problems of complexity. Over half

a century later, however, scientists and natural resource managers are still struggling with

how to manage complex issues. In recognition of the limitations of the rational-analytical

paradigm in dealing with these problems, there is a growing awareness that new ways of

thinking are needed (Cilliers 1998). For instance, due to the limitations of the positivist

and reductionist approaches associated with the traditional rational-analytical paradigm,

Stankey (1995) describes a need for an alternative philosophical foundation to natural

resource management. One new way of understanding that might have utility for

examining dynamically complex issues is the emerging constructivist paradigm.
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The constructivist paradigm

In the research literature, a paradigm that stands in contrast to the rational-

analytical approach has been described as postmodern (Cilliers 1998), naturalistic, or

constructivist (Lincoln and Guba 1985, Guba and Lincoln 1989). In contrast to the

rational-analytical paradigm, this new paradigm holds very different views on disciplined

inquiry (Table 2). The key notions of this emerging paradigm include an emphasis on

multiple, constructed realities as opposed to the rational-analytical paradigm's focus on a

measurable truth. In addition, constructivism assumes that there is a relationship between

the investigator and the object of inquiry; thus, conventional notions of objectivity are not

applicable. Furthermore, the constructivist paradigm acknowledges the importance of

context, whereas science under the traditional paradigm attempts to develop context-free

generalizations. The constructivist paradigm also moves beyond the traditional

paradigm's notions of cause and effect by recognizing the potential for non-linear

interactions where elements can be mutually shaping.

Table 2. Contrasting ijositivist and naturalist axioms.

Source. Lincoln and Guba (1985)

When describing an author's arguments, I use the specific terminology used by that author. Otherwise, I
use the term "constructivist" or "constructivism" to denote this emerging paradigm.

Axioms about - Positivist (i.e., rational-
analytical) paradigm

Naturalist (i.e.,
constructivisO paradigm

Ontology: nature of Single, tangible,
fragmentable, convergent

Multiple, constructed,
holistic, divergentreality

Objectivity: inquirer- Independent Interrelated
respondent relationship
Purpose: generalization Context and time-free

generalizations; nomothetic
statements; focus on
similarities

Context and time-bound
working hypotheses;
idiographic statements;
focus on differences as
much as similarities

Explanation: causality Real causes, temporally
precedent or simultaneous

Interactive mutual
shapers (feedback and
feed-forward)

Axiology: role of values Value-free Value-bound
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The axioms of the constructivist paradigm could be well suited for addressing the

problems of dynamic complexity in natural resource management. For instance, Cilliers

(1998) argues that postmodernism is better able to address complexity in phenomena,

because, unlike positivism, postmodernism acknowledges the validity of multiple

perspectives. The constructivist paradigm's emphasis on multiple, constructed realities is

important because no one narrative appears to sufficiently describe dynamically complex

phenomenon. For these reasons, there is a growing belief that the constructivist paradigm

could better account for the variations in social life than the rational-analytical paradigm

(Guba and Lincoln 1989).

Another reason the constructivist paradigm might be more appropriate for

addressing complex problems in resource management is the paradigm's focus on

holistic, not reductionist, thinking. Several authors have recommended that researchers

and practitioners obtain a more holistic understanding of complex phenomena, to contrast

with the reductionist focus of the traditional rational-analytical paradigm (Kline 1995,

Savory and Butterfield 1999). Smuts (1926: 118) used the term "holism" to describe a

perspective that considers "wholes." He further defined a "whole" to be.. ."a synthesis or

structure of parts in which the synthesis becomes ever closer so as materially to affect the

character of the functions or activities which become correspondingly more unified."

Using this approach, one must learn about the whole to understand a phenomenon

(Savory 1988). The principles of holism appear to have utility for complex problems

where there are many mutually-shaping interactions; however, holism requires a

fundamentally different manner of thinking about the world than that offered by the

rational-analytical paradigm. The constructivist paradigm's more holistic focus might

have utility for complementing current reductionist approaches to natural resource

management. Thus, the axioms of the constructivist paradigm offer a new perspective

that, if incorporated into natural resource management, can potentially help address

complex problems by balancing and complementing the current emphasis on rational-

analytical perspectives.
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Paradigm shifts

Revolutions in scientific inquiry occur when the dominant paradigm which has

shaped scientific investigations undergoes a shift to another paradigm (Kuhn 1962). The

continual transformation of dominant paradigms is captured in part by Hegel's concept of

the dialectic in which a new ideology or paradigm challenges the prevailing paradigm of

the status quo (Cavaleri and Obloj 1993). After conflict between the dueling paradigms,

a new paradigm emerges, only to undergo challenge by another paradigm at a later date.

The transformation to an alternative paradigm does not occur easily. Kuhn (1962)

noted that an established paradigm restricts and focuses the issues being examined which,

coupled with resistance to paradigmatic change, makes it difficult for scientists to see the

anomalies of their focus of inquiry. However, Kuhn suggested that scientific revolutions

occur when the traditional mode of science is increasingly unable to explain phenomena,

resulting in a "crisis" within the current paradigm. As noted by Beer (1975), paradigm

shifts begin to occur when "acceptable ideas are competent no more and competent ideas

are not yet acceptable." Because a paradigm leads people to view the world in a certain

way, a shift to a new paradigm results in a change in the problems and proposed solutions

under consideration (Kuhn 1962). Through these revolutions in paradigms, science is

transformed.

In natural resource management, the struggle to address issues of dynamic

complexity suggests that we might be on the verge of another revolution in scientific

inquiry. Several authors have noted that there are other ways to achieve a greater

understanding of our world besides the rational-analytical approach to scientific

investigation (Cilliers 1998, Lincoln and Guba 1985). In particular, the assumptions

underlying a constructivist paradigm have potential utility in examining the phenomenon

of complex resource problems. Lincoln (1985) noted that shifts to a more constructivist-

oriented paradigm have been occurring simultaneously in a variety of different

disciplines (e.g., physics, sociology, evaluation) in recent years. Thus, it is important to

examine what researchers in other fields have learned that could give insight into how

natural resource management could make the shift to different approaches or ways of

thinking. Based on an examination of the research literature, systems thinking and



16

organizational learning theories hold utility as tools for obtaining a new understanding of

dynamically complex problems in natural resource management.

Systems thinking

Due to the need to address complex natural resource problems, systems thinking

can be suitable for examining new approaches to natural resource management. A

systems approach stands in sharp contrast to the rational-analytical paradigm and its

philosophy of reductionism (Kline 1995). Wailand (1991: 41) notes, "Systems thinking

is a response to the impotence of reductionism in the face of great dynamic complexity."

Systems thinking is a more holistic approach which proposes that insight can be obtained

by understanding the relationships between parts of a system and how that system

interacts with its environment. A system is a set of components that interact with each

other and with their environment both as individuals and as a whole (Cavaleri and Obloj

1993). A systems approach is a conceptual framework designed to consider a whole

system of interrelated processes and events, not just individual parts of a system.

Checkland (1985: 41) writes that the paradigm underlying systems thinking is

fundamentally different from reductionism because it consists of a shift "(1) from part to

wholes, (2) from object to relationships, (3) from structure to process and (4) from an

objective science to an 'epistemic' science." Similarly, Reeves (1996: 103) contends that

"The type of knowledge [systems thinking] pursues may be described as a holistic
interpretive or subjectivist and non-positivist approach, with an interest in... systemic
descriptions aimed at understanding the nature of complex physical, social, and
psychological phenomena."

Von Bertalanffy (1968) also contrasts the dynamic nature of systems thinking

with the traditional rational-analytical paradigm and its focus on reductionism and linear

causality. Under systems thinking, obtaining a holistic understanding of a problem is

essential before attempts are made to address it (Gharajedaghi 1999). Because systems

thinking better accounts for actions whose influences take considerable time to disclose

their effects, it moves beyond a "snapshot" in time and yields a richer understanding of

the larger pattern associated with an event (Senge 1990). A systems approach can be

particularly valuable in natural resource management where fixes that have been
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implemented to solve a problem create undesirable consequences elsewhere. The

dilemma of unintended, undesirable consequences has been acknowledged as a major

failure of reductionism (Holling 1995). Unintended consequences tend to result when

scientists use technocratic reasoning for devising solutions to resource conflicts. Under

technocratic reasoning, a technological fix is often considered a reasonable approach to

resolving problems. Indeed, when a problem has been fragmented into its component

parts, a technological fix often appears appropriate until the long-term negative

consequences of that fix become apparent. For example, in natural resource

management, the threat of forest fires was addressed by a very successful policy of

immediate fire suppression. Not until later did foresters recognize that a long-term

consequence of the total fire suppression policy was an accumulation of forest fuels

which increased the potential for catastrophic fires.

Savory and Butterfield (1999) argue that a holistic perspective is critical to guard

against experiencing unintended consequences. In contrast to the rational-analytical

paradigm, the more holistic view resulting from a systems thinking perspective is more

likely to be aware of feedback ioops, time delays, and interdependencies between factors

within the system (Clayton and Radcliffe 1996). Therefore, systems thinking is more

likely to recognize unintended consequences, thus potentially lessening uncertainty and

generating more suitable long-term interventions. For instance, a systems thinking

approach could have helped managers become aware of the long-term impact that fire

suppression could have on the potential for catastrophic fires. Thus, systems thinking can

be a tool for better addressing the unclear causal relationships associated with

dynamically complex problems.

Learning in organizations

The need for learning in a changing world

Despite the understanding that the rational-analytical paradigm is not effectively

contributing to management of many dynamically complex resource problems, a shift to

an alternative paradigm is difficult to achieve. Changes in paradigms challenge



traditional, deeply-held beliefs regarding what is appropriate and acceptable (Sterman

1994). An inability to change occurs when paradigms are not acknowledged or

questioned and the assumptions underlying the paradigms remain unexamined (Patton

1975).

Although paradigms change slowly, the socio-political environment in which

natural resource management organizations work is complex and changing rapidly due in

large part to technological advances (e.g., information technology) and increasing human

populations (Sterman 1994, Cilliers 1998). As this environment becomes more complex

and harder to predict, organizations are finding it necessary to respond more quickly to

changing conditions (Eisenberg and Goodall 1993). As Lee (1993: xi) notes, "the rate of

change is outstripping the ability of scientific disciplines and our current capabilities to

assess and advise." Being able to change can be particularly difficult for public sector

organizations who have become used to stability and protection from competition (Finger

and Brand 1999). Many researchers focus on the learning that occurs in organizations as

an impetus for promoting the capacity to adapt and change. Marsick and Watkins (1999:

9) state, "organizations have always had to learn, but the rapid pace of change has

intensified the rate at which learning needs to take place."

Nearly eighty years ago, Smuts (1926) stressed the importance of developing new

ways of viewing and understanding the plethora of data that have already been

accumulatednot simply acquiring new data. Similarly, because of the speed at which

our environment changes, Ackoff (1996) argues that learning data is not as important as

deutero-learninglearning how to learnso that people improve their ability to

continuously learn and make effective decisions in the face of change. In natural

resource management, organizational learning theories are potentially useful for

understanding the dynamics surrounding the shift to fundamentally different approaches

for dealing with complex resource problems.

What is an organization?

A discussion of organizational learning must first clarify what is meant by an

organization. The word "organization" comes from the Greek word meaning "tool" or

18
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"instrument," implying that organizations are tools to achieve certain collective goals

(Watkins 1996). Daft (2001) defines organizations as goal-directed social entities that

are linked to the external environment and are deliberately structured and designed as

systems of coordinated activity.

Many natural resource organizations were designed as bureaucracies. The study

of bureaucracies originates with Max Weber who saw them as efficient solutions to the

problems of a modern society. Bureaucratic organizations are characterized by official

rules of conduct and procedures, clear job responsibilities, a hierarchical chain of

command, officials who do not own the means of production, and clearly defined

divisions of labor and authority (Morrison 1995). Similarly, many natural resource

organizations, such as the Bureau of Land Management, have a hierarchical structure,

compartmentalized departments, detailed rules, and a downward flow of information and

policies (Cortner et al. 1996). Weber considered bureaucracies to be an improvement

over other forms of decision-making because they are more efficient and because its

emphasis on procedural rules led to formal, rational decision-making using technical

criteria as opposed to decision-making based on values.

Thompson and Tuden (1959) developed a model of organizational structures and

strategies for different types of decision-making (Table 3). When there is agreement

about both causation and preferences over the outcome, the decision-making process is a

technical matter requiring computation in an organization containing specialistsi.e., a

bureaucracy. However, many complex natural resource problems are characterized by

lack of agreement in both causation and preferences for outcomes, suggesting that a

bureaucracy is not the most appropriate form for decision-making on these problems.

Despite this, many organizations are tempted to use computation in a bureaucratic

structure to address these type of decisions, because it is faster and easier than decision-

making by "inspiration." The authors note that the trend for scientific decision-making is

based on the notion that certainty (i.e., agreement on causation and preferences) has been

achieved, and thus decisions that were once made by other processes are increasingly

being made by people with expertise in bureaucratic structures, such as scientists.



Table 3. Structures for decision-making.

Source.' Thompson and Tuden (1959)

Although bureaucracies are efficient forms of organizing, March and Simon

(1993) note that bureaucracies can be dysfunctional in many respects. Because

bureaucratic organizations ascribe to formal rules, procedures and specific duties to

obtain reliability, they tend to control people's behavior as they would machineswhich

reduces personal relationships and increases rigidity. People within organizations tend to

internalize rules originally established to achieve the organization's goals. Altering these

internalized rules when organizational goals change and the rules become irrelevant or

even dysfunctional can be difficult. Furthermore, the structure's emphasis on a specific

purpose results in an increased likelihood that organizational members will seek to guard

the organization from shifting environmental influences instead of adapting to changing

conditions (March and Simon 1993). Thus, the very success of bureaucratic organization

in creating a cohesive and tightly-knit organizational culture eventually results in

consequences detrimental to the survival of the organization when the environment

changes (Daft 2001).

For these reasons, bureaucracies are an appropriate form of organization when the

environment is stable and when efficient performance is the primary goal (Daft 2001).

During the first half of the twentieth century when many of the federal natural resource

agencies such as the Forest Service were established, the environment was considerably
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Source: Daft (2001) [as modfIedfrom Duncan (1972)].
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more stable than it is currently. Today, the environment within which natural resource

management organizations work is changing rapidly; thus, a bureaucracy's limited ability

to adapt presents difficulty for addressing high levels of environmental change and

complexity. Daft (2001) developed a matrix of organizational responses to

environmental uncertainty (Table 4). Because natural resource bureaucracies developed

in a relatively stable and simple environment, they arose out of a period of low to low-

moderate uncertainty. As the environment has become more turbulent and complexity

has increased in the past century, the context of natural resource management has become

more uncertain; thus, an organic organizational structure is indicated. An organic

organizational approach in natural resource management has a more flexible, open,

decentralized, and adaptable institutional structure that might better allow for innovation

and risk needed to deal with a changing environment (Cortner et al. 1996, Yorks and

Marsick 2000). Daft's (2001) matrix of organizational responses to uncertainty has

parallels with Thompson and Tuden's (1959) four-fold typology of structures for

Table 4. Effective organizational structures under differing levels of environmental
change and comDlexitv.

"

.

.E

Low Uncertainty:
1. Mechanistic structure:

formal, centralized
2. Few departments
3. No integrating roles
4. Current operations orientation

Low-Moderate Uncertainty:
1. Mechanistic structure:

formal, centralized
2. Many departments, some

boundary spanning
3. Few integrating roles
4. Some planning

High-Moderate Uncertainty:
1. Organic structure, teamwork:

participative, decentralized
2. Few departments, much boundary

spanning
3. Few integrating roles
4. Planning orientation

High Uncertainty:
1. Organic structure, teamwork:

participative, decentralized
2. Many departments

differentiated, extensive
boundary spanning,

3. Many integrating roles,
4. Extensive planning,

forecasting
Increasing Environmental Complexity
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decision-making (see Table 3). Both models note that uncertainty (from the environment

or lack of agreement) requires a different form of organizing than the bureaucratic

structures traditionally found in natural resource management.

Another way that organizations can respond to an environment of high

uncertainty is to obtain more control over their environment or the resource being

managed (Daft 2001). For natural resource management organizations, both techniques

can be difficult to achieve. Although a degree of control over the environment can be

accomplished by organizations under unique circumstances (e.g., Microsoft), this is more

difficult for public sector resource organizations which operate in a political environment

and which are shaped by administrative laws and public concerns (Finger and Brand

1999). In addition, natural resource management organizations have limited power to

control the resources they manage. For instance, the ability of Oregon's Department of

Environmental Quality (DEQ) to manage water quality is influenced by a host of other

factors (e.g., farm runoff, timber cutting practices, disposal of household wastes) over

which the organization has little, if any, direct control.

However, Pfeffer (1978) noted that organizations can obtain greater control over

resources by increasing their linkages or interdependencies with other organizations. In

an environment of high uncertainty, organizational independence leads to greater

vulnerability while organizational interdependence leads to greater resource control.

Using the previous example, DEQ can obtain greater control over water quality by

developing relationships with other organizations whose actions affect water resources.

Thus, one organizational strategy for dealing with an environment of high uncertainty is

to develop greater interdependence with other related organizations to gain greater

control over the resources they manage. Particularly in natural resource management

where no one organization has sole jurisdiction over a resource, our current reductionist

management approach might operate to jeopardize an organization's capacity to work

effectively. In an attempt to gain more control over the resources they manage, some

natural resource organizations have been shifting towards increased use of collaborative

efforts. In the following section, I describe integrated management and its potential



utility as an organizing structure for natural resource management in a complex

environment.

Integrated management as a form of organizing for complexity

In recent years, the concept of integrated management has been widely discussed

in several different fields of literature including forestry, natural resource management,

urban and regional planning, and the ecological and biological sciences (Margerum

1997). In part due to this diversity of perspectives, integrated managementalso

referred to as integrated resource management, integrated catchment management, or

integrated environmental managementis a phrase that has not been consistently defined

in the research literature.4 Margerum and Born (1995: 372) describe integrated

environmental management as

"a process of formulating and implementing a course of action involving natural
and human resources in an ecosystem, taking into account the social, political,
economic, and institutional factors operating within the ecosystem in order to
achieve specific societal objectives."

The lack of a widely used definition for integrated management hampers our ability to

come to a clear understanding on the characteristics that would comprise an integrated

management approach. In general, the literature on integrated management distinguishes

between two main concepts: the structure or characteristics of integrated management

and the process of conducting integrated management (Margerum and Born 1995).

In a review of the integrated management literature, Margerum (1997) notes that

four common substantive elements of integrated natural resource management are

describedintegrated management as holistic, interconnected, goal-oriented, and

strategic. First, integrated management is seen as fulfilling a need for a holistic approach

to resource management because an effort is made to manage the natural resource system

as a whole and not by political or organizational boundaries (Margerum 1997). Thus, an

integrated approach crosses disciplinary lines, crosses the boundary between research and

management, incorporates different values, incorporates both scientific and experiential
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knowledge, and involves cooperation across organizational boundaries (Clark et al. 1999,

Mitchell 1990). The concept of holism is embedded, at least implicitly, in the ecosystem

management approach that has developed in the natural resource field in recent years.

Ecosystem management involves an interdisciplinary examination of the environment

and its interactions as a system (Slocombe 1993, Margerum and Born 1995). Proponents

of ecosystem management maintain that management needs to occur at an ecosystem

scale as opposed to the more typical reductionist and compartmentalized approach in

which natural resource agencies focus narrowly on specific elements of the environment.

Another important component of integrated management is the need to address

interconnections and linkages among different parts of the physical, biological, and social

system (Margerum 1997, Born and Sonzogni 1995). Interrelationships that occur among

different variables in a system influence the actions of those variables. In order to

address the environmental system as a whole, an integrated management approach must

incorporate an understanding of the interconnections among those elements. A third

characteristic of integrated management is that it needs to be goal-oriented in that

stakeholders have identified shared goals for which they are striving to achieve

(Margerum and Born 1995). When shared goals have been developed, stakeholders can

consider how their own efforts will help further goal attainment. Furthermore, a goal-

oriented approach is proactive in that it leads people to consider the future state of their

efforts, instead of simply reacting to existing problems (Margerum 1997). A fourth

characteristic is the strategic nature of integrated management (Lang 1990). Although

integrated management requires a holistic perspective of the system and its

interrelationships, to be pragmatic, management also needs to be focused on key

questions or areas in which action can be effectively undertaken (Margerum 1997).

Without some bounding of the issues to be addressed, the complexity of the system

would likely be overwhelming and lead to reduced decision-making and on-the-ground

implementation. Thus, a tradeoff exists between a holistic perspective and "strategic

down-sizing" so that the complexity of the system does not lead to gridlock (Born and

Sonzogni 1995: 171).
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Although there is some agreement in the literature regarding the main substantive

components of integrated management, there is much less so regarding the procedural or

process dimensions of integrated management (i.e., the implications of these components

for organizational structures and processes). Several researchers agree that integrated

management requires coordination among the full range of stakeholders (i.e., agencies,

interest groups, the public) whose diverse viewpoints should be considered (Cairns 1991,

Mitchell 1990, Lang 1990). When different types of stakeholders are included in natural

resource problem formulation and decision-making, multiple perspectives on the issue

will be acquired (Margerum and Born 1995) and a holistic perspective on complex

resource issues is more likely to be developed.

In addressing the challenges of incorporating stakeholder input, a variety of

different terms have emerged from the research literature, including collaboration

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 1997, Sharmon 2001, Gray 1989), coordination (Margerum and

Born 2000), and cooperation (Margerum and Born 2000, Yaffee 1998). These terms are

often used to describe a similar process. Gray (1989: 5) defines collaboration as a

"process through which parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively

explore their differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision

of what is possible." Similarly, Margerum and Born (2000) define coordination as

interdependent decision-making. In contrast, cooperation is more often described as

different parties working together to achieve their individual goals (Margerum and Born

2000). Although the term "cooperation" is used in reference to a lesser amount of

association amongst parties, coordination and collaboration are used more

interchangeably. Gajda (2004) has adapted a useful continuum of varying levels of

strategic alliances among organizations that helps elucidate the differences among the

three concepts (Figure 1). Cooperation, coordination, and collaboration are depicted as

differing levels of integration with collaboration as the most integrated of the three

processes. In this continuum, collaboration denotes a process in which the parties

relinquish some autonomy in order to achieve a collective goal (Gajda 2004). Despite

some confusion over terminology, the process of collaboration among the different



Figure 1. Differing levels of integration among organizations.

Source. Gajda (2004)

parties with a stake in natural resource management is considered critical for effective

integrated management (Margerum and Born 1995).

However, Clark et al. (1999) caution that integration is not to be confounded with

the specific procedures or actions that are necessary for integration (i.e., increased

collaboration or coordination)but not sufficient by themselves for management to be

characterized as integrated. Whereas collaboration is the process ofjointly working with

others to achieve an effect, integrated management encompasses a structural change in

organizations as well. Some authors have recommended that collaboration become

institutionalized in the decision-making processes of natural resource organizations

which would then support and reward individuals for engaging in collaborative processes,

such as joint decision-making (Born and Sonzogni 1995, Shannon 2001). Although our

understanding of how this would occur in practice is limited, institutionalizing the

practice of collaboration into resource management organizations might be an important

component of engaging in integrated management.

The utility of integrated management approaches

Integrated management is not an end onto itself, but instead is a means to an

endnamely, effective management of complex problems (Mitchell 1990). For

addressing complex natural resource problems, integrated management has been touted
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as more effective than traditional natural resource management for a number of reasons

(Born and Sonzogni 1995). First of all, integrated management crosses disciplinary and

organizational lines, so it considers the varying values and needs of multiple stakeholders

necessary for addressing complex problems. Second, because natural resource issues

have numerous interactions occurring among different components of an environmental

system (e.g., between residential development and forest connectivity), a management

approach which crosses political and organizational boundaries (Margerum and Born

2000, Clark and Brown 1990) can consider these interactions. Furthermore, because

integrated management addresses a variety of temporal and spatial scales and evolves

based on emerging information (Clark et al. 1999, Mitchell 1990), it might be better

suited for dealing with dynamically complex problems that continually change over time

and that have differing impacts among various parts of the social and environmental

system. For these reasons, integrated management might be useful for addressing

dynamically complex natural resource problems.

The practice of integrated management

Despite literature asserting the value of integrated management, it is unclear how

organizations might implement integrated approaches in practice (Bellam 1999).

Margerum (2001) describes four different levels of organizational interaction in

integrated management: nonparticipant, observer, partner, and sponsor organizations. At

one end of the continuum of interaction are nonparticipating organizations which refuse

to involved themselves in the management process. Observer organizations participate in

integrated management only as observers, not as active participants, while partner

organizations participate and are actively involved in integrated management approaches.

Lastly, sponsor organizations sponsor or have primary control over the integrated

management efforts, although other organizations also might participate. Inter-

organizational partnerships can include a variety of organizations with differing levels of

participation in the management effort. Partnerships are one type of organizing structure

that have become more widespread in recent years and which potentially hold utility for

addressing complex problems. Consequently, in this study I examine two inter-

organizational partnerships as potential examples of organizing under an integrated
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management approach. Specifically, I examine how these two partnerships address

complex resource issues and the effect that their processes and structures had on learning

What is organizational learning?

In the literature, there is little consensus over how to define organizational

learning (see Table 5 for selected definitions). One primary difference among theories of

organizational learning resides in the notion of learning as a technical process as opposed

to a social process (Easterby-Smith and Araujo 1999).

Theories that espouse a technical view describe learning as the processing of

information, such as in Huber's (1991) definition of organizational learning (see Table 5).

One of the most prominent theories that falls under this conception of learning is Argyris

and Schön's (1978) theory of organizational learning. In this theory, organizational

learning "involves the detection and correction of error" (Argyris and Schön 1978: 2).

These theorists developed the concept of single and double-loop learning (Figure 2).

Single-loop learning occurs when individuals perceive a mismatch between their

intentions and actual events and make corrections to their actions (Argyris 1993).

Double-loop learning occurs when individuals perceive the mismatch and then examine

and modify their underlying assumptions, norms, or objectives ("governing variables).

Table 5. Selected authors' definitions and subjects of organizational learning.

Source: Adapted from Prange (1999)

Author Definition of "organizational learning" Subject of learning
Argyris and
Schön (1978)

The process by which organizational members
detect errors or anomalies and correct them by
restructuring organizational theory-in-use.
Organizations are seen as learning by encoding
inferences from history into routine behavior.

Individual learning in
organizations

More than individual
learning; includes an
'emergent' component

Levitt and
March (1988)

Cyert and
March (1963)

Adaptive behaviour of organizations over time Aggregate level of
organization

Huber (1991) An entity learns if, through its processing of
information, the range of potential behaviors is
changed.

Entity includes
individuals, groups,
organizations



Figure 2. Single and double-loop learning.

Governing
variables

Actions Consequences

Double-loop learning

ModUIedfrom Argyris (1993)

Although double-loop learning is described as a higher-order level of learning, the

authors note that organizations typically inhibit this type of learning because it questions

current organizational norms and objectives (Argyris and Schön 1978).

Argyris and Schön (1974) also developed the concepts of theory-of-action

(espoused theory) and theory-in-use. Theory-of-action is a normative, explanatory model

of how an individual believes they should act to achieve certain outcomes, while theory-

in-use (which is often tacit) refers to how someone actually acts under certain conditions.

Being able to acknowledge discrepancies between theory-in-use and theory-of-action is

important for organizational employees to obtain insight into how their theory-in-use

influences their ability to achieve their goals. Through the learning process, people can

make changes to their theory-in-use although the process is often difficult. The authors

note that there is a tension between people's desire to maintain their traditional theories-

in-use and the need to continually modify them in order for them to remain useful. In

natural resource management, the conflict surrounding resource decision-making might

be creating some of the tension needed to encourage a change in traditional theorie s-in-

use (i.e., how natural resource decisions are actually made).

In contrast, other organizational learning theories espouse a social view of

learning. From this perspective, learning results from participation and interactions with

others in social life (Easterby-Smith and Araujo 1999). Due to these interactions with

people in social settings, organizational members are continually growing as learners

(Preskill and Tones 1999). One of the primary assumptions underlying a social view of

Match

Mismatch
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organizational learning is that learning is a process of social construction in that people

construct reality in ways meaningful to them. For instance, in a study of three protected

river areas, Carroll and Hendrix (1992) found that the reaction of local residents to the

management agency resulted from the evolution of meaning that locals ascribed to those

agencies. In natural resource management, a social constructivist perspective helps

explain why dynamically complex problems are characterized by differing interpretations

of scientific data. From a social constructivist perspective, scientific data do not have

objective meaning; instead, people together give meaning to those data (Easterby-Smith

and Araujo 1999).

In organizations, knowledge is constructed and reconstructed as people participate

and communicate with each other in organizational life (Tsoukas and Mylonopoulos

2004). Consequently, people with a social view of organizational learning focus on

understanding how people construct or make sense of their organizational reality.

Because learning emerges from social interaction, learning often results from increased

communication with new individuals. For this reason, learning teams can be useful tools

to promote learning (Elkjaer 1999) and the processes by which these teams construct

knowledge is an important concept to study (Armstrong and Yarbrough 1996). Kasl et al.

(1997) describe four modes of team learningfragmented, pooled, synergistic, and

continuousthat can be useful for understanding learning in organizational social

settings. Fragmented team learning results when individual team members learn as they

respond individually to team tasks, but the team as a whole does not learn because they

do not integrate their work towards a shared purpose. In a pooled mode, team learning is

increased because individuals begin sharing knowledge (such as through scientific

presentations), but the team as a holistic unit still does not learn and learning remains

primarily at the individual level. In a synergistic mode of team learning, team members

create shared knowledge and flashes of insight that are unique to the group by

experimenting, crossing boundaries, and reframing. Finally, in a continuous mode of

learning, synergistic learning becomes the team's customary mode of operating. Kasl et

al.'s (1997) four learning modes suggest that social interaction in organizational settings

can result in differing stages of learning among teams.



In addition to the differences between learning as a technical or social process,

there are also dichotomies that exist among components of organizational learning,

including the contrast between 1) organizational learning and learning organizations, 2)

descriptive and prescriptive research, 3) individual learning and organizational learning,

and 4) learning as cognitive or behavioral change.

Organizational learning versus the learning organization

First, the literature reveals two main branches of theories, those related to

organizational learning and those related to learning organizations. Researchers using the

term "organizational learning" focus on the processes and activities within an

organization that relate to learning whereas researchers using the term "learning

organization" typically discuss the structure of the organization itself Prange (1999)

believes that the notion of organizational learning encompasses both individual and

collective learning in an organization while the term "learning organization" focuses

solely on the notion of collective learning. Tsang (1997: 75) describes the two by simply

noting that "a learning organization is one which is good at organizational learning." A

learning organization is thus an ideal to strive for, and organizational learning is the

process by which that ideal is obtained (Finger and Brand 1999). In this research, I focus

on organizational learningthe process by which organizations learn.

Descriptive versus prescriptive research

Second, a dichotomy exists between descriptive research and prescriptive research

on organizational learning (Tsang 1997). Descriptive research is research which

describes and attempts to explain how organizations learn; it is typically conducted in

academic settings and distributed in academic journals with few guidelines for managers.

Descriptive research tends to use the term "organizational learning." Prescriptive

research (e.g., Senge's (1990) The Fifth Discipline), which more often uses the term

"learning organization," focuses primarily on the normative models and methodological

tools and strategies that organizations could use to promote increased learning (Easterby-

Smith and Araujo 1999). The authors of prescriptive research typically base their

suggestions on their work as organizational consultants and not empirical research.

31
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Individual versus organizational learning

Third, research on organizational learning is divided on the relationship between

individual learning in organizations and a more collective, aggregate, or emergent

learning at the organizational level. There are two main arguments in the literature: 1)

organizations themselves do not learnorganizational learning is simply the sum and

transfer of individual learning into the organization, or 2) organizations as a system can

learn, therefore, organizational learning is greater than the sum of individual learning.

The divergence between individual and organizational learning is mirrored in some

differences regarding social learning. Social learning has been described as individual

cognitive learning that occurs in social settings and also as learning by aggregates of

people, such as groups or organizations (Parson and Clark 1995). Thus, researchers

disagree as to whether organizational learning encompasses only individual learning or

collective learning as well.

Researchers who believe that organizations themselves do not learn claim that

organizational learning is simply the sum of individual learning within that organization.

These researchers tend to agree that "organizational learning" only occurs when

individual learning becomes institutionalized into organizational norms and memory

the "stored information from an organization's history" (Watkins 1996: 91).

Organizational learning is most successful when the organizational structure encourages

individuals to learn and when there exists a process by which that individual learning can

be transferred and incorporated within the organization.

In contrast, other researchers believe that there is a component of organization

learning that surpasses the learning of individual members. Yorks and Marsick (2000:

253) argue that "groups can learn as discrete entities in a way that transcends individual

learning within the group." There appears to be some consensus that although

organizations learn through the learning of individual members of the organization,

organizational learning is not necessarily synonymous withbut can be more or less

thanindividual learning (Argyris and Schön 1978). From this perspective, groups and

organizations are considered systems or entities that can have an emergent quality.

Systems thinking contains the concept of emergent propertiesproperties that can be
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attributed to a system as a whole, but not to any individual components that comprise the

system (Clayton and Radcliffe 1996, Gharajedaghi 1999). If the organization is

considered a system, then the notion of emergent properties can be applied to learning

that occurs at the system (i.e., group or organizational) level, such as through the

development of a shared organizational vision. In this way, group or organizational

learning goes beyond individual learning and is more than the sum of the learning of its

parts (i.e., individual members). The notion of emergence from systems thinking implies

that individual learning is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for organizational

learning. Instead, learning also occurs through the interaction of organizational members

who together can create new knowledge not attributable to any one particular individual.

Indicators of learning

Fourth, definitions of organizational learning disagree on whether learning

involves a change in cognition, a change in behavior, or both (Tsang 1997). Changes in

cognition refer to changes in an individual's knowledge or understanding and changes in

behavior are changes that can be observed within the organization. Inkpen and Crossan

(1995) argue that different types of learning occur with varying levels of cognitive and

behavioral change (Table 6). The lack of changes in both cognition and behavior in cell

A obviously indicates a lack of learning, whereas changes in both cognition and behavior

(cell D) indicate that learning has occurred. Cells B and C depict states in which a

discrepancy exists between the organizational members' beliefs and their actions. For

instance, forced learning results from behavioral, but not cognitive change, such as when

individuals perceive the need to comply with new regulations without altering their

perspectives on governmental regulations. Experimental learning occurs when

individuals attempt new behaviors and subsequently learn from their experiments.

On the other hand, learning can also result from cognitive, but not behavioral,

change. Under blocked learning, behavioral change is thwarted by other beliefs that

dominate an individual's actions (i.e., the belief that collaboration is important, but too

little time is available for engaging in collaborative processes). Anticipatory learning

describes the gap that often occurs between cognitive change and having the resources



Table 6. The relationship of changes in cognition and behavior to learning.

Source: Inkpen and Crossan (1995)

or skills to change behavior (e.g., a person studying team facilitation can have difficulty

implementing facilitation strategies in practice). Inkpen and Crossan (1995) note that

cells B and C are transitional states because people often make changes to reduce the

dissonance between their cognition and behavior. The arrows depict the direction in

which the tension is likely to be resolved. This framework suggests the importance of

understanding the combinations of cognitive and behavioral change occurring within an

organization for the development of strategies that effectively foster learning.

Learning and adaptive management

In natural resource management, the concept of adaptive management has been

discussed in recent years. At the core of adaptive management is the notion that because

there is much uncertainty in our interactions with the environment, actions should have

an experimental aspect to them. Lee (1993: 9) notes, "policies are experiments; learn

from them" [italics in the original]. When conducting adaptive management, people need

to develop "a clear hypothesis, a way of controlling factors that are thought to be

extraneous to the hypothesis, and opportunities to replicate the experiment to check its

reliability" (Lee 1999: 7). Thus, an experimental approach is used to test a management

assumption about the results a treatment will have. After collecting and analyzing the

data, people can compare what happened with their expectations and subsequently
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modify their management policies as appropriate. Adaptive management is therefore

deliberative and purposeful learning in the traditional scientific method. However,

because adaptive management emphasizes controlling contextual factors, this method of

learning might pose difficulties for learning from complex natural resource problems

which occur in unique contexts. Because learning occurs from other processes in

addition to adaptive management, the focus of this study was on the broader issue of

organizational learning regardless of whether or not it was a form of adaptive

management.

The diversity of organizational learning theories

In the preceding sections, I have described some of the major distinctions between

definitions and perspectives on organizational learning in the literature. Although the

diversity of approaches to organizational learning can make this field appear fragmented,

Prange (1999) believes that this diversity is appropriate under the postmodern,

constructivist paradigm. The author notes that the desire (espoused by some researchers)

to unify organizational learning theories and discover one "right" theory is an influence

of positivism. Positivism's assumption of one reality suggests there is a correct way to

discover the true nature of a problem and that some theories are more accurate, and others

are less accurate in depicting the real world. Positivism further implies that as work in a

field progresses, research should converge on one theory that best depicts that reality. In

contrast, this research project works under the constructivist axiom that multiple realities

exist; therefore, no one perspective on learning is universally applicable in all

organizational contexts. A diversity of organizational learning theories and definitions is

necessary to reflect the diversity of situations on the ground.

Adult learning theories

In addition to the literature on organizational learning, there is a vast literature on

adult learning theories from the field of education that has applicability to learning within

organizations. Habermas' theory of communicative action has provided the basis for

transformational and social critical theories of adult learning, both of which can yield

insights into organizational learning (Welton 1995). Transformational learning theory is
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a model of adult learning in which individuals reflect on their past experiences and

subsequently revise their perception and interpretation of those experiences. This process

results in the transformation of the assumptions previously underlying their beliefs and

guides their future action (Mezirow 1994, 2000). Under this theory, learning occurs

through leaps of understanding when existing information is examined in a new light, as

opposed to an incremental accumulation of understanding.

Mezirow (1991, 1995), a prominent theorist in transformational learning,

describes knowledge as a set of socially constructed assumptions. Mezirow focuses on

individual transformative learning as a process by which meanings (how people make

sense of their experiences) are reinterpreted as people explain their own and understand

each other's assumptions through discourse. When people reflect on the content or

process of a problem, learning occurs; however, transformational learning results when

people reflect on the underlying premise or assumptions of their problem. In this way,

Mezirow's conception of transformational learning correlates with Argyris' (1993)

descriptions of double-loop learning where a person's underlying assumptions undergo

modification. Mezirow (1991) argues that transformational learning does not occur

through meticulously considering past ways of knowing, but instead requires shifting to

new perspectives to generate a totally new way of understanding.

In contrast to Mezirow (1989) who believes that learning can occur even in the

absence of social action, social critical learning theorists focus on people's abilities to

become empowered and alter their lives. Freire (1 970a), a theorist whose ideas underlie

social critical theory (as well as transformational learning), focuses on social action

through conscientization. Freire (1970b) defines conscientization as the process through

which people as a group achieve a greater understanding of the social and political forces

influencing their lives and become increasingly aware of their ability to alter their

circumstances. One of his major concepts is the idea of praxis (action and reflection)

through which people can transform their world. Without reflection, people are simply

activists; however, without action, people produce "idle chatter" (Freire 1970a: 75). As

people realize that they have more choices available to them than previously considered,

they become emancipated from the limitations of their previous thinking (Kasl and Elias
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2000). In both theories, a person's current reality sets the context for understanding.

Learning therefore occurs when people are able to critically reflect on the assumptions,

meanings, and values of their reality instead of simply accepting and being constrained

by them. Reflection refers to a critical examination of the assumptions supporting our

beliefs in an effort to determine whether those assumptions continue to hold utility for

decision-making (Mezirow 1995). Although reflection is the catalyst for learning, forces

limit our ability to undergo critical reflection. In particular, people are constrained by

hegemonic assumptionsassumptions that people incorrectly believe to be in their best

interests when they actually maintain the status quo for powerful interests. Brookfield

(1995: 15) writes,

"the term hegemony describes the process whereby ideas, structures, and actions
come to be seen by the majority of the people as wholly natural, preordained, and
working for their own good, when in fact they are constructed and transmitted by
powerful minority interests to protect the status quo that serves those interests.
The subtle tenacity of hegemony lies in the fact that, over time, it becomes deeply
embedded, part of the cultural air we breathe."

As Brookfield notes, the difficulty with overcoming these assumptions is that they are

considered to be a normal facet of life and so people voluntarily remain constrained by

them. Although breaking free of these constraints is difficult, a variety of techniques can

be used to promote critical reflection of our assumptions, including critical incidents,

structured dialogue, metaphor analysis, and personal narratives (Brookfield 1995). For

instance, critical incidents are descriptions of important events in the experience of the

participants that help people become more aware of any assumptions that underlie their

actions, decisions, and perceptions (Brookfield 1990). The concepts underlying

transformational and social critical learning theory are applicable to collectives such as

organizations (Kasi and Elias 2000); thus, these theories might hold utility for examining

learning in the context of resource management partnerships.

Framing

Another concept that has relevance for understanding dynamic complexity is

framing. Frames refer to how people interpret or make sense of their situation and



framing is the "process of constructing and representing our interpretations of the world

around us" (Gray 2003: 12). Frames give people meaning by helping them compare

new information against previous experiences. The notion of frames originated with

Goffman (1974: 21) who wrote,

"[a frame] allows its user to locate, perceive, identfy, and label a seemingly
infinite number of concrete occurrences defined in its terms. He is likely to be
unaware of such organized features as the framework has and unable to describe
the framework with any completeness f asked, yet these handicaps are no bar to
his easily and fully applying it."

Snow and Benford (1992: 137) further define a frame as "an interpretive schemata that

simplifies and condenses the 'world out there' by selectively punctuating and encoding

objects, situations, events, experiences, and sequences of actions within one's present or

past environment." Thus, frames tend to simplify and clarify reality by leading people to

selectively focus on and retain information from their surroundings consistent with their

prior conception of how the world works (Schön and Rein 1994). On the other hand,

frames lead people to avoid or ignore information that conflicts with those prior

conceptions (Elliott et al. 2003, Pinkley and Northcraft 1994). Thus, framesespecially

tacit ones that are not made explicitencourage people to selectively seek and interpret

information that reinforces itself.

The literature on framing is consistent with the perspective of learning as a

process of social construction. Although frames are often discussed at the individual

cognitive level, frames are constructed through social interaction (Benford 1997). In an

organization, frames are socially constructed when organizational members collectively

share the same meanings for a particular situation. These shared frames are created and

become embedded in the organization through repeated social interaction, negotiation,

and communication among organizational members over a period of time (Labianca et al.

2000). Gray et al. (1985) describe organizations as places where meanings (i.e., frames)

are continuously constructed as they are internalized by members and where meanings
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A variety of terms in the literature have similar meanings, including frames, shared meanings, interpretive
schemes, schemata of interpretation, and schemas (Bartunek 1984, Labianca etal. 2000, Goffman 1974).
In this manuscript, I use the terms "frames" and "framing," regardless of the expression employed by a
particular author.
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are continuously destroyed as they are questioned by organizational members. Thus, the

processes underlying how collective frames are constructed, disputed, and negotiated are

important areas of study (Benford 1997).

The development of collective frames is described as frame alignment in the

literaturei.e., links between "individual and [organizational] interpretive orientations,

such that some set of individual interests, values and beliefs and [organizational]

activities, goals, and ideology are congruent and complementary" (Snow et al. 1986:

464). In an examination of participation in social movement organizations, Snow et al.

(1986) found that people continually assess how involved they will continue to be by how

aligned their frames are with the organization as a whole. Because frame alignment

contributes to increased participation in social movement organizations, the level of

alignment among organizational frames might be a factor contributing to participation in

inter-organizational partnerships.

On the other hand, peoples' frames often do not become aligned. Goffman (1974:

322) notes that under some circumstances,

"an appreciable period can elapse when there is no immediate potential
agreement, when, in fact, there is no way in theory to bring everyone involved
into the same frame. Under these circumstances one can expect that the parties
with opposing versions of events may openly dispute with each other over how to
define what has been or is happening. A frame dispute results."

When frames are not aligned among organizational members, conflict between

competing frames can arise over the organization's mission and purpose. In an

examination of the nuclear disarmament social movement in the early 1980s, Benford

(1993) describes three primary types of frame disputes, two of which have applicability

in natural resource management. First, frame disputes occur over problem diagnosis (i.e.,

where the various parties have different conceptions of reality and, thus, differing

perspectives on how to identify the problem or attribute causality). Second, frame

disputes occur over problem prognosis (i.e., how people should transform their reality

and address their problem). Although Benford (1993) notes that frame disputes can be a

necessary part of an inter-organizational process, he also points out that continued
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disputes among different parties can deplete resources and take time and effort away

from achieving organizational goals. To understand organizations, it is necessary to learn

about organizational frames and how they influence organizational actions.

By affecting how people view a situation, frames influence the actions people

undertake within organizations (Bartunek 1984). However, it is often through

communication and especially action that people make sense of their situation (i.e.,

develop frames) (Daft and Weick 1984). Thus, the process is reciprocal; frames

encourage certain actions, and through acting, people interpret their situation in ways that

reevaluate the frame (Gray et al. 1985). Not only are frames constructed through

communication, but they are also revealed through communication (Pinkley and

Northcraft 1994). For instance, the metaphors that people use to describe their situation

can be useful for examining how people frame issues, because they reveal a person's way

of thinking (Michael 1995, Prange 1999). One can note that a shift in frames has

occurred when new metaphors are used to depict a situation (Schön and Rein 1994). For

instance, in an examination of a controversy over homelessness in Massachusetts, the

authors describe how the parties shifted their metaphor from homelessness as a disease to

homelessness as a bottomless pit, with differing implications for how that issue should be

addressed.

Organizational leadership holds an important role in acknowledging or

disconfirming organizational frames by the maimer in which they communicateeither

verbally or nonverbally. Gray et al. (1985: 89) note, "by drawing members' attention to

certain aspects of their experience, and not to others, leaders impose a pattern of meaning

on otherwise ambiguous contexts." Organizational leaders can promote reframing by

encouraging new perspectives and allowing alternative actions that result from those new

perspectives (Bartunek 1984). Organizational leaders should not promote a particular

frame as much as they need to ensure that different frames are not discouraged.

Organizational members use many different types of frames, such as decision-

making frames, identity frames, or conflict management frameseach with their own

influence on a different component of organizational life. For instance, decision-making

frames shape how people perceive a decision should be made (Labianca et al. 2000).
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Identity frames shape the social categories that people use to describe themselves, such as

an "environmentalist" or "government employee" (Gray 2003). Conflict management

frames shape how people tend to resolve issues in conflict situations. Two

categorizations that Pinkley (1990) uses to describe conflict frames include frames

focused on relationships versus tasks and frames focused on cooperating versus winning.

In contrast, Gray (2003) describes nine different types of conflict management frames on

a continuum of activity, ranging from the least active frames (e.g., avoidance) on one

extreme to the most active frames (e.g., violence) on the other extreme of the continuum.

The author notes that environmental disputes are particularly difficult to resolve when

parties hold dramatically different conflict management frames. Thus, understanding

frame types can be useful for examining how the parties' different frames contribute to

the perpetuation of a natural resource conflict.

The frames that people or organizations hold in natural resource management are

important to understand, because frames influence resource issues in a variety of

maimers. First of all, frames help define whether or not a particular issue is considered a

problem (Gray 2003). Through frames, people interpret the level of risk or concern

associated with particular activities, such as clearcutting, and make decisions as to

whether or not the activity poses a problem. One characteristic of complex problems is

that there is little agreement on problem definition. Thus, the complexity associated with

natural resource issues is exacerbated by the different frames that opposing parties hold.

How parties frame a problem is important because how a situation or problem is framed

influences the actions or solutions that appear appropriate to consider and undertake

(Parson and Clark 1995, SchOn and Rein 2000). For instance, when natural resource

issues are framed as technical problems, a technical solution is deemed appropriate,

whereas this solution would be considered inadequate for dealing with a social problem.

Thus, frames also have a normative component to them in that they justify particular

behaviors and reject others. When frames are aligned and internalized by organizational

members, certain expectations for how people ought to behave in that organization arise

(Labianca et al. 2000). In addition, because organizational actions influence the structure
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used to organize, organizational structures that support those frames also emerge

(Bartunek 1984, Gray et al. 1985).

Second, frames are important to understand, because persistent, incompatible

frames help make natural resource issues intractable and ridden with conflict (Putnam

and Wondolleck 2003). Policy controversies often occur because different people or

organizations hold conflicting frames and clash over which frame will dominate in a

policy situation. Differing frames can exacerbate natural resource conflicts by

encouraging people to characterize certain social categories (e.g., environmentalists,

loggers) in a negative light, accentuating or exaggerating the differences between them

and the other parties (Putnam and Wondolleck 2003). In addition, policy controversies

also become intractable because differing underlying frames influences what information

the parties consider valid (Schön and Rein 1994). Because everyone holds frames

through which they interpret their world, it is often not possible to refer to "objective"

scientific evidence (e.g., "the facts") to resolve a dispute. Frames support the

consideration of certain information as evidence while rejecting other information; thus,

frames influence what people determine to be valid facts. The same "facts" seen through

two different frames results in two different interpretations of the data (Schön and Rein

1994). Therefore, frames can make natural resource conflicts particularly difficult to

resolve, because arguments or proposals based on scientific evidence are not necessarily

considered credible to other parties.

Frames also affect natural resource conflicts because how people frame

information in a negotiation has been found to influence their perception of the

acceptability of different proposed actions (Neale and Bazerman 1993). For instance,

when one party describes a settlement by noting what the second party has to gain by

negotiating (as opposed to what the second party gives up), the second party is more

likely to perceive the negotiated outcome as favorable. Similarly, in conflict situations,

disputants who held frames focused on cooperating (as opposed to winning) were found

to have obtained better performance outcomes because they had a better ability to notice

and capitalize on opportunities advantageous to both parties (Pinkley and Northcraft

1994). Because frames have a profound influence on how people view and act in a



43

situation, understanding the influence of different frames is important for resolving

complex natural resource issues.

Although people's frames can be difficult to alter, when sufficient disconfirming

evidence is obtained through new experiences, a shift in frames can occur (Pinkley and

Northcraft 1994). Frames are therefore dynamic. The process of fundamentally

transforming a frame is called reframing. When people reframe, they develop a new

manner of viewing or interpreting a situation. Elliot et al. (2003: 424) note,

"Reframing depends on the ability to entertain one or more perspectives other than
the one you currently hold, to weigh the relative merits of each perspective, to allow
for the possibility of alternative explanations, and to adopt alternative frames f one is
convinced that other frames also make sense."

Similar to transformative learning, for reframing to occur, people must first engage in

"perspective taking" in which they step back, reflect on their own frame, and

acknowledge there are other ways to interpret a particular situation (Gray 2003: 32).

Because acknowledging other perspectives is an important component of reframing,

exposure to other perspectives and frames is critical for promoting reframing. For

instance, when teams are composed of people with diverse experiences, the team

members have the potential for learning from the different frames that other members

hold (Yorks and Marsick 2000). Similarly, Pinkley and Northcraft (1994) found that

different frames will tend to converge when parties negotiate with each other in a

conflict. Therefore, involvement in inter-organizational partnerships can be a driver for

reframing, because it brings together people with divergent frames and introduces them

to new perspectives.

Bartunek (1984) describes two ways in which frames can change: first order

change and second order change. First-order change represents incremental changes to a

person's already established frame while second-order change reflects a dramatic shift in

frames in which a person's fundamental way of understanding the world is altered. First-

order change in frames is similar to Argyris and Schön's (1978) single-loop learning

cycle, while second-order change in frames reflects double-loop learning. Bartunek

(1984) argues that second-order changes in frames occur as a result of a dialectical
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process. The author notes that second-order change (like organizational learning) often

arises because a crisis or dilemma "unfreezes" the traditionally-held frame. When

"unfreezing" occurs, the previously held frame is rejected because too many

contradictions are observed and because it is unable to effectively address the perceived

problem (Gray et al. 1985). Unfreezing is more likely to occur when organizational

members are increasingly exposed to evidence that disconfirms the traditional frame.

Under these circumstances, retaining the status quo becomes more problematic than

launching into unknown alternatives. When an organizational frame is no longer

perceived to be adequately coping with current problems, alternative frames or ways of

perceiving the situation are more likely to be considered. Current and alternative frames

interact in a dialectical maimer from which a new frame or understanding is created

(Bartunek 1984). Because conflict between differing frames produces the interaction

necessary to create this dialectical process of reframing, exposure to differing frames

through increased participation of different parties is important for reframing to occur.

In contrast, Labianca et al. (2000) argue that changes in frames occur, not through

a dialectical process in which the new frame is a synthesis of the traditional and the

alternative frames, but instead through a comparison between the traditional and

alternative frames. As new information comes to light, if sufficient evidence confirms

the new frame and disconfirms the traditional frame, the new frame will replace the

traditional one (Labianca et al. 2000). The process of reframing described by Labianca et

al. (2000) is closely aligned with Rothbart's (1981) conversion model, in which frames

are not affected by small influences, but alter suddenly and dramatically when a sufficient

amount of disconfirming evidence is presented. Under these models, reframing occurs

through large, as opposed to incremental, shifts in understanding.

Elements of learning

Despite many different theories of learning, there are commonalities among the

themes described in the learning literature.
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Learning is initiated by dilemmas

One of the primary themes found in the learning literature is that because both

driving and restraining forces result in an equilibrium that maintains the status quo, some

dilemma or tension needs to exist to create the impetus for learning to occur (Argyris and

Schön 1974, Schein 1996), Lewin (1951) proposed a model of unfreezing, changing, and

refreezing as a theory of the change process. A dilemma (or at least the perception of

one) can create the impetus needed for an organization to initiate the "unfreezing"

process. Schein (1996) notes that the equilibrium can be broken if the restraining forces

(such as learning anxiety or a risk-adverse culture) are removed from the system. On the

other hand, one of the driving forces for acknowledging that learning is needed is to solve

a problem that people have not been able to address adequately in the past. Schunk

(2000: 191) describes problem solving as "people's efforts to achieve a goal for which

they do not have an automatic solution."

The driving force for learning often arises when past assumptions become

dysfunctional and are no longer an effective guide to behavior (Mezirow 1995).

Consequently, many individuals need to "unlearn" what they previously thought they

knew (Ackoff 1996, Schein 1996) by challenging the assumptions underlying their

problem framing or decision-making processes (Yorks and Marsick 2000). For instance,

in the "unlearning" process, organizational members might acknowledge and question

their bureaucratic processes (Finger and Brand 1999). However, Argyris and Schön

(1978) argue that organizations typically inhibit learning that questions the organization's

underlying norms and objectives. For this to occur, individuals must perceive a tension

or discrepancy between their current state of reality and their vision or expectations

(Watkins 1996). One could argue that natural resource management organizations, which

currently find themselves struggling with managing complex environmental issues, have

reached a point where this tension has been achieved. A balance exists between having

enough tension so that there is motivation to learn versus having too much tension which

creates anxiety and frustration and which presents an obstacle to learning (March and

Simon 1993). The tension produced by the dilemma must be greater than the anxiety

produced by the learning process itself otherwise, learning will not occur (Schein 1993).
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Learning involves making mistakes

Another common theme in the learning literature is that much learning results

from experience (Prange 1999) and, more specifically, from making mistakes in those

experiences (Ackoff 1996). For this reason, an organization's openness to

experimentation and tolerance of making mistakes is critical for encouraging learning

(Schein 1993). To be able to learn from mistakes or failures, people must be tolerant to

risk (Lee 1995), because risk is associated with experimenting and attempting innovative

solutions. Typically, individuals are reluctant to repeat behaviors that result in

punishment, and so organizational employees limit their range of actions to actions

known to be safe and without threat of mistakes (Stein 1993). An organizational climate

that does not inhibit or actively encourages risk-taking (and the mistakes or failures that

will inevitably follow from that) allows the opportunity for learning because it promotes

a climate in which employees attempt to achieve their goals in unique ways. In contrast,

management styles based on ignoring or punishing failures have a dampening effect on

experimentation and learning within the organization (Argyris and Schön 1978). Thus,

the organizational environment needs to be safe (i.e., tolerant) so that employees will

engage in learning despite the anxiety that will occur when mistakes predictably arise

(Schein 1996).

In an entertaining article titled "On the folly of rewarding A, while hoping for B",

Kerr (1995) describes numerous examples of organizations unintentionally rewarding

undesirable behaviors while creating disincentives for actually achieving desired goals.

For instance, he notes that managers hope for teamwork, but often reward individual

performance. A natural resource management organization that hopes to create an

enduring outcome using a collaborative decision-making process but rewards managers

for making quick decisions and developing products within a limited time frame is an

example of an organization that is unwittingly falling into the folly described by Kerr. To

create an organizational culture open to learning, the organization must ensure that it

rewards those activities that encourage learning. Unfortunately, in our current risk-

adverse climate, organizations typically contain disincentives for active learning in

natural resource management (Stankey et al. 2003).
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Learning involves change

A third theme in the learning literature is that learning is associated with change.

First of all, although not all change is learning, organizational learning involves a process

of change (Finger and Brand 1999). For individuals to initiate learning behaviors, they

must perceive that there is a need (i.e., the dilemma) for them to alter their old habits or

perceptions; otherwise, a major impetus for learning is absent. Furthermore, what an

individual within the organization learns must be transferredthrough documentation,

training, or rotating personnelto the overall organizational system and embedded

within it for the learning to be retained and for organizational-level change to occur

(West 1996). Thus, organizational or institutional memory is critical for retaining and

building upon past learning, particularly in organizations that have a high turnover of

personnel. Without institutional memory, organizational behavioral changes will likely

be temporary or become disassociated from organizational goals.

Second, for learning to be a mechanism by which organizations adapt to changes

in their environment, learning must be a dynamic process. Because the context of natural

resource organizations shifts rapidly, continuous learning is necessary to keep up with

that pace of change (Finger and Brand 1999). Learning should not occur simply in

response to crises. West (1996: 55) notes, "Reactive learning is the enemy of continuous

learning because it leads to the philosophy of 'if it isn't broken, don't fix it' and inhibits

experimentation and learning that could lead to the improvement of products or

processes." However, for continuous learning to occur in resource management, more

flexible and adaptive policies are required (Holling 1995). Initiating learning strategies

can be difficult for institutions which find security from the status quo, with the result

that structures and processes become rigid over time. Because learning results in change

towards some particular goal, it is often in tension with the prevailing powers to maintain

the status quo (Parson and Clark 1995). Michael (1995) notes that long-lived task groups

or bureaucracies that have developed rigid structures especially need incentives to

continue learning over time. Thus, the extent to which an organization is open to

learning might be influenced by its tenure with more recently established organizations

being more likely to encourage learning than organizations with a longer tenure.
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Learning involves a process of reframing

Another common theme in the literature is that learning involves a process of

reframing. Because reframing is a maimer in which people begin to understand their

world through different lenses or perspectives, reframing describes a component of the

process of double-loop or transformational learning. Yorks and Marsick (2000) note that

reframing is a product of effective team learning. In order to understand the learning that

might be occurring in natural resource management partnerships, it is important to

understand the frames that organizational members hold and the extent to which those

frames might have shifted over time. Because organizational learning involves change,

resistance to reframing due to entrenched frames inhibits learning (Labianca et al. 2000).

Like organizational learning, reframing can create stress because traditional ways

of understanding are no longer effective and uncertainty over the future increases

(Bartunek 1984). Because framing affects the actions that people or organizations take

(see Figure 3), reframing can also be threatening because it implies that current

organizational actions or structures might require modification. Consequently, reframing

does not occur often, although certain activities can help promote the reframing process.

In a synthesis of lessons learned from case studies of environmental disputes, Elliot et al.

(2003) observed three principles common to communities that had undergone successful

reframing. First, stakeholders in those communities had initiated the process. Schein

(1996) also suggests that learners develop their own reframing; although the process

takes longer, what is learned is more applicable to their situation and is more likely to be

used over the long term. Second, the two divergent parties were drawn together by their

common values for the place in which the dispute was occurring. Third, case studies that

had successfully reframed started small and later built upon their successes. In addition,

the communities' focus was initially placed on developing relationships as opposed to

addressing substantive issues of concern. The authors further note that reframing was

most likely to occur when both parties engaged in dialogue and perspective taking. Thus,

although frames can remain entrenched, case studies of successful examples of reframing

reveal principles that organizations can use to promote reframing in conflict situations.



Figure 3. The relationship between reframing, changes in organizational actions,
and organizational restructuring.
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In the research literature, there exist numerous strategies for how organizations

might encourage learning at individual, group, and organizational levels. For

organizational members to embrace the necessary changes over the long run, the

strategies used to promote organizational learning should be generated from within the

organization, not from outside consultants who impose their own thinking on the

organization (Schein 1996, Patton 1997). Freire (1970a: 100) notes that, "even if the

people's thinking is superstitious or naïve, it is only as they rethink their assumptions in

action that they can change. Producing and acting upon their own ideasnot consuming

those of othersmust constitute that process."

Organizational learning begins with strategies that foster individual learning

within the organization. Specific organizational practices that can promote individual

learning include on-the-job training, tuition reimbursement, or job rotation (Marsick and

Watkins 1999). Under transformational learning theory, individual learning can also be

fostered using a variety of different strategies including mentoring (Daloz 1990), critical

thinking, and role modeling (Brookfield 1987). A mentor supports, challenges, and
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provides vision for the protégé. By fostering trust, giving a person a "voice," and

gradually introducing conflict through the use of different perspectives, a mentor can help

guide the process of transformation in an individual's learning and growth. A mentor

should emphasize positive feedback and should convey positive expectations by helping

the individual recognize their potential (Daloz 1990). Critical thinking can also be used

to identify and challenge traditional ways of thinking and the context within which

assumptions are held. The individual can then act upon the changes in their thinking.

Brookfield (1987) argues that critical thinking in organizations can also be encouraged

through the existence of role models, because learning occurs as people observe others

practicing the types of behaviors that they would like to encourage in their own lives.

Because much adult learning occurs through social interaction (Yorks and

Marsick 2000), team learning is another strategy by which organizational learning can

occur. Team learning (such as through collaborative inquiry teams) is a process in which

a group of people collectively reflect and act to create shared meanings and knowledge

(Kasi et al. 1997, Yorks and Marsick 2000). Team learning can be fostered through

healthy group dynamics which are promoted by jointly creating ground rules (e.g., no

interrupting, everyone's views will be treated with respect) (Fisher et al. 1991). In

contrast, team learning can be suppressed by unhealthy group dynamics such as lots of

interrupting, being long-winded, withdrawing from active participation, offering up other

people as scapegoats, or resisting suggestions (Michael 1995). Team learning occurs

most effectively when team members cross boundaries, experiment, integrate different

perspectives, and collectively reflect on and reframe underlying assumptions (Kasl et al.

1997, Yorks and Marsick 2000). Effective learning within a team might also be fostered

by selecting individuals who have a natural inclination for different learning styles so that

the team can benefit from the skills of all its members (Kolb 1984). Although diversity

in learning styles can be important for developing team learning, one disadvantage of

diverse teams is that individual members' preferences for learning might inhibit them

from recognizing the importance of what people with other learning styles contribute

(Daniels and Walker 2001). Preskill and Tones (1999) note that although an

understanding of individual learning style preferences can lead to improved
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communication, it is important to guard against making sweeping assumptions about

people's abilities to undergo different styles of thinking and learning.

Teams can also help encourage learning by promoting an environment for

dialogue. Dialogue helps people express and acknowledge different views of an issue

and is aimed at understanding each other beliefs by critically examining the evidence and

reasons underlying them (Daloz 1990, Mezirow 2000). In dialogue, people must suspend

their judgments and be willing to examine alternative viewpoints (West 1996), so people

must truly listen to each other without attempting to promote or defend their own

perspectives. Yankelovich (1999) notes that dialogue has three important features that

distinguish it from discussion: equality and absence of coercive influences, listening with

empathy, and bringing deep-rooted assumptions into the open. Dialogue can be effective

in promoting learning, change, and creativity (Bohm 1996, Yankelovich 1999). Through

the process of dialogue, people as a group continually generate new information or

perspectives by considering how others respond to their comments (Bohm 1996).

As team members develop a greater understanding of each other's perspectives

over time (particularly through dialogue), they develop a sense of trust which allows

them to make greater progress on group tasks (Dixon 1999). When trust has been

established, productive conflict (such as by raising questions about a person's

assumptions) can be used in the team environment (Daloz 1990). Without the prior

development of trust, team members instead might revert to defensive or face-saving

measures when conflict arises (West 1996). Other organizational strategies that can

promote learning at the group or team level include facilitation of group meetings (Imel

1996, Michael 1995), developing team reward systems, or offering training for team

process skills and meeting management (Marsick and Watkins 1999, Michael 1995).

Organizational leadership has also been found to be an important catalyst for learning.

Leadership can model learning behaviors expected of others, such as admitting mistakes

(Marsick and Watkins 1999, Daloz 1990). In addition, leadership can give up authority

and power over teams and foster a safe environment for self-directed learning (Cranton

1996). On the other hand, leadership that is reluctant to engage in learning opportunities



will be reflected in an organizational culture that also does not engage in learning (Daft

2001).

Learning by individual organizational members can be fostered by changes in the

organization's structure or processes. Organizations that are more successful at

organizational learning are those that have done a better job institutionalizing incentives

for individuals and teams to learn such as by giving monetary rewards for individual or

team performance or by creating self-directed teams (Watkins 1996). One strategy for

creating incentives to learn is for organizations to integrate learning into individual

performance goals. On the other hand, if learning is considered an activity that an

employee needs to add onto an otherwise busy schedule, behaviors that encourage

learning will be continually deferred as employees deal with those issues that demand

immediate attention. By incorporating learning tasks into an employee's performance

indicators, organizations give the employees the time necessary to undergo the critical

reflection of prior experiences that is central to learning. An organization can also foster

learning by creating a safe organizational climate. Schein (1996) notes that a safe

environment can be fostered through working in groups (so that individuals are not

working on a project alone), allowing for practice time and forums where making

mistakes are acceptable, and offering mentoring or coaching.

Because learning often requires a rethinking of underlying assumptions, working

across boundaries can be effective for becoming critically aware of assumptions we hold

(Schein 1996). Boundary spanning can occur when organizational members work with

employees from other organizations or with the organization's customers (Watkins

1996). Organizations can also use boundary spanning to keep abreast of changes in their

environment (Eisenberg and Goodall 1993). The importance of boundary spanning

suggests that partnerships, which by their very nature cross organizational boundaries, are

inherently more likely to encourage learning than individual organizations.

Other strategies that organizations can establish to encourage learning include

acknowledging mistakes so that other individuals learn from experience (Argyris 1993)

and providing short-term incentives to sustain learning, particularly considering the long-

time period before successes on the ground are noticeable in resource management
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(Michael 1995). Organizations can also promote learning by encouraging organizational

memory through increased documentation or by overlapping job positions when turnover

occurs so that knowledge can be passed from the departing to the incoming employee. In

addition, a learning infrastructure can be established in an organization by developing

mentoring programs, creating incentives for knowledge sharing, and promoting effective

organizational communication systems (Marsick and Watkins 1999).

Organizational barriers to learning

Although learning is important for addressing complex problems in a changing

environment, problems of dynamic complexity tend to contain structural barriers to

learning, such as time delays between cause and effect and hidden feedback loops

(Sterman 1994). Although people learn fairly quickly from organizational problems that

are characterized by detail complexity, people have great difficulty learning from

experience when the consequences of an action are not immediately known (Senge

1990). Furthermore, dynamically complex problems occur in unique contexts which

increases the difficulty of learning through trial and error (Rittel and Webber 1973, Allen

and Gould 1986).

Another barrier to learning is that learning is difficult. Adjusting to a new way of

operating in an organization involves investments of time, energy, and resources and

involves risk (Cortner et al. 1996). Learning is also difficult because it requires people to

reevaluate their beliefs from different perspectives and makes individuals vulnerable

when they recognize that past habits are no longer effective (Michael 1995). Marsick and

Neaman (1996) note that organizations traditionally have not supported engaging in

mutual inquiry that could lead to learning. Organizations can best promote learning by

simultaneously helping remove or minimize these organizational barriers to learning as

well as by institutionalizing incentives to learn.



CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Research paradigm and rationale

Research designs fall on a broad continuum, ranging from deductive, hypothesis-

testing designs using quantitative methods to inductive, grounded theory approaches

using qualitative methods. In the deductive research typically supported by the rational-

analytical paradigm, the researcher tests a theory by first developing hypothesized

relationships between variables, operationalizing the variables, and then collecting data

by measuring the variables. In inductive research supported by the constructivist

paradigm, the researcher does not limit the data that are collected or examined by a priori

theory (Lincoln and Guba 1985). Instead, the researcher gathers data about the issue of

interest, subsequently examines the data for categories and patterns, and develops a

theory (Creswell 1994). In inductive research the investigator remains open during data

collection to what the important aspects of the data will be (Patton 1980).

The research design for this study falls between these two extremes on the

continuum. Because the phenomenon of learning in organizations is well documented in

the research literature, I used learning theories to focus my research questions. As a

result, I did not conduct grounded theory in which the researcher avoids the use of a

priori theories (Glaser and Strauss 1967). However, although my research questions and

methods were greatly influenced by current theory, on balance, my overall research

design followed a more inductive than deductive approach. As Lather (1986: 267) notes,

"Data must be allowed to generate propositions in a dialectical manner that permits use of

a priori theoretical frameworks, but which keeps a particular framework from becoming

the container into which the data must be poured [emphasis in original text]." In

Designing qualitative research, Marshall and Rossman (1995) note that the literature

often contains a variety of constructs and concepts that are useful to understanding the

research phenomenon. They suggest that although guiding hypotheses can be used, they

are "merely tools" to develop questions and discover patterns and can be set aside if
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better explanations of the phenomenon are discovered during field research. My research

design had to remain flexible as I attempted to balance the use of existing theory to focus

my research with the need to allow theory to emerge and evolve during the study.

This study's research questions were best addressed by using qualitative

methodologies. As compared to quantitative methods, qualitative procedures are more

suitable for research where context and meanings are important (Creswell 1994), when

conducting an in-depth examination of complex issues and processes, or in which

variables are unknown (Marshall and Rossman 1995). In this study, the political,

ecological, and social context is crucial to an understanding of the phenomenon. Second,

an examination of learning in natural resource partnerships is an examination of a

complex process. Third, despite the fact that organizational learning theories have been

studied in the private sector, it is unclear how applicable the variables from those theories

are for the public sector field of natural resource management. Thus, qualitative

methodologies appeared more applicable to this study than quantitative methodologies.

Case study research design

To answer my research objectives, I conducted a comparative case study of two

natural resource management partnerships. According to Yin (1993, 1994), case studies

are a preferred research approach when: 1) a how or why question is asked, 2) the

investigator has little control over the phenomenon and, 3) the phenomenon is focused on

contemporary events. In this study, I wanted to know how natural resource management

partnerships promote or inhibit learning when addressing complex natural resource

problems. Second, because I wanted to observe natural resource management on the

ground and because I wished to develop suggestions for use in improving future resource

management, I focused on contemporary natural resource organizations. Lastly, as an

investigator, I had no control over the direction of these organizations, so a case study

design appeared appropriate in this research. Yin (1993) notes that case studies, unlike

experiments which attempt to isolate a phenomenon, are useful when the phenomenon

being studied is not easily distinguished from its context. Because the boundaries

between the biological and social contexts of natural resource management organizations
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are so permeable, a case study appeared to be more suitable for examining organizational

learning than other methodologies (such as a survey) would have been.

Yin (1994) notes that case studies can be used for exploratory, descriptive, or

explanatory research purposes. This research had elements of both descriptive and

explanatory purposes. A descriptive case study describes a phenomenon within its

context, while in an explanatory case study, the researcher tries to explain what events or

elements cause or shape the phenomenon (Marshall and Rossman 1995). I examine how

these partnerships organize to manage complex problems and use theory to help explain

the organizational structures and processes that influence learning in the partnerships.

The phenomenon of interest in this study is learning occurring in partnerships. Natural

resource management partnerships that attempt to manage across organizational

boundaries in Oregon formed the general population for my study. My unit of analysis

(the case) is the partnership as a whole. Because many studies use the organization as the

level of analysis, I have had the opportunity to compare my findings to other research on

organizational learning.

Yin (1994) discusses a typology of different case study designscases can be

either single or multiple case studies and, within each design, single or multiple units of

analysis may be considered. In this research, I followed a holistic case study design

because I examined a single unit of analysisthe natural resource organizationas

opposed to examining embedded units of analysis (e.g., interdisciplinary teams within the

partnerships). Within a holistic case study design, a researcher can examine a single case

or multiple cases. The single case design is particularly relevant in certain circumstances:

when the case represents a critical example which meets the requirements needed to test a

theory, when the case is unique, or for use in an exploratory study (Yin 1994). However,

when two or more relevant cases exist, a multiple case study design can be conducted.

Although a multiple case design requires greater resources, its findings are more

persuasive than those of the single case design. Because more than one relevant case

existed and because I wanted to be able to examine potential similarities and differences

between cases, I followed a holistic, multiple case research design.
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Sampling strategy for cases

The strategy for selecting the cases in case study research requires careful

consideration. In the terminology of the rational-analytical paradigm, case studies

require a particular type of non-probability samplingthe purposive sample approach

in which cases are chosen based on the researcher's understanding of the population in an

effort to choose cases that are revealing for understanding the research question. Yin

(1994) does not use the term "sampling," but instead uses the term "replication logic."

Multi-case studies need to follow a replication logic, similar to experiments (although in

contrast to survey research), in which cases are chosen that are expected to have similar

or different results for a specific reason (Yin 1994). The use of theory comes into play by

suggesting the reason underlying the similarities and differences among the cases.

Thoughtful consideration of case selection increases the possibility of being able

to generalize from the findings. First, researchers can select cases that are as typical as

possible in the relevant characteristics being studied (Gomm et al. 2000, Schofield 2000).

Second, a researcher can study a case that theory would lead one to expect to be a

exceptional case to determine exactly how that case works in practice. Third, when the

population is expected to be fairly heterogeneous in its relevant characteristics, sampling

a variety of cases is useful (Gomm et al. 2000). In this study, I examined two cases that

appeared to vary in certain relevant characteristics. The cases were not examined

simultaneously, thus allowing what was learned in the first case to help guide

observations in the second case.

Research setting

The setting in which the cases were selected is the Willamette Valley in Oregon

(Figure 4). By selecting two cases within the same overall social and geographical

context, some of the potential variation between the two cases was reducedtherefore

allowing for greater ease of comparison on other factors that might influence

organizational learning in the partnerships. The Willamette Valley was chosen as a

research site due to the growing number of complex issues that natural resource

organizations struggle with in the region, including endangered species listings (e.g.,



Figure 4. Map of Oregon's Willamette Valley.
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6 Although I employ the acronym "WEW" to refer to the West Eugene Wetlands partnership, members of
the partnership never use that term, but instead refer to themselves as, "West Eugene Wetlands" or "the
partnership." In contrast, Willamette Restoration Initiative members use the acronym "WRI."
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salmon); introduction and spread of invasive species; the conversion and fragmentation

of forestland, farmland, and wildlife habitat; and water quality and quantity concerns

(Miller 1997). For instance, 11% of the Willamette River basin's water segments in 1996

did not meet Oregon's water quality standards, such as dissolved oxygen levels,

concentration of toxic chemicals, and stream temperature levels.

The Willamette Valley's complex problems are exacerbated by rapid changes

occurring due to a combination of increasing human population, migration, and

development. In the 1990s, Oregon's population grew by 16.7%, making it the tenth

fastest growing state in the nation (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). Most of this growth

occurred in the Valley which contains approximately 70% of the state's population. This

rapid growth is projected to continue. By 2050, the population of the valley is expected

to reach four million people, nearly double the region's 1998 population. Thus, local

communities will have to deal with continued pressure on the region's finite resources.

Many of the region's natural resource issues are highly interrelated. For example,

resource land conversions due to population growth and migration reduce available

habitat for wildlife. Water quality limited streams affect human health and the health of

aquatic species, such as the upper Willamette steelhead, that are already at risk (Oregon

Biodiversity Project 1998). Due to the interconnectedness of these resource challenges,

the Willamette Valley was an appropriate location to examine integrated management

responses through organizational partnerships. The continued existence of resource

problems also suggests that this region is appropriate for examining how organizational

partnerships learn when managing complex natural resource issues.

Selection of case studies

I selected two natural resource management partnershipsthe Willamette

Restoration Initiative (WRI) and the West Eugene Wetlands (WEW) partnership. 6 The

two case study partnerships were chosen based on similarities in their context (i.e., both

are Willamette Valley partnerships) and also based on differences considered potentially
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important for organizational learning, including their tenure, their scale, and how

successful they are perceived to have been in achieving their goals. Most importantly,

both case studies address dynamically complex natural resource issues. As will be

discussed in Chapter 4, the WRI has developed both an assessment of factors limiting

fish and wildlife in the Willamette basin and a management plan containing strategies for

improving those limiting factors. The WEW partnership coordinates the purchase,

restoration, and mitigation of privately-owned wetlands in Eugene and develops

environmental education and recreational opportunities associated with these wetlands.

In summary, I conducted an inductive, case study research design using

qualitative methods in two natural resource management partnerships. I collected data in

the field from June to December 2003 (with occasional entries into the field during the

winter and spring of 2004). Although the temporal boundary of my field research (seven

months) was much shorter than the temporal scope of the partnerships which have existed

for several years, through the use of data collection sources (i.e., documents, interviews)

that delve into the past, I believe that I can generalize my field research findings to a

longer time period (Gomm et al. 2000).

Data collection methods

As previously noted, qualitative procedures are well suited for conducting

emergent research based on a constructivist paradigm. The open format of interviews or

participant observation allows for the opportunity to discover variables and themes which

were not expected at the start of the project. Through the rich descriptions of the

respondents, the researcher better understands the meanings and the context that underlies

peoples' behavior and actions (Yow 1994, Marshall and Rossman 1995).

In the case study, a researcher should use multiple sources of data to triangulate.

Triangulation was used to ensure greater trustworthiness of the data and also to modify

subsequent data collection approaches. For example, I used interviews to better

understand specific information that was implied, but not directly discussed, in

organizational meetings. In order to learn about these partnerships, I triangulated from

three primary data sources: participant observation of inter-organizational meetings,

interviews with key personnel, and analysis of organizational documents (Table 7).



Table 7. Sources of data on the natural resource partnerships.
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Participant observation

Participant observation (P0) is a method of learning about human behavior by

observing human interactions in real world settings. P0 uses an open-ended, flexible

process of inquiry in which the researcher becomes directly involved as a participant in

peoples' daily lives so she can experience the meanings and insights from an insider's

standpoint. P0 is particularly useful when little is known about the phenomena, when

there are important differences betweens insider's vs. outsider's views, or when the

phenomenon is somehow obscured from outsiders (Jorgensen 1989).

The P0 methodology follows the assumption that access into the subjective world

of the insider is needed to obtain the most truthful findings. Although researchers should

have a basic understanding of the phenomena they will pursue, researchers need to

remain open and flexible about what findings might result, because they might discover

ideas not expected at the start of the study. Some of the weaknesses of P0 include that it

is time consuming and costly, acquiring access can be difficult, and the situation might be

affected by the fact that the researcher is observing the situation (Yin 1994).

P0 uses direct observation as its primary method of obtaining data. In this study,

I became a participant observer of inter-organizational meetings in order to observe the

processes that they used for addressing complex resource problems. Gaining entry into

the two partnerships to observe these meetings was straightforward, particularly because I

previously had contact with individuals from both partnerships. In 2002 I conducted a

pilot evaluation of the WRI for the Executive Director as part of a course in program

evaluation and he was already aware of my general research interests. After selecting the

WRI as my first case study, I contacted the director and requested access into the

organization to conduct my research. To obtain entry into the West Eugene Wetlands

partnership, I contacted a leader of the partnership from whom I had taken a land use

Data Source Number
Participant observation
Semi-structured interviews
Organizational documents

33 meetings
17

Approximately 60
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course three years prior and described my research interests. In both cases, these

individuals granted me access into the partnership and supported my research by

describing my research to other members of the partnership and by providing me with

organizational documents and contact information of potential interviewees.

I observed inter-organizational meetings over a ten month period, including two

to three months of intensive field work for each case study. During the partnership

meetings, I often referred to a list of questions suggested by Jorgensen (1989), such as

What is the setting? How is the space organized? How are people organized? Referring

to these questions helped ensure that I captured more than simply the topic being

discussed at the meeting. While at the field site, I often explored interesting issues

through ad hoc interviews with participants during breaks and after meetings. During the

meetings, I took numerous field notes which I elaborated on and typed up as soon as

possible after exiting the field. At the request of WRI staff, I recorded eight WRI

meetings on a digital recorder. I also took some reflexive fieldnotes that document my

reactions and major themes that I was observing. I took notes on 33 different

organizational meetings between the two case studies. The data from my participant

observation were used to better understand how organization employees act in the daily

routine of their organizations that might influence organizational learning.

Interviews

In contrast to participant observation, interviews are a method of data collection

in which large amounts of targeted information can be obtained quickly. Open-ended

questions and the ensuing conversation are designed to encourage the respondent to

discuss their experiences that are pertinent to the research topic (Walker 1985). The

interview is primarily structured by the way in which the participant responds to the

questions and, therefore, the interview should reveal the perspective of the respondent

and not the interviewer. In this study, interviews gave me partners' insights into issues

occurring in their organization. I interviewed individuals to obtain their perceptions and

experiences on their organization's culture and structure that influences how they address

complex management problems.
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Interviews vary in their structure. Informal or unstructured interviews can often

bear some resemblance to a conversation. The researcher asks general sets of questions

to gather data about the topic of interest, yet allows interviewees to respond in an

unstructured and free-flowing manner (Jorgensen 1989). Lincoln and Guba (1985: 269)

note that unstructured interviews are most suitable when the researcher "does not know

what he or she doesn't know." In contrast, formal or structured interviews are

appropriate when the researcher "knows what he or she does not know." Structured

interviewing uses a specific set of questions which allows the researcher to obtain a

uniform set of data from each respondent. I conducted semi-structured interviews where

the individual participant responded to a few open-ended questions (Table 8). This

instrument was pre-tested in three informal interviews and subsequently modified.

To choose interview participants, I obtained names of individuals working with

the partnerships from the partnership leaders. I chose additional interview participants

from people I had observed in inter-organizational meetings. To a limited extent, I also

used a snowball sampling approach, in which interviewees suggested the names of other

informants with expertise in the field (Babbie 1995). For those individuals who did not

already know me from my work as a participant observer, I stated that I was a graduate

student, described the general topic of my research, and asked if they would participate in

the study by being interviewed. Interviews lasted anywhere from one to two hours. I

followed the semi-structured interview instrument shown in Table 8. I either recorded

the interviews on digital tapes which were later transcribed or I took copious handwritten

notes which I typed up immediately upon leaving the interview. In this research, I

conducted 17 semi-structured interviews, as well as numerous informal conversations

with individuals each time I attended inter-organizational meetings.

Document analysis

Document analysis is the collection and examination of documents that are

produced in daily life as a means for better understanding the values of people in the

study (Marshall and Rossman 1995). The logic behind this method is that one can

understand human behavior by examining items people create (Babbie 1995).

Documents can take different forms, including meeting minutes, organizational mission



Table 8. Interview instrument.

Could you tell me briefly about your background and current position, tasks, duties?
When did you first become involved in the partnership?

Why did your organization join the partnership? What did they hope to get out of it?
What is your goal for this work? Who tends to attend these meetings?

What is your organization's attitude toward the partnership? What is their commitment
to this process? How do you know? Can you give me an example? What kind of
incentives/disincentives do you have for working in this partnership?

Where are you in the hierarchy of your organization? Why were you and not someone
from another level sent to these meetings?

Does your partnership's work influence what you or others do in your organization? If so,
can you give me an example? What would happen to your work or your organization if
this partnership didn't exist? How has it affected your job? How does working with this
partnership differ from other partnerships you've worked on? Can you give me an
example?

Has working with this group resulted in any documentable change in your organization's
processes or products? If no, why not? If yes, could you please describe how? Can you
give me an example?

What kind of latitude or authority do you have to affect change in your organization?

Do you feel that you've learned anything as a result of being a part of this effort? If yes,
in what way has it been a learning experience for you?

How easy or difficult is it for you to take things you've learned from these meetings back
to your organization? What things hinder you bringing things learned back to your
organization? What facilitates bringing things back to your organization?

In your opinion, if the partnership was to be considered a success, what would it look
like? What processes would it have? What would it have accomplished? In your opinion,
to what extent has this been achieved in this partnership?
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statements, letters, records, and laws. One of the strengths of document analysis is that it

is unobtrusive and the analysis can easily be replicated because the data are stable.

Documents can also allow broader coverage of data by giving insight into past events that

form the context within which the current study is operating (Lincoln and Guba 1985).

Some of the weaknesses of document analysis include that it can be difficult to access

and retrieve certain documents and the selection of the documents might be biased if the

researcher does not collect a broad range of data (Yin 1994).

For each of my case studies, I obtained access to organizational documents,

including mission statements, strategies, e-mails, meeting agendas, meeting minutes,

policy documents, intergovernmental agreements, and annual reports. Organizational

documents were coded and patterns in the data were documented. Over the course of my

research, I gathered over sixty different documents that helped me better understand the

organizational structure, context, and processes of the two partnerships.

My role as a researcher

In qualitative research, the researcher is the primary instrument of data collection.

When conducting participant observation, a researcher's role can be defined as ranging

from complete observer, a participant-as-observer, an observer-as-participant, or a

complete participant (Jorgensen 1989). In the first case study, I volunteered for the WRI

by taking minutes and synthesizing documents, so my role was participant-as-observer

where my primary focus was to observe, with limited participation. In contrast, I was a

complete observer in the WEW partnership because I did not volunteer. I did not

volunteer because 1) the partnership did not appear to need assistance on the scale that I

was able to give and 2) I spent less time in the second case study because I achieved

theoretical saturation much more quickly than I did in the first case study. Because I

spent less time in the field, I felt less of a need to reciprocate through volunteering for the

data I obtained. In both partnerships, I have attempted to reciprocate for the access I was

given by discussing my study findings with partnership members to learn their

interpretations of my research findings. My entry into the field as a participant observer

was overt, because I openly disclosed my research and requested permission to

participate. However, to avoid having an undue influence upon the data, I did not
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disclose the fact that I was examining the concept of learning, but instead only mentioned

that I was studying how natural resource management partnerships address complex

problems.

Through the process of data collection and analysis, I discovered two main

insights into my research and my role as a researcher. First, I learned that case study

participants do not necessarily wish to become highly involved in the interpretation of

research findings. Although participants expressed interest in the research findings and

offered to be contacted again for additional information, few participants cared to meet

intermittently to give feedback on the results, in part because of their busy schedules.

Second, I learned about the frame that I employ when thinking about natural

resource issues. While I was in the field observing the WRI, I was not aware of the frame

that the participants held because my own frame was very similar to theirs. Once I began

observing the WEW partnership, it became apparent that other frames could be used to

examine complex resource issues. In my first interview with a WEW partnership

member, I introduced the study by stating that I was examining how partnerships try to

address complex natural resource problems. The interviewee broke in and said, "you

mean natural resource opportunities." From that point on, it become apparent that the

frame that I had used to examine resource issues was one that the WEW partnership had

rejected for use in their own work. In the ensuing months, I became exposed to the

aligned frames used by the WEW partnership and became increasingly aware of the

utility of that frame for dealing with dynamic complexity. Because this research exposed

me to different perspectives, it sparked my own reframing of natural resource issues.

Operationalizing learning

Learning is difficult to operationalize because the process cannot be observed, so

it must be inferred based on observations of behavior or communication that might

indicate learning (Schunk 2000). Parson and Clark (1995) identify four questions that

should be specified in studies of organizational learning.

Who or what learns? I worked under the assumption that organizational learning

could include learning by individuals that becomes embedded in organizational culture,
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structure, and processes, as well as emergent learning by teams or organizations. I

therefore examined indicators of individual learning, the extent to individual learning was

captured in the partnerships as a whole, and emergent organizational learning.

What kinds of things are learned? I assumed that the content of learning could

include data, information, knowledge, understanding, or wisdom, which reflect

increasingly higher levels of understanding by individuals and collectives (Ackoff 1996).

Data refer to actual observations, such as water quality measurements or specific quotes

within an interview Information is data that has been processed into a more usable form

and which answers the questions who, what, where, and when? Knowledge answers the

question "how to?" and provides information on how a system can be managed. Ackoff

(1996) notes that organizational training workshops often focus on the dissemination of

knowledge. Understanding helps answer the question "why?" by clarifying cause and

effect relationships within a system. Lastly, Ackoff (1996: 16) describes wisdom as "the

ability to perceive and evaluate the long-run consequences of behavior." The wide range

of content that can be learned suggests that a broad perspective is needed to examine

learning occurring in natural resource partnerships.

What counts as learning? I considered learning to include perceived shifts in

cognition and observed behavior. My working definition of organizational learning

comes from Michael (1995) who stresses the need to move beyond a static description of

a level of knowledge. Michael (1995: 464) describes learning as a continual cycle of 1)

reperceiving or reinterpreting situations, 2) applying the reinterpretation in the

formulation of policies and action, 3) learning to implement the policies and 4) learning

how to keep open to revisions by continually cycling through that process. This

description of learning can be used for examining learning at individual, group, and

organizational levels. In the end, there are many views on learning, and I attempted to

remain open so as to avoid overlooking instances of learning in the field.

Why bother asking? The literature suggests that learning is critical for

organizations to more effectively manage dynamically complex natural resource issues.

In a discussion of research opportunities on organizational learning, Easterby-Smith and

Araujo (1999: 11) assert that more studies are needed which "attempt to induce theory
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from existing practice, use a small sample of in-depth cases, focus on micro-practices (as

opposed to outcomes) and within organizational or trans-organizational settings" and

"study processes leading to learning outcomes." This research study purports to have

many characteristics those authors believe are needed in organizational learning studies.

Based on components of learning discussed in the literature, I developed a list of

potential indicators of learning at individual, group, and organizational levels (Table 9).

These indicators were used as a partial guide to data collection in that I compared these

indicators with my field observations. I did not limit my data collection to these

indicators, but if I noted that I lacked data on a particular indicator, I went back into the

field to gather additional information.

Data analysis

I entered my transcribed interviews and notes from organizational documents and

participant observation into Atlas, ti, a qualitative data analysis software program. I then

analyzed the data for key themes that might influence organizational learning in these

cases. Analysis of qualitative data entails separating the notes into parts and then placing

these sections together in categories to observe how they relate and interconnect to help

form a new understanding of the data. The purpose is not simply to describe, but to

interpret, explain, and understand (Dey 1993). I analyzed the data concurrently with data

collection. Doing so helped me determine if I needed to reword or ask different questions

in the interviews and also helped me determine when sufficient data had been collected as

determined by theoretical saturationwhen new data does not yield additional insights

for generation of theory (Tesch 1990).

An initial step in my data analysis was coding. To code, I disaggregated the data

into small units by assigning segments of interviews to a particular code (as noted in

Erlandson et al. 1993, Lincoln and Guba 1985). I then classified the codes into different

categories that appeared relevant, such as "exposure to other perspectives." Through the

process of placing the data into relevant emergent categories, coding facilitates analysis

by providing some method of comparison and by helping reveal patterns in the data



Table 9. Potential indicators of organizational learning at three different levels of
analysis.
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Adapted from Marsick and Watkins (1999).

(Miles and Huberman 1984). Next, I looked for connections or relationships between the

categories and subcategories and developed small graphical networks of interrelated

codes. I modified codes as necessary as new analyses were done so that they better took

into consideration the segments of data assigned to that code or category. This is similar

to Glaser and Strauss' (1967) constant comparative method in which the researcher

compares new codes with previous coded segments and notes whether they remain

consistent or whether discrepancies or negative cases have been observed.

Throughout the coding process (as well as during the data collection process), I

fleshed out relationships I observed in the data using analytical memos or graphical

Level Data Source Potential indicators of learning
Organizational
documents;
participant
observation;
Interviews

Recognition of employee achievements! reward system for individual
or team performance
Reflecting on and adapting missionlgoals of organization
Budget allocated for learning
Increased emphasis on self-directed team opportunities
Emphasis on exposing employees to new experiences (i.e., boundary
spanning)
Training opportunities
Adopting new technologies or procedures
Developing collaborative structures (i.e., inter-agency agreements)
Emphasis on employee empowerment
Emphasis on systemic thinking
Organizational memory (i.e., documentation, overlapping positions)
Awareness of changes occurring in the environment.
Focus on experimental projects
Atmosphere of safety and openness promoted by leadership

Participant
Observation;
Interviews

Development of ground rules for group discussions
Expressed interdependencies among members
Organizational memory (i.e., meeting documentation)
Sharing of knowledge
Development of shared vision

-u

Interviews Self-reported or observed changes in cognition or behavior (i.e.,
description of lessons learned)
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networks. I developed various explanatory hypotheses that appeared to best reflect

learning in the partnerships and kept checking them against the data. I discussed some of

these emerging explanations with individuals from both case studies to see if my findings

resonated with their interpretations of their partnership. I then examined the primary

relationships between this data and existing theories from the literature.

Data trustworthiness

In quantitative research, there are several conventional criteria for assessing the

credibility of a research study, including internal validity, external validity, and

reliability. I first describe what they are and how my case study addresses them. I then

discuss why these criteria might not be appropriate for assessing a qualitative case study

and discuss other criteria that might be more applicable for this research.

Internal validity

Internal validity refers to the extent to which changes in the dependent variable

can be considered to have occurred due to a known change in an independent variable

(Lincoln and Guba 1985). There are eight commonly described threats to internal

validity, such as maturation and history effects. Yin (1994) notes that for explanatory

case studies in which internal validity might be a concern, the analytic techniques of

pattern matching, explanation building, or time-series analysis could be used to identify

whether there is a causal relationship between two variables. The main point of this

criterion is to assess how valid the findings were for the particular case in which the study

was done and how well the study's findings represent the "reality" of that case.

Lincoln and Guba (1985) do not believe that this notion is applicable in

naturalistic studies because it does not allow for multiple realities. They instead

substitute the notion of credibility. Not only must the research have been carried out in a

way that would be considered credible by independent researchers, but the "reality" that

is described by the study's findings should be considered credible to the people within the

case who daily construct that reality. In this research, I used some "member checking"

by having a person within each case review the draft findings to assess whether their
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reality was adequately depicted in the reality described by the study's findings. After

doing so, I made some minor modifications to my analyses based on their interpretations.

Credibility is also enhanced in qualitative studies when the researcher is engaged

in the case study over an extended period of time which allows for learning more about

the case. For example, Jorgensen (1989) notes that the use of participant observation

results in highly valid concepts (i.e., concepts that reflect accurate meanings) because the

researcher builds trust and triangulates by using multiple forms of evidence on an issue

over an extended period of time. Lincoln and Guba (1985) recommend that researchers

debrief their work to peers who can ask critical questions about biases and interpretations.

They also suggest refining working hypotheses by examining the extent to which new

data are explained by the hypotheses. The goal is to continually modify hypotheses until

they include or explain nearly all instances of data. In this study, I spent several months

in the field and so believe that I obtained data that accurately reflect the organizational

life of the partnerships. Second, the data were obtained through multiple sources whose

findings converged. Third, I occasionally used peer debriefing to examine other

perspectives on the themes developed from the data. For these reasons, I believe that the

research findings were developed in a manner that enhanced credibility.

External validity

External validity refers to the extent that the study's findings can be generalized

to other types of settings or situations. Researchers range in the level of generalizations

that they believe can be done with case studies or qualitative research. Many researchers

conclude that the scientific method's goal of producing laws that universally describe

social science phenomena is not practical or constructive because they are context-free.

Lincoln and Guba (1985: 110) note "the trouble with generalizations is that they don't

apply to particulars." Lincoln and Guba (1985: 297) reject the notion of generalizability

and instead propose the idea of "transferability" where working hypotheses from one case

might be transferable to another case depending upon the similarity between the two

settings. According to these authors, a researcher who is only familiar with the "sending"

context is not in a position to gauge the level of transferability to another context.
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Instead, it is the onus of the researcher in the "receiving" context to obtain evidence about

the context of the first study to assess the level of similarities between the context from

which she would obtain the findings and the context to which she would transfer the

findings.

Other researchers do not reject the notion of generalizability so adamantly. Yin

(1994) and Gomm et al. (2000) discuss how research findings can be generalized either

through statistical or empirical generalizations or analytical generalizations. Empirical

generalizations occur when some inference can be made about a population on the basis

of data on a sample of that population and its expected variation (Yin 1994). However,

Yin states that cases cannot be considered samples which use statistical generalizations;

they should be considered more like experiments which need to be replicated and whose

findings are expanded through analytical generalization. In analytical generalizations,

such as used in experiments, researchers generalize the findings of their specific case

study to a broader theory (Yin 1994). Under analytical generalization, the purpose is to

"identify a set of relationships among variables that are universal, in the sense of

occurring everywhere that specified conditions hold, other things being equal" (Gomm et

al. 2000: 103).

In contrast, Gomm et al. (2000) state that, in addition to theoretical

generalizations, empirical generalizations can also be made in case study research. The

authors deny that empirical generalizations require statistical sampling, though they do

recognize that statistical techniques are more likely to obtain accurate findings.

However, the authors also argue that case studies can obtain a higher level of accuracy by

using theory and following certain selection criteria in heterogeneous populations where

generalizations are more problematic.

In fact, although researchers appear to argue over the way in which case studies

can be generalized or transferred to other settings and situations, they agree that case

studies can be used to inform our understanding of phenomena in other settings

(Schofield 2000). Furthermore, researchers also agree on most of the techniques for

ensuring the greatest level of generalizability or transferability. For example, researchers

recommend using "thick description" as described by Geertz (1973: 6) so that other
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researchers have sufficient information to determine whether the context of a case applies

to their own case setting. In my study, I took detailed information about the site (i.e.,

gender and age of individuals present, room arrangement, verbatim transcripts when

possible) so as to build a thick description of the case. Other researchers could use these

data to determine whether the findings of this case study are transferable to another

location.

Schofield (2000) and Gomm et al. (2000) also state that researchers can enhance

the "generalizability" of case studies through the selection of cases. For instance,

researchers can select cases that are expected to cover the range in heterogeneity in the

phenomenon of interest. In this study, I chose cases that were different in terms of

tenure, scale, and perceived effectiveness in carrying out the missionthree attributes

that are expected to reflect some differences in organizational learning. Because the

findings took into consideration data from both case studies, these findings might be

"generalizable" to other partnerships with relevant attributes ranging somewhere between

these two case studies.

Reliability

Reliability refers to the extent to which the design, when applied again, will yield

the same findings (Babbie 1995). The traditional notion of reliability is not particularly

relevant in the qualitative tradition because it fails to take into account the constructivist

paradigm's notion of multiple constructed and changing realities. Because the context

evolves and changes over time, a subsequent study would not replicate the findings

exactly. Furthermore, because the researcher's relationship with the study site is unique,

the findings will differ if another researcher conducts the study. Often, a balance exists

between reliability and internal validity. For example, participant observation is often

seen as less reliable in that it is difficult to replicate the procedure with similar results

because the method is so specific to particular settings (Jorgensen 1989). In contrast,

participant observation has higher validity because it uses multiple observations to

converge upon a pattern.

After rejecting the conventional quantitative notions of trustworthiness for

research studies in the naturalistic paradigm, Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose
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dependability as a more suitable criterion. A primary strategy for ensuring dependability

is to develop an "audit trail" by thoroughly documenting all the procedures used to

generate the findings, such as instrument development and design (Yin 1994, Lincoln and

Guba 1985) and noting the researcher's assumptions, biases, and values (Creswell 1994).

In this study, procedures for selection of the cases and data collection are documented

and my biases as a researcher are noted in reflexive fieldnotes. Other researchers can

examine these procedures to determine the dependability of the approaches used in this

study.

Objectivity

Objectivity refers to the extent the findings reflect the phenomenon and not the

biases of the researcher who studies them. Traditionally, the notion of objectivity focuses

on the presumed distance between the researcher and the objects of study and on the use

of appropriate methodology or instruments. Because the constructivist paradigm assumes

that the researcher and subject are inseparable and that all inquiry is value-bound

(Lincoln and Guba 1985), the traditional notion of objectivity is not particularly relevant

for much qualitative, inductive research. Instead, Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose the

notion of "confirmability" which stresses the importance of whether different people

could agree on the phenomenon in question to ensure that the interpretations do not

simply reflect one person's perspective. To enhance confirmability, a researcher should

use multiple sources of evidence and should hold their findings up to critical questioning

by multiple individuals (Robson 1993). In this study, I have obtained data from three

different sources and have reviewed some of my findings with other researchers and case

study members. These procedures have allowed me to incorporate perspectives on the

data besides my own which enhances the confirmability of the research findings.



CHAPTER 4

DESCRIPTION OF CASE STUDIES

Case #1: The Willamette Restoration Initiative

History

In the mid-1990s, Oregon's governor, John Kitzhaber, convened a Willamette

River Basin Task Force to gather information on the status of the Willamette basin's

water quality and to deliver recommendations for improvement. Task force members

reported on the fragmented nature of activities influencing the Willamette River basin

and noted that an "integrated or collaborative focus" could prove useful (Miller 1997:

36). In consequence, the task force recommended developing a coordinated, basin-wide

strategy for watershed management. The task force also recommended establishing an

organizational structure whose purpose would be to promote implementation of the

basin-wide strategy, provide information and educational opportunities on watershed

health, and promote collaboration and communication among key stakeholders in the

basin (Miller 1997). Despite the perceived need to coordinate efforts to improve the

Willamette basin's watershed, no organization at that time had collaboration as its

primary task.

In response to these recommendations, Governor Kitzhaber signed executive

order ED 98-18 which created the Willamette Restoration Initiative in September 1998.

The WRI is meant to guide the efforts of the many different groups, organizations, and

agencies that work on some aspect of the Willamette River ecosystem and to learn how

those various efforts could work in unison. The geographical area of this Initiative is

broad, encompassing the entire Willamette River basin between the Cascade mountain

range and the Coast range in northwest Oregon (Miller 1997) (see Figure 4). In terms of

political boundaries, the WRI has identified eleven soil and water conservation districts,

nearly 100 cities, ten counties, more than twenty watershed councils, nine state agencies,

and over twelve federal agencies working on some aspect of the Willamette River basin's
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natural resources (WRI 2004). In response to one of the task force's recommendations,

the WRI was charged with developing a "community-based, comprehensive, integrated

strategy for enhancing, restoring, and conserving the biological integrity and economic

vitality of the Willamette River basin" (WRI 2004). The strategy was intended to serve

as a Willamette supplement to the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. After a two

year effort, the WRI Board of Directors produced a Willamette Restoration Strategy

which describes recommendations and seventeen critical actions believed necessary for

restoring the river basin. These recommendations focus on protecting fish and wildlife

habitat and populations, properly managing floodplains, and improving water quality in

the Willamette River basin (Jerrick 2001).

Current organizational structure and focus

The WRI is a public/private partnership managed by an Executive Director and

guided by a 26 member Board of Directors initially chaired by OSU president Paul

Risser. To promote the collaborative aspect of the WRI mission, the members of the

Board of Directors represent a variety of organizations, including representatives from

the business community; local, state, and federal agencies; forest industry; agriculture;

environmental groups; public utilities; academia; watershed groups; soil and water

conservation districts; and tribal governments. The WRI has no enforcement authority; it

must use persuasion to coordinate efforts in the basin.

Due to questions from the legislature, watershed councils, and other organizations

regarding the ambiguity surrounding WRI's unique public-private partnership structure,

the WRI recently decided to become a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization. In the spring

and summer of 2004, the WRI is also transitioning to a new Board of Directors which has

not reconvened since the development of the Willamette Restoration Strategy in 2002. In

2003, the WRI changed their financing body from the Cascades RC&D to the Mid-

Willamette Council of Governments. The WRI is composed of a three member staff: the

executive director and two employees tasked with outreach and the Northwest Power and

Conservation Council's (Council) subbasin planning process (Figure 5).



Figure 5. WRI's organizational structure.

Constituents of WRI Board
member organizations

WRI Staff:
Outreach coordinator

Subbasin planning coordinator
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Funding for the WRI has been obtained from federal, state, and foundation

sources. The availability of funding influences the direction in which organizational

members work although all funding sources and tasks fall under the general umbrella of

actions outlined in the Willamette Restoration Strategy. The WRI obtained funding from

the Council in June 2003 to become the lead entity for developing a Willamette Valley

subbasin plan. I observed WRI activities related to subbasin planning for my field work.

The purpose of the Council's subbasin planning process is to determine the

factors limiting fish and wildlife populations in the region and to prioritize strategies to

conserve and restore these populations. The Council designated lead entities to

collaboratively develop subbasins plans in each of the 52 subbasins in Idaho,

Washington, and Oregon that are influenced by the Bonneville Power Administration's

(BPA) dams on the Columbia River. The Council expects to use the subbasin plans to

guide BPA's future funding priorities in the Columbia River basin. Subbasin plans were

required to be completed and delivered to the Council by May 28, 2004. As a lead entity,

WRI took the initiative in coordinating the development of a subbasin plan for the

Willamette Valley. To develop the plan, one member of the WRI staff and the executive

director coordinated with numerous organizations including University of Oregon (UO),

Oregon State University (OSU), Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW),

WRI Board of Directors

WRI Executive Director
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Mobrand Biometrics, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), and NOAA Fisheries to develop

or compile research to determine the limiting factors for fish and wildlife. In addition,

the WRI staff convened a technical group composed of approximately fifteen scientists

and a planning group composed of policy makers and organizational directors which each

met approximately six times throughout the ten month process.

From June 2003 to April 2004, I observed WRI's efforts in developing the

Willamette Valley subbasin plan. In 2002, I had also conducted a pilot evaluation of the

WRI for the Executive Director for which I interviewed eight employees from various

state natural resource management agencies involved in the WRI. In these interviews, I

asked the informants about their agencies' involvement in integrated efforts and how

their agencies determine and prioritize the efforts on which they focus their time and

energy. This previous work was used to supplement my current research findings.

Case #2: West Eugene Wetlands Partnership

History

In 1987, a biologist conducting a natural resource inventory documented

numerous wetlands within the City of Eugene's urban growth boundarymany of which

were on sites slated for industrial development (see Figure 4). At this time, the City of

Eugene had already invested nearly $12 million to develop the city's infrastructure in that

location and promote industrial development (Abrams et al. 1993). Because federal

regulations under section 404 of the Clean Water Act require mitigation if existing

wetlands are filled or otherwise developed, the discovery of the wetlands in this area

threatened to cause difficulties between environmental and industrial or development

interests. Wetland mitigation requires that each individual developer purchase or restore

wetlands in another location and undergo a permitting process with the applicable federal

regulatory agencies. The permitting process is time consuming and it was feared

that the existence of the wetlands would discourage developers from investing and

locating their industries in west Eugene.
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In an attempt to balance wetlands protection with industrial development in a

more comprehensive manner than permitting traditionally occurs, the City of Eugene

contracted with the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) in 1989 to develop a wetlands

study and plan. In consequence, an inter-organizational team (the "Wetheads") was

organized to conduct the wetlands study and to develop a wetlands management plan.

The Wethe ads were comprised of staff from a number of different public, private, and

non-profit organizations including City of Eugene Public Works, Lane County, The

Nature Conservancy, LCOG, and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). A technical

advisory committee was also convened to provide technical expertise on legal issues

related to wetlands. Organizations which participated in the technical group included the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps),

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Oregon Department of State Lands

(DSL), and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

To carry out the study and plan, the participating organizations developed an

extensive public outreach and involvement process from the start. Several different

approaches were used to notify citizens of the current status of the study and to obtain

their input on the evolving plan (Brown et al. 1993, Abrams et al. 1993) (Table 10). The

wetlands inventory identified 1,491 acres of wet prairie wetlands in west Eugene of

which over 608 acres (41%) were on sites slated for industrial development (WEW 2001,

Abrams et al. 1993). The plan that developed as a result of the wetland study and public

participation process designated that of the total acres of wetlands discovered in west

Eugene, 1,019 acres would be set aside for protection or restoration and 259 acres would

be developed (WEW Wetlands Plan 1992). A regulatory framework was not believed to

be an effective way of protecting the wetlands because of how it would foster resentment

among wetland owners and, therefore, the 1992 wetlands plan called for funds to be

raised to purchase the wetlands from private landowners. In 1992, the West Eugene

Wetlands Plan was approved by the Eugene City Council and Lane County Board of

Commissioners. In the following two years, the applicable regulatory agencies (e.g.,

DSL, Corps, EPA) approved the wetlands plan and Eugene became the first city in the

nation authorized to issue wetland permits (City of Eugene 2004).



Table 10. Public participation approaches used in the development of the west
Eugene wetlands nian.
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Sources: Brown et al. (1993), Abrams et al. (1993)

The partnering organizations next established one of Oregon's first wetlands

mitigation banks so that individual industrial developers could build on lower-quality

wetlands by purchasing mitigation credits in the bank. The partnering organizations

which maintained the bank then used the mitigation funds to enhance or restore higher-

quality wetlands. By establishing the mitigation bank, the partner organizations sought to

avoid a piece-meal approach to wetland permitting. When individual developers

typically seek permits to fill wetlands, the cumulative effects of wetland function in the

area are unclear because it is difficult to determine the quality of the wetlands that the

individual developers created elsewhere. In contrast, the mitigation bank is able to

examine the Eugene wetland system more holistically (LCOG 2001). In addition,

wetlands can be acquired and restored prior to the expected development of lower quality

wetlands (WEW Wetlands Plan 1992). The mitigation bank also proved beneficial to

developers because it alleviated the uncertainty surrounding both state and federal

wetland permitting processes that the developers would otherwise have had to undergo.

Mailing list of 250 interested parties which grew to over 1,000 names.
Five newsletters distributed to keep people comprised of the plan's status and inform
them of future events.
Direct mailings included preliminary staff recommendations and maps of affected
properties sent to affected landowners to prepare them for participating in plan
workshops.
Written documentation (e.g., fact sheets, educational handouts) to inform interested
parties.
Media (e.g., newspaper stories, news releases, and posters placed in numerous
locations around the area) to provide notice of upcoming workshops.
Approximately 24 field trips to the wetlands.
A public survey mailed to landowners and questionnaires which obtained input from
workshop attendees.
Direct contacts with interested members of the public.
Ten workshops at which public feedback was obtained using specific techniques such
as writing on maps, distributing a survey, and bean jar votes.



81

Current organizational structure and focus

At this point, the participating organizations moved into the implementation (i.e.,

wetland acquisition and restoration) phase of the process. In 1994, three of the

participating organizationsCity of Eugene, TNC, and BLMsigned a partnership

statement creating the Wetland Executive Team (WET). The WET coordinates

management activities in the west Eugene wetlands. Since 1994, five new organizations

have joined the WET including the Oregon Youth Conservation Corps (OYCC), Corps,

USFWS, McKenzie River Trust (MRT), and the Willamette Resources and Educational

Network (WREN). In the rest of this manuscript, the West Eugene Wetlands partnership

refers to the WET partnership between these eight non-profit organizations and federal,

state, and local governments. LCOG is not a participating member of the partnership;

they were contracted to do services for the partnership.

Since the early 1990s, the scope of the West Eugene Wetlands partnership has

grown and nearly 2,500 acres of wetlands have been purchased and are currently being

restored. In addition to wetlands acquisition and restoration, the partnership initiated

development of a wetlands education center to promote environmental awareness and

stewardship (WEW Education Center 2002). Currently, the organizational structure of

the West Eugene Wetlands partnership is comprised of a number of different teams

(Figure 6). The WET meets twice per year, the Wetheads meet every two months, and

other technical and field teams associated with the management of the wetlands meet on a

monthly basis. Over seven different regional and national awards, such as the BLM's

1995 Health of the Land award, have been received by WEW partners for their work on

issues related to the West Eugene wetlands system. In this case study, I did not follow

one particular project, but instead observed the different teams as they addressed their

general wetland management issues.



Figure 6. West Eugene Wetlands partnership's organizational system.
Source: LCOG (2001) and Wold, personnel communication
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Comparison of the partnerships as organizational structures

In this section, I describe some similarities and differences between the

organizational structures of the WRI and the WEW partnerships (Table 11). Both

partnerships are set in the social and biological context of the Willamette Valley. Both

the WEW and the WRI partnerships have made the mission and goals of the organization

explicit in comprehensive planning documents.

Although both partnerships were established to coordinate management efforts for

natural resource issues, the geographic scale and the scale of the resource issues that they

address are quite different. The WRI is involved with natural resource issues throughout

the entire 11,500 square mile Willamette Valley whereas the WEW is focused solely

within Lane County. The WRI is involved with a variety of broad natural resource

issues, including the development of a public river corridor and a basin-wide restoration

plan for fish and wildlife. In contrast, the WEW was originally focused more narrowly

Environmental Wetheads Mitigation Field Land
Education Inter- Bank Operations Acquisition
Committee agency

team
Review
Team

Group Subcommittee



Table 11. Comparison of the WRI and the WEW partnerships.
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on the issue of balancing wetlands protection with urban and industrial development in

west Eugene. In recent years, the WEW partnership has expanded its role to cover

acquisition of lands outside the wetlands plan boundary to develop a long distance river

corridor and trail system for recreation and restoration purposes. Even with this

expansion of the WEW partnership role, the scale of the issues that the WEW partnership

addresses is much smaller than the issues being addressed by the WRI.

The partnerships differ on the origins of their organizational structures

specifically, whether their partnership's structure was an outcome of the partnership

process or the impetus for the process. In the WRI partnership, the organizational

structure was created by an executive order which resulted in the WRI' s current

Attribute Willamette Restoration Initiative West Eugene Wetlands

Scale Willamette River basin, Oregon
-1 1,500 square miles

Eugene-Lane County
-4,620 square miles

Purpose Develop a community-based, integrated
strategy for restoring and conserving the
biological integrity and economic vitality
of the basin.

Advise and coordinate the implementation
of the objectives of the West Eugene
Wetlands program.

Tenure Since 1998 Since 1992
Stability of
funding

Very uncertain, less than a 1 year time
horizon

Stable

Regulatory
authority

No Yes, over wetland development

Type of
organization

Public-private partnership that is shifting
to a 501(c)(3) non-profit

Inter-agency partnership (no official status)

Staff structure 3 employees;
Volunteers from city, state, and federal
agencies and non-profits form teams

Jointly administered by staff from member
organizations. The WEW has no separate
staff

Member
organizations

Board of Directors from 26 organizations Eight partner organizations

Full time
employment
dedicated to
partnership

3 FTE in the WRI, 2 technicians based in
Soil and Water Conservation Districts,
and -i FTE in other organizations

9 FTE in other organizations and -20
summer employees conducting field work in
2004

Past funding
obtained

-$1.5 million (since 1998) -$35 million

Current
funding
sources

Northwest Power and Conservation
Council, Lottery Grant, National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Meyer Foundation,
BLM (cost-share agreement)

Land and Water Conservation Funds,
Corps, BLM, EPA, OWEB, North
American Wetland Conservation Act,
Bellavista Foundation
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collaborative processes. In contrast, the WEW partnership was created out of the process

of developing a management plan for the wetlands found in west Eugene. One common

attribute of both partnerships is the rather ambiguous nature of their organizational

structures. In particular, the WEW partnership has been described as a "fancy

handshake," whereas the WRI partnership is described in statute. Interestingly, although

the WEW partnership appears to be more ambiguous, findings from exploratory

interviews suggest that in fact the WRI has had to spend considerably more time

explaining its status to people outside the organization. Interviewees noted that many

people have voiced confusion regarding the structure and function of the WRI as an

organization. One man remarked,

"People didn 't know what it was. They didn 't know whether it was a state
agency... whether it was a way of getting Oregon 's most populous watershed out
from under the Endangered Species Act... so, the fact that it wasn 't a state
agency, it wasn 't a federal agency, it wasn 't anything anybody could describe in
a simple way, and [the legislature] continue to spend more time on talking
about 'what are you?' more than 'what needs to be done and how can we
help?"

WRI staff describe having to respond to questions about their organization,

including clarifying the discrepancy between WRI and other collaborative natural

resource efforts such as the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds or watershed

councils. Furthermore, as noted earlier, the WRI is undergoing a transition to a non-

profit organization in part due to the confusion surrounding WRI as an organization.

Although the WEW partnership is seemingly even more ambiguous than the WRI,

questions did not arise about the authority or the structure of the WEW partnership as an

organization.

Both partnerships are comprised of several different types of organizations

involved in natural resources, including public and private sector organizations as well as

ones that work at local, state, and national levels (Table 12). In fact, four organizations

(USFWS, BLM, TNC, and the Corps) are involved in both partnerships. The other

organizations that are unique to each of the partnerships correspond to the scale at which

the organization works. For instance, the other organizations that are members



Table 12. Characteristics of the primary organizations that comprise the WEW
partnership and work with the WRI on the Willamette subbasin planning process.
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Organization Type of
organization

Scale Mission

.

Defenders of
Wildl?fe

Non-profit National To protect of all native wild animals and plants in their
natural communities.

Mo brand
Biometrics

Private
company

National Specializes in developing science-based analytical
tools for practical application within both government
and private sectors.

NOAA
Fisheries

Federal
agency

National Stewardship of living marine resources for the
nation's benefit through science-based conservation
and management and promotion of the health of their
environment.

Oregon Dept
of Fish and
Wildlife

State agency State To protect and enhance Oregon 's fish and wildlife and
their habitats for use and enjoyment by present and
future generations.

Oregon State
University,
University of
Oregon

University State OSU aspires to stimulate a lasting attitude of inquiry,
openness and social responsibility. U of 0 serves
people through the creation and transfer of knowledge
in the liberal arts, natural and social sciences, and the
professions.

Portland
Metro

Government Regional To preserve and enhance the quality of life and
environment; to provide regional services in an
efficient and effective manner.

Army Corps
of Engineers

Federal
agency

National

National

To provide quality, responsive engineering services to
the nation including planning, designing, building and
operating water resources and civil works projects.
To sustain the health, diversity and productivity of the
public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and
future generations.

Bureau of
Land
Management

Federal
agency

The Nature
Conservancy

Non-profit Inter-
national

To preserve plants, animals and natural communities
that represent the diversity of life on Earth by
protecting the lands and waters they need to survive.

US. Fish &
Wildlife
Service

Federal
agency

National To conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife,
and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the
American people.

City of
Eugene

City
government

Eugene To provide services and programs related to parks and
open space, transportation, stormwater and wastewater
infrastructure and natural resource stewardship.

McKenzie
River Trust

Non-profit Lane-
Douglas
counties

To provide for the care of the waters, wetlands,
habitat, scenic and recreational values, and agricultural
lands of the river basins for the benefit of the general
public and the ecological sustainability of our vital
watersheds.

Oregon Youth
Conservation
Corps

Non-profit State To protect, conserve, rehabilitate and improve the
natural, historical and cultural resources of Oregon
and to increase educational, training and employment
opportunities for youth.

Willamette
Resources
Education
Network

Private non-
profit

Lane
county

To support development and secure private funding
for the WEW educational center.
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of the WEW partnership (e.g., MRT, WREN, City of Eugene, and the OYCC) are all

focused at the local level with the exception of the OYCC which is a statewide

organization. On the other hand, the other organizations that have been highly involved

with the WRI on subbasin planning (e.g., NOAA Fisheries, ODFW, and Defenders of

Wildlife) are more focused on statewide or regional-level issues than on local issues.

The number of participating members and their level of involvement differs

substantially between the two partnerships. Twenty-six organizations are represented on

WRI's Board of Directors, but only eight organizations form the WEW partnership.

Thus, the WRI has had to work across a broader range of organizations. The level of

involvement of the partner organizations is much higher in the WEW than it is in the

WRImost of the organizations on WRI's Board have not even participated in the

organization's efforts since the restoration strategy was developed over two years ago. A

recent meeting on May 5, 2004 by fifteen of the original 26-member Board of Directors

was the first time the WRI Board had convened since November 2002. Although

decisions made in the WEW partnership are done jointly by the eight member

organizations, decisions currently made in the WRI result from the WRI staff and do not

necessarily reflect the opinions of the organizations forming the WRI Board.

With a few exceptions, the organizations represented on the WRI board are not

the same organizations that participated in the WRI's subbasin planning process. Some

organizations, such as the Corps and ODFW, are involved in the WRI subbasin process,

but are not currently represented on the Board of Directors. For instance, over the past

five years nearly .25 FTE/year within the Corps has been allotted for working on WRI

efforts. Thus, some discrepancy exists between the organizations on the Board and the

organizations that are involved with the WRI on a particular issue. For the purposes of

this manuscript, I describe participants of the WRI partnership as those organizations that

have been collaborating with WRI on Willamette subbasin planning. Of the

organizations listed in Table 12, only Corps, Defenders of Wildlife, and Metro are

currently expected to be represented on the new Board of Directors that WRI is

convening in the coming year.
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Structurally, both partnerships have fairly flat organizational hierarchies. The

WRI is more formalized because it has its own staff devoted exclusively to promoting the

partnership's efforts. In contrast, the WEW partnership members are from different

organizations. Although the WEW partnership is not considered a separate organization,

overall, it has more staff time than the WRI. The WEW partnership has approximately

nine full time employment positions dedicated to furthering the partnership's goals, while

the WRI has approximately four. Neither partnership has regulatory authority with which

it could require other organizations to participate in its efforts, although the WEW

partnership does have regulatory authority over wetland development and protection as

based in the West Eugene Wetlands Plan.

One contrast between the two partnerships is that the WEW partnership was

established approximately ten years earlier than the WRI. Michael (1995) proposes that

learning is more difficult in organizations that have a longer tenure because

organizational roles, structures, and processes become more entrenched over time.

However, as will be discussed in subsequent chapters, the partnerships' tenure did not

appear connected to how well the partnerships were organized to learn. Another contrast

between the partnerships has been their success at obtaining funding to pursue their goals

(approximately $35 million for the WEW partnership and less than $1.5 million for the

WRI). The WEW partnership has been considerably more successful than WRI at

obtaining funds from a variety of sources to carry out the wetlands management plan,

even taking into account the WEW' s longer time frame. On an annual basis, the WRI has

secured approximately $200,000 while the WEW partnership has acquired approximately

$2.5 million per year. As a result of higher funding levels, the WEW partnership's

efforts are stable for the next several years while the WRI is currently working on a one-

year time horizon.

In conclusion, the WRI and the WEW partnerships have somewhat different

strategies and structures for organizing to respond to natural resource issues. In chapter 7

I discuss how these characteristics have influenced the partnerships' opportunities for

learning when addressing complex problems.



CHAPTER 5

ORGANIZATIONAL FRAMES
RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Introduction

In the next three chapters, I discuss the major themes that emerged from my

analysis of participant observation notes, interviews, and organizational documents from

the two natural resource management partnerships. In this chapter, I discuss how the

partnerships frame natural resource problems and potential solutions. Next, I describe the

processes and structures that the partnerships used to address complex problems and then

conclude with a discussion of how those processes and structures inhibit or foster

learning in the partnerships.

The influence of frames on learning for complexity

Frames describe how people interpret their situation. When people frame their

partnership's resource management efforts, they create interpretations as to what the

issues are, why those issues occur, and how they can be addressed (Lewicki and Gray

2003). How members of the two case study partnerships framed natural resource issues

was found to have a strong impact on how members of these organizations learned and,

consequently, on their ability to address complex problems.

Four primary frame continua explain the greatest contrasts between the two

partnerships' approaches to learning: attitude orientation frames, problem orientation

frames, frame adaptability, and the degree of frame alignment. Benford (1997) notes that

people in social movements often bring more than one socially constructed frame to bear

on a particular situation. Similarly, partnership members did not use one frame to the

exclusion of other frames, but instead tended to use varying levels of the different frame

continua. Because the WRI and WEW partnerships are comprised of people from many

different organizations with their own unique frames for a particular situation, the

partnerships are a combination of different frames which either became aligned or created

dissonance in the group.

88
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Although I discuss attributes characterizing the extremes of these continua, I

employ continua to emphasize the notion that frames do not exist as dichotomies, but

instead vary over a spectrum, Despite the fact that terminology such as "frames" often

invokes images of rigid categories, it is important to recognize that different people can

hold a range of frames on particular resource issues.

Furthermore, the findings do not suggest that one extreme of the continuum is

generally more appropriate in natural resource management. Instead, in the following

chapters, I will reinforce the notion that an appropriate balance between opposing ends of

the continua is required. However, conventional resource management tends to be

dominated by one side of each continuum. For instance, natural resource issues are

traditionally framed using negative, technocratic orientations. Therefore, in order to

balance the use of both frame orientations, a greater emphasis will need to be placed on

the frame orientation that is currently lacking in resource management.

The unbalanced nature of conventional natural resource management is likely due

to the influence of positivism under the rational-analytical paradigm. Positivism assumes

that one true reality exists, thus suggesting that there is one correct way to address

complex resource issues. In contrast, this research is grounded in the constructivist

paradigm's axiom of multiple realities. Not only do people frame natural resource issues

in multiple ways, but resource issues also require a variety of approaches for effective

management. The question as to which frame orientation is more suitable is contextually

specificin particular, appropriate selection of frames depends on the specific nature of

the problem to be addressed. This issue is further discussed in the concluding chapter.

Attitude orientation frames

Attitude orientation frames appear to have a strong impact on learning in both

partnerships. This frame represents a continuum from a positive orientation on one

extreme to a negative orientation on the other extreme. People who frame their situation

from a strong positive orientation tend to highlight the positive aspects of their work,

such as past successes or the advantages of engaging in certain strategies. In contrast,



people framing their situation from a strong negative orientation focus on the barriers to

their work and persistently describe their circumstances using a negative outlook.

Positive orientation

People framing their natural resource management efforts from a strong positive

orientation focus on past successes and future opportunities in their work. Keith7, a

member of the West Eugene Wetlands partnership who exhibits a strong positive frame,

commented, "Isn 't it fun to be in government? I still believe in government. I believe it

has a real useful goal in society." In general, members of the WEW partnership frame

their natural resource management activities more positively than members of the WRI.

Frames are revealed through communication (Pinkley and Northcraft 1994), and

the partnership members repeatedly expressed positive frames by the manner in which

they communicated in meetings and interviews. In WEW partnership meetings, people

regularly thanked other individuals for their efforts on particular proj ects and praised

other individuals for a job well done, even when those individuals were not present. In

one Wetheads meeting, a person paid tribute to both an incoming and an outgoing

employee by stating, "Nancy has been great filling in for Judythose are some big shoes

to fill."8 In another meeting, Sean told a member of the OYCC, "It's really impressive

that you got that bill passed through the legislature." People also took time during the

meetings to let their team members know about how other people felt about the

partnership's accomplishments. When describing a nature overlook that the partnership

developed, Paul noted, "I've run into peopleeven some who weren 't sure about the

project when it was first discussedwho now love it." The Wetheads team members

consider these types of comments important enough to be recorded in their minutes. An

entry in the meeting minutes from the previous year states, "[Linda] reported that she

and [Sandra] counted over 100 people during an hour on the bike path on Sunday of the

90

To maintain confidentiality, names have either been dropped or pseudonyms have been employed.
8 Quotes from interviews and meetings which were recorded are taken verbatim from the recordings;
otherwise, the quotes were obtained from detailed notes. Although every effort was made to document the
speaker's comments accurately in those instances, some discrepancies will exist between the original
comment and the quote incorporated in this manuscript.
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previous weekend. She added that everyone seemed in awe and happy. [Keith] said that

the citizens in Bethel really liked the path."

Instead of focusing on past problems, WEW partnership members framing their

work from a positive orientation spent considerable time describing past successes on

projects. In fact, people described stories about their successes even when everyone in

the meeting was already aware of that success. For instance, on five different occasions,

I heard reference to a $900,000 grant that the partnership had obtained because they

submitted a grant application after being told by the Cooperative Conservation Initiative

that a proposal was due the next morning. The accomplishment of that grant-writing feat

was obviously one that partnership members relished and they referred to it often as a

potent example of their success.

Praising people for a job well done and focusing on past successes appears

important for learning because it highlights the occasions where the partnership has

achieved some of its goals. The frequently repeated stories serve to remind partnership

members of the types of activities that are effective and which they should continue to

emphasize in future work. For example, when relating the story of the $900,000 grant,

people took the opportunity to emphasize how important the relationships among the

partnership members had been to their ability to gather the necessary information for

submitting the grant application within 24 hours. By giving attention to successful

projects, the partnership members learn from past experience about what works in natural

resource management. In contrast, an organization which does not learn the reasons

underlying past successes might not recognize (or repeat) the behaviors that made them

successful.

By focusing on their successes, WEW partnership members also bolster their

beliefs about the importance of their partnership. In a meeting of the Wetlands Executive

Team, one man described "interesting opportunities" that their team had when removing

13 acres of fill interspersed with concrete on a site that was to be restored to native

vegetation. He commented, "There were the inevitable glitches, but we worked through

them and that shows the importance of having this partnership." This individual frames

the situation from a positive orientation by not only describing how they overcame
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potential problems, but also by emphasizing the value of the partnership itself. The

frequent framing using a positive orientation thus has the added effect of making the

WEW members perceive that they are part of a special kind of organizationwhich also

serves to increase their motivation for their work. In an interview Keith commented, "If

anybody had thought that we could start out in the beginning and do what we have done,

they would have had a right to be skeptical. And Ijust think it is a miraculous project;

there is something magic about this project. That it has attracted such good people that

do buy into the vision." Terms like "magic" or "sacred" were used by a few different

individuals associated with the WEW partnership suggesting that they perceive the

partnership as particularly unique. In an interview, Linda asserted, "I have to tell you

something... my boss, [Frank], talks about magic all the time. If we run into some

difficulties, he'll say, 'well, we '11 just have to rely on the magic.' And he's an engineer

with a dry, British sense of humor, and stone-faced." The use of language like "magic" is

an important indication of the strength of their frames' positive orientation.

One clear difference in meetings in which people framed their work using a

positive orientation versus a negative orientation was the level of enthusiasm at the table.

In meetings in which the dominant frame expressed had a positive orientation, people

were noticeably more excited about their natural resource management efforts.

Interviewees commented on this same phenomenon. Loren, a member of the WEW

partnership, said, "...over the number ofyears they have great successes, some failures,

not too many that really I think helped provide the motivation for continuing

participation in it and actually expansion of the partnership." Their focus on past

successes, as opposed to past problems, appears to make partnership members eager to

continue their work. Jerry, a long-time member of the WEW partnership, described this

phenomenon.

"...they're giving you good results and everyone pretty much agrees on the
direction you 're going and you want to get there, so you find ways to get 'em
done. It's just a positive approach. If you have gotten hit too many times, you'd
probably feel pretty negative about it and kind of give up. People have been
pretty insistent and when you get good results, you just want it to continue. Just
builds a positive atmosphere all the way around."
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Thus, success is more inspiring and motivating than failure and helps to generate the

enthusiasm needed to continue their resource management efforts.

How people frame their management efforts has a powerful influence on the

actions they undertake in the partnerships. In particular, people framing their work from

a positive orientation see the possibilities inherent in a given situation. Therefore, they

feel empowered to change their situation when they experience an issue that others

perceive as a barrier. Thus, the use of a positive orientation frame fosters learning by

helping partnership members recognize potential opportunities available to them. Yorks

and Marsick (2000) describe an increased awareness of available opportunities as an

important consequence of transformational learning. Furthermore, explicitly connecting

an organization to its environment is another dimension of organizational learning

(Marsick and Watkins 1999). In systems thinking, the environment includes all the

elements that cannot be controlled, while the system includes elements that can be

controlled (Gharajedaghi 1999). Using systems thinking terminology, people framing

their partnership from a positive orientation move factors from their environment into

their system because they perceive that they have some ability to influence that factor.

For example, people framing their work negatively view government regulations and

procedures as an insurmountable barrier to their work, while people framing their work

positively commonly expressed the notion that regulations are open to interpretation.

Karen, a long-time member of WRI, said, "People who are creative and willing to take

risks can generally get around what the narrow-minded might perceive as bureaucratic

barriers. They can usually find a way to stretch a little bit." To overcome that potential

obstacle, partnership members framing their work positively contact individuals in

authority who are flexible and who might interpret the regulations in a manner favorable

to the partnership. In doing so, these partnership members increase the number of factors

over which they have some control. Likewise, Daft (2001) notes that one organizational

response to uncertainty is to attempt to change and control the environment, such as

through advertising, lobbying, or changing government legislation. By engaging in

behaviors to change elements in their system, WEW partnership members using a

positive frame help reduce the uncertainty of their environment.
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Individuals framing their work from a positive orientation are not simply naïve

about the problems facing natural resource management. On the contrary, these

individuals are cognizant of potential obstacles to their work and they describe funding

problems or mistakes that they have made in the past. However, in contrast to people

who frame their work negatively, people using a positive orientation do not see utility in

letting their work be defined in a negative maimer In an interview, I asked Keith to

describe how they deal with funding problems particularly considering the current

economic conditions in Oregon. He replied, "When haven't there been funding

problems? In the history of the United States, there have always been funding problems.

George Washington had trouble trying to fight the revolutionary war."

Although the context of the WEW partnership is similar to the WRI, WEW

partnership members framing their work positively perceive that they have much greater

control over their work. Because these individuals feel empowered to influence their

future by addressing potential obstacles, they did not limit future strategies due to these

obstacles. Instead, when these people become aware of a potential problem, they develop

strategies to eliminate it. Most individuals framing their work from a positive orientation

describe problems (such as the lack of continuity resulting from limits to federal term

positions) only in the context of a discussion of how that problem can be resolved. In

doing so, they perceive these problems as challenges to overcome instead of unavoidable

barriers. A primary implication of a more positively-oriented frame is that people remain

open to many different possibilities for addressing complex resource problems. Many

learning theorists discuss the importance of people moving beyond the limitations

imposed by their own thinking and becoming aware of their ability to change their

current circumstances. One of the premises of Freire's (1970a) work, which underlies

both social critical and transformational learning theories, is that humans have the

capacity to transform their world. However, people must first perceive that they have the

ability to transform their reality, instead of perceiving it as something fixed which is

being imposed upon them. The idea that people need to be free from assumptions that

bind their thinking is supported by these findings.
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The use of positive orientation frames raises the question as to whether certain

issues are really barriers to the partnerships' natural resource management efforts. When

asked about barriers to integrated management in the natural resource field, Karen stated,

"Oh, there are hundreds of them. Turf is one......are these really barriers, are
they mental barriers as much as they are legalistic or real barriers? And the
reality is that f people want to work together more effectively and make more
strategic use of resources and all that, I think they can get around them."

As Karen is pointing out, people framing their work from a positive orientation avoid

allowing the perception of barriers to thwart their work. In the same interview, she also

describes how organizations might be influenced by perceived barriers.

"0 WEB can fund anything... almost... The money they do have, they have very few
statutory limitations on how it can be spent. If they have serious limitations on
how their money can be spent, they've imposed them on themselves... I think
there is an extraordinary amount offlexibility fpeople take it."

In this study, whether natural resource issues were perceived to be impenetrable barriers

or temporary challenges depended more on how people frame their resource management

work than on differences in their context. exists in objective reality. As Jaworski (1998:

55) notes, ". . .the boundaries we create in life are imaginary; they don't exist, but we

create them. Then we feel trapped by them." This finding supports the notion of learning

as a process of social construction. Learning as a process of social construction

recognizes that people together construct meaning about their reality; therefore, specific

information does not have meaning until it is interpreted by people (Michael 1995,

Schunk 2000). For instance, depending on whether a particular regulation was framed

from a positive or negative orientation influenced how much it was considered a barrier

to the partnership's natural resource management efforts. Through their interactions,

members of both partnerships developed different meanings and interpretations of factors

influencing their work, despite the similarity in their contexts.

Framing management from a positive orientation is pervasive throughout the

WEW partnership. In an interview with one woman, she described how the BLM

managed to hire someone with different credentials despite the fact that the organization
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only had available a traditional position description. When I remarked that I could have

imagined the BLM's personnel department saying that it could not be done, she asserted,

"In working with this partnership, I have never heard people say that we can 't do

something." Similarly, no one in WEW interviews or partnership meetings expressed the

notion that they were unable to achieve a particular goal. Thus, WEW partnership

members shared the positive orientation frames they used.

In contrast, one difficulty that occurred in the WRI was that the meetings were

often comprised of individuals framing their work from a negative as well as a positive

orientation. The different orientations in their frames were revealed by the language that

people used to describe their work. For example, in a Willamette subbasin planning

group meeting, Craig remarked on the "conservation burden" that landowners would

have to which Karen chimed in "conservation opportunity." When describing the

purpose of this research to Loren, a WEW member, I used the term "natural resource

problems" to which Loren countered with "natural resource opportunities." Thus, the

language people use reflects how they are framing the situation. In the research

literature, language has been found to influence people's actions by shaping their

perceptions and helping construct their reality (Patton 2000). Jaworski (1998: 178) notes,

"It is through language that we create our world, because it's nothing until we describe it.

And when we describe it, we create distinctions that govern our actions. . . we do not

describe the world we see, but we see the world we describe." The use of terms such as

"natural resource problems" can lead people to think and act in ways which help create

the problems they describe.

People framing their situation from a positive orientation often intentionally

attempt to transform the comments of others into a more positive light. For example, in a

Wetlands Executive Team meeting, Keith described how one of their programs had

received unanimous approval of Lane county's Board of Commissioners. Russell, a

member who tends to frame their work more negatively than other partnership members,

noted that some of the commissioners still had problems with specific projects within the

overall proposal. In response, Keith agreed, but then made more positive comments

about the decision, noting that it was a "political miracle" that they had obtained a
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unanimous decision. Keith then went on to describe how he had counted over 235 people

who have worked on the West Eugene Wetlands and the partnership in some way and

ended his comments with "It's a pleasure to be associated with it." In this example,

Keith agreed with Russell's comments and legitimized his perspective, but he then

reframed Russell's remarks in a more positive light so that the partnership does not

become defined in a negative maimer. WEW partnership members, particularly Keith as

a leader of the partnership, continuously work to maintain the partnership's shared

positive-orientation frame.

The WEW partnership members' positive-orientation frames relate closely to the

field of appreciative inquiry. Appreciative inquiry was developed in the 1 980s as an

alternative to the problem-solving orientation of traditional action research (Barrett and

Fry 2002). One of the five primary principles underlying appreciative inquiry is the

positive principlethat sustained change occurs most effectively when people and

organizations are considered from a positive perspective (Hammond and Royal 1998).

By focusing on a positive image of an organization, employees increasingly act in a

maimer that fosters the development of that type of organization (Coghlan et al. 2003).

The WEW partnership members' focus on past successes and praise that highlights the

positive aspects of their partnership's work corresponds closely to an appreciative inquiry

orientation.

Appreciative inquiry also follows the premise that people respond better to

positive affirmation, and researchers following appreciative inquiry methodologies focus

on the successes of the phenomenon they are studying (Bushe 2002). Similarly, high

levels of enthusiasm were observed in WEW partnership meetings. The focus on praise

and successbehaviors encouraged by a positive frameappear more motivating to

partnership members than problems and barriers. Thus, the findings regarding positive

frames in the WEW partnership strongly support an underlying premise of appreciative

inquiry. The importance of focusing on a positive image is also found in the field of

adult education. To encourage people to focus on possibilities instead of obstacles, Daloz

(1990) recommends that mentors highlight positive movement in their protégé. By

praising people for their past efforts and by continually directing the group's attention to
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past accomplishments of the WEW partnership, Keith acts as a mentor by highlighting

the positive actions of WEW partnership members.

If dilemmas are conceived as a tension or discrepancy between two states, than

the research findings regarding the importance of the positive orientation frame for

learning support the notion that learning is initiated by dilemmas. For instance, some

transformational learning researchers note that learning is prompted when people

perceive a gap between their expectations and their current state of reality (Watkins 1996,

Cranton 1996). Similarly, these findings suggest that learning occurs because partnership

members are aware of their potential and are motivated by their belief that they can

achieve that potential. The premise that learning can be initiated by the "dilemma"

regarding differences between expectations and reality is supported by this research.

Negative orientation

At the other extreme of the attitude orientation continuum, a strong negative

orientation frame appeared to have an adverse impact on learning. People who framed

their work using a negative orientation persistently describe their circumstances from a

negative perspective"the glass is half empty" type of statement. Jonathan, a man

involved with the WRI, framed his situation negatively when he described how

government employees can get away with being unproductive. In contrast to Keith who

remarked on how fun it was to be in government, Jonathan noted, "the government

system is messed up." When discussing a wildlife habitat database being developed,

another man who works with the WRI also portrayed this frame in a meeting when he

stated that he doesn't "put much faith in work done by Forestry and Fish & Wildlife." In

addition, in the subbasin planning process, the Council expected lead entities to develop

an assessment describing the limiting factors for fish and wildlife in the basin. By

focusing on limiting factors instead of success factors, the Council was framing the

subbasin plan using a negative orientation.

Unlike the positive orientation expressed by WEW members, in many instances

the language depicting a negative orientation frame was subtle. In a staff meeting, a man

associated with the WRI made several small statements suggesting that he frames WRI's



99

work from a negative orientation. First, he discussed how difficult it had been to get the

WRI Board of Directors to agree on a restoration strategy. Next, he described factors

which have a negative impact on WRI's efforts, including key legislators whose efforts

have derailed ODFW's habitat division. In reference to the current legislative

environment that WRI works in, he noted, "context is important and it has lightning

bolts." Then, he discussed in detail other factors, such as WRI's lack of regulatory

authority, whose absence makes their work difficult. Despite the fact that the negative

statements were expressed in a subtle manner, they were consistently used to describe the

problems associated with WRI's work in natural resource management.

The negative orientation frame had an impact on individual and organizational

learning by influencing both how people perceive barriers and opportunities for their

work and the amount of control they believe they possess to make changes in natural

resource management. People framing their work negatively typically elaborate on the

difficulties associated with conducting a particular task. Dan, a man working on subbasin

planning, described, "There are no incentives [to doing new things]. In fact,

disincentives exist. When you go off the golden path that everyone has always done,

you're not considered a team player." In the two partnerships, many members of the

WRI tended to frame their work more negatively than members of the WEW partnership,

although the WRI also contained individuals using positive frames. As a result, although

the frames within the WEW partnership are aligned, frames within the WRI diverge

greatly.

People who frame their work from a negative orientation are not inventing

obstacles to their efforts; on the contrary, these individuals can support their beliefs with

numerous real-world examples. However, peoples' perceptions of their situation

influence how they choose to respond to it. By framing their work negatively and

focusing on the barriers associated with achieving the partnership's natural resource

management goals, members of the WRI partnership feel constrained by forces that they

perceive to be out of their control, such as the opinions of elected officials, regulations,

and Congressional funding.
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Unlike people using positive orientation frames who engage in actions that alter

potential obstacles to their success, individuals framing their work in terms of barriers

described fewer attempts to undertake new approaches that might have contributed to

organizational effectiveness had it been achieved. Because these individuals can envision

numerous barriers associated with a particular goal, they are less likely to discuss ideas

for achieving that goal. As Jonathan noted, "In this organizational system, there is an

inherent risk to stepping out of the box, so it's not seen." In the transformational learning

literature, learning is considered more difficult for people who emphasize barriers. When

discussing strategies for teachers in adult education, Daloz (1990: 127) noted, "By

spending undue time on the negative, we run the risk of simply helping our students to

construct a vision of the impossible when our job is to help them imagine the possible

and then move towards it." Daloz points out the difficulties associated with learning

from an orientation which focuses on obstacles to organizational goals.

Another important impact is that people who frame their situation in a negative

light tend to perceive that their partnership lacks control over their performance. In one

meeting, when describing the limited publicity for a Willamette River event that the WRI

had helped develop, a man stated, "It seems like the Oregonian abandoned us in part

because the Rose Festival was also going on that day." His use of the term "abandoned"

took accountability for having newspaper coverage away from the individuals organizing

the event and placed it more on people considered beyond their controlthe Oregonian

staff. In contrast, people using a more positive frame might have discussed the tasks that

they themselves would need to accomplish to ensure publicity for the next event. By not

discussing the actions that they can take to encourage publicity, the group members

increase the likelihood that the next event will have limited publicity as well.

In the WRI, people discuss many different environmental factors over which they

perceive they have little control, such as lack of funding for resource management, the

organizational culture of NOAA Fisheries, the state legislature, and bureaucratic

regulations. In part because these people feel that they do not have the authority to

address the barriers they faced, they often did not commit time and resources to address

issues affected by that barrier. Consequently, like hegemonic assumptions (Brookfield
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1995), a negative orientation frame primarily affects individual and organizational

learning in the partnerships by imposing excessive limitations on people's thinking and

actions. Due to self-imposed limitations, people are inhibited from experimenting with

new management approaches that could lead to learning.

This finding supports a social constructivist perspective. Although the two

partnerships both have similar contexts (and therefore "objective realities"), the meanings

that they attribute to that reality are subjective and different from one another. As a

result, the actions they undergo are also different. Because WRI members framing their

work using a negative orientation have preconceived notions about the obstacles facing

their organization, they avoid behaviors (e.g., lobbying) that could have been used to

address those obstacles. Without feeling empowered to try new approaches, people have

a reduced ability to learn from experience. Framing resource management in a negative

light encourages people to place restrictions on their own thinking and actions by

prematurely limiting their potential options. Thus, the potential obstacles become

barriers that support the continuation of the negative orientation frame.

The notion that frames influence actions that perpetuate the frame is described in

the research literature. Putnam and Wondolleck (2003) note that when parties frame a

natural resource issue as intractable and defying resolution, they tend to engage in

behaviors that encourage the continuation of the problem. By focusing on barriers, WRI

members framing their work using a negative orientation have not learned strategies for

dealing with those barriers in their work. A reciprocal causal loop comes into effect. The

WRI's use of a negative frame is self-perpetuating because it encourages behaviors that

promote the very problems which gave credence to the validity of the negative frame.

Problem orientation frames

How people frame the natural resource problems they address in their

organizations appears to have a strong impact on the type of learning that occurs. In

these partnerships, people defined complex problems using technocratic and social

problem orientations. People framing their work using a technocratic orientation

perceive dynamically complex natural resource issues primarily as technical problems



whereas people framing their work using a social orientation perceive dynamically

complex natural resource issues primarily as social problems.

Technocratic problem orientation

People framing complex problems from a technocratic orientation perceive

natural resource issues as technical problems, and they focus predominantly on science

and scientific methods to address them.9 Despite the fact that both technocratic and

social problem orientation frames can be used together, individuals who framed their

work using a technocratic orientation were often observed to reject the utility of non-

technical ways of knowing. The use of a technocratic orientation frame was common to

many members of natural resource management organizations, both scientists and non-

scientists, and became apparent through peoples' conversations in organizational

meetings and interviews. When discussing how science is used in the policy process, an

employee of NOAA Fisheries depicted a technocratic frame orientation when noting,

"We are trying to use technical people to characterize uncertainty and risks so that

policy folks know what the consequences of a decision are." NOAA's use of scientists to

characterize uncertainty and risk is particularly noteworthy considering that citizens and

scientists evaluate risk in very different manners (Slovic 1997, Sullivan 1998).

In inter-organizational meetings for WRI's subbasin planning, the phrase "best

available science" was repeatedly used to describe how a decision was to be made. In

one meeting, a scientist depicted a fairly strong technocratic frame orientation when she

said, "Tell people [the public] 'here are the givens 'this is what the biology says." A

man responded, "The fact that it's a [biological] 'given' won 't stand muster the closer

it's looked at. Everyone 's got their own givens." By assuming that natural resource

issues are technical problems, people and organizations using a technocratic orientation

frame appear to conduct what Michael (1973) describes as a social engineering approach

to planningtop-down planning "in which the problem is assumed given and the task is

to devise efficient means to 'overcome'.. .the problem. Careful assessment of what is the

In the following two sections, the terms "science" or "scientific ways of knowing" refers only to
technical data and not social science data.
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problem is usually bypassed on grounds of expediency..." (Michael 1973: 17). The

underlying notions of the technocratic orientation frame are also described in the rational

comprehensive planning model in natural resource management where quantitative,

scientific analyses are relied upon to inform planning decisions (Hudson 1979).

The WRI contains more members who frame their work using a technocratic

problem orientation than were observed in the WEW partnership. The influence of these

frames on peoples' actions and priorities resulted in several implications for learning in

the WRI as they managed the subbasin planning process. Because scientific data were

seen as the solution to resource problems, the type of learning seen in meetings

dominated by use of the technocratic orientation frame was that of collecting and

interpreting scientific data. Ackoff (1996) discusses five different levels of learning

content: data, information, knowledge, understanding, and wisdom. Despite the fact that

learning increases as people move from data to wisdom, Marsick and Watkins (1999)

note that organizations often focus on data because it is easiest to manage. In the

subbasin planning process, the dominant focus on delivering scientific data and

information similarly focused the content of learning on a lower level of understanding

among the group members.

For people framing their work using a technocratic orientation, a major limitation

to resolving complex problems is a lack of technical knowledge about natural resource

issues. As a result, acquiring data becomes a high priority, and people using a

technocratic orientation allocate a high percentage of their resources to reducing gaps in

technical information. One example of the priorities people place on different types of

knowledge was the amount of time allotted to complete different parts of the Willamette

subbasin plan. Several months of time were allocated for obtaining new technical

information from an EDT'° model focused solely on three reaches of the Willamette river

system, while only five meetings were used to try to reach agreement among various

parties on the strategies needed to improve fish and wildlife populations in the valley. In

addition, approximately 38% percent of the subbasin plan budget was allocated to the

EDT model despite the fact that scientists on the technical team agreed that the currently
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existing Ecosystem Research Consortium data from the Willamette Valley Futures

Project surpassed the level and quality of data that the other 51 subbasins have available

to them. Consequently, resources that could have been used to promote learning from

other peoples' perspectives were allocated instead to gathering new technical data.

Second, because technical information is considered so critical, people who frame

their work from a technocratic orientation tend to focus their efforts on natural resource

issues for which data already exists. When discussing the need to choose a short list of

focal species for the Willamette subbasin plan, William, a member of the WRI, depicted

a more technocratic orientation when he said, "We can 'tjust pick species that people are

interested in that don 't have a lot of data behind them." By limiting their focus to

resource issues for which data is already available, people using technocratic frames run

the risk of prematurely limiting their thinking.

A third implication of a technocratic orientation frame is that natural resource

decisions are often postponed until "sufficient" technical information becomes available.

Whereas some partnership members wanted to move forward with the subbasin plan's

strategies despite scientific uncertainty, people framing the subbasin plan using a

technocratic orientation were more likely to discuss deferring the development of the

strategies until more data became available. For instance, according to the Northwest

Power and Conservation Council guidelines, the subbasin plan is expected to contain 1)

an inventory of current restoration and conservation plans, 2) an assessment of the

science surrounding limiting factors for fish and wildlife in the subbasin, and 3) a policy-

oriented management plan which describes the Willamette Valley stakeholders' vision,

objectives, and strategies for future conservation and restoration efforts. Due to the

limited time frame, the lead entities for the subbasin plans have had to prioritize the time

and resources used to complete each portion of the subbasin plan. In a meeting to discuss

expectations for the subbasin plans, a man from the Council warned,

"Many of you are probably at a point where you are deciding whether to finish
the assessmentrecognizing that finishing is a bad wordit could go on. Is the
incremental gain that you'll get from spending more time on the assessment
needed? My opinion is that fplans are going to be deficient, they'll be deficient in
linking vision, objectives, strategies [i.e., the management plan]. Focus on these
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How do you know when you are finished with the assessment anyway?"

Immediately after this comment was made, a member of the audience asked, "But if the

vision is based on assessment, isn't focusing on strategies when you have a limited

assessment putting the cart before the horse?" This exchange helps illustrate a

difference in perspectives between people who do or do not frame their work using a

strong technocratic orientation. The audience member framing from a more technocratic

orientation was unsure how to make decisions necessary for the management plan in the

face of uncertain technical information from the assessment. Even with a clear deadline

for submitting the subbasin plans, many people framing their work in this manner made

repeated references to new data that were going to become available to them in later

months. In one meeting, after hearing how some scientists were expecting to have future

research incorporated into the current subbasin plan document, William declared, "The

ferry is moving away from the dock. There is a point at which new data can 't be

incorporated into the planning process." By recognizing the need to complete the plan

despite the accumulation of new scientific data, William was framing the subbasin

planning effort differently than did individuals with technocratic frames.

In addition, the use of a technocratic orientation frame appears to be embedded in

the culture of some organizations associated with the WRI partnership. In particular,

comments from interviews and inter-organizational meetings suggested that employees of

NOAA Fisheries frame their work from a strong technocratic orientation. One woman

who has worked with NOAA Fisheries commented,

"NOAA 's always been very political. It's a part of the agency culture. People
there always pull back from taking a stand and don't give any conclusions. They
tend to be basic research types of people who are typically focused on getting
funding for their work. They don't have a lot of appliedfolks."

Because of their strong technocratic orientation frame, NOAA Fisheries often postpones

making decisions until ample data have been obtained, in part to prevent other

organizations from condemning their decisions. One interesting exchange in a meeting

depicts a variety of issues related to technocratic orientation frames and their clash with

105
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other problem orientation frames. After hearing comments about the need to move from

the scientific assessment to the management portion of the subbasin plan, Charles

commented, "I would hope that good scientflc information has value regardless of when

it comes, but I guess that's what I'd say because I'm a scientist." Another person in the

meeting then mentioned that "Bruce [their supervisor] is known to say, "The perfect

answer a day late is worth crap" to which Charles remarked, "It may be crap now, but it

would be useful for the lawsuit."

This conversation illustrates the constant tension found throughout most of the

subbasin planning meetings between people framing the plan from a technical orientation

who wanted additional data before moving forward and people who wanted to make

decisions in the absence of that data. Furthermore, Charles' comments demonstrate his

belief that the additional technical information will be necessary to counteract the

controversy that he already assumes will result from the planning process. As Fischer

(2000) notes, science is often expected to help limit controversy by making and justifying

environmental policy decisions. However, NOAA's strategy for reducing controversy

was not effective because other organizations were critical of NOAA's lack of decision-

making on issues requiring management actions. An unwillingness to make a decision is

a decision to delay managementwhich holds consequences for the resource in question.

A woman who has been involved with both partnerships described the need to make

decisions in the face of scientific uncertainty.

"In the past, I had to make a decision and use my best professional judgment
because you can't wait until all the science is in and that's what a lot of scientists
have to do, toouse their best professionaljudgment. I've worked in the research
arena also, and I know that lots of scientists don't like drawing conclusions, but if
you don't, someone else will draw those conclusions, but they'll have a lot less
information to make that decision. We don't know everything about restoring
these wetlands habitatsespecially the wet prairie habitat. In the past in some
places, we left it alone because we didn't know what to do. We left some alone and
now we lost it because they are now overrun with trees and exotic species, so
doing nothing because we didn't have enough information was the wrong
decision. Sure you'll make some mistakes."

As this woman notes in her comments, some mistakes are inevitable when organizations

make natural resource decisions. However, the organizations also get the opportunity to
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learn by examining how their efforts resulted in unexpected outcomes. People framing

their work using a technocratic orientation who avoid making decisions for which they

believe they have insufficient information lose an opportunity to learn from experience.

Fourth, the technocratic orientation influences the processes or actions that people

use in resource management. People and organizations, such as NOAA Fisheries, who

typically frame their work using a technocratic orientation were observed to be less

involved in participatory processes or policy discussions in part because these processes

are time consuming and take focus away from discussions of scientific data. Certain

members of the WRI clearly depict technocratic orientation frames, and the WRI spends

considerable time gathering technical data and less time on the process of developing

agreement on stakeholders' visions and strategies for the basin. As a man who is

working with the Council on subbasin planning warned, "People... are really

underestimating the time the management plan will take. If we don 't stay on track with

the technical data, it will drag on and affect the overall process."

In addition, several inter-organizational subbasin planning meetings were

dominated by technical presentations on fish and wildlife habitat models. By doing so,

these partnership members were engaged in what Freire (1970a) considers a banking

approach to education. The phrase "banking education" describes an educational system

in which information is deposited into a receptacle (such as the minds of other group

members). A banking educational system is based on premise that learning involves a

process of delivering knowledge from one person to another person who lacks that

knowledge. Similarly, WRI participants who tend to perceive knowledge as primarily

technical information focus their efforts on presenting that information to other members

of the group. In consequence, learning in many of the WRI group meetings occurred

almost exclusively through a unidirectional transfer of technical knowledge.

One consequence of the WRI group's focus on technical information was that

process or policy-related issues about subbasin planning were seldom discussed. Due to

the length of time spent conveying technical data, interactive processes or discussions

about the process were often squeezed into five minutes at the end of the meeting,

postponed until the next meeting, or relegated to an e-mail to be sent to the group. As a
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result, people frequently asked questions about issues related to the subbasin planning

process. In a technical group meeting, a woman commented, "There isn't really a stated

goal for the subbasin plan and it would really help f we could clarify that. What are we

trying to accomplish?" The lack of time spent up front dealing with these issues resulted

in recurring questions from group members that stalled progress on the group's tasks of

dealing with fish and wildlife issues in the Willamette Valley.

These findings support Fischer's (2000) discussion of the increasing use of

scientific criteria in environmental decision-making. As Fischer notes, many people (i.e.,

those who frame complex problems using a technocratic orientation) often assume that

science is value-neutral and that scientists are objective investigators of natural resource

issues. Consequently, in our current system, science typically is relied upon to reveal the

answersas it was in the subbasin planning process. Similarly, people framing complex

problems from a technocratic orientation appear to perceive the world through the

rational-analytical paradigm. In particular, people using technocratic frames appear to

follow this paradigm's positivist assumption of a single, tangible reality that is knowable

and measurable (Lincoln and Guba 1985). Thus, to obtain a better understanding of that

reality, additional technical information must continually be acquired. Because the

rational-analytical approach to science was seen as the primary manner in which an

understanding of reality (i.e., resource issues in the Willamette Valley) could be

achieved, a technocratic orientation in the WRI tended to discount other ways of

knowing. In 1929, Dewey commented on this phenomenon when he wrote,

"There is something both ridiculous and disconcerting in the way in which men
have let themselves be imposed upon, so as to infer that scient?,fIc ways of thinking
of objects gives the inner reality of things, and that they put a mark of
spuriousness upon all other ways of thinking of them, and of perceiving and
enjoying them." (Dewey 1929: 135)

People using technocratic orientation frames in the WRI subbasin planning process saw

knowledge as emanating from scientific insights and, consequently, they did not spend

much time on processes that could have contributed to non-scientific learning. Similarly,

researchers have noted that when agencies, such as the Forest Service, assume a natural
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resource problem is technical, they tend to emphasize technical expertise and discount

public values and experiential knowledge (Wondolleck 1988, McGee-Brown et al. 1995).

Although the scientific method underlying the rational-analytical paradigm is

highly effective for problems of detail complexity, researchers note that it has less utility

for dealing with dynamically complex natural resource problems (Lang 1990, Margerum

and Born 1995), such as fish and wildlife issues in the Willamette Valley. By focusing

on a dynamically complex issue using a frame that assumes that the problem is a

technical issue (i.e., one of detail complexity), the WRI partnership is undergoing what

Mitroff (1996) describes as a type III error"solving the wrong problem precisely." For

instance, when WRI members focus time and effort on amassing technical information

for the assessment instead of obtaining the perspectives of diverse stakeholders for

developing the goals and strategies in the management plan, they are potentially getting

an exact solution to the wrong problem as opposed to an approximate solution to the right

problem. Mitroff notes that one category of type III error is not selecting the appropriate

stakeholders for problem formulation. This type of error has particular relevance for the

subbasin planning process, because the input of some local stakeholders (e.g., watershed

councils) was not pursued and time and attention was instead paid to developing analyses

from fish and wildlife models. Thus, the importance of problem framing is critical for

focusing organizational activities in an appropriate manner. Although acquiring technical

information is an effective approach for managing issues of detail complexity, the

predominant use of this technique was insufficient for addressing the WRI partnership's

dynamically complex resource issues.

Social problem orientation

People who frame dynamically complex problems using a social orientation tend

to see natural resource problems as primarily related to people and their limited

relationships with each other. As a result, these people are predominantly focused on

developing social relationships to address complex resource problems. All members of

the WEW partnership and a few key individuals in the WRI framed resource issues in

terms of social relationships. Although frames are usually tacit (Schon and Rein 1994),
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the WEW partnership's social frame is explicitly described in their organizational

documents. In a list of lobbying rules they developed, rule #14 states, "Be nice to people

and develop good relationships. Promote our good name in every encounter. You never

know when someone you meet will be promoted, or come from nowhere to be a

supporter." In another handout that describes useful tips on partnering, the first tip reads,

"It's 75% people and 25% science." As this tip suggests, people framing their work from

a social orientation were not found to avoid the use of science; however, science was not

the primary basis upon which someone using a social frame makes dynamically complex

resource decisions. Depending on the type of issue being addressed, people who frame

their work using a social orientation use science (such as in the restoration of a wetland

site); however, their use of scientific data depends on the problem they seek to address.

The findings strongly suggest that people framing natural resource issues using a social

orientation are much more likely to incorporate both scientific data and relationships in

resource management than people framing resource issues using a technocratic

orientation.

Jaworski (1998: 10) contrasted the underlying premises of the technocratic and

social frames when he wrote that people need to change their model of "seeing a world

made up of things to seeing a world that's open and primarily made up of relationships."

Whereas the technocratic orientation promotes viewing the world as "things" for which

data are needed to understand, the social orientation promotes viewing the world as

relationships and interconnections. In the natural resource planning literature, the

transactive planning approach is consistent with the underlying philosophy of people

framing complex problems using a social orientation. Transactive planning assumes that

both expert (i.e., technocratic) and experiential knowledge should be used in natural

resource decision-making (Friedmann 1994).

As with other frames, the social orientation frame was expressed through

conversations in interviews and in meetings where people discussed fostering stronger

ties with individuals from other organizations. In a Wetheads meeting, Keith described

having lunch with someone from Portland's regional government, "We're bridging the

gap between those of us who don 't wear suits and ties and those of us who do. That's an



important step we need to make." When discussing turnover in her organization, Karen

commented,

"But what's really important to us is that our staff people make a long-term
commitment to this relationship because you know that's really the heart of our
business when you think about it. The heart of our business isn't science or facts
or research, the heart of our business is relationships with people."

People who frame complex problems from a social orientation act in ways that

promote relationships. As Sandra, a member of the WEW partnership, noted, "I've

learned that gossip in the workplace isn 't done, because everyone knows each other and

so much is at stake. Also because the relationships are so important and you don 't want

to do anything to mess that up." Furthermore, current WEW partnership members make

a deliberate effort to ensure that new employees working with the partnership also focus

on relationships. In particular, members of the different organizations in the partnership

hire people who have the "people skills" they believe are required for developing strong

relationships with other people. Linda noted, "...many people are hard core scientists.

We just have the uncommon combination of scientists with people skills." Linda's quote

underscores the importance of having individuals within a partnership who have "people

skills" in addition to the technical skills traditionally expected in natural resource

management. Being able to "play well with others" is also an attribute that they look for

when they consider adding a new organization into the partnership.

In addition, the process of "natural selection" appears to play a role in creating a

partnership in which all the members share a social frame regarding dynamically

complex issues. Because a strong focus of the WEW partnership is on developing and

fostering relationships, people framing their work from a social orientation are drawn to

the partnership and people who do not tend to frame their work in this manner tend to

leave. When I asked Sandra how she deals with individuals in the partnership without

people skills, she replied, "This partnership attracts people who want to work like this.

That's why [Linda] came because she was interested in working with a group like this

one." In these ways, current partnership members actively promote the continuation of a

partnership in which all members share social orientation frames. Although these frames
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have been effective for addressing the dynamic complexity associated with wetland

issues in Eugene, these frames have the potential of becoming less appropriate if the type

of problem being addressed changes to one of detail complexity. For natural resource

problems of detail complexity, a technocratic frame becomes much more important for

effective management of the problem.

Because the WEW partnership members believe that developing relationships

with others is critical to their success, relationships are established with many different

types of individualsfrom local residents to career politicians. In an interview, Loren

stated, "Ifeel like we 're creative in the fact that we can develop a very nice and

engendering relationship with landowners themselves, so that they actually enjoy

working with the partnership." A few minutes later, he also mentioned,

"I think the BLM's brought in like $12 million dollars in the last ten years... it's
pretty phenomenal stuff It's Congressionally appropriated, so that's another way
that these partnerships have been creative. Their relationships with their elected
officials have been very, very critical to the successvery impressive locally,
statewide, and also nationally."

The WEW partnership's success in obtaining political support might also be a result of

their positive frame working in concert with their relationship frame. In the

communications literature, researchers note that parties are more willing to negotiate

when the opposing parties use a positive framei.e., by describing the benefits that can

be achieved by negotiating as opposed to the problems that can be avoided (Neale and

Bazerman 1993, Putnam and Holmer 1992). By framing their work positively and

communicating the benefits that will accrue to organizations and elected officials that

participate in the partnership, the WEW members help encourage those people to

negotiate with them in addressing their wetland issues.

One important aspect of developing relationships with people is maintaining

ongoing interactions, not just when their help is required to accomplish a task. Keith

stressed this point,

"You also need to constantly take care of elected officialstake them on field
trips, never surprise them, let them share the glory of the successes like when we



got an award for the West Eugene wetlands, spend time with them, get to know
them personally. It's the people part of the businessthe politics ofplanning."

To allow politicians to "share the glory" of their successes, the WEW partnership

members make certain that these individuals are invited to any events with positive

publicity, such as award or dedication ceremonies. The minutes from an April 2003

Wetheads meeting read, "[Linda] reported that the dedication at the Meadow/ark Prairie

site had been scheduled... She stated that invitations had been sent and, among others,

Representative Peter DeFazio would be present. She noted that Mayor James Torrey

was scheduled to speak." The strategy of inviting politicians yields benefits for both

parties; not only do elected officials apparently appreciate the opportunity to take part in

the partnership's successes, but the partnership also obtains increased political support for

future efforts because those politicians now associate themselves with the partnership's

natural resource work. Another benefit of inviting people to share in WEW successes is

that elected officials and regional directors of participating agencies are now well aware

of the partnership. In contrast, the WRI partnership has not hosted many events to which

they could have invited prominent leaders. Furthermore, a member of the WRI thought it

was unlikely that regional agency directors knew much about the WRI despite the fact

that the organization was initiated by former Governor Kitzhaber, is based in Salem, and

works at a much larger scale than the WEW partnership. When I asked how committed

participating agencies were to the WRI partnership, this man replied,

"The people that are involved in our processes, Ifeel are very committed and they
have the discretion in their own work lives to use their agencies time through
them to help us to do things together... it's hard for me to characterize how that
might translate into any connection to agency directors or commissions, for
example. Ifyou were to ask Lindsay Ball, the Director of the Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife, 'will you continue to help WRI? he wouldn't know what the
hell we were talking about."

Because establishing strong interpersonal relationships is difficult when only

interacting with other people in meetings, people framing complex problems from a

social orientation take time to engage in activities outside of work. For instance, Keith

goes to basketball games with the mayor of Eugene and Loren goes out to lunch or into
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the field with employees of other partner organizations to help them understand the

importance of his own organization's efforts. Unlike many members of the WRI who

only meet with each other for work-related tasks, WEW partnership members take

additional time to further work relationships outside of the office. However, the WEW

partnership's emphasis on working with people and organizations with whom they can

build a strong relationship also has the effect of limiting their interactions to a smaller

number of organizations than are involved in the WRI. This issue is discussed further in

the following chapter.

Partnership members framing complex problems using a social orientation have

learned that attention directed toward fostering relationships among individuals has

contributed to their partnership's resource management efforts. As William notes, "I'd

say that the commitmentthe agency commitment [to WRI's efforts] actually is

manifest through key employees, key individuals." Establishing relationships with key

individuals in agencies is central to obtaining the commitment of that particular

organization to the partnership. This same concept is described by Friedmann (1973:

172) in a discussion on the transactive style of planning. The author writes, "Institutions

do not relate to each other as wholes, but through a complex series of exchanges among

individuals." In the transactive planning literature, mutual learning is established through

increased interactions among people. In the WRI and WEW partnerships, the notion of

partnership interactions as a series of interpersonal exchanges has applicability.

People using both social and positive frames (who perceive that bureaucratic rules

or regulations are open to interpretation) have learned to seek out individuals with

authority over regulatory compliance who will not hold to a strict interpretation of the

rules and who will try to find some leeway to accomplish what is requested of them.

Even more important than simply discovering the individual in authority is establishing a

strong enough relationship with that person so they know they are not taking a great risk

by being flexible in how they construe a regulation's meaning. One of the interviewees

discussed a rule that was being interpreted loosely by someone in authority. The

interviewee noted that "he 's not sticking his neck out by doing this, because he knows

everyone and knows everyone trusts each other." Thus, developing relationships has
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resulted in increasing trust among individuals working in resource management. For this

reason, turnover in personnel can negatively affect how the WEW partnership addresses

complex issues by disrupting relationship-building. Doug noted the importance of

longevity to developing relationships when he stated, "We're so involved in projects in

part because we've had certain staff stay on with LCOG for a long time. Our ability to

retain staff is critical for establishing relationships with other organizations." By having

people remain in their positions for many years, continuity in the relationships that the

partnerships have fostered is maintained. The importance of establishing a long-term

relationship with a particular individual for the development of trust has been described

in detail in the research literature. For instance, Wondolleck and Yaffee (1994) have

noted that the U.S.D.A. Forest Service's previous policy of frequently transferring

personnel among different regions had a detrimental effect on the establishment of strong

relationships and trust between local residents and organizational employees.

Establishing relationships also helps partnership members achieve their

management goals because they learn about information they otherwise would not have

obtained through other channels of communication. In the WRI, developing relationships

with people in other organizations was found to be particularly important due to the

differing timelines surrounding natural resource management efforts. In their guidelines

for the subbasin planning process, the Council writes that they expect the subbasin plans'

recommendations to be consistent with the findings of major environmental decisions,

such as NOAA Fisheries' biological opinion for upper Willamette Steelhead and spring

Chinook salmon and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality's Total Maximum

Daily Load calculations required under the Clean Water Act. However, the subbasin

plan's scientific assessment was scheduled to be completed before those reports would

have been released to the public, and due to potential legal controversies, the WRI staff

were not allowed to review drafts of those documents. After hearing about how the

subbasin plan needed to be coordinated with documents which were not yet released, I

asked a member of the Corps, one of the agencies working with NOAA Fisheries on the

biological opinion, how that coordination was supposed to occur. He replied,



"There are people working on the biological opinion [bi-op] like myself who will
make sure the subbasin plan is going on track with the bi-op. ft's an unspoken
rule that organizations such as the WRI with subbasin planning will hear of major
issues that might affect their document."

The establishment of relationships between members of regulatory agencies and the WRI

helps ensure that WRI learns information necessary for producing a suitable subbasin

plan.

In the WEW partnership, leadership was tremendously important for fostering

both social and positive orientation frames. Through his comments and actions, Keith

was a role model for others to emulate. In meetings and interviews, Keith was

continually making statements that depicted a strong positive, social frame. Paul noted,

"Each time the Wetheads meet, [Keith] is good about talking about how partnership is

like a marriage." In a second interview with Keith, he commented,

"Most of the problems aren't as big as you think that they are. When they arise
it's better to make a phone call to the person that you have the problem with and
talk about it than it is to ignore it and hope that it will go away. So we have tried
to do that, f something is bothering us, we go to coffee and try to work it
out... That is one of the successes I think to this whole program. Ifyou have got a
problem with somebody talk to them about it."

In this quote, Keith not only discusses the social orientation frame's focus on the

importance of addressing conflict in work relationships in a collaborative manner, but he

also framed his work in a positive manner when he used an example of a potential

problem to describe the success of the WEW partnership. By role modeling these

behaviors, Keith encourages other members of the partnership to frame their work using

positive, social orientations as well.

The finding regarding the importance of the social orientation frame in how the

WEW partnership learns when addressing complex problems supports a social

perspective on organizational learning. As opposed to the technical view of learning

which considers learning as effective processing of information, a social perspective on

organizational learning focuses on how people together make sense of their experiences

in their workplace (Easterby-Smith and Araujo 1999, Elkjaer 1999). A social perspective
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on learning assumes that learning results from social interaction, such as the WEW

partnership's development of relationships.

The social orientation frame's focus on fostering interpersonal relationships was

found to improve the partnerships' ability to address complex natural resource issues.

This finding is further supported by the research literature. As Allen and Gould (1986:

23) note, "people are what make problems wicked, and people are the ones who can solve

them." Similarly, Stankey (1995) states that new approaches to management must

acknowledge that resource management is a social enterprise in which different public

values and judgments must be addressed. By focusing on relationships, people framing

complex problems using a social orientation address the reasons underlying dynamic

complexity. One primary characteristic of dynamic complexity is the existence of

numerous parties with differing values and perspectives (Lang 1990, Weick 1985). By

developing strong relationships and learning the perspectives of other parties, the WEW

partnership's social orientation frame improves their ability to address natural resource

issues by managing the level of dynamic complexity associated with those issues. Thus,

these findings support the notion that organizations need to develop processes and

structures that foster relationships among organizational members (Wheatley 1992).

The ability to frame complex problems using a more social orientation also helps

address the political context of natural resource management. Instead of perceiving the

political environment as a barrier to resource management, a positive, social frame

embraces the political nature of complex resource problems and attempts to influence it

to enhance their management efforts (i.e., through the development of relationships).

Thus, natural resource management's predominantly technocratic focus can be balanced

with an increased emphasis on framing complex problems using a social orientation

which places greater attention on interconnections among individuals and organizations.

Because the appropriateness of the social and technocratic frames depends on the

complexity of the natural resource issues being addressed, a thorough understanding of

the context and the type of resource problem is essential.



Orientation to change

Another frame continuum that had an impact on learning in the partnerships was

people's orientation to change. This frame continuum ranged from a static orientation

that avoids change to a dynamic orientation that embraces change.

Static frames that hinder change

Learning involves a process of change in cognition or actual behavior (Tsang

1997). Without change of any type, learning has not occurred; thus, people whose frames

inhibit change can hinder learning. In this research, static framesframes that were not

very flexible or open to changewere observed in a few individuals and organizations.

In individuals, a static orientation frame was primarily observed as conformity to

a prescribed maimer of business instead of devising new ways of thinking or acting.

Karen commented, "It's a personality thing, people that are fearful and risk adverse will

always stay in their box." The concepts underlying a static orientation frame are

discussed by Dewey (1929) in The Quest for Certainty. Dewey noted that people

typically hold onto that which is certain in an attempt to avoid the potential risks

associated with uncertainty. In the WRI, some individuals followed a rigid adherence to

guidelines in the subbasin planning process. For instance, to facilitate their review of the

52 subbasin plans, the Council recommended a particular outline for the subbasin plan

document. In part to limit controversy by clarifying what would be an acceptable model,

the Council also suggested that the EDT model be used to characterize limiting

conditions for fish. The EDT model was expected to be useful for those subbasins

(unlike the Willamette Valley) that did not have adequate existing data to complete an

assessment of limiting factors for fish and wildlife. From the outset, the WRI team

members assumed that EDT would be part of their subbasin planning effort and put it

into the proposed budget for the planning process. Although at a subbasin plan meeting,

one man remarked that "we 're not locked into having EDT', the assumption still existed

that EDT had to be used. When the subbasin coordinator asked "Why use EDT at all?" in

his first week on the job, the response from another member was "because it's required."

The belief that EDT was implicitly, if not explicitly, required continued throughout the
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assessment and over $64,000 was spent on obtaining results from EDT despite repeated

questions from individuals as to necessity (and cost) of the model. Static frames are

linked to negative orientation frames in that people's assumptions about what they cannot

do, which arises from a negative frame, make them rigid, because they are unlikely to

consider that they have multiple ways of acting. By removing assumptions that limit our

thinking (i.e., reframing a negative orientation frame), static frames are also likely to

alter.

Static frames also influence how the partnerships address complex problems

through the interactions among the different organizations within the partnerships. The

WRI and WEW partnerships are comprised of several different organizations with their

own unique organizational cultures. These cultures influence how open the different

organizations are to trying different ways of working on natural resource issues. An

employee of a small non-profit organization stated,

"[The Army Corps] has less flexibility than us. Even when those agencies were
moving forward with some change, the rate at which they were doing so was very
dfferent from that of the other organizations in the partnership... If I say 'yes, I
want to do something' by and large, I can do it. I just need to face our board. But
that is not the case with these larger agencies or even the Nature Conservancy for
that matter too."

Interviewees considered the bureaucratic cultures of the federal natural resource agencies,

such as the Corps or NOAA Fisheries, to be less conducive to experimentation and

change. Consequently, their involvement can inhibit learning in the partnerships to

which they belong. The literature suggests that the agencies' static frames might be used

as a defense against a constantly shifting environment. Wheatley (1992) notes that

because organizations perceive a rapidly changing environment as a source of disruption,

they attempt to impose barriers to shield themselves from their environment.

Organizations holding static frames likely believe that stability is essential to their

survival. Thus, a tension exists between learning which involves a process of change and

the desire to maintain stability in the face of that change (Parson and Clark 1995).

One consequence of static orientation frames was that strategies and other

documents, once produced, were not subsequently revised and adapted to changing



circumstances. In the subbasin planning group meetings, much discussion revolved

around the lack of funding available from the Council after the May 28th deadline and

concern that the subbasin plan would not be subsequently revised. In a meeting, Karen

discussed this problem.

"In order to be enduring, [the subbasin plan] needs to be dynamic. That's what
adaptive management is all about. We lack the institutional investment to create
and maintain a dynamic document that guides the investment of multiple parties,
evaluates the effectiveness of those investments, and sets up a long term feedback
loop. I think that plan needs to deal with that."

By not having long-term institutional investment and funding for developing future

iterations of a product, the product becomes static and unable to keep pace with the

changing environment.

Dynamic frames that embrace change

People who perceive that they need to continually adapt to a changing world are

exhibiting a dynamic orientation frame. A person framing their work from a dynamic

orientation often perceives that they need to adapt their strategy to the specific context.

Dynamic frames encourage flexibility and change in individual and organizational

cognition and behaviors. By their nature, dynamic frames also appear to influence the

flexibility of the other frames people or organizations use. When focusing on a goal,

people who use dynamic frames appear to consider openness to changes in thinking more

important than adherence to a particular frame; thus, a dynamic frame helps promotes

reframing.

Having characteristics of a dynamic frame, such as a flexible nature and being

open to change, are considered important attributes of partnership members. When

describing the best people to have in partnerships, Karen stated, "People who... are

creativeare not unduly restrained by a need to comply with every little regulation on

the books... the people you recruit to the partnership are... what really determines its

success." Similarly, when I asked Dan how he dealt with the shift in both the federal

administration and in the leadership of his organization, he replied, "You just need to be

flexible and responsive to the changes. It's partly a personality thing." The difference
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between people with dynamic versus static frames is illustrated in the following example.

When discussing the subbasin plan in a meeting last July, one man stated, "We need to

start thinking about how things fit into the outline given by the NPPC."11 In response,

another man remarked, "We should use the guideline as a checklist, but I don't want to be

mentally limited to their outline."

Dynamic orientation frames influence the processes people employ in their work.

Unlike people who use static orientation frames, people using dynamic frames are open

to a variety of approaches for accomplishing a desired outcome, because they have

learned that a "one size fits all" approach is often not effective. After listening to

discussion about how a map combining two different data sets needed to be produced,

Thomas, a scientist, asked, "Who is the audience? What would you do with it? That

would influence what type of map should be created. No one map is all things to all

people." The use of a variety of approaches to management was also found in the West

Eugene Wetlands plan which had different levels of protection for various types of

wetlands. The WEW partnership itself also continues to evolve. Keith describes the

importance of change to the WEW partnership's continued effectiveness.

"I would say one thing about successful projects like this one. Projects come and
projects go, partly because politics changes so ... somehow your project needs to
reinvent itself every once in a while with a new focus to stay vibrant and so we
have done that. We went from the acquisition to some restoration and now into
recreation and education."

As the preceding examples help illustrate, partnerships as organizations can also

depict dynamic frames. In general, both the WRI partnership and, in particular, the

WEW partnership used dynamic frames. In the WEW partnership, a dynamic frame was

made explicit in organizational documents. For example, one of the tips on partnering

reads, "Don't Be Afraid to Take Some Risks and Experiment." One man expressed the

need for being open and flexible when he discussed the formation of the new WRI Board

of Directors. He said, "We're going to get new people and good, old people and, you
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know, the energy is there. It may take some new directions." Sandra remarked on how

her organization allows her flexibility when she said, "I'm given a lot offreedom to do

what I think will work."

By hiring individuals who are comfortable with change and ambiguity, the

individual organizations influence their future direction. Keith described the need to hire

diverse individuals in his organization and the WEW partnership.

"You look around our planning staff and we are all analysts that want to control
the world. Those are the people that we hire, those are the kind ofpeople that we
feel comfortable with so we hire more of them. And we try to break out of that
mold. And especially in the field of economic development.., these people are
more entrepreneurial, they are the promoter type that are willing to take more
risks. So you are always trying to figure out where you are and where you want to
be, what is the right kind ofpersonality [to have]."

By deliberately making an effort to hire people open to risk and change, the organizations

help encourage the continued flexibility and openness of their organizational frames.

The WEW partnership also revealed a dynamic frame when they adapted their

strategies to the particular context of the situation in which they were working. For

instance, partnership members are selective about which organizations they become

involved with based on their ability to foster a long-term relationship with key

individuals in that organization. When individuals with whom they can establish strong

relationships are absent, the partnership members focus on other strategies in the

meantime. In the original wetland plan, the WEW partnership also tailored their strategy

to the local issues that arose during the public participation process. When some rural

property owners remained concerned about having their property's wetlands designated

in the wetland plan, the wetlands team dropped those properties off the plan to assuage

their fears. The dynamic frame's focus on context-specific management approaches

follows the constructivist axiom of context-bound working hypotheses as opposed to the

rational-analytical axiom on developing generalizations (Lincoln and Guba 1985).

Because dynamically complex problems occur in unique contexts (Rittel and Webber

1973, Allen and Gould 1986), the partnerships' use of dynamic frames increases their

ability to address these problems by adapting their strategies to specific situations. By



12 Although the literature on framing in social movements uses the term "frame disputes" to describe
conflicting frames, the term "divergent" frames more accurately describes the data.
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increasing their flexibility and openness to change, people and organizations using

dynamic frames appear open to the changes associated with the continuous learning

needed in today's rapidly changing environment (Finger and Brand 1999).

The dynamic nature of frames is also critical for avoiding the competency trap in

which organizations institutionalize ways of thinking or processes that were previously

effective, but which are not able to adequately address future conditions (Levitt and

March 1988, Daft 2001). In recent years, the WEW partnership has been effective in

framing complex problems using positive and social orientations, but could potentially

fall into a competency trap in the future if these frames become rigid. Regardless of the

efficacy of these frames for managing current conditions, in a rapidly changing

environment, these frame orientations need to be dynamic and adapt to future needs for

addressing complexity.

The level of frame alignment

Another major frame continuumthe extent to which member frames were

divergent or alignedwas found to have a strong influence on how the two natural

resource management partnerships addressed complex problems.'2 Unlike the other

frame continuums, this continuum does not describe a particular type of frame, but

instead describes the level of cohesion that existed among partnership members' frames.

Divergent frames

Because people with divergent frames interpret their situation in different ways,

they have difficulty reaching agreement on partnership actions or processes. Researchers

have noted that exposure to diverse perspectives is an important part of learning (Yorks

and Marsick 2000); thus, having divergent frames, or different ways of interpreting a

situation, would appear to be a factor that contributes to a partnership that learns.

However, in this study, the persistence of divergent frames throughout a partnership

process appeared to be an indication that learning had not occurred. As Inkpen and

Crossan (1995: 596) note, "The differences or discrepancies in partners competency areas
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are the fuel for learning. Whether or not the discrepancies are identified and resolved

determines whether learning occurs." Similarly, in these partnerships, the key to learning

was not simply the degree to which the partnership members had divergent frames at the

start of the partnership's collaborative process, but how they managed those divergent

frames and, therefore, the degree to which they no longer had divergent frames as the

collaborative process progressed.

WRI participants framed the subbasin plan differently throughout the planning

process. According to Benford's (1993) description of frame disputes, members of the

WRI partnership hold divergent frames regarding both problem diagnosis and prognosis.

First, WRI partnership members disagreed on whether the problems addressed in the

subbasin planning process are scientific or social problems; hence, they are disputing

problem diagnosis. In addition, WRI partnership members diverged on how resource

problems should be addressed in the subbasin plan; thus, they also disputed problem

prognosis. For instance, the WRI subbasin meetings were comprised of people using

technocratic frames who wanted to postpone the management plan until additional

scientific data could be assessed and other people who did not perceive a need for

additional scientific data to develop the plan. In an October subbasin planning meeting,

one man discussed how the next group meeting would be delayed because the results

from the wildlife habitat results would not be available until November. In response, a

woman declared, "You don 't really need that to create a system ofpriority habitat areas,

do you? I don 't know why you would. It's always useful to have more data, but when are

you going to live? When this man tried to justifi the delay, she interjected, "You '11 get

into a black hole and you '11 never get out. Trust me on this one. I'd go with existing data

and then if something else shows up in time, fine, incorporate it. Otherwise, just push

on."

Because WRI group members framed their efforts differently, tension often filled

the meetings. Furthermore, because people disagreed on problem diagnosis and

prognosis, group members repeatedly debated the purpose of the plan and spent an

inordinate amount of meeting time rehashing issues that were never adequately resolved



13 It often appeared to me that the group members' differing goals were actually compatible although they
typically were at different temporal or spatial scales. However, group members themselves debated as if
they held incompatible goals.
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in previous meetings.'3 The finding that people had difficulty reaching agreement on

goals is consistent with complex problems. One primary characteristic of dynamically

complex problems is that people disagree over how to define the problem itself (Weick

1985, Salwasser 2002). Thus, divergent frames help create and exacerbate dynamically

complex problems.

Although frames influence people's actions, these actions were also found to

influence the amount of divergence that continued to exist among WRI members' frames.

In particular, how people communicated in meetings had an impact on whether the

participants' differing frames remained divergent or tended to converge as a result of the

partnership process. This issue is discussed in detail in Chapter 6.

One reason that the WRI had divergent frames was because the organizations in

the WRI groups were more diverse than the organizations comprising the WEW

partnership. Although diversity is important to learning because it generates different

viewpoints (Yorks and Marsick 2000), the diversity found in the subbasin planning

meetings appeared to slow progress, because much time had to be spent bringing those

diverse viewpoints closer together. An employee who worked with the WRI Board of

Directors from the beginning commented,

"The board that WRI had was very large and very diverse and they worked by
consensus and it was often very d?fjIcult to drag certain members along to get
them to the point of agreement.. .And I suppose you could more carefully pick a
board or you could reduce the number of a board or you could do a lot of those
things. ..you 'd get agreement faster, but, on the other hand, you wouldn't
necessarily get the kind of broad public consensus, or at least the perception of
broad, public consensus that sometimes is necessary to do that."

Thus, the interviewee notes the tension that exists between having a diverse group of

people and reaching agreement on the partnership's issues and future direction.

The continuation of divergent frames throughout the subbasin planning process

suggested that learning that results from second-order reframing was not occurring by

WRI members during my limited time in the field. Bartunek (1984) describes second-
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order reframing as a dramatic shift in how people perceive a situation. In the process of

reframing, participants begin to understand issues through the lens of alternative

perspectives. Although conflict between different frames is an impetus for reframing,

WRI participants continued to have difficulties understanding each other's frames, which

suggested that learning as a result of higher-order reframing was not occurring.

Additional time is likely needed for reframing among WRI participants to occur;

however, because these participants convened for the purpose of developing a Willamette

subbasin plan, the completion of this plan in May 2004 suggests that these WRI

partnership members might not continue working together. Although reframing might

occur in future WRI-sponsored forums, it appears unlikely that the WRI will have

additional opportunities for reframing the perspectives of members of WRI' s subbasin

planning process.

Aligned frames

Aligned partnership frames were found to be critical to the partnership's

effectiveness at addressing complex resource issues and was a strong indication that

learning had occurred in the partnership. Frames converge when people open up their

thinking to recognize and legitimize other people's different perspectives or frames into

their own (Elliot et al. 2003). Because the WEW partnership members' frames are

aligned, the partnership members work collectively and have a developed a shared

construction of their reality. Aligned frames among WEW partnership members

appeared to influence the partnership's effectiveness because participants had developed

a shared understanding of the partnership's management goals and the desired strategies

for achieving those goals. For instance, Loren remarked, "How we... have been able to

work so well is the staff of these partner agencies are very committed to the mission of

the partnership."

Whereas people in the WRI subbasin planning process tend to frame their work

differently, in the WEW partnership, people frame their work similarly. One indication

of aligned frames among WEW participants was that theoretical saturation in that

partnership was reached much sooner than in the WRI. The level of synchronicity among
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the WEW partnership member's interviews as well as the notes from their inter-

organizational meetings is noteworthy. For instance, in an interview with Loren, he

discussed organizational ownership of west Eugene wetlands, "We're all working

towards the same end; it's just a matter of who does it. It doesn't really matter who owns

the property as long as it's protected." In a later interview with Linda, she described the

issue of land ownership in a similar manner. She stated,

"The comment 'that's BLM land' doesn't come up. The way it works is that this is
the West Eugene Wetlands... We need to have a unified vision to keep people
together. On a typical map, it shows the different properties that are owned by
different agenciesBLM land, City of Eugene land. For a member of the public,
it doesn't matter who owns which portion."

In particular, WEW members have converged on the use of a positive,

relationship frame for their work in the partnership. The congruence of WEW members'

frames was again revealed in the interviews and participant observation. For example,

because West Eugene participants had social frames, they emphasized the importance of

communication. When discussing the WEW partnership's effectiveness, Sandra noted,

"It's the individuals that make it work. You need trust, you have to be able to give up

being territorial about your work, you have to be a good communicator." In another

interview, Paul commented, "I've learned that communicating, people skills, leadership

building is 80% of the work that needs to be done. The ability to persuade and build

consensus and get people behind a project is critical." In the WEW's description of

sixteen guiding partnership principles, the word "communicate" is repeated five times.

The similarity among the findings suggests that WEW partnership members have

achieved high agreement on the frames they use in their work.

Another indication of the level of frame alignment of WEW partnership members

was the development of a shared vision for their natural resource management work.

One of the WEW partnership tips, "Share common goals and aims," intimates the

importance of a shared vision. The partnership's shared vision might be a result of their

shared positive orientation frame. As Senge (1990) notes, "Vision becomes a living force

only when people truly believe they can shape their future." Another indication that

aligned frames were developed in the WEW partnership was the shared belief that the
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when he said,

"I've seen time and time again, we've been at a meeting and its universal that one
of my bosses or one of the BLM bosses will say 'regardless of the impact to us, the
partnership is our number one priority.' That's the message that comes through
very strong. There are personality dfferences sometimes; you don't necessarily
always like everyone else, but what we're doing is way bigger than any of us.
Egos are put away for the benefit of the partnership."

A specific example of how the WEW partnership was a higher priority than its individual

member organizations is illustrated in the following quotation. Linda discussed the

interpretive signs that the partnership has posted on some land in the West Eugene

wetlands that is actually owned by the City of Eugene and the BLM.

"On these signs, the partnership logo is the only logo, so it's clean. Having all
the partners listed would detract from the message. For example, the Meadowlark
Prairie sign focuses on the partnership. That emphasis is prevalent in everything
we do."

The importance of the partnership is also emphasized by the terminology they use to

describe themselves. For instance, when discussing the need to start a relationship with

the school district as they begin environmental education, Linda noted, "we have to

remember that people outside the family interact dfferently." The use of the term

"family" reveals the value placed upon the WEW partnership.

Although aligned frames are important to the process of forming a collective

identity and collective actions, a collective identity and action in turn also influence

framing (Coy and Woehrle 1996). Likewise, the development of a shared WEW

partnership frame was fostered by organizational actions, such as the development of

documents articulating their shared vision, the use of consensus decision-making

processes, and by focusing on common ground among the different parties. In addition,

the actions of a leader within the partnership helped create an aligned frame by the

manner in which he led the process and communicated with others.

The development of documents reflecting the WEW partnership's shared vision

facilitated the development of an aligned frame because those documents (such as the

128
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educational program strategy) were then used by new partnership members in their work.

As Marie noted, "What's good about the West Eugene Wetlands partnership is that

they 'ye left a vision. Keith will leave and others will leave, but the process is there." By

creating documents that reflect the shared partnership vision, organizational memory is

generated and new members to the partnership can more easily learn from the

experiences of past members. Additionally, WEW partnership members used a

consensus decision-making process to develop the shared vision in the West Eugene

Wetlands plan. When describing the development of the plan, Loren stated,

"And it was really rough. I mean some landowners were really steaming, but they
didn't have one single lawsuit or anything like that because by and large by the
end of the process they had near enough consensus by the landowners that were
impacted by this thing, that this was a good thing.. .And that is why the West
Eugene Wetlands Partnership has national recognition and celebration."

Thus, the use of consensus as a decision-making process was important in aligning

diverse participants' frames.

In addition, leadership in both partnerships was very important for getting

participants' frames to converge by helping them realize where they had common

ground. In a study ofjoint ventures, Inkpen and Crossan (1995) note that organizational

leaders were often a primary reason why individual frames became integrated into a

collective understanding. Similarly, the ability to find common ground among disparate

groups has been found to be a characteristic of effective leadership (Goleman 1998).

When discussing Keith's leadership in the WEW partnership, Linda commented that

"[Keith] is always reminding us of our successes and where we meet instead of where we

disagree." Keith himself discussed the need for shared vision when he said,

"The trick is to think about, not what people's differences are, but what is dear to
them and get to their core values and long-term vision. It is amazing what kind of
agreement you get when you start asking people for their vision for the area for
25 years out."

In the two-year development of the Willamette Restoration Strategy, the WRI Board of

Directors had also achieved a shared vision despite the fact that they came from highly
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disparate groups. One interviewee noted that former OSU President Paul Risser had a

remarkable ability to find common ground among the 26 original Board members.

Leadership influences the development of organizational frames by the manner in

which they emphasize or discountand therefore give meaning todifferent aspects of

organizational life (Gray et al. 1985). By focusing on shared aspects of the different

parties' vision, Keith communicated in a maimer that encouraged the creation of shared

frames in the West Eugene wetlands plan and in the WEW partnership. Thus, leadership

was a driving force behind the frames that the partnership members used. The impact of

a leader on an organization was noted by Doug when he described a previous director of

his organization, "[He] was used to bureaucracy and he... took controifrom project

managers and took over things that were the role ofproject managers. He gave the place

a whole different feel..."

The existence of aligned frames in the WEW partnership suggests that partnership

members have undergone learning by having altered their frames to allow for different

perspectives. The existence of aligned frames had several important consequences for

the partnership. First, the partnership's effectiveness is increased because members are

aligned around the partnership's mission and strategies for addressing natural resource

issues. Second, aligned frames allow for continuity because a partnership with an aligned

frame has transcended an individual leader. Although Keith's leadership fostered the

development of the partnership frame, now that the frame has been transferred to the

WEW partnership as a whole, the partnership's aligned frames would continue even

when Keith leaves. In this way, aligned frames help generate some continuity in the

WEW partnership that counteracts the rapidly changing environment in which they work.

Third, aligned frames appear particularly important for addressing complex problems.

One characteristics of dynamically complex problems is that there exists much ambiguity

surrounding problem framing (Rittel and Webber 1973, Pacanowsky 1995). By

developing aligned frames which led to a shared definition of the problem, the WEW

partnership has helped manage the complexity of issues they address.

Once again, the different frame orientations appear interconnected. Specifically,

the orientation to change frames appears associated with the development of aligned



frames. The more dynamic the frames held by partnership members, the greater the

potential for developing aligned frames, because those members are open to change

associated with reframing from other perspectives. Reframing does not require that

partnership members' differing frames become the same; instead, different frames

become more congruent with each other's perspectives. For dynamically complex

problems in which there exist multiple parties with differing interpretations of the

problem, attempts to develop aligned frames can have utility for managing complexity.

However, attempts to get the different parties' frames to become the same would be

unrealistic and likely inappropriate for effective resource management under the

constructivist paradigm.
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CHAPTER 6

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCES SES
RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Three primary continuums of organizational processesthe scale, the level of

inclusiveness, and the temporal orientation of their processeswere observed to

influence how these partnerships learn when addressing complex resource problems.

The scale of organizational actions

The different scales at which the two partnerships worked, ranging from a broad,

basinwide scale to a local, place-based scale, appeared to have a strong influence on

learning by partnership members. The scale of the WRI partnership's efforts includes the

entire Willamette Valley, while the WEW partnership's scale is focused on issues within

Lane County. The two partnerships also engage in different scales of actions within their

geographical boundaries. The WRI partnership often involves itself in general planning

efforts, whereas the WEW partnership has moved from planning to on the ground

implementation of their plan. When it comes to influencing actions on private lands, the

WRI partnership typically works at what they describe as the "wholesale" levelpeople

in organizations who work with landowners. When discussing the scale at which her

organization works, Karen described the need to focus at the wholesale level,

"Our work has to be wholesale. We can't do retail work. We don't restore
streams, we don't work with activists, we're too small... The only time that we can
justfy getting involved in retail delivery ... is maybe on an experimental basis to
see how it will work, to see if there are some new ideas to come out of it. But you
can see how quickly we'd be spread thin if we worked at very local scales on
anything very specjlc and so we don't."

In contrast, the WEW partnership works directly with local residents in local sites.

The scale at which these partnerships work influences learning in two primary

ways. First, by working at a broad, basin-wide scale, WRI partnership members are

exposed to many different people, organizations, projects, and ways of thinking. As

Robert noted in a meeting, "The Willamette subbasin is humongous compared to others.
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It's a big population and very complex, the number ofplayers is enormous." By inviting

many players to participate in the WRI, the partnership members create the opportunity

for learning from diverse perspectives on Willamette Valley resource issues. Second, by

having developed a broad, holistic vision for the partnership's work, the WRI partnership

members are aware of the many different issues (e.g., land use patterns, energy

production) that interact to influence natural resource issues in the valley. Because

partnership members are aware of these interconnections, they have a better sense of the

potential impacts of a particular intervention on natural resource issues in the region.

Thus, working at a broad scale was found to foster learning by opening up the thinking of

WRI partnership members. In contrast, because the WEW partnership implements

actions at a much smaller scale, they have a more limited array of individuals and

organizations with which they need to become involved. Because they have less

exposure to different types of organizations, they have fewer opportunities to learn in this

manner than people within the WRI.

However, implementing actions at a broad instead of place-based scale was also

found to inhibit learning of individual members in the WRI partnership. Because of the

Willamette Valley's size, people involved in the WRI have fewer opportunities to interact

in ways that have helped WEW participants establish strong relationships and learn from

one another. Interested parties find it more difficult to attend WRI meetings because of

the time it takes to make the trip to Salem. Furthermore, when WRI meetings adjourn,

participants often hurry back to their offices in Portland, Eugene, or Corvallis after only a

few minutes of socializing. For this reason, most of the people in the WRI subbasin

planning meetings interacted only in meetings. Although the WRI partnership has a

broad range of interests represented at their table, the scale at which they work limits

their ability to form personal relationships and to fully understand the perspectives held

by particular organizations. Thus, the scale of the partnerships influences their ability to

achieve aligned frames among partnership members. By opening up the partnership to

members of highly diverse groups, such as those represented on the current WRI Board

of Directors, the WRI partnership has a more difficult time achieving aligned frames for

the organization as a whole. This finding suggests that a certain level of diversity is
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necessary to balance the need for having exposure to diverse perspectives and having

sufficient opportunities for interacting with and learn from those perspectives.

Additionally, in the WRI subbasin planning meetings, people simply had more

difficulty understanding issues discussed at a broad scale. The scale of the Willamette

Valley is apparently too broad and abstract for people to easily comprehend. For

instance, WRI staff often used maps that depicted the entire Willamette Valley. In

several meetings, without moving from my seat, the only distinguishing feature that I

could discern on the map were smears of color. Upon closer inspection, it still remained

difficult to correlate a color on the map with a particular place on the ground. In another

example, William played the Willamette Valley Alternative Futures' flyover video in a

subbasin planning group meeting. As the video compared the expected futures among

the three scenarios, some meeting participants murmured that they could not tell the

difference among the three alternative futures. Because the scale was so broad, the

addition of a few houses in a rural landscape did not appear to be a large change;

however, those same houses in the rural landscape of a recognizable, familiar location

might have generated different reactions. In the natural resource management literature,

researchers have discovered that people's attachments to particular places on the

landscape play a large role in their acceptability of different forest practices (Williams

and Can 1993, Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). Therefore, the use of a broad scale for

subbasin planning discussions has the potential of generating general ideas and strategies

that are not considered acceptable when implemented in particular places within the

Willamette Valley.

In WET and Wetheads meetings, Keith and Paul hung large maps of Eugene on

the walls. In contrast to the Willamette Valley maps, these maps were at a sufficiently

small scale that I could see roads and particular wetland restoration sites, and therefore, I

was able to get a better sense of the work that they have accomplished. When WEW

partnership members discussed and pointed to a particular location on the map, other

team members learned about the issues of a particular area. Most importantly,

partnership members had the opportunity to learn about the particular context of that

place and how it affects the work they do. For instance, people who worked on the West
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Eugene Wetlands plan listened to the concerns and needs of landowners and community

groups when developing that plan, and so they were able to produce a plan that had

widespread community support. By understanding the contextual issues surrounding a

specific place, the WEW partnership members learn how to address complex resource

issues in that location. Each particular site that the partnership would like to conserve has

its own unique problems and opportunities. By being able to discuss those issues at a

place-based scale, partnership members can more easily learn from the experience.

In contrast, the WRI partnership members rarely shifted from a broad scale to

discussing how their strategies would be implemented on the ground. Because of the

scale, WRI staff actually spent very little time dealing with local issues for the subbasin

plan. For instance, in the inventory of restoration and conservation projects in the

Willamette Valley compiled for the subbasin plan, local efforts (e.g., city) were excluded

to make the database more manageable. Furthermore, because partnership members did

not engage in specific place-based actions, they could not learn from attempts to

implement those actions. By not working at a place-based scale where people could

grasp the issues underlying the success or failure of a particular action, the WRI members

miss an opportunity for learning from experience. The differences between on-the-

ground implementation of natural resource management in these partnerships is likely

influenced by the partnerships' differing missions. The mission of the WRI is focused on

the process of coordinating organizations, whereas the mission of the WEW partnership

is focused on implementing the West Eugene Wetlands program. Thus, engaging in on-

the-ground management efforts is not explicitly a component of the WRI's mission.

However, some WRI subbasin planning participants remarked on the need to shift

the discussion of Willamette Valley natural resource issues to a more local scale. In a

planning group meeting, Amanda commented,

The scale of the actions of the subbasin plan is called strategies. Clearly, those
aren 't going to be at a super specfIc level where you 're ready to go to contract
on the action. So, there has to be some other phases for stepping down to a finer
scale...so I think the idea is keeping a grip on where you are with scale
and... being clear about how you step down from this plan to more site specic
actions. And maybe it's through the watershed plans.
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In another example, William noted that the subbasin plan needed to be broken down to a

local level because the Willamette basin was too big to deal with as an entire system.

WRI participants therefore recognize the difficulty associated with working at a broad

scale and are considering ways of focusing more at a place-based scale to address those

problems.

Tsang (1997) noted that organizational size influences an organization's

learningwith larger organizations generally less conducive to learning. Although both

these partnerships had a similar organizational size, the scale of their organizational

efforts was found to be an important contextual factor influencing learning. The

relationship between scale and learning results in part from the impact of scale on a

partnership's ability to implement action on the ground in specific places. Researchers

have discussed the importance of engaging in action for fostering the process of learning

(Lewin 1951, Freire 1970a). As Inkpen and Crossan (1995: 597) write, "Organizational

learning involves an intimate relationship between understanding and action." Without

engaging in action on the landscape, the WRI partnership potentially has reduced their

ability to learn from implementing organizational strategies in the Willamette Valley.

A balance is therefore needed between a broad perspective (e.g., watershed scale)

and a place-based approach to natural resource management. The constructivist

paradigm and the literature on systems thinking describe the importance of a holistic

perspective (Guba 1985, Savory and Butterfield 1999). The WRI's broad scale has

helped it obtain a holistic perspective on resource issues because the partnership attempts

to incorporate a variety of interests and perspectives from across the Willamette Valley.

However, these findings show that implementing a place-based approach was more

conducive to learning because it allowed for action on the ground. The well-known

phrase "think globally, act locally" thus captures the need for a holistic understanding and

localized action. Born and Sonzogni (1995) have similarly noted that integrated

management needs to be both holistic and scaled down during implementation (in an

effort to bound the number of potential variables that need to be addressed). These

findings support the holistic and strategic elements of integrated management found in

the literature. The notion of being able to bring about change through targeted local
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interventions is also consistent with systems thinking. Because systems thinking assumes

that elements are interconnected in a system, small interventions can be used to generate

an impact on the entire system, even when those connections are not well understood

(Wheatley 1992, Eoyang 2003).

The inclusiveness of organizational processes

Another continuum that affected learning was the inclusiveness of organizational

processesi.e., how well partnership members became exposed to different perspectives.

Inkpen and Crossan (1995) note that partnerships, such as joint ventures, allow for

organizational learning by increasing access to knowledge contained within other

organizations. Increasing exposure to different perspectives was found to be one of the

most critical ways in which the WEW and the WRI partnerships learned when addressing

complex resource problems. Three primary elements influenced the inclusiveness of

organizational processesthe diversity of stakeholders invited to the table, meeting

management, and communication processes.

Both partnerships engage in inclusive organizational processes by inviting many

different interests to participate in their efforts. Both partnerships hold meetings with

gender and age diversity, although the average age for the WEW partnership appeared

approximately 10-15 years younger than in the WRI. Although the WRI partnership

invited many groups to participate in subbasin planning, watershed councils were

typically not represented at the table despite the fact that they are major players in

Willamette Valley restoration efforts. The WRI's attempts to draw these groups to the

table were not effective. Especially considering that the WRI and watershed councils

often disagree about their respective roles in the valley, the WRI's primary methods of

communicating (i.e., sending c-mails) have less utility than personal communication.

The importance of collaborative processes in the work of watershed councils has been

described by Cheng (1999). Although the WRI members perceive that an invitation had

been extended to these local groups, for watershed councils the meaning of the WRI's

methods of invitation might signify a lack of true interest in obtaining their input.

In the development of the West Eugene Wetlands Plan, a considerable amount of

time and effort was spent soliciting the opinions of local residents and groups, such as
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developers, that opposed their efforts. Keith noted, "Ifyou don 't listen to contrary views,

you do things you rue later." Because the WEW organizations effectively solicited and

represented the perspectives of different groups, they helped develop a plan that had more

support from local citizens and local government. Researchers note that stakeholders

take greater ownership in and support organizational plans that they helped developed

(Patton 1997, Lewin 1951). By undergoing a process in which local perspectives were

represented, the participating organizations improved their effectiveness in addressing

complex wetland issues.

However, the WEW partnership deliberately limits membership to eight natural

resource organizations. The partnership perceives the need to limit participation to

ensure that strong relationships among members can be maintained. The minutes of a

Wetheads retreat in November, 2001 read, "Concern was expressed that the functionality

of the group may be impacted f 8-10 new members were added to the group." As this

comment implies, a tension exists between the ability to foster relationships with all

participating organizations and increased diversity in the partnership. If the number of

participating organizations is limited too strongly, this partnership loses the potential

from learning from diverse perspectives.

Inviting different participants to the table appears to be a necessary, but not

sufficient, prerequisite for dealing with complex problems. The manner in which

meetings are conducted also influences the participation of other organizational members

and the level of exposure to different perspectives. First of all, both partnerships choose

meeting rooms that are conducive to discussion among meeting participants, such as a

circular table setup where it is not possible to distinguish power differentials among

group members simply by observing where people were seated. The table setup (as well

as the food that the WRI staff have available) help make the meetings a safe place where

people can express their opinions.

Time management in meetings affected how inclusive the processes were by

influencing which issues were addressed in meetings. Meetings which were

characterized by poor time management (i.e., starting late, focusing unequal attention on

agenda items) missed opportunities for dialogue and deliberation among meeting
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participants. In the WRI subbasin planning process, meetings rarely began on time and

never covered all the agenda, with the exception of one meeting run by an outside

facilitator. Presentations on substantive elements of subbasin planning were placed at the

beginning of the agenda, while discussions of future strategies and procedural elements

were invariably placed at the end. Poor time management affected learning because

meeting participants only addressed issues covered in the first few agenda itemsi.e.,

technical, information-sharing presentations. Interactive or discussion-oriented activities

placed toward the end of the agenda typically were never performed or they were

relegated to an e-mail to obtain participants' input.

As a result, subbasin planning participants learned more through increased

scientific knowledge than from engaging in dialogue to understand each other's

perspectives. For example, although one group meeting was scheduled from 9 am to

noon, the first agenda item after the introductions (a presentation on the EDT model) was

completed at 10:50 am. In an attempt to move through the agenda, the facilitator asked

the person who was scheduled to speak next, "Do you mind f we cut you off?" However,

because this person was going to present on fish-related issues, Janice requested that

people interested in fish could meet with him in another room. After the facilitator

consented, thirteen of the original nineteen meeting members left and met separately for

the next hour. Thus, a major result of the poor time management was that fish and

wildlife issues were discussed independently and no dialogue occurred on the concerns

people had previously expressed about integrating fish and wildlife issues in the subbasin

plan. Socolow (1976) notes that a reason for our failure to resolve controversies is that

people often fail to use discourse to understand societal values when discussing natural

resource conflicts. In contrast, each WEW partnership meeting that I observed began

within five minutes of the scheduled start time and ended early, despite the fact that

WEW partnership's agendas typically contained several more issues than WRI' s agendas.

Because the WEW teams address both substantive and procedural topics on the agenda,

they have increased opportunities for different types of learning.

How individuals communicated with each other in the WRI partnership's groups

strongly influenced their learning and how they addressed resource issues. For instance,
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the language people used often had a strong impact on the group's ability to learn and

develop a shared understanding. One way that people's language had a tendency to

inhibit a shared understanding was by the use of acronyms. From my location in the back

of the meeting room, I heard snickers and snide remarks from three individuals when one

man used the acronyms "POG" and "TAG" to describe the technical and planning groups

for the subbasin planning process.'4 In this same meeting, a scientist used the phrase

"things fishy" to describe his research results. Instead of snide comments, I heard

genuine chuckles from people who appeared to appreciate the lack of technical jargon in

the presentation. The use of language therefore contributed to two different reactions

within the same meeting.

In addition, the level of dialogue influenced how much participants learned from

each other. Dialogue is important because it can promote reframing (Elliot et al. 2003)

and help create a shared vision by removing barriers that people build among their

different perspectives (Jaworski 1998). One characteristic of dialogue is listening with

empathy (Yankelovich 1999). In some subbasin plan meetings, it appeared that little true

listening was occurring. For instance, one man used several fish-related examples to

illustrate his points in one meeting despite the fact that the group had undergone lengthy

discussions by concerned participants who perceived that the subbasin plan was too "fish-

centric." Some people who gave lengthy monologues, such as on modeling, also

engaged in little listening. In contrast, people in WEW partnership meetings typically

contribute equally to meeting discussions and long monologues were not observed.

The use of questions also fostered dialogue around the table. The WEW members

and William in the WRI were adept at asking other group members questions to elicit

their perspectives about issues. However, in subbasin planning meetings, some people

who tended not to speak unless called upon or there was a moment of silence rarely gave

input. In the first subbasin planning group meeting, a woman came down from Portland

but never said a word to the group as a whole and was never directly asked by the

coordinator or others to weigh in on the conversation. Michael (1995) discusses nine

14 The acronyms for the planning and technical groups come directly from the Council's documents on the
subbasin planning process, but this man was speaking to many people who were unaware of the Council's
planning effort.
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suggestions for increasing individual and organizational learning in resource

management. Based on these findings, two of Michael's suggestionsthe use of skilled

facilitators in meetings and training individuals in group process skillsappear

particularly important for fostering learning in partnership forums.

The inclusiveness of partnership processes is linked to partnership frames. In

general, participants framing complex problems from a social orientation tend to promote

and implement more inclusive organizational processes. By placing a high value on

understanding multiple perspectives, these participants follow the constructivist

paradigm's axiom of multiple, constructed realities (Guba and Lincoln 1989). Because

this axiom suggests that truth is relative, the only way to understand those realities is by

learning about different perspectives. As Daloz (1990: 142) notes,

"...our own version of the truth is conditioned by where we happen to be standing
at the time. The only route out is through an understanding of the opposing
position. That is why listening to positions dfferent from our own is so important.
In order to reach deeper similarities, we must acknowledge existing dfferences as
fully as possible."

In contrast, organizational processes which tended to limit diverse perspectives

were typically, though not always, carried out by individuals framing complex problems

using a technocratic orientation. Because the technocratic orientation frame is grounded

in the rational-analytical paradigm's assumption of a single reality and the use of

scientific methods as the sole method of understanding that reality, this frame orientation

discourages engaging in inclusive processes and encourages more time and attention on

developing "the solution." Although people in the WRI partnership state that they value

inclusive processes, when balanced with the need to achieve certain products, inclusive

processes often get disregarded. A man revealed a concern with the time needed for

working on WRI group processes when he commented, "Sure, we do need to collaborate

and deal with the processes, but when we spend so much time doing that, our speed of

success in dealing with natural resources is not equal to the speed at which these natural

resources are on the decline." Because scientific information is considered the solution

to natural resource problems, people in the WRI framing their work using a technocratic

orientation appear to consider the time needed to deal with group processes as time that
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could have been better spent on completing a particular task. A watershed council

coordinator voiced concern about WRI's manner of conducting business when she said,

"They need to come and see what we are doing in watershed councils, but instead they

say that they don't have enough time because they have to work on a database or

something like that. I see the process as more important than the outcome."

While conducting inclusive processes takes time, organizations can produce

results quickly when they make decisions on their own. In an interview, a man discussed

how ODFW's habitat division was dismantled this past year by key legislators with little

input from other decision-makers. Later in the interview, he also mentioned that

government does not change easily. When I asked him about the discrepancy between

his two comments, he clarified, "Government doesn 't move quickly when it goes through

democratic processes. Cutting the habitat division wasn 't a democratic process."

Because democratic processes are time consuming, people using technocratic frames

appear to consider processes that limit input to be more effective because they can move

towards action on the ground more quickly. However, the lack of time spent on

achieving a more participatory process also fuels criticism of the processcriticism that

the organization apparently hoped to avoid by generating products in a timely fashion.

The decision to forego development of inclusive processes was also influenced by

perverse organizational incentives. For example, the Council made it clear that they

wanted the subbasin plans to be broadly participatory. In a July meeting clarifying

expectations for the plans, a Council staff member said,

"The consultant shouldn't do the project on their own... The expectation [for the
role of the public] is that the Council wanted subbasin planning to occur from the
local level up, so it's an open process. A local farmer or rancher can be involved,
f he wants to and feels strongly about it."

However, the Council's adherence to a May 28th1 deadline created disincentives for lead

entities to engage in broad stakeholder involvement strategies. To complete the subbasin

plan in time, WRI's stakeholder involvement efforts were limited. Thus, the Council

depicted the organizational folly described by Kerr (1995) in which organizations hope
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for one output (e.g., subbasin plans with broad support) while rewarding another (i.e.,

timely delivery of the subbasin plan).

Wheatley (1992) notes that because the world continually changes, organizations

need to shift their emphasis from the completion of tasks to the development of effective

processes. Despite the fact that WRI partnership members appear to value inclusive

processes, they often acted in a manner which inhibited those processes and emphasized

completing tasks. In the terminology of Argyris and Schön's theory of organizational

learning, the WRI partnership espoused theory (i.e., engaging in collaborative processes)

does not match their theory-in-use (i.e., how the partnership actually conducts their

processes). As the authors note, because people have difficulty changing their theory-in-

use, people often perceive congruence between their espoused theory and theory-in-use

and avoid considering data that suggest otherwise. Similarly, WRI staff members

perceive that they are engaging in inclusive processes when many attributes of their

processes instead limit participation in the subbasin planning meetings. These attributes

were found to have an inhibiting effect on learning in the partnership by reducing the

level of input and knowledge obtained from partnership participants.

Not only do frames influence the use of inclusive processes, but these processes in

turn affect frames. Inclusive (as well as place-based) organizational processes foster the

development of aligned frameswhether in attitude, problem definition, or orientation to

change. Through inclusive processes, WEW partnership members collectively learn and

negotiate a shared understanding of their natural resource management efforts. For

instance, communication which focused on common ground helped align frames in the

WEW partnership. The importance of communication in fostering frame alignment

supports a perspective of communication as a process of social construction in which

mutual understanding, not simply transfer of knowledge, is the goal.

Temporal orientation of organizational processes

A third continuum that influenced learning was the temporal orientation of

reflective, reactive, and proactive organizational processes (Figure 7). Although all three

temporal orientations are needed, reflective and proactive processes help foster learning



Reflective T ProactiveReactive

Reflective processes

Reflection is the critical examination of our assumptions to determine their

continued utility for decision-making (Mezirow 1995). Tn the literature, reflection is a

important aspect of learning by individuals and teams (Mezirow 1995, Kasl et al. 1997).

Although learning often involves change in behavior (Finger and Brand 1999), the act of

reflection is another major component of the learning process (Marsick 1990). Elkjaer

(1999: 85) writes, "The mere participation in practice, in action, does not create learning.

A person is only learning if she/he is able to reflect upon his/her actions and reorganize as

well as reconstruct experience by a continuous process of reflection..."

WEW partnership members reflect on their natural resource management

activities by asking about lessons learned, discussing past successes and noting areas for

improvement, and by reviewing documentation from past meetings and retreats.15 In

partnership meetings, participants discuss what they have learned and ask other people

about lessons learned. For instance, in a meeting that occurred after a WRI-sponsored

event on the Willamette River, William asked the group "Were there any lessons learned

that people want to share?" In response, one man said that he learned what could be

15 Because the issue of past successes has been described in another section, it is not discussed here.
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more than reactive organizational processes. Reflective processes are ones in which

partnership members critically examine their past experiences and assumptions. Reactive

processes are ones in which partnership members respond to immediate or short-term

demands. Proactive processes are those in which partnership members assess the future

to examine whether they need to modify their actions to address future needs.

Figure 7. The distribution of organizational processes along a time continuum.

Past Present Future



accomplished with teamwork. The question allowed group members to learn what one

individual believed contributed to their success, which increases the likelihood that the

group would repeat the behavior that made the event successful. In another example, a

major problem with a piece of field equipment was brought up in a WEW field

operations group meeting. The following exchange was recorded in participant

observation notes.

Rajid: "If we had done more with the engineer, would this have been different?"

Tad: "If we had worked with him on the specs more, it would have been better.
We had just assumed that the equipment would be mobile. I could have looked at
the plans more critically. And f I didn't assume the engineer knew what we
wanted..."

Paul: "There were things on both sides that could have been done to improve the
situation. We've all learned some important lessons from this."

In this example, a question was used to reflect on the problem and to avoid

repeating it. This exchange also reveals how learning often involves acknowledging

error (Ackoff 1996, Michael 1973)i.e., not thoroughly informing the engineer about

equipment needs. This example also highlights the importance of having a safe meeting

environment; otherwise, Tad might not have felt comfortable enough to admit those

mistakes and might have tried to place blame on someone else. The safety of the meeting

is also depicted in Paul's response to Tad. Paul removes some blame from Tad and

distributes it among others through the use of the words "both sides" and "we've all

learned." A safe organizational environment has been found to be important for learning

because it minimizes the anxiety that individuals typically feel when discussing mistakes

or acting on new ideas that have the potential for failure (Schein 1996, Michael 1995).

Because the WEW partnership's organizational environment feels safe, partnership

members are comfortable participating in strategic actionssuch as reflection and

acknowledging mistakesthat contribute to learning. An important part of reflecting on

past mistakes is changing future behavior to avoid repeating those mistakes. In an

interview, Keith discussed some problems that arose when a woman was hired,

145



"They didn't do aperfect job for describing the expectations for her or setting up
the institutional support for her originally... So there was a gap in there for a
while. And it was shaky, and we have adjusted and corrected. They have analyzed
what wasn't working and why some things didn't go smoothly as they wanted..."

As this quote illustrates, reflecting on past experiences often goes in conjunction with

setting up mechanisms to avoid those problems in the future.

Reflection is also fostered through documentation of organizational actions. For

instance, the WEW partnership hires a minute taker to record minutes in the WET and

Wetheads meetings. (In contrast, not until I began taking minutes in my role as a

volunteer for the subbasin planning groups' meetings were minutes recorded in the WRI

partnership.) In addition to meeting minutes, annual reports and strategic plans were

used to document the WEW partnership's past successes and future goals. In the March

2003 Wetheads meeting, copies of the wetlands plan annual report were distributed. The

minutes from that meeting read, "[Paul] requested an electronic version to post on the

Web site... [Russell] commended the document for its value as a historic reference."

Because the WEW teams' discussions and actions are documented, WEW

partnership members are able to embed lessons learned by them into the partnership as a

whole, thus creating organizational memoryi.e., the institutionalization of knowledge,

understanding, and shared vision. Researchers note that for learning to be transferred

from the individual to the organization, individual learning must become embedded

within the organization (Watkins 1996, West 1996). Documentation of WEW

organizational activities is one manner in which this learning is transferred, thus allowing

new members to learn from past experiences. As a result, some continuity is maintained

despite changes in personnel. A woman noted the importance of the West Eugene

Wetlands education center strategy in assisting her work. She said, "[The existence of the

strategy] makes it easy to move forward, because I've used those documents in

developing educational programs." Because the WEW partnership's shared vision is

documented in strategies and plans, new employees are able to implement future

activities that foster that shared vision.

Although documentation facilitates long-term memory, partnership members must

reflect upon those documents for learning to occur. Despite the fact that minutes were
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available from WRI subbasin planning meeting, they were never discussed in subsequent

meetings. Issues recorded in the minutes which were not adequately resolved in previous

meetings were again revisited in subsequent meetings (and meeting minutes) with little or

no discussion about the group's inability to address the issue. In contrast, minutes could

have been used to learn on which issues the groups needed to concentrate.

The act of reflection is associated with partnership members framing their work

using a positive orientation. Although people framing their work using a negative

orientation discuss past events, they do not appear to be engaging in reflectiona critical

examination of their own behaviors and assumptions that contribute to their present

situation. Instead, they often attribute blame to individuals, organizations, or

circumstances beyond their control. For instance, I met with some WRI members to

discuss preliminary findings from this research, including each of the frame continuums

and the importance of reflection. Despite the fact that I only used examples from the

WRI, two members commented profusely on the applicability of the findings, but only

with regard to other organizations, such as NOAA Fisheries. Although I had been

apprehensive before the meeting because I had been concerned that these members might

take offense at some findings, two of them did not even appear to recognize that the

findings were reflective of their work. This experience suggests that assumptions are

deeply held, and that critical reflection on those assumptions is difficult, even when an

opportunity is available. As Novak and Gowin (1984) note, time spent in reflection

might be particularly needed when novel or profound ideas are first encountered.

Reactive processes

Reactive processes are actions in which partnership members are focused

predominantly on responding to current events that were not addressed in advance.

Reactive processes are important because they can help an organization avert a crisis

(such as by securing funding at the last minute). However, reliance on these processes

appears to inhibit learning, because partnership members engaging primarily in reactive

processes were found to spend little time reflecting on the past or strategizing about the



148

future. Similar to non-inclusive organizational processes, reactive processes result from a

perceived lack of time and a need for closure.

Although WRI members intend to engage in proactive processes, they often revert

to more reactive processes. For instance, WRI added two new staff members in the

spring and summer of 2003, and a leader of the organization decided that bi-monthly staff

meetings over lunch would be a useful event. At the first meeting, he noted that the

purpose of the meetings was to touch bases and ask, "Are we working collectively?

Where can we help each other? We 're each working on different projects, should we

work as a team? If the answer to that is yes, how should we go about doing this?" As he

noted, the meetings could have been a forum for the different WRI staff members to learn

from each other's experiences on their individual projects. However, the idea was

continuously postponed due to scheduling difficulties among the three staff members and

eventually abandoned after only two meetings. In consequence, the staff members only

meet together on an as-needed basis to discuss a pressing issue, not as a time to reflect on

their work and strategize about the future. By continually operating in a reactive mode,

partnership members have reduced opportunities for learning because they feel unable to

take the time necessary to think over a broader temporal span. For instance, at the end of

an interview with Janice, she commented, "You know, it's nice to chat about my work. I

like to reflect on what I do, but I never have time for it." However, this lack of reflection

leads to a Catch-22 situation. When partnership members do not reflect on past

experiences, they are more likely to repeat ineffective actions instead of learning from

them. For instance, by not reflecting on the lack of watershed council participation in the

subbasin planning process despite the e-mail (and occasional phone) communications,

partnership members lost an opportunity to learn from that experience and to make

adjustments for the future.

Although individual WRI partnership members were engaged in reactive

processes, these actions appear inherent in the culture of their organizations. In a

meeting, a man noted,

"In fIsh and wild! ife, we focus on the symptoms. We don't focus on what's actually
happening and that perpetuates beyond just a study, or a particular action. It



becomes a culture in the group that we 're working in....We're not well suited to
looking at what are the true problems we have to deal with; do we have to
refocus, do we have to strategize in order to change that? We don 't even have a
strategy right now in our agency. Our last strategy was thrown out the window
and we're going to develop a new strategy for where we're going to focus...we
often are treating the symptoms and we 're not well suited to actually deal with
those problems are the ground."

An organization that is continually reacting to immediate problems (e.g., treating the

symptoms) spends little time addressing underlying issues or being proactive about future

issues or improvements that can be made (West 1996).

The WRI partnership engages in reactive processes in part because they do not

have sufficient funding for the future. Because the WRI's future funding is so uncertain,

staff members have to spend a considerable amount of time pursuing funding

opportunities that have even a remote potential for success, thus taking time that

otherwise could have been spent in reflective or proactive actions promoting learning. A

reciprocal relationship between learning and funding appears to exist. In other words,

having stable funding increases opportunities for learning, and individuals and

partnerships that learn have greater success obtaining funding to pursue their

partnership's mission and learning activities. Furthermore, the WRI' s reactive funding

cycle has contributed to reduced continuity in their current programs. When funding is

only available sporadically, projects get started, set aside as funding dwindles, and then

started anew as funding returns. While discussing the need to involve stakeholders in the

subbasin plan, two different people mentioned the movie "Groundhog Day" to suggest

that they had been through this process before in the development of the Willamette

Restoration Strategy. In particular, people were concerned about the impact that lack of

continuity of funding has on relationships that would be developed under the subbasin

plan. In the same meeting, people discussed what would happen after the Council's

funding of the plan terminated on May 28th Amanda commented, "This is an enormous

issue. BPA will probably go back to their traditional funding projects, but we should

keep up the coordination that will have arisen because of the subbasin plans. How do

these groups [i.e., WRI] stay supported in the next phase [i.e., implementation]? Because
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they are in a reactive funding cycle, the WRI partnership is unable to maintain the

continuity in the partnership's efforts.

Proactive processes

When using proactive processes, partnership members critically assess the future

and use that information to make strategic decisions about the organization's direction.

Proactive processes are therefore a form of critical reflection on the future. Proactive

processes appear to increase both learning and the partnerships' effectiveness at

addressing complex resource problems. Although some instances of proactive processes

were observed in the WRI, most examples occurred in the WEW partnership. The WEW

partnership members enhance learning to address complex resource issues by engaging in

three primary proactive actions: targeting their efforts with other organizations, hiring

and fostering the growth of skilled employees, and addressing future concerns, projects,

and funding needs well in advance.

First, partnership members (typically those that frame their work using a positive,

social orientation) engage in proactive processes when they target their efforts to specific

organizations or individuals whom they believe will help them accomplish their goals.

Some interviewees reported that they have encountered ineffectual employees when

working through prescribed channels in government organizations, so they target specific

individuals to get work completed. WEW partnership members therefore conserve

resources that might have been unsuccessfully spent on people or organizations who are

less effective or not willing to work with them. When discussing how change can occur

in natural resource organizations, Jonathan commented, "There 's too much

organizational culture and memory to allow people from the bottom-up to create change.

You've got to find the right pocket ofpeople within an organization." Partnership

members have learned that they are more effective at addressing resource issues when

they take time to discover these "pockets" of people. In another example, people in the

WEW partnership went around the normal channels of Corps procedures and specifically

requested an employee whose work they valued, despite the fact that he had been

reassigned elsewhere. Because the partnership members valued his work, they sought
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ways to continue working with him on West Eugene wetland issues. This targeting of

efforts results from individuals framing their work using a positive, social orientation

because these individuals perceive they have the ability to alter their circumstances and

create their own future by forming relationships with others. In contrast, people framing

their work using a negative and technocratic orientation often presume they have little

control to affect their future and do not consider developing targeted relationships a

priority for addressing complex problems.

Second, as Paul noted, WEW partnership members hire "good, motivated" people

in their respective organizations to work on issues related to the partnership. Similarly,

Keith stated, "There are lots of good people out there and this is something that I learned

from [an elected official], you have to be able to recognize that talent in someone and

seek those people out and try to attract them to your partnership." Once hired,

partnership members participate in training sessions, including project management,

collaboration, and field work training. Mentoring also fosters learning in the WEW

partnership. Four partnership members referred to Keith as a mentor. Linda described

Keith as a "tremendous mentor" who has "nurtured" her growth in her job. When

discussing how LCOG has dealt with turnover, an employee who has worked on West

Eugene Wetland issues said,

"We've talked about [turnover] a lot, because transfer of knowledge is very
important. Keith 's been really good about that. He brings me to meetings that he
thinks I should know about. So LCOG will have Iwo people there though only he
is required to go... With Keith, a lot of it has been mentoring, such as mentoring
me on the Rivers to Ridges project. He was in the background, but I managed it."

The importance of mentoring for enhancing the learning of proteges is discussed by

Daloz (1990) who notes that mentors increase learning by supporting, challenging, and

providing a vision of future potential. By mentoring new and younger employees, Keith

is effectively transferring the knowledge and leadership skills he has obtained through his

years of work to the next generation of partnership leaders. Furthermore, by explicitly

engaging in proactive actions on a regular basis in WEW activities, Keith has become a

role model for teaching other participants the value of those actions.
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Third, people in the WEW partnership foster learning by being proactive about

addressing potential concerns, future funding needs, and project opportunities. Lang

(1990) notes that for an organization to survive in a rapidly changing environment,

organizational members must continually assess that environment and adapt their

methods of achieving performance objectives. In the WEW partnership, members spend

time evaluating their environment and considering how they should respond to potential

issues. Keith commented on the importance of proactive actions when he stated, "I don't

care ifyou are running the raptor center or running an education program in a school,

you should be constantly evaluating what you are doing and thinking about where you

are headed next." By being aware of potential concerns in the future, the partnership

members are able to take proactive measures to address those concerns before they

become real problems. Linda noted how she regularly meets with her supervisor and

other partnership members,

"Once a month we get together and brainstorm and the purpose is to have the
success of the partnership in mind. It's a very safe place. We warn each other of
things that are coming up and talk about how we can avoid political disaster.
Everyone has a very high regard for each other and their skills..."

This quote also illustrates the importance of safety in the generation of new ideas. In

another example, because WEW partnership members were aware that landowners would

greatly oppose efforts to protect West Eugene's wetlands through regulations alone, they

decided to remove that expected barrier by purchasing the land instead. People framing

complex problems using a dynamic, positive orientation tend to engage in proactive

actions to remove barriers to their work, because they perceive that a variety of

alternatives are available to them. By being proactive and open to considering different

options, partnership members are less likely to be constrained by issues that others might

consider insurmountable obstacles.

One potential constraint that the WEW partnership has effectively addressed is

lack of funding. Along with other organizations in the region, the WEW partnership

participates in a lobbying group called United Front. Members of United Front get

together to collectively decide on which projects to support when they lobby Congress.
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Unlike the WRI which finds itself reacting to funding crises, partnership members have

opened up new funding opportunities by being proactive about how they address their

funding needs. Proactive partnership members continuously scan the environment for

future funding opportunities that fit within the scope of their mission. For example, Keith

discussed an early trip that he made to Washington, DC to lobby Congress.

"I was in the lobbyists' office in between meetings and they had a copy of the
federal budget there and I started looking through the Corps of Engineers budget
and here I found this appropriation bill with water resources development
projects... Then I saw what was under section 1135 of the water resources
development act so I look up that section of the act and it says this pot of money is
for the Corps to make environmental improvements to their past projects for
damage that they may have caused and I thought 'Amazon creek.' And that is
how that 6 million dollar project came around."

Because WEW partnership members are proactive, they help ensure the continuity of

their partnership. By having sufficient funds to implement their work a few years into the

future, WEW partnership members maintain the inter-organizational relationships they

have established and avoid gaps that result when funding for a particular project has

ceased.

WEW partnership members are also proactive about the proj ects they

undertake to achieve the partnership's mission. They have considered their future

needs and have developed a portfolio of projects that they can undertake at any given

time. Thus, when an opportunity comes their way, they have the ability to capitalize

on it immediately. When discussing a conservation easement that his organization

had worked on since the last meeting, one man told the group, "The Bellavista

Foundation called us and said, 'do you have any projects we can fund? '...So it was

great to have this in our back pocket." By having projects ready to be go and by

being flexible about which projects they will work on in the future, the partnership is

able to take advantage of unexpected funding opportunities.

Furthermore, because the WEW partnership members have a variety of acceptable

alternatives for achieving their goals, they can afford to be patient about when they are

undertaken. For instance, because the USFWS is a federal agency with a strong interest

in wetland-related issues, the WEW partnership wanted to add the organization to their
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partnership in the early 1 990s. Although the USFWS initially declined the invitation, the

WEW partnership maintained communication with the agency and after some changes

had occurred, the agency came on as a partner. Because they are proactive about their

efforts, the WEW partnership has the luxury of waiting until conditions are ripe (such as

new individuals in key roles) for moving forward with a particular project. As Wheatley

(1992: 151) notes, "solutions.. . are a temporary event, specific to a context, developed

through the relationship of persons and circumstances." By operating in this manner, the

partnership does not have to spend valuable resources pursuing a strategy that is not

expected to work, but instead can wait until circumstances change in its favor. These

proactive strategies were found to be associated with individuals who frame complex

problems using positive and dynamic orientations. Because these individuals are willing

to change organizational actions, they are open to engaging in proactive (as well as

reflective) processes. Furthermore, because they perceive they have an ability to control

their future, they engage in a variety of efforts that help create that future.



CHAPTER 7

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES
RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Introduction

Daft (2001) describes organizational structures as the formal reporting

relationships, groupings, and systems of an organization, such as the hierarchy of

authority and the grouping of employees into departments. After discussing general

attributes of the partnerships' organizational structures that appeared to inhibit or foster

learning, I describe two attributes of the partnerships' structures in greater depth: the

extent to which the organizational structure was centralized and the adaptability of the

partnerships' organizational structures.

Organizational structures influencing learning for complexity

Both partnerships have relatively flat, horizontal organizational structures (i.e.,

only two layers in an organizational chart, see Figures 5 and 7). In both partnerships, the

horizontal structure appeared to foster learning, because people could communicate

easily with others in the partnership. For instance, when comparing her new job in the

WEW partnership with her past position in a federal agency, Sandra remarked, "In the

[agency], you didn 't go to the person above your supervisor to ask about stuff but I can

go to [Keith] to ask a question even though he 's high up."16 This finding corroborates

findings that learning is fostered in organizations that emphasize increased horizontal

communication and reduced hierarchy (West 1996, Ortenbiad 2004). Although

communication was easy within the partnerships, a couple of individuals noted

difficulties within their respective organizations which contained high vertical structures.

One man described recent changes in the communication channels for his organization.

"I had free latitude previously to access the director's office, but now they want to
limit direct communication... by saying that you can't speak to the director
directly but have to go through the manager of a division. This policy has come

16 Sandra is referring to Keith's status, rather than formal position, in the partnership.
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about because of militaristic and linear ways of thinking. It's silly when I see the
director in the hail and he says 'find out and tell me about x" and I later go to tell
him, and am told that I can't."

Thus, differences in the hierarchical structure of organizations in which partnership

members are employed can have an impact on learning by partnership members through

their influence on communication. However, an examination of the structure of the

individual organizations within the partnerships was outside the scope of this study.

Three differences in the organizational structure of the two partnerships were the

organization's tenure, levels of full time employment, and available funding. First,

although the literature considers learning more likely in organizations that have a shorter

tenure (Daft and Weick 1984), stronger indications of learning were observed in the

WEW partnership than the WRI, a more recently established organization. Tenure was

therefore not a predictor of learning in these partnerships. Second, although the WEW

partnership is not a separate organization like the WRI, the WEW partnership has more

staff time (-6 more FTE) available for partnership activities. Because fewer people in the

WRI are available to carry out the partnership's mission, those individuals have

numerous immediate demands on their time and they devote less time to activities that

would foster learning, such as training or reflecting on past work. This finding is

supported by March and Simon (1993) who noted that employees often defer ongoing

activities and instead focus on work for which they have a specific, short-term deadline.

Particularly because activities that foster learning can be time consuming, the existence

of limited staff time in the WRI has resulted in a partnership with a reduced ability for

learning.

Third, the WRI has obtained much less funding to pursue its activities than the

WEW partnership. The WRI has brought in a total of approximately $1.5 million since

1998, while the WEW partnership has brought in nearly $35 million since 1989. Even

considering that the WRI has been in existence for nine fewer years than WEW activities,

the difference in funding is considerable. Having ample funding allows WEW

partnership members to engage in learning activities, such as the Wetheads retreat, that

members of the WRI likely would not be able to afford. In one instance, because of

limited funding for travel in the budget for the subbasin plan, William could not afford to
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drive to an all-day meeting that the Council hosted in The Dalles to learn about their

expectations for the subbasin plan.

The partnership's organizational structure was also found to influence learning

through its impact on organizational memory. The knowledge that individual employees

hold is an important aspect of organizational memory. To help individual knowledge

pass from one employee to the next, the partnership's member organizations allow for

some overlap in employee duties. For instance, the minutes from the 2002 Wetheads

retreat read, "Institutional memory and expertise are important components that should

not be lost. If the goal was to have the best people at the table, it might be important to

have multiple representatives from one or more of the partners." By allowing two or

more staff members to work on the same project, the partnership ensures that the loss of

one person will not derail future progress on that project.

In addition, despite turnover, some organizational memory was retained by having

employees phase out their responsibilities with the partnership and by having them

remain available to the partnership after they leave. For example, despite the fact that he

"retired" from his organization in 2003, Keith still works 40% time, thus allowing for a

smoother transition as new employees learn to take over the role that he has played in the

partnership. Because the success of the partnership is a high priority for them, other

employees who have left the WEW partnership also have remained available when

members need assistance. For instance, when one woman announced in a WEW meeting

that she was accepting a position with another agency, she also noted that she would be

staying involved in the partnership to a limited degree and helping out the new director.

In an interview, one man remarked that despite turnover, several of the original members

of the WEW partnership are still participating in the partnership or have moved to other

related positions. For instance, he noted that "the person who originally was doing my

position for the partnership is now my supervisor." By staying available to the

partnership and by mentoring new employees, outgoing partnership members maintain

organizational memory by helping new employees learn from previous experiences.

Turnover in personnel appeared fairly common in the partnerships. In a

December WEW meeting, not only did one woman announce that she had accepted a
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new position, but another member also announced that he would be retiring. Because

individuals with knowledge of the partnership leave, turnover can slow the process of

organizational learning. However, by developing organizational memory through

continuous access to former participants and overlapping positions, the impact of

turnover on the WEW partnership's organizational learning was minimized. In an

examination ofjoint ventures, Inkpen (1996) found an organizational tolerance of

redundancy, including conscious overlapping of management responsibilities, as an

important factor for learning as knowledge management.

Although turnover can be disruptive to learning, two individuals brought up the

value that changes in personnel can have for an organization. When Jonathan described

how many people move up through the ranks of individual natural resource

organizations, he commented, "It's good because it gives a lot of organizational memory,

but it's also bad because when people have been in one organization until they are 60

years old, there's a certain amount of myopia." Although longevity of particular

partnership members can allow for long-term organizational memory, organizational

learning can also be inhibited because new perspectives are not available. Thus, despite

the fact that turnover can be disruptive to learning through its impact on organizational

memory, turnover can also foster learning by bringing in new employees with potentially

diverse ideas and perspectives into the partnership. Consequently, a tension exists

between an organizational structure which changes sufficiently to generate new

perspectives and a structure which is constantly changing and having to relearn lessons

from the past.

Centralized and decentralized structures

The WRI, a partnership with a more centralized structure than the WEW

partnership, is characterized by a central, legally-recognized organization with its own

distinct staff with decision-making authority for the partnership. Using Margerum' s

(2001) four levels of organizational involvement, the WRI would be considered a sponsor

organization because it has primary management responsibility for integrated

management. The centralized partnership structure was found to affect organizational
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learning by reducing the amount of ownership that partnership members took in

achieving partnership goals. Although WRI participants certainly agreed that a regional

collaborative forum like the WRI was necessary to deal with the Willamette Valley's

resource issues, these participants relied heavily on the WRI staff to implement tasks

necessary for dealing with those issues. For instance, most subbasin planning activities

between meetings were performed by the WRI staff. The WRI staff did not voice

concern in the meetings about the limited involvement of meeting participants; instead, it

appeared they expected that they would assume authority over nearly all subbasin plan-

related tasks. In consequence, the WRI staff had a substantial workload, with little time

to devote to learning activities.

Learning was also limited for WRI partnership members who did not take

ownership because they did not become involved in the generation of ideas or approaches

for the subbasin plan. Once again, a reciprocal relationship or feedback loop appeared to

exist. Because many WRI participants did not take strong ownership in the subbasin

effort, they did not undertake work to further the subbasin plan. Furthermore, by not

undertaking work for the planning effort, these members did not take ownership in the

plan because they had little role in developing it. As described in Chapter 6, people take

greater ownership of organizational activities which they have helped develop (Patton

1997). Thus, by influencing the priorities of subbasin plan members, a centralized

structure was found to inhibit learning in the WRI.

In contrast to the WRI, the WEW partnership exhibits a decentralized

organizational structure, that is, one without a central partnership staff. According to

Margerum' s (2001) level of organizational involvement, all WEW partnership members

are true partner organizations. All participating members are housed in their own

respective organizations and have equal decision-making authority for the partnership. In

part because the WEW members are aware that no partnership would exist without their

own participation in it, each member assumes responsibility for furthering the goals of

the partnership. Ortenblad (2004) notes that individual employees must learn to take on

greater responsibility if a decentralized organizational structure is to be effective.
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This organizational structure has been effective for the WEW partnership because the

partnership members have a shared vision for the partnership's goals and outcomes.

Without that shared vision, the decentralized structure likely would dissolve into

individual organizations with limited collaboration among them. In the literature, there is

little discussion of learning within decentralized partnership structures; most research on

organizational learning has focused on individual organizations whose structures differ

from inter-organizational partnerships.

The WEW partnership's decentralized organizational structure is characterized by

the sharing of power and authority for decision-making. For instance, authority in

Wethead and WET meetings is shared by having the role of facilitator rotate among team

members. WEW partnership members also share authority over processes in their

respective organizations that are related to West Eugene wetland issues, such as hiring

new employees. One woman described different ways in which the WEW partnership

members share decision-making authority.

"In my experience, when the City hires someone to be part of the team, [my
organization] has input into the selection of the person... We know we'll be
working with each other as a team, so we 're a part of the hiring process. When
we do evaluations, we ask each other for input. I'll ask [Keith], 'what did you
think about her? And what could you suggest to improve her work?' I'm now
working with [Paul] about staffing issues."

By asking the partnership members to give input into issues typically considered the sole

prerogative of the hiring organization, the partnership members foster a pattern of shared

authority and decision-making.

The blurring of organizational boundaries is another characteristic of the WEW' 5

decentralized organizational structure. Partnership members have attempted to remove

organizational boundaries that could inhibit collaboration among them. The primary

method of minimizing organizational boundaries was by establishing inter-organizational

agreements. When describing the use of agreements between WEW partnership

members, a woman said,

"We created an assistance agreement with the City that creates invisible lines
between the City and the BLM Otherwise, the BLM would have to go out for a



bid when they have funding for a project. We moved $900,000 to the City that way
on an amazing project. The agreements are vehicles that really allow us to co-
mingle."

The use of inter-organizational agreements helps facilitate learning, because it allows for

increased communication and participation among the different partnership members.

The WEW' s decentralized organizational structure also exhibits a high level of

resource sharing among members. Instead of having a central organization with the

resources to implement the partnership mission, the individual organizations each

contribute resources (such as staff, money, or equipment) as they are able. Because they

have a common pool of resources from which to draw, the individual organizations often

do not need to spend their own resources, such as on staff expertise, when it is available

from another partnership member. For instance, an experienced botanist who is

employed by The Nature Conservancy oversees 440 acres of west Eugene wetlands over

which TNC has primary management responsibility and he also helps the City of Eugene

and the BLM with their wetlands. The City and the BLM therefore do not have to use

their resources to hire a botanist, but instead can rely on him to assist when needed. In an

example from a meeting, one woman discussed a need for $8,000 to have a risk

assessment conducted on a property with high thallium levels which was being

considered for purchase by the partnership. She noted, "The [Fish and Wildlife Service]

and TNC can't fund it alone, but f we all contribute, we could cover the cost." By the

following week, sufficient funds were obtained among three partnership members to pay

for the risk assessment.

The level of resource sharing occurring in the WEW partnership members arises

in part from their aligned frames. Because they have aligned frames (and a shared belief

that the partnership is their top priority), they see themselves as a collective with a

common pool of resources to which they all contribute and from which they can all

receive. Loren commented on how his experience with the WEW partnership differs

from another partnership agreement with the Forest Service that he works on for his

organization. He said, "Mainly I think because of the resources that all of the [WE WI

partners can bring to the table, both from a scientific understanding, funding, personnel,
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staff" When I asked whether he also has resource sharing with the Forest Service, he

replied,

"Yea but that is mainly kind of a contractual sort of stuff Like we had a piece of
property they wanted to buy it, we wanted to sell it, signed the papers, handshake,
we will see you next year. It wasn't this culture, this interaction that happens
sometimes on a daily level or nightly level, too.

Leadership has played a large role in the effectiveness of WEW's decentralized

partnership structure, because it has fostered the development of partnership members.

Jaworski (1998: 66) writes, "Leadership is all about the release of human possibilities."

Through mentoring, Keith has fostered the growth of other partnership members and has

lessened his own role in the partnership over time. In an interview, Keith remarked,

"A successful partnership can't be too dependent on one personality. Eventually
the partnership lasts long enough that key person is going to move. So fyou want
a strong partnership you need an organizational structure that will carry it
beyond that dynamic personnel. And that means that you have got to find good
people."

Keith often made statements in meetings that minimized his role in the success of a

particular project and gave credit to others. When the discussion in the WET meeting

turned to awards that Keith and his organization had recently received for the West

Eugene wetlands, Keith commented, "[My organization] is like this partnership, it's not

just one person. There 's a layer of unseen people that do a lot more work than I do." By

downplaying his own role in the partnership's success, Keith helps encourage partnership

members to assume more responsibility for the partnership's efforts, thereby increasing

the effectiveness of their decentralized partnership structure. The concept of leadership

found in this study differs from traditional conceptions of organizational leadership as

individuals who are able to generate collective enthusiasm and effort towards a specific

organizational goal (Senge 1990). In this study, by mentoring, role modeling effective

communication, and emphasizing common ground and frame alignment, leaders foster

the growth and empowerment of current organizational members and set the stage for

their own eventual departure from the partnership.
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Organic organizational structure

An organic organizational structure is one which changes and evolves depending

on the environment and shifting needs. Daft (2001: 609) defines an organic

organizational system as "marked by free-flowing, adaptive processes, an unclear

hierarchy of authority, and decentralized decision making." An organic organizational

structure stands in contrast to a mechanistic structure which focuses on clear and rigid

structures, procedures, hierarchy, and roles (Wheatley 1992, Daft 2001). Elements of an

organic organizational structure were observed in both the WRI and the WEW

partnerships. When discussing WRI's shift from a state-created partnership to a non-

profit organization, a leader of WRI noted, "[WRI's Board of Directors] believe that

releasing the link on the state will potentially create more flexibility for them, though they

still want governor and legislative support." Because partnership members need to allow

an organizational structure to shift over time, the existence of an organic organizational

structure appears linked to partnership members using dynamic frames. Partnership

members using dynamic frames are comfortable with the ambiguity surrounding change

and flexibility in organizational structures.

Changes in organizational structure were observed through flexible staffing

levels, position responsibilities, and inter-organizational agreements. Through the use of

numerous seasonal employees and volunteers, the WEW partnership is able to make

staffing adjustments on an annual basis. Members of both partnerships describe having a

fair amount of discretion to conduct their work. Some organizations also allowed

employee position descriptions to alter. For example, one woman described how her

organizational position had changed,

"When I came on as... director, the role was expanded beyond what it had been
previously under [the former director] to '/2 . . management and '/2 coordinating
and promoting conservation efforts throughout the valley... The opportunity
seemed to be right... Everybody was behind it as a different way of working in the
valley."

Within the partnerships, inter-organizational agreements are developed on an as-needed

basis. One man noted that the City of Eugene has used numerous memorandums of

understanding for the WEW partnership, depending on their current needs for working
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with other organizations. In addition, by not being established as a legal entity, the WEW

partnership agreement itself remains open to change. Pointing to the WEW partnership

agreement in an interview, Loren stated, "It's not a formal partnership either. That's one

of the neat things about them. This is not codified at all into some MOU or anything like

that... the partnership itself is thisis just a fancy handshake. This is a fancy handshake."

Linda discussed the importance of retaining flexibility.

"The reason the partnership works is because it's constantly fluid, it's dynamic, it
has no walls... We never want it to get to the point where people become solidUled
in their agency or their role or position. We need to retain flexibility... We don't
define roles... Once you start cementing roles, it freezes up and the partnership
will be dead in the water."

The need for organic organizational structures that can adapt to changing environmental

needs is discussed in the literature (Ortenblad 2004). Jaworski (1998: 9) writes, "The

l6" century Newtonian mechanical view of the universe, which still guides our thinking,

has become increasingly dysfunctional in these times of interdependence and change."

Wheatley (1992) notes that organizations whose structures are adaptable have the ability

respond quickly to a changing environment.

Because the ability to adapt is important, the persistence of a particular

organizational structure might be inappropriate for working in a shifting environment.

One interviewee held a similar perspective on the necessity of a enduring organizational

structure. When describing the WEW partnership, Jerry commented,

"There's enough positive coming out of those kinds of relationships, that if the
organization itself dissolved, I think the relationships would remain. When you
open that line of communication, it's hard to stop it. ..you have to open that door,
and once it's open, it's hard to close it. The partnership has opened that door."

Thus, the continued existence of a distinct partnership structure might be less important

than the "structure" supplied by the social frame's emphasis on relationships and

improved communication among partnership members.

Jerry's quote illuminates a need that was found in this research and in the learning

literature. In a rapidly shifting environment, being flexible and open to change is
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important for learning (Finger and Brand 1999); however, for learning to occur, some

continuity also needs to be maintained in the midst of this change (Weick 1996). In this

research, too much rapid change appeared disruptive to the learning process by not

allowing time for reflection and transfer of organizational memory. The WEW

partnership retained some organizational continuity through mentoring, fostering

relationships, documenting partnership actions, and developing aligned frames.

Similarly, researchers have noted that a shared sense of organizational identity or shared

mental models helps foster continuity in organizations (Wheatley 1992, Ortenbiad 2004).

By creating routines and maintaining organizational knowledge, organizational

mechanisms that allow for continuity in the midst of change create a level of stability and

psychological safety in an otherwise highly uncertain environment (Weick 1996).

Continuity helps partnership members feel sufficiently safe and secure to allow the

partnership's structure (as well as frames and processes) to be organic and undergo

change.



CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research was to understand how natural resource management

partnerships learn when addressing complex natural resource problems. In Chapter 3, I

responded to four questions that Parson and Clark (1995) ask regarding learning. Using

the results from the two case study partnerships, I revisit these questions and add two

additional questions to provide some conclusions on how learning occurred in these two

natural resource partnerships.

Who or what learns?

The literature is divided on whether organizational learning includes only

individual learning that becomes embedded in the organization or whether it also includes

an emergent component to organizational learning. In this research, individual team

members learned as they discovered new knowledge from scientific data and other

partnership members. Learning also occurred at the organizational level as individual

learning became embedded in organizational documents (e.g., strategic plans).

Furthermore, in the WEW partnership, an emergent component to inter-organizational

learning arose from interactions among partnership members. According to Kasl et al. 'S

(1997: 230) modes of team learning, the WRI partnership appeared to be working in a

"pooled team learning mode" where members share knowledge, while the WEW

partnership appeared to be working in a "synergistic learning mode" in which knowledge

and insights unique to the group emerge from their interactions. In this synergistic mode,

learning has an emergent component that transcends individual team members as new

knowledge is created. WEW's partnership is therefore a system with an emergent

component (i.e., partnership learning). The findings suggest that this emergent learning

occurred through a process of social construction among individual partnership members.

Although an emergent form of "organizational" learning was found, the term

"group" or "team" learning more accurately describes the type of learning occurring in

the partnerships. Due to their small scale, the team of partnership members is the
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organization. Therefore, learning by the group could not be clearly distinguished from

learning by the partnership as an organization. An emergent component to group

learning was certainly found; however, a question still remains as to whether larger

collections of groups found in traditional resource management organizations also have

emergent learning properties.

Many definitions of organizational learningsuch as Argyris and Schön's (1978)

notion of learning as the detection and correction of error by organizational members

appear inadequate for capturing the combination of both individual and group learning

found in this study. Learning in these partnerships is instead better exemplified by

Stacey' s (2003: 331) description of learning in organizations as "the emerging

transformation of inseparable individual and collective identities. Learning occurs as

shifts in meaning and it is simultaneously individual and social." Stacey's description of

learning as the "activity of interdependent people" underscores the importance of both

individual learning and learning emerging through social interaction (Stacey 2003: 325).

The notion of emergence within the partnership's interactions has implications for

how people can work to foster learning in natural resource management. If

"organizational" learning encompasses solely individual learning that becomes embedded

in organizations, the focus becomes on fostering individual learning (perhaps through

training) and embedding it into the organization (such as through boundary spanning and

documentation). However, these results indicate that "organizational" learning

encompasses the notion of individual learning as well as emergent learning from inter-

organizational teams. Therefore, organizations should also focus on developing teams

whose interactions foster emergent learning. Due to the importance of language for

shaping our perceptions and reality (Patton 2000), use of the term "team learning" would

be more appropriate for discussing learning in these partnerships. The notion of team

learning highlights the importance of developing organizational practices that foster

learning by increasing or improving social interactions among partnership members, such

as by interacting outside of scheduled meetings.
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What kinds of things are learned?

In these partnerships, organizational members learned technical information and

an understanding of diverse perspectives and new interpretations of past experiences.

The types of content learned have implications for how learning can be fostered in

resource management.

First, because partnership members learned technical information, the generation

of new data and syntheses of existing data are important aspects of learning in resource

management. The importance of social relationships for addressing dynamic complexity

does not imply that technical information in resource management is unnecessary.

However, natural resource management's current emphasis on framing complex issues

using a technocratic orientation needs to be balanced by also framing these issues from a

social orientation.

Second, the importance of understanding a diversity of perspectives for group

learning supports the constructivist paradigm of multiple constructed realities in which

there is no universal truth that can be observed, measured, and reported (Cilliers 1998).

Reality is instead socially constructed, and therefore, multiple participants in an

organization or partnership can have equally meaningful and legitimate organizational

realities (Madaus et al. 1983). Although learning can and does occur through increased

exposure to technical data, learning also needs to be promoted through an understanding

of different organizational realities. By bringing together multiple organizations, a

partnership structure provides an excellent forum for learning. Within inter-

organizational partnership teams, certain behaviors that emphasize generating collective

understanding of multiple realities, such as asking questions and engaging in dialogue,

could foster team learning.

Third, learning resulted from critical reflection on the utility of the strategies and

assumptions being applied to resource management. Both critical reflection and an

understanding of diverse perspectives promote a process of learning that results primarily

from perceiving existing information in a new light. Therefore, the notion of learning as

a process of reframing is supported by these findings as well as by Weick (2001) who

describes learning as the application of a different response to a same stimulus and
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using new meanings. Because reframing describes a major component of the learning

process for addressing complex problems, processes that encourage reframing, such as

reflection and dialogue, should be deliberately fostered in natural resource management.

What counts as learning?

Learning in the partnerships included changes in both cognition and behavior.

Using Inkpen and Crossan's (1995) framework of organizational learning (see Table 6 on

page 33), these partnerships are undergoing different types of learning. In the WRI

partnership, a combination of perceived cognitive change and lack of behavioral change

creates a situation of blocked or anticipatory learning. For instance, although the WRI

partnership staff espouse learning from one another through collaboration, they engage in

behaviors that limit the inclusiveness of their partnership's processes. On the other hand,

both cognitive and behavioral changes appear to be occurring in the WEW partnership,

thus indicating an integrated learning approach. Because learning included aspects of

both cognitive and behavioral change, Inkpen and Crossan' s framework has utility for

differentiating between different types of learning occurring in resource management.

With a more detailed assessment of learning in partnerships, strategies for promoting

greater learning can be tailored to the type of cognitive and behavioral interactions

employed in the organization. For instance, organizations in which blocked learning is

occurring could draw attention to how perceived cognitive changes have not yet been

translated into behavioral changes. These organizations could develop specific strategies,

such as mentoring or developing incentives for encouraging behavioral changes.

How does learning occur?

Based on these research findings, learning to address dynamically complex

resource issues occurs through several different processes. Learning occurs through

praxisa process of critical reflection and action. Through critical reflection, people re-

examine past experiences, actions, and critically assess future possibilities for their work.

Through action, particularly at place-based scales, people apply what they have learned
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and the cycle is repeated. Learning also involves a process of reframing in which

people's interpretations of complex issues or their partnership's role in addressing those

issues undergo change. By promoting the ability to perceive their work from new

perspectives, reframing can expand opportunities for addressing complex problems.

Based primarily on my own reframing of attitude orientation frames, I speculate

that learning can occur through both incremental knowledge gain within a particular

frame and transformational shifts in understanding between frames. Incremental learning

clearly occurs as people gain knowledge from other partnership members or scientific

data. Based on my own experience, once a critical mass of evidence supporting a new

frame is reached, a transformation in frames can result. The reframing process began

with a collection of incremental pieces of knowledge that were stored within my existing

frame. However, once sufficient increments of knowledge were obtained and

interconnected to reveal patterns and relationships explaining previously-held questions,

a shift in frames was triggered. The process of learning as incremental knowledge gain

leading to transformational shifts in understanding implies that incremental knowledge

gain is not necessarily pointless even when that knowledge does not result in immediate

cognitive or behavioral change. Therefore, a certain amount of incubation time might be

necessary for people to reflect upon their situation before transformational learning can

occur. My own experience also indicates that constant reinforcement, such as by

engaging in dialogue with individuals open to reframing, is required to avoid reverting

back to traditional ways of thinking about complex resource issues.

Although the data supporting this premise are limited, a catalyst for learning

appears to be the perception of a gap between partnership members' vision and their

current reality. The discrepancy between vision and reality creates a tension that

encourages learning and involvement in natural resource partnerships. Because

participating organizations have a perceived need to fulfill, they have incentives for

becoming involved in the partnerships. Thus, developing a vision to which organizations

can aspire can be important for creating an impetus for engaging in learning.
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Why bother asking?

The question still remains as to whether increased learning is necessary for better

management of dynamically complex natural resource issues. Because both partnerships

were addressing dynamically complex problems, their differences in learning might help

clarify the relationship between learning and management of those problems. Although it

was not within the scope of this study to assess the effectiveness of the partnerships'

management efforts, the WEW partnership is perceived by many to be particularly

effective in achieving their resource management goals. The WEW partnership's efforts

have been recognized in seven regional and national awards. Additionally, WEW

partnership members describe how their partnership has resulted in changes on the

ground, including the development of an education center, recreational opportunities, and

acquisition and restoration of wetlands. In contrast, partnership members working with

the WRI often question WRI' s impact on managing Willamette Valley resource issues.

However, self-reporting by partnership's members can be an inadequate indicator of

organizational effectiveness considering that the WRI partnership members tend to frame

their work using a negative orientation while the WEW partnership members frame their

work using a positive orientation. The use of negative orientation frames leads WRI

members to discount past successes and emphasize past problems, while the opposite

holds true in the WEW partnership. However, these same perceptions are used by

partnership members to determine whether their organization will continue to engage in

the partnership or whether their organizational resources would be better used elsewhere.

Because the level of organizational involvement likely contributes to partnership

effectiveness, understanding the perceptions that influence an organization's decision to

participate is important for gauging partnership effectiveness.

Furthermore, three interviewees who have been involved with both partnerships

distinguished between the two partnerships by describing how the WEW partnership has

been considerably more effective in achieving partnership goals. These findings suggest

that increased learning in partnerships is related, at a minimum, to the perception of

increased effectiveness at managing dynamically complex problems. This relationship is

further addressed under suggestions for future research.
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How does learning differ in the two case study partnerships?

Although the results might generate the impression that the frames and processes

used in the WRI partnership are less effective as compared to those used by the WEW

partnership, it is important to note that both partnerships demonstrated evidence of

behaviors associated with learning for dynamic complexity. However, the WRI

partnership also had frames emphasizing learning that would be more appropriate for

issues characterized by detail complexity (e.g., a strong focus on problems and technical

solutions). These contrasting frames often clashed over which would represent the

predominant focus of the partnership. Because the WRI partnership held examples of

both types of learning, in the future, behaviors more associated with learning for dynamic

complexity could rather easily be moved to the forefront of partnership practices. On the

other hand, if the natural resource issues being addressed by the WEW partnership

change to problems of detail complexity, this partnership will also have to readjust their

processes and structure to accommodate a different manner of thinking and operating.

What is the relationship between learning and resource management paradigms?

Paradigms describe the knowledge and assumptions that are accepted as the

foundation for scientific inquiry (Kuhn 1962). By influencing how people organize their

understanding of a phenomenon (Patton 1975), paradigms direct scientific inquiry

towards particular methods of investigation. The findings from this research reinforce

the axioms of the constructivist paradigm. In particular, these findings suggest that the

constructivist' s axioms regarding the nature of reality and causal relationships are critical

for better understanding the nature of learning in an environment of dynamic complexity.

As opposed to the rational-analytical paradigm, the constructivist paradigm works under

the premise that multiple, constructed realities exist and that causality is not linear, but

instead can be mutually shaping. Similarly, these findings reveal that partnership

members frame natural resource issues differently, despite similarities in their contexts.

Depending on their interactions with other partnership members, people constructed

differing interpretations regarding the realities of their natural resource management

efforts. For instance, whether institutional rigidity was perceived to be an
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assess their learning needs. Because the appropriateness of particular frames, processes,
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insurmountable barrier to resource management was dependent on how partnership

members had perceived the nature of their reality. Furthermore, how partnership

members perceived their reality (i.e., their environment) influenced actions they

undertook which in turn influenced their partnership's environment; thus, the

constructivist' s notion of mutually shaping cause-and-effect relationships is supported by

this research.

These findings also support the notion of systems thinking. Wailand (1991: 41)

describes the paradigm underlying systems thinking as a shift "(1) from part to wholes,

(2) from object to relationships, (3) from structure to process and (4) from an objective

science to an 'epistemic' science." In this research, learning to address dynamic

complexity was enhanced by an organizational shift from object (i.e., technical data) to

relationships (i.e., interconnections among people) and by a shift to greater consideration

of the processes (e.g., inclusive processes) within the existing structure of these resource

management partnerships. Furthermore, the concept of holistic thinking, found in both

systems thinking and integrated management, was associated with learning for dynamic

complexity. Not only does learning from multiple perspectives increase holistic thinking,

but the act of reflection on past experiences, current assumptions and future opportunities

requires holistic thinking across time.

Management implications

A sub-objective of this study was to determine criteria for assessing the extent to

which a natural resource management partnership might be organized for learning.

Findings from this research suggest certain questions that are relevant in an assessment of

natural resource management. Specific recommendations are then offered for promoting

learning that addresses dynamically complex problems (Table 13).

Assessment for learning
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Scale Recommendations for fostering learning

Hire or selectively target individuals in other organizations who frame
complex problems using positive, social, and dynamic orientation frames.
Develop formal mentoring for on-the-job learning.

-
Encourage individuals to reframe by exposing them to diverse
perspectives (e.g., boundary spanning).
Refuse to be limited by perceived barriers. Avoid assuming that
particular activities or management approaches are required.
Incorporate learning activities, such as boundary spanning, into employee
performance evaluations.
Focus on establishing strong relationships with individuals from other
organizations.
Focus on successes. Determine what actions were performed when goals
were accomplished.
Promote relationship-building among team members (e.g., by engaging in
retreats or field trips).
Share observed successes in team meetings.
Point out common ground among different members.
Ensure the psychological safety of team members so that mistakes are
freely discussed.
Use a skilled facilitator to promote effective group processes until team

E members can assume the role.
Meet regularly for the sole purpose of reflecting on past experiences and
future effects. Ask "What worked? What did not work? Are we headed
down on the path we want?"
Ask team members to share lessons learned.

- If positive, focus on what was done right.
- If negative, brainstorm alternatives, implement them, and reassess.

Record and reflect upon meeting minutes.
Develop ground rules for team behavior in partnership meetings.
Regularly ask questions and listen to other team members.
Consider developing teams whose members use a variety of different
preferred learning styles.
Develop organizational performance measures that focus on learning
processes as well as quantifiable outcomes.
Develop placed-based forums for natural resource management.
Ensure that management planning is connected to on-the-ground efforts
to implement management strategies. Have managers go out into the
field regularly.
Engage in interventions using appreciative inquiry.
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and structures is entirely dependent upon the type of natural resource problem being

addressed, natural resource managers need to ask whether their issues are characterized

by detail or dynamic complexity. Issues of dynamic complexity require a different type

of learning than issues of detail complexity; therefore, the type of resource issue

identified will influence the type of learning required. The finding that framing resource

issues using a positive, social, dynamic orientation fosters learning rests on the

assumption that problems of dynamic complexity are being addressed. For dynamically

complex issues in which there exist conflicting interpretations of both the problem and

scientific data, learning through understanding diverse perspectives and reflecting and

reframing on experiences is indicated. Thus, inter-organizational partnerships can be

important for fostering learning for dynamic complexity; however, this same

organizational structure would likely be inefficient (in part due to the time necessary for

decision-making) when addressing issues of detail complexity. For natural resource

issues characterized by detail complexity, the generation of technical data and

information is often highly suitable for decision-making. Because the appropriateness of

the frame orientations described in this study is greatly influenced by the complexity of a

particular resource issue, natural resource managers need to give thoughtful consideration

to the issue of problem framing.

What is the current organizational climate for learning? Assuming that the

organization's focus is on learning to manage dynamically complex problems, an

evaluation of the organization's current learning environment should be made. The

following questions could be used to focus an evaluation on organizational issues found

to influence learning in this research:

Which frames currently dominate in the organization?

- What types of attitude, problem, and orientation to change frames are

being employed?

- What is the level of alignment between partnership members' frames?

What paradigm appears to underlie how partnership members frame

complex problems?
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What is the scale of the natural resource management effort? Does the

organization have forums or mechanisms from transitioning among different

scales?

What opportunities or incentives does the organization have for engaging in

reflection on past experiences and future issues?

How inclusive are current organizational processes?

How does the current allocation of financial and human resources influence

organizational opportunities for learning?

What flexibility does the organization have for developing alternative

management structures?

How does the partnership's structure affect the participation or investment by

partner organizations?

How is leadership expressed in the organization?

Recommendations for learning

Focus on key organizational leverage points. Because elements in an organizational

system are interconnected, relatively small interventions targeted at key leverage points

might be sufficient to produce larger shifts in natural resource management (Senge 1990,

Eoyang 2003). Meadows (1999) notes that one of the best leverage points to foster

change in an organizational system is to promote a shift in paradigms or an ability to

transcend paradigms. Within resource management, the process of reframing can

encourage this shift in thinking; however, reframing can be difficult to promote. As

Schön and Rein (1994: 30) note, "Those who construct the social reality of a situation

through one frame can always ignore or reinterpret the 'facts' that holders of a second

frame present as decisive counter-evidence to the first." The process of reframing

attitude orientations in natural resource management is likely to be particularly difficult

due to the persistent use of negative frames in research and management. For instance,

many natural resource publications contain language depicting a negative orientation

frame (e.g., describing natural resource "problems" and "barriers" to effective resource



management). A focus on barriers and problems was found to increase the difficulty of

perceiving that change and improvement are possible. Consequently, the use of the

negative orientation frame increases the difficulty of intervening effectively for

promoting learning in natural resource management.

Promote positive, social, and dynamic frames. Because individual members' frames

have a strong impact on creating conditions that foster learning, natural resource

organizations can target individuals using certain frame orientations. In particular,

people who frame complex problems using positive, social, and dynamic orientations are

likely to be effective partnership coordinators and leaders by the manner in which they

promote learning and, consequently, aligned partnership frames. By hiring or targeting

individuals who frame complex problems using positive or dynamic frames,

organizations can help establish a positive partnership frame. Furthermore, increased

exposure to individuals using positive frames can also assist with reframing negative

orientations.

Include learning in organizational evaluations. Although organizations often emphasize

quantifiable standards and outputs (Kerr 1995), natural resource organizations also need

to include the assessment of learning processes within evaluation standards.

Foster relationships. Because the development of interpersonal relationships affects

learning from other frames, organizational processes that encourage fostering closer ties

with other individuals will facilitate learning.

Develop methods for working at local scales. A greater reliance on place-based inter-

organizational forums can also help develop relationships. Resource management

partnerships that work at a broad scale need forums or mechanisms by which they can

ground their work in local realities. Because many local partnerships (e.g., watershed

councils) already exist, the establishment of new partnerships will probably not be as

necessary as developing increased interconnections with current groups. Furthermore,
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although broad visions are important for observing interconnections among elements in a

system, learning can probably best occur by focusing broad visions on implementation in

specific landscapes. For instance, the WRI's Willamette Restoration Strategy should be

done in conjunction with action on the ground.

Encourage active leadership roles. Leadership plays a strong role in organizational

learning. Organizational leadership can promote learning by mentoring, identifying

common ground among different parties, encouraging the development of a shared vision

early in the management process, and by role modeling inclusive behaviors.

Promote effective communication. To promote learning, natural resource organizations

should emphasize the development of effective communication skillsi.e., genuine

listening, asking questions, and dialogue. By aligning stakeholders' frames and getting

agreement on problem formulation and diagnosis, effective communication helps manage

the dynamic complexity of natural resource issues.

Establish a variety offorums for working across boundaries. Because learning often

results from exposure to new perspectives, natural resource management should promote

opportunities for employees to work across organizational and disciplinary boundaries.

Although a partnership structure by itself is not sufficient for promoting learning for

dynamic complexity, a partnership structure is one method of organizing that can foster

learning by increasing exposure to individuals and organizations who frame resource

issues in differing ways. Because the bureaucratic structure of conventional natural

resource management tends to compartmentalize management activities, efforts to

promote increased learning by working across boundaries will likely require some

fundamental shifts in current approaches to natural resource management.

Be cognizant of individual learning style preferences. An understanding of individuals'

preferred learning styles might be important in developing natural resource management

learning teams. Although learning for dynamic complexity resulted primarily from social
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interaction, how partnership members framed their work appeared related to individual

learning styles. Partnership coordinators could potentially administer learning style

questionnaires to team members to gain greater awareness of the team's learning

dynamics, strengths, and deficiencies. An understanding of individuals' preferred

learning styles could potentially be used to establish teams containing diverse approaches

to learning. This issue is further discussed under recommendations for future research.

Engage in appreciative inquiry. Due to the importance of the positive orientation frame

for learning, natural resource organizational leaders and managers could seek to intervene

in their organizations by engaging in actions recommended by researchers conducting

appreciative inquiry. For instance, people could be asked to relate one of their more

effective partnership team experiences and to describe what they believed made it

successful. Not only would organization members have an opportunity to reflect on

lessons learned, but this type of inquiry could help partnership participants reframe their

work using a more positive orientation which was associated with learning.

Encourage flexibility. Because the environment surrounding natural resource

management is changing rapidly, any one approach to management is likely to be

inappropriate over the long term. Natural resource management organizations instead

need the flexibility to consider alternative ways of thinking and acting. The act of

continual reflection and action, when combined with an organizational climate open to

change, will likely ensure that organizational members themselves determine the

continued appropriateness of their organization's resource management efforts.
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Limitations of study

Although I conducted participant observation over a ten month period, one of the

primary limitations of the findings on framing in the partnerships was that the duration of

work in the field was insufficient to assess the extent to which any specific frames were

undergoing change. Because frames are continually developed and altered, a brief

picture of an organization gives a limited understanding of the organization's current

stage of framing. Gray et al. (1985: 93) note that

'at any given time, some organizational meanings are in flux, then, cross-
sectional analyses of organizations can only be expected to capture one frame in
an unfolding movie of organizing. Without several frames, it becomes dfJicult to
distinguish more enduring means from those which are changing."

Frames used by WEW partnership members appeared fairly stable during my time in the

field; however, it would have been interesting to study the WEW partnership from its

inception so as to observe how frames became reframed and aligned after the wetland

controversy. Although the data indicate that the collaborative process developed for the

West Eugene wetland plan was the primary impetus for frame alignment, observing this

process directly would have generated more specific insights into the reframing process.

Another limitation of this study was that the scope of research did not include a

detailed examination of the individual organizations that comprise the partnerships. As a

result, the impact of these different organizational cultures and contexts on partnership

learning is unclear. However, because four organizations were involved with both

partnerships, the nature of the partner organizations was perhaps not as critical to learning

as the particular individuals working within those organizations. Because the scope of

the study did not include examining the member organizations' power, structures, and

processes, questions regarding how partnership learning was transferred to participating

organizations were also not addressed.

A primary limitation of the study results from the difficulty in operationalizing

learning Because learning carmot be observed, it needs to be inferred from peoples'

comments or behavior. In three informal interviews in which I pre-tested the interview

instrument, I directly asked a question on learning. However, because the concept of
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learning did not appear to resonate with interviewees, I modified the question to ask more

generally about lessons learned in working with their partnership. From my analysis of

each interviewee's experiences, I had to glean how learning was or was not occurring in

their partnerships. When describing their organizations' strategies for dealing with

complex issues, interviewees employed a variety of terms, including creativity, adaptive

management, innovation, "thinking out of the box", and change. These terms are not

synonymous with organizational learning, but they helped focus my attention on aspects

of the interviewees' experiences that could play a role in organizational learning.

The comparative case study design employed in this research places some

limitations on the generalizability or transferability of these results. Under Methods, I

elaborated on the circumstances under which case study findings can be appropriately

transferred to other contexts. To summarize briefly, the transferability of these results

was increased by the use of "thick description" of the case study partnerships (Geertz

1973: 6). By examining this rich data, other researchers can determine the extent to

which the context of this research is sufficiently similar to their own organizational

setting and, therefore, the extent to which these findings could inform their work.

Transferability was also enhanced by the sampling strategy for selecting the two case

studies. I selected two partnerships that were heterogeneous regarding three attributes

tenure, scale, and perceived organizational effectivenessthat were expected to

influence the phenomenon of learning, while keeping other contextual variables (e.g.,

geographical and political context) fairly similar. By developing findings that

incorporate data from both case studies, the findings are likely transferable to

partnerships whose contextual attributes fall within the range outlined by these two case

studies. Furthermore, findings from case studies, like experiments, can be transferred

through analytical generalizations (Yin 1994). Where applicable, I have attempted to link

the findings from this comparative case study to learning theories. Researchers can

examine the pattern of relationships explained by those theories to gauge the

appropriateness of those theories, and therefore these findings, for informing their work.
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Recommendations for future research

Three potentially fruitful areas for further investigation are indicated by this

research. Because emergent learning in the WEW partnership occurred at the team level,

an understanding of elements that improve team interactions could foster partnership

learning. As described under management implications, individual learning styles likely

play a role in the development of effective partnership teams. A synthesis of the research

literature on learning styles could be an important step towards better understanding

current knowledge on the relationship between learning styles and the development of

effective learning teams. Depending on the literature review, future research might be

needed to determine whether learning styles are specifically associated with certain

individually-held frames, e.g., "What are the relationships between individually-held

learning styles and attitude, problem, or change orientation frames?" More specifically,

do people with a preferred learning style (e.g., Kolb's (1984) assimilative learners) tend

to frame complex issues using a technocratic orientation? By better understanding the

relationship between learning styles and frames, natural resource managers could tailor

strategies for promoting reframing to individuals' preferred learning styles.

A second important area for future research would be to clarify relationships

between learning and organizational performance in dealing with complex natural

resource problems. Learning is a means to endi.e., more effective natural resource

management. In this research, an assumption was made that learning promotes an

organization's ability to manage issues of dynamic complexity, but this assumption was

not be tested. Although studies have found a relationship between learning and

organizational financial performance (Ellinger et al. 2002), future research could test the

hypothesis that increased levels of learning are also correlated with organizational

performance in addressing dynamic complexity. For instance, the study's hypothesis

could be "Learning is positively correlated with increased performance in addressing

dynamically complex issues." If evidence of a relationship between learning and

performance was found, the study could also determine the specific components or types

of learning associated with performance. For instance, sub-hypotheses could include the

following:
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- Partnerships whose members engage in critical reflection will be more effective at

addressing dynamically complex problems.

Partnerships whose members undergo learning as a result of cognitive, but not

behavioral change, will not be more effective at addressing dynamically complex

problems.

In order to pursue such a study, two primary concepts would need to be developed. First,

specific indicators of learning would need to be specified. Based on this research, these

indicators could include meeting time spent critically reflecting on past experiences, self-

reported assessments of shifts in perceptions, or the number of questions asked versus

comments given in partnership meetings. Second, specific indicators of organizational

performance will need to be developed to gauge partnership effectiveness. Potential

indicators found in this study could include recognition of achievements (e.g., awards),

self-reported assessments by partnership members, ability to operate within the current

political climate, and on-the-ground enhancement of natural resources (e.g., acres of

habitat protected, improved riparian function). If the investigator was interested in

conducting more participatory research, indicators of organizational performance could

also be developed in consultation with the partnership stakeholders. The findings of this

study would be important for clarifying the need for learning in addressing complexity in

natural resource management.

A final recommendation for future work is to re-examine the research findings

using a different theoretical approach. Although framing and organizational learning

theories that focus on learning as social construction have utility for explaining these

findings, Habermas' theory of communicative action appears to have particular relevance

for this work. Communicative action is a process by which people build their social

reality by negotiating common definitions of their situation (Habermas 1984, 1987;

Wilson 1991). Authentic communicative action develops mutual understanding among

people and therefore is a learning mechanism for society. The inclusive processes by

which frames became aligned in the WEW partnership might be a form of

communicative action, thus supporting the notion that aligned frames were an indication

that learning had occurred in the partnership.



184

According to the theory of communicative action, learning occurs through the

integration of three types of knowledge: technical, practical, and emancipatory

knowledge (Prickel, unpublished manuscript). Similar to scientific knowledge espoused

by individuals framing their work using a technocratic orientation, technical knowledge is

obtained through empirical, scientific analyses used to obtain some level of control and

prediction. Practical knowledge results from the development of shared meanings and

consensus among people. The concept of practical knowledge holds similarities to

knowledge emphasized by individuals framing complex problems using a social

orientation and which resulted in frame alignment among WEW partnership members.

Emancipatory knowledge refers to knowledge that results in freedom from the

assumptions which people take for granted and to which they are subjected.

Emancipatory knowledge has commonalities with the perspectives taken by individuals

framing complex problems using a positive orientation who perceive that they have the

ability to change their circumstances and who feel empowered to influence their future.

Habermas' theory of communicative action therefore might be useful for explaining the

relationships among organizational processes, framing, and learning observed in this

research. An examination of these data through the lens of this theory might yield

important insights into the specific organizational processes that fostered authentic

communicative action and learning in these partnerships. If so, Habermas' theory of

communicative action could be useful for making analytical generalizations from this

research.
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