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The purpose of this research is to investigate how stakeholders involved in

collaborative watershed groups in Oregon work with each other to form ideas and take

action. Most collaboration efforts include encouraging a high level of trust with a great

value placed on relationships and partners, being open and flexible, and involving

multiple parties who share power, which is very different from traditional command-

and-control approaches to environmental problems. Collaboration is currently a

popular tool in environmental management but some criticize that it allows for more

control over resources by interest groups or that these efforts are simply another layer

of government bureaucracy.

I studied the process of the collaborative approach in four watershed councils in

the Willamette Basin, specifically focusing on collaboration concepts of relationship

building, open communication, and shared power, as well as how they might be related

to each other. I felt that watershed councils were probably not practicing collaboration

due to variables such as stakeholders' value differences, political ecology dynamics in

the watershed, or organizational issues which did not support collaboration

components.

The methodology I used to explore these questions primarily involved a

systems approach and included cultural anthropology techniques in social network

analysis, participant observation, and interviewing. However, because these concepts

each involved a number of elements, I utilized a number of different quantitative

analysis and mapping methods to help me see other possible trends that supported or

redirected themes I drew from my data. To better understand power and centrality

Redacted for Privacy



issues, I constructed sociograms based on communication patterns between

collaborators as well as a power-index for each member of the project. I also

researched background information related to the political ecology of each watershed

to better understand outside influences that might be affecting the way collaboration

concepts were being practiced by councils.

Results suggested that collaboration is widely understood and appreciated by

project and watershed council participants, who also trusted the councils to address

their ideas and concerns. Collaboration does lead to relationship-building between

participants across interest groups, especially between professionals and other citizen

stakeholders. Previous relationships between landowners are important in helping to

recruit participants and facilitate communication from council leadership to members.

Project leaders tend to be government officials because of their position and

knowledge. Also, relationships between stakeholders and agency employees are key

to the initial development of projects, likely for the same reason. However, agency

participants seem to play a position of acting as project facilitator instead of project

director, helping to support collaboration concepts.

In cases where collaboration concepts are not being practiced, other levels of

influences such as social conditions or organizational problems are disrupting this

balance. Comparing adaptive cycle and panarchy models - which center on system

properties of capital, connectedness, and resilience - to collaboration concepts, which

involve similar ideas, is helpful in assessing why collaboration is not working and how

these situations can be remedied. Relationships between different levels of adaptive

cycles affecting the watersheds can support or derail collaboration in councils. If the

human community in the watershed is in turmoil, more energy in the form of strong

councils may be needed to overcome this negative state. Watershed councils and their

partners, such as OWEB, need to invest in effective organizational management

strategies in order to maintain flexible connectedness, or a strong adaptive

organizational structure in the councils. Agencies can also play a critical role by

assigning and training staff to act as technical advisors and project facilitators, so that

councils can focus on building the capacity of their organizations.



©Copyright by Andrea L. Myhre
February 24, 2006

All Rights Reserved



Relationships, Communication, and Power in Willamette Valley Watershed Councils:
Toward Building Resilient Collaborative Pathways

by
Andrea L. Myhre

A THESIS

Submitted to

Oregon State University

in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for

the degree of

Master of Arts

Presented on February 24, 2006
Commencement June 2006



Master of Arts thesis of Andrea L. Myhre presented on February 24, 2006.

APPROVED:

Major Professor, representing Applied Anthropology

Chair of the Department of Anthropology

Dean of the Gra&1te School

I understand that my thesis will become part of the permanent collection of Oregon
State University libraries. My signature below authorizes release of my thesis to any
reader upon request.

Andrea L. Myhre) Author

Redacted for Privacy

Redacted for Privacy

Redacted for Privacy

Redacted for Privacy



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This project is the accumulation of many years of personal experiences and

interest in collaborative efforts in environmental collaboration. Research for this thesis

actually began in 1992 when the organization Clean Up our River Environment (CURE)

was created to help revitalize the ailing Minnesota River. I was lucky enough to be a

student representative on the first Board of Directors and ever since have been

fascinated by how people work together to solve environmental dilemmas. I would like

to thank those involved in CURE, River Network, the Minnesota River Citizen's

Advisory Council, the Minnesota Rivers Council, and the Johnson Creek Watershed

Council who encouraged my interest and included me in their discussions.

I would also like to thank everyone who participated in this project for being so

open with me, and for giving a bit of their precious time to my research. Thanks to all I

worked with for being friendly, cheerful, and always willing to include me. Lastly, I am

thankful for having a very patient and generous committee and advising professor who

helped make this research happen and supported me during my extended research

and write-up period. Chuck Wilier provided many hours of discussion time that helped

me think through ideas for revisions. My husband and son provided fun distractions

when needed, thanks you guys and I love you very much! This thesis is dedicated to

my son, Mateo Garza who was my constant companion while all this was going on.

This research was funded by the National Science Foundation Program,

Biocomplexity in the Environment: Integrated Research and Education in

Environmental Systems, Award No. 0120022.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 1

1.1. Natural Resources Exploitation in the Western U.S 3

1.2. Conservation and Complexity in the West 4

1.3. Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds 7

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 9

2.1. Definitions and Ideas about Watershed Collaboration 9

2.2. Components of Collaboration 11

2.2.1. Relationships 12

2.2.2. Communication 13

2.2.3. Power 14

2.3. Potential Problems with the Collaborative Approach in
Willamette Watershed Councils 16

2.3.1. Watershed Political Ecology 16
2.3.2. Value Differences 17

2.3.3. Organizational Structure 19

2.4. Ideas About How Willamette Valley Watershed Groups
Function 20

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 21

3.1. Linkages Research 21

3.2. Social Network Analysis and Collaboration Concepts 22

3.3. Research Questions, Design, and Populations 24

3.4. Participant Observation and Information Gathering 25

3.5. In-Depth Interviews with Project Collaborators 26

3.6. Phone Surveys with Watershed Council Participants 27

3.7. Analysis 28



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) Paqe

3.8. Concern for Anonymity in Protecting Research Subjects 29

CHAPTER 4: BACKGROUND OF RESEARCH SITES AND
PROJECTS 31

4.1. Overview of Watersheds 31

4.2. Camas River Watershed Council 32

4.3. Camas Watershed Council Project: Hiring a Coordinator 34

4.5. The Blackberry Collaborative Project: Resource
Rangers 37

4.6. Salal Watershed Council 39

4.6. The Salal Collaborative Project: Salmon Creek Project 41

4.7. The Tarweed Watershed Council 42

4.8. The Tarweed Collaborative Project: Crazy Creek
Restoration 44

4.9. Conclusion: Council Structure and Projects 45

CHAPTER 5: WATERSHED COUNCIL PARTICIPANT SURVEY
RESULTS 47

5.1. Learning About the Watershed Council and
Relationships with Other Participants 49

5.2. Primary Reason for Involvement 51

5.3. Meeting Participation and Projects Involvement 53

5.5. Leadership in Project Implementation 55

5.7. Overall Survey Findings 57

5.7.1. Trust in Watershed Councils and Value of
Collaboration 57

5.7.2. Power and Stakeholder Groups 58

5.7.3. Relationships, Communication, and Watershed
Council Participation 59



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) Paqe

5.8 Conclusion 60

CHAPTER 6: EXPERIENCES AND SOCIAL NETWORKS OF
PARTICIPANTS IN COLLABORATIVE WATERSHED
PROJECTS 61

6.1. Measurements of Power 61

6.2. Relationships 63

6.3. Trust and Vision-Buildng Between Collaborators 65

6.4. The Role of Close Relationships Between Collaborators
and Agency Employees 66

6.5. Communication 67

6.6. Power: Connections, Technical Knowledge, and
Struggles Over Project Management 70

6.8. Conclusions 75

CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION 77

7.1. Review of Collaborat;on Concepts 77

7.2. Relationship Creation Is Happening Primarily Between
Government Agencies and Citizens 77

7.3. Agency Employees are Powerful - As Coordinators,
Facilitators of Watershed Projects 79

7.4. Blackberry Council: A Case Study in the Breakdown of
Collaboration Concepts 81

7.5. Watershed Groups, Projects, Adaptive Management and
Resilience 84

7.6. Conclusion 89

CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION 90

8.1. Review of Major Findings 90



TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued) Paqe

8.2. Collaboration, Political Ecology, and Resilience: What
About Power? 91

8.3. Policy Implications: Provide Capacity Support for
Watershed Collaborations to Empower Participants 92

8.4. Policy Implications: Agency Staff Should Support Project
Planning and Implementation Process 94

8.5. Importance of and Lessons Learned about Using
Anthropology and Social Network Analysis in
Collaboration Research 96

8.6. Further Research Needed 96

REFERENCES CITED 99

APPENDICES 108

Appendix A: Watershed Council Project Network Survey 109
Appendix B: Watershed Council Participant Survey Results 110



LIST OF FIGURES

Fkiure Paqe

Figure 1. Methodology Map 29

Figure 2. Watershed Council Member Survey 47

Figure 3. How did you find out about the watershed council? 50

Figure 4. Did you know others involved in the watershed council
previously? 51

Figure 5. What was the primary reason you became involved in
the Council? 52

Figure 6. What projects or activities of the Council are you the
most familiar with or have participated in? 53

Figure 7. If you had a concern or an idea for a watershed project
or action, whom would you contact first? 55

Figure 8. Which individuals provide the most leadership for
designing and carrying out watershed Council
projects? 56

Figure 9. How crucial is collaboration to resolving issues in the
watershed on a scale of 1-5 (1 being not important, 5
being essential)? 57

Figure 10. Network diagrams of watershed collaborative project
groups indicating communication between participants
and power. 70

Blackberry Project, River Rangers (phase 1): 70
Blackberry project, River Rangers (phase 2) 71



TABLE OF FIGURES (continued) Paqe

C. Camas Project, Hiring a Coordinator: 71

E. Tarweed project, Crazy Creek: 72

Figure 11. The Adaptive Management Cycle 85

Figure 12. Levels of Influence in a Socio-Ecological System 88



LIST OF TABLES

Table Paqe

Table 1. Comparing Characteristics of Competitive and
Collaborative Strategic Orientations 11

Table 2. Elements Involved in Researching Full Network
Relational Data 23

Table 3. Land Ownership and Size of Watershed Area 32

Table 4. Questions From Network Survey Used in Power Index
(each underlined question is worth one point). 63

Table 5. Comparison of Freeman's Degree Centrality
Measurements for Each Watershed Project 73



Relationships, Communication, and Power in Willamette Valley Watershed
Councils: Toward Building Resilient Collaborative Pathways

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

"Our future includes a belief that we are better off if we can redirect energy
away from polarized battles toward solving our common problems. It is a
vision of rebuilding trust, partnerships and community; of better understanding
the cumulative effects of our actions; and of enhancing individual and
collective environmental understanding and its associated stewardship. It

includes individuals being able to pursue their objectives in ways that build
community rather than disrupt it, and commitment to looking for win-win
solutions sustainable over time." Enlibra Doctrine, Western Governors
Association, 1999

Using collaboration to resolve environmental problems is currently a popular

concept in the American West. The above quote is taken from the introduction to the

Enlibra Doctrine, a set of new principles for environmental management endorsed by

western governors in 1999. This approach involves various strategies such as use of

market systems rather than mandates to manage water. Above all, the Enlibra

approach focuses on using collaboration between stakeholders as a tool in solving

environmental problems. Stakeholders can generally be defined as any organization,

governmental entity, or individual that has a stake in or may be impacted by a given

approach to environmental management (Gray 1989:3). Collaboration is "a process in

which parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their

differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited version of what is

possible" (Gray 1989:4). It is a common-sense approach to solving complicated

problems such as water scarcity and declining salmon populations as reflected in the

adage "two heads are better than one."

Collaboration may seem like a simple, logical method of resolving problems, but

purposefully implemented on a large scale, such as in the case of Oregon watershed

council, it carries a deeper meaning. It is a process that is the complete opposite of the

conventional approach to dealing with environmental problems. Collaboration

emphasizes equality among those involved: power is shared among all players,

communication is open, stakeholders participate equally, and consensus is used

instead of majority rules to make decisions. It also emphasizes the importance of
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building relationships on a foundation of trust. In theory, participants share

responsibility for getting things done in their ecosystem and work together to overcome

obstacles. In contrast, many of our environmental policies have been rigidly regulatory,

decided in courtrooms and carried out by bureaucratic, hierarchical government

agencies disconnected from the community where the policy is implemented.

Collaboration is widely utilized as a tool for achieving sustainability in Oregon

watersheds. Watershed councils currently exist in all areas of the state, and most are

utilizing collaboration concepts in carrying out their work with stakeholders. Millions of

dollars in project money and council organizational support have been invested in

these processes to help watersheds move closer to managing water resources in a

more ecologically and socially sustainable way.

Ideas about how to achieve sustainability, such as adaptive management, have

many similarities with collaboration components. Most notably, flexibility and learning

are important to both the collaboration process and adaptive management. Watershed

collaborators should be achieving resilience, or sustainability as they practice concepts

of collaboration. However, people involved in the watershed groups do not exist in a

vacuum. Oregon has a history of conflict over resources. Collaborative groups likely

reflect the cultural and ecological landscape of the community that they affect.

Considering these factors in a systemic way is important in understanding how

watershed groups practice collaboration.

Unlike other disciplines, anthropology can provide a special insight into

collaboration because of its systemic approach to social and ecological problems.

Ethnography and social network analysis are key tools into gaining a holistic view of

the collaboration process. By focusing on the interactions of collaboration participants,

a better understanding of how collaboration concepts are being utilized can be

achieved. Examining the political ecology, value differences, and organizational

strategies watershed groups are affected by helps to clarify the process. Lastly,

systems concepts from adaptive management can be used to help provides clues as to

what is required in order for collaboration to occur in the watershed groups.



11. Natural Resources Exploitation in the Western U.S.

"I say to the Government: Hands off! Furnish the people with institutions of

justice and let them do the work themselves."

John Wesley Powell "Institutions for Arid Lands", 1890

John Wesley Powell, in his call for the U.S. Congress to establish local self-

government organized by hydrographic basins, was one of the first to understand not

only the geological but also the political and social significance of a watershed: that an

area of land, a bounded hydrologic system, a community, within which all living things,

including humans, are inextricably linked with their common water source (Brown

1997:1). He realized the significance of water distribution in the future of the West and

predicted future disasters over water allocation. Powell's views were early clues that

western environments are systems whose resources should be managed holistically.

Instead of following Powell's advice, we have instead focused on specific resources

available for use and extraction as dictated by cultural values, outside economic

influences, and agency policy. For example, many boundaries in the West were set

with little regard for ecological factors and were developed instead to aid the speed of

settlement and development. This resulted in watersheds being severed between

states and counties. Land allocations for farmers were divided into established parcels

within these boundaries and water access was based on prior appropriation or a first-

come-first-served basis, and had very little to do with maintaining water flow for the

health of the watershed.

While the mythological West is perceived to be populated by fiercely independent

people holding anti-government views, settlers relied on the help and cooperation of

government agencies to take advantage of resources and make their lands productive.

For example, the construction of irrigation systems and dams was key in making this

land suitable for agriculture. Meeting the water needs of the early independent farmers

and ranchers in the West was a task that could only be managed by the federal

government. For these reasons, the West is one of the "first and most durable

examples of the modern welfare state" (Reisner 1996:111). Irrigation, mineral deposits,

and forests provided the base of the early economy of the West and the federal

government played a powerful role in building the canals, dams, roads and other

infrastructure required to exploit these resources. Public forest lands were

3
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administered by the US Forest Service toward providing a "continuous supply" of

wood for the "use and necessity of the nation" (Clary 1986). Roads built for logging

crews were paid for by the government. Forests were managed under a very loose

definition of sustained yield, simply that timber should not be harvested at a faster rate

than it can regrow in a specific area. Pro-development interest groups, politicians in

Congress, and federal bureaucracies joined together to work toward the same goal of

"reclaiming" lands, and achieved high productivity as a result.

In the past and present, corporations outside of the West have assisted in

development while changing the economic and cultural landscape, often taking control

out of the hands of locals. Early settlers were frequently subject to global economic

influences and corporate control (Robbins 1994: xiii). Market prices for minerals,

timber, and agricultural products caused boom and bust cycles, evident by ghost towns

scattered across the west. Along with determination and hard work, the West was

created out of industrial capitalism, inexorably linked to corporations in the East.

Banks, mining and railroad companies, which were very influential in developing the

West, were based in New York, Chicago, Minneapolis, and other Eastern cities.

Easterners' misconceptions about climate and ecology west of the hundredth meridian

resulted in inappropriate policies. Though economic activities have evolved over time

Westerners were and are still directly affected by regional and global market

fluctuations. As industrialism and technological development in Western cities have

shifted emphasis away from resource-extractive activities, a dual economy has

emerged, with growing cultural and political division between rural and urban areas

(Robbins 1994: xiii). While the emphasis on mining, ranching, and logging initially

helped to unify settlers in the West, outside influences, economic changes, population

shifts, and environmental crises have disintegrated this common vision of western life.

t2. Conservation and Complexity in the West

Resource use and subsequent abuse led to one of the most powerful legal tools in

confronting environmental degradation in the West. The Endangered Species Act

(ESA) was established in the 1970's during the Nixon administration. This law gave

federal agencies the authority to halt or compel actions by either public or private

landowners to improve the chances of species survival (Singleton 2002:55). The ESA

framers could not have imagined the enormous power the ESA has over the Northwest

today. Within the last decade, threatened coho salmon runs in many parts of Oregon
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have forced all levels of government and private citizens to find effective ways to work

toward restoring salmon habitat.

The issues affecting salmon are complex. Dams, which provide cheap, clean

energy sources for most of the Northwest, water for irrigation, and protection from

flooding prevent salmon from reproducing and completing their life cycle by blocking

the way to the small streams where they hatched. Salmon are very sensitive to the

high water temperatures that are characteristic of channelized, human-altered streams.

They also must have access to stream bottoms free of sediment in order for their eggs

to hatch. However, logging, agricultural, and urban development activities that have

taken place on a massive scale since settlers arrived are commonly cited as sources of

sediment in streams. Almost every aspect of a salmon's survival is interdependent

with human behavior.

Environmental dilemmas such as endangered salmon have been described as

"wicked problems" that involve a host of disciplines and perspectives, cannot be put

into a single arena of action, and are inexorably linked to social values (Pritchard and

Sanderson 2001:156). Certainly, there is some scientific debate about the best way to

approach these issues as well as uncertainty of how the ecosystem will respond.

Scientific practices have traditionally been too narrowly focused to deal constructively

with these problems and have actually made them worse (Ludwig, et al. 1993).

One example of this is the use of hatchery-bred fish to support the salmon population,

which compete with wild salmon after release but have a much lower survival rate in

the long term (Clarren 2002).

Debates have emerged between stakeholder groups over who is most to blame,

much as the controversy over old-growth forest protection and endangered spotted

owls drove a wedge between conservationists, loggers, and other groups in the

Northwest. Although there is tremendous support for saving salmon among

Oregonians, there is also a great deal of misunderstanding, differences of experience

and opinion, and gaps in knowledge about how to best make this happen (Smith, et al.

1997). Also, once again, most regulatory issues have been discussed and decided

outside of the communities they affect.

Agencies have traditionally played the role of regulation enforcer, but like many

science practices, it has become more apparent that the limits of legal strategies such

as command-and-control regulation are not well suited to problems that involve many
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issues and stakeholder groups (Koontz et al. 2004:26). Once environmental

regulations are codified, opposing forces utilize the legal system to ensure that policies

are lost in the court system for years before they are implemented. Agencies' own

internal culture and external, non-local political pressures (such as abrupt policy

changes with each new Presidential administration) have had a large impact on their

ability to be effective in resolving these issues. Agencies are now expected to balance

on a tightrope between managing resource extraction as well as ecological health,

recreational accessibility, and fulfilling administrative priorities that are constantly

shifting. Often, past and present management policies contradict, such as is the case

with woody debris in streams. Landowners and loggers remember the days where

these structures were always removed, they are now told to leave them. Agencies also

often fail to account for local knowledge and experience, which works to sterilize their

policies and polarize local communities (Singelton 2002:55, Smith, Gilden, and

Primovich 2002:7).

Instead, problems like the salmon issue require a great deal of cooperation and

harmony between stakeholders as well as attention to detail on a local and regional

scale. According to a 1995 essay by Robert Reich, agencies have traditionally focused

their activities on net welfare maximization and interest group intermediation. Interest

group intermediation is the 'process of weighing the competing claims of interest

groups to craft policies that are a political settlement among their claims" (Daniels and

Walker 2001:4). Agencies, in this scenario, weigh the opinions of different interest

groups and prescribe a solution. The results of this process are rarely seen as good

solution by all interest groups because the decision does not directly involve the people

affected. On the other hand, stakeholder groups often have a perceptual bias that they

need to "beat" the other side to "win" at any cost, which not only affects the way those

doing the negotiating think, but also the proposed terms of agreement, and the process

of how the decision is made (Marcus, et al. 2002:160).

The West is a complex region with incredible environmental extremes. The same

could be said for the culture and economy of this region today. This diversity dictates

that new approaches must be used in attempting to manage resources for healthy

ecosystems and human communities. The ineffectiveness of narrow scientific analysis,

myopic regulatory prescriptions inconsiderate of local stakeholders, and stakeholder

conflicts required the use of a different approach in working through the salmon crisis



in Oregon. However, actions from the past as well as outside influence from

government and corporations add greater complexity to a problem that is already

complicated.

1.3. Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds

In order to address federal agencies placing salmon on the endangered species

list, a new strategy was crafted to address the social, economic, ecological and political

elements of the issue. Governor Kitzhaber and the Governor's Watershed

Enhancement Board (GWEB) sponsored legislation in 1995 to form local watershed

councils for improving habitat for salmon, but also for "supporting a sustainable

economy and quality of life now and in the future" (OWEB 2001:2). Some say this

move was a weak approach that did not directly address the issues, but from another

perspective, it was about creating a new common vision for Oregon watersheds.

Oregon statute ORS 541.350 defines a watershed council as" a voluntary local

organization designated by a local government group convened by a county governing

body to address the goal of sustaining natural resource and watershed protection and

enhancement within a watershed." There is little direct guidance of what the

organizational structure of the councils should be in this legislation, other than that it

should "represent the interests in the basin and be balanced in their makeup" (OWEB

2004).

Although the watershed councils work with a variety of stakeholder groups, they

are primarily funded through the state. The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

(OWEB), which is the administrative body through which many Oregon watershed

councils are funded, suggests that through councils, partnerships between residents,

local, state, and federal agency staff and other groups can be developed (OWEB

2004). The Oregon State Legislature allocates monies to OWEB from state lottery and

federal sources to be distributed to watershed councils, which mostly goes to support

restoration projects and council coordinators. OWEB provides councils with guidelines

for completing watershed assessments, project planning, evaluation and other

information necessary to carry out watershed restoration. The watershed councils do

not have legal authority to create policy or regulations. The councils in this research

are all funded by OWEB to support their watershed coordinators, and have utilized

OWEB grants to fund projects included in this research. Some have received support

from federal agencies, namely the U.S. Forest Service, for their projects.

7
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Most of the watershed councils go through similar steps as they first become

established. Councils are typically are organized by a local agency like a Soil and

Water Conservation District office. They are approved by the counties who are a part of

the watershed, then hire their own coordinator through OWEB funding, complete a

watershed assessment as per OWEBs recommendations, and then begin

implementing restoration and education projects. The council may involve trained

agency staff to help them through the vision-forming and initial organizational process,

as weD as to help stakeholders become familiar with collaboration concepts. After the

initial organizational phase, differences between councils markedly increase. By far,

Oregon has achieved a higher level of commitment to and experience with watershed

councils and collaboration than any other state in the West (Kenney et al. 2000). Since

the initiation of the Oregon Plan, around 100 watershed councils have formed all over

the state. Like much of the West, Oregon also has a history of resource exploitation

and divisiveness over environmental issues as well as agency ineffectiveness.

However, this state has also supported many inventive environmental policies such as

the nation's first bottle deposit bill, land use planning, and beach protection laws. It

remains to be seen if this history of innovation will lead to successful collaborative

groups and increased salmon populations. Whatever the case, the widespread

implementation of local watershed councils and promotion of collaboration concepts

makes Oregon a particularly interesting place to study how groups collaborate.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Once again, John Wesley Powell provided early insight into the need for

community-based resource management in the West. In 'A Report on the Lands of the

Arid Region of the United States, with a More Detailed Account of the Lands of Utah",

published by Congress in 1878, he suggested that cooperation among citizens was the

best way to utilize its resources, illustrating again the role collaboration and community-

based resource management would have in the future of the West (Powell 1878).

Mark Reisner, a well-known author of several books on water issues in the West,

praises Powell's vision, explaining that:

"Powell was advocating cooperation, reason, science, and an equitable
sharing of natural wealth.... the sensible thing was for farms to be clustered
together and individually owned lands treated as commons, an elido, with a
single fence around the perimeter. To divide the West any other way was to
sow the future with rivalries, jealousies, and bitter squabbles whose fruits
would contribute solely to the nourishment of lawyers.....(Reisner 1986:47).

The use of collaboration as a tool in natural resource management in the West is a

modern reincarnation of Powell's ideas, although it is not a new way of getting things

done. Certainly, the development of infrastructure in the west, such as roads, trails,

and law enforcement, happened because of community members working together.

Also, many social service providers use collaboration to combine resources and serve

their communities more effectively. However, this approach is new to natural resource

management. States such as California, Oregon, and Washington have all made

significant commitments to using collaboration. Understanding collaboration concepts

and how they might apply to watershed groups is key in ensuring a successful outcome

of these efforts.

2.1. Definitions and Ideas about Watershed Collaboration

Again, collaboration itself can be simply defined as "a process in which parties

who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their differences and

search for solutions that go beyond their own limited version of what is possible" (Gray

1989:4). Collaboration, cooperation, and coordination may seem to be interchangeable

approaches of working together. However, collaboration is more rigorous in terms of

degree of relationship building, power sharing, trust, and communication that occurs

between stakeholders, or individuals belonging to specific interest groups. Research

9
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on business alliances and community partnerships indicates that there are distinct

differences between cooperation and collaboration and that they exist on a continuum.

This continuum ranges from cooperation; from distant partnerships that involve the

development of formal agreements to share information, to coordination or cooperation

with a commitment to develop some projects together, to true collaboration, or the

development of a "shared destiny" which includes shared goals, resources, and insight

(Ciglar 2001:72; Mattessich and Monsey 1992:40; Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2001).

New approaches to natural resource management in the West have involved

various forms of cooperative and collaborative efforts. Some groups have involved

professional relationships and formalized agreements between agencies. One example

of this approach is the CALFED project in the San Francisco Bay area that was formed

via a memorandum of understanding among agencies to address water supply

shortages, endangered species listings, water quality issues, and natural disaster

threats. Other efforts involve a more spiritual and moral effort among community

members seeking to do something good together (Snow 2000). An example of this

type of effort is the Applegate Partnership in Southern Oregon. This group was initiated

by timber, environmental, and agency stakeholders who had traditionally been

adversaries. Although their success has fluctuated over time, their focus on what they

describe as "us" versus "them" has greatly influenced the establishment of watershed

councils.

The Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) does not currently impose a

specific list of collaboration concepts that councils must adhere to, but it strongly

encourages a management approach that "should serve as a model for effective

working relationships among diverse state agencies, federal officials, and community-

based partners" (Smith et al. 1997). Inevitably, the concepts and practice of

collaboration and the use of consensus decision-making in Oregon watershed groups

go hand-in-hand. Consensus usually means the agreement of all parties in decision-

making in contrast to majority-rules voting. Deciding by consensus in Oregon

watershed councils is supposed to be a component as well as a result of the

collaboration process as it is another step toward reconciling opposing stakeholders in

order to work toward a shared goal (Conway 1999).
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2.2. Components of Collaboration

Steven Daniels and Greg Walker have suggested a framework that is helpful in

evaluating how watershed groups are implementing collaboration (Table 1). Daniels

and Walker characterize collaboration as being flexible and open, involving multiple

parties who share power, and encouraging a high level of trust with a great value

placed on relationships and partners (Daniels and Walker 2001). Also, organizational

rules are formed and agreed upon by all parties involved in the effort. Traditional

bureaucratic approaches, as understood by Daniels and Walker are

competitive/distributive. They generally do not permit the equal distribution of power

because of their hierarchical structure, encouragement of competition among

participants in the decision-making process, and tight control over who has access to

information.

Table 1. Comparing Characteristics of Competitive and Collaborative
Strategic Orientations

Characteristics Competitive/Distributive Collaborative/Integrative

Relationships Minimal value
Participants are
adversaries, rivals

Trust is limited

Absence of a common
vision

High value
Participants are partners

Trust is high

Deals constructively with
differences, develops
common vision

Communication Selective and controlled
dissemination of information

Open, full relevant
disclosure of information

Power Individual-centered,
coveted, sought-after

Leadership centralized

Bureaucratic rules and
procedures, decisions
dictated by conflict structure
or imposed

Shared, in relationship
process, distributed equally

Leadership shared

Rules and procedures,
decisions, generated by
parties, usually via a
consensus-based process
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Daniels and Walkers' ideas about collaboration concepts generally fall into three

main areas: relationships, communication, and power. These essential features are

also supported and elaborated further by other research and "how-to" manuals on

collaborative efforts in Oregon. There is some difficulty in making clear divisions

between these characteristics as they are very much interrelated. For example, the

absence of one piece, such as open communication, can lead to a unequal distribution

of power among participants. There is also some difficulty in discerning if some of

these characteristics are parts of the process or are the products of collaboration. For

example, strong relationships may be just as much a product of collaboration as an act

of collaborating. Understanding these relationships involves focusing on collaboration

concepts while looking for patterns of interdependence and exchange in watershed

groups (Arrow, et al. 2000).

2.2.1. Relationships

Collaboration is mostly about the development of relationships between

participants. Collaborative efforts, such as watershed councils are not entities unto

themselves; instead collaboration is "the interaction among people that actually creates

the organization. What an organization iswhat it does, and how it does things

depends on people's interaction and the fruits of their collaboration" (Addleson 1997:7).

This is not the case in more traditional top-down approaches as at their heart, they

view others who are not "on their side" as parties or interests to be controlled or

defeated. Relationship-forming in collaborative groups is more open and welcome

among all parties involved. More connectedness, or the creation of relationships

between collaborators, is encouraged and is an outcome of the collaborative process.

This aspect of collaboration has been supported by other research (Donald 1997;

Duram and Brown 1998; Curtis and Lockwood 2000). Parties involved in competitive

processes are more strategic and selective in building relationships with others. The

quality and strength of relationships built in a collaborative setting are also important.

Aspects of strong relationships between stakeholders include openness to others'

points of view, respect, and trust. Respect for others, as suggested by Daniels and

Walker, comes from keeping discussions centered on principles instead of on specific

individuals.
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Although trust may be more of a product of relationship-building through

collaboration in the long-term, it is also an important piece in the relationship-building

process at all points in order for any significant action to take place. Research done on

small groups indicates that when they first organize, group members must make a

"leap of faith" in trusting other participants even before they have sufficient experience

interacting to know whether or not that trust is warranted (Arrow, et at. 223). After this

stage, trust is not always completely present or absent. It instead exists among

participants in varying degrees. Distrustful stakeholders who remain protective of their

interests sometimes actively and positively participate in watershed councils due to

their faith that the council is not going to do any harm. They participate honestly in the

process and have trust in it so long as they know their interests are being served or at

least are not attacked. These different degrees of trust may be detrimental to council

progress as more controversial issues can easily cause trust to disintegrate. Total lack

of trust in an organization leads to overwhelming difficulty in taking action on any issue.

Most importantly, a lack of trust may cause members to devalue watershed councils or

collaborative projects. They may instead go to agencies, environmental groups, or

other organizations with their issues and concerns. Ultimately, council members must

trust both their fellow participants and the collaboration process enough to continue

their involvement despite confronting difficult decisions.

As a part of the formation of relationships and trust between players, participants

involved in collaborative efforts must also address their differences, recognize their

common values, and realize their interdependence (Gray 1989:11; Cigler 2001:72). In

adversarial situations, value differences are generally not addressed in a productive

way. Value differences are commonly noted as a barrier to collaboration in watershed

organizations (Kenney and Lord 1999:45). Recognizing shared values to form a

common vision separates truly collaborative groups from other forms of organizations

such as cooperative or coordinating partnerships (Cigler 2001:74).

2.2.2. Communication

Communication in the collaboration process is about access to information and

openness. In bureaucratic organizations, information tends to be distributed from the

top, whereas collaborative efforts purport to encourage open communication, with

everyone sharing information without imposed barriers due to positions and hierarchy

(Daniels and Walker 2001). There are few instances of withholding of information
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based on participant's official positions in the watershed council or because of

suspicion of other's motives. Top-down organizations have an information hierarchy in

that top managers have greater access to information than others under them. Daniels

and Walker focus on communication in collaboration as being a constant dialogue in

that participants are non-judgmental and honestly share their concerns, interests, and

ideas openly. Participants in councils should have equal access to information at all

points in the process.

Collaboration is very much about utilizing methods of effective communication to

encourage this openness (Conway 1998, Daniels and Walker 2001, Mattessich and

Monsey 1992, Leach and Pelkey 2001). However groups chose to utilize these

methods, if they have a specific structure of communication outside of meetings or if

they post meeting "ground rules", communication in collaborative groups means that

everyone generally feels like their concerns, questions, and ideas are being heard.

They generally don't feel left "out of the loop", or being outside the communication flow.

The methods of communication must also be compatible with other's needs to ensure

openness.

Lastly, understanding communication in collaborative groups requires an

examination of the links between communication concepts and issues of power and

trust. Open communication requires some degree of trust among participants in order

for sharing to occur. Knowledge and power are inexorably linked, as those who

possess information have power over others who do not. In an organizational sense,

especially where technical knowledge is values, expertise and control of information or

possession of knowledge is a basis for power (Weber 1947, French and Raven 1960).

Information flow that travels in one direction only indicates the presence of a high

status group and low status group, or a hierarchical arrangement (Festinger 1960).

Individuals in positions of leadership who are withholding information from certain

individuals or distributing it only among a select group indicates power inequity issues,

or a bureaucratic structure where information is used as a source of power and control.

Lack of information may also make participants in watershed collaborations feel

disempowered and distrustful of those they perceive to be in control.

2.2.3. Power

Power equity is another important concept in collaboration but is somewhat of a

muddled concept in that there are different approaches in how to analyze power
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relations. There are generally two approaches to understanding power relations one

which focuses on individuals or groups "power over" others. Max Weber defines power

in this way as "the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a

position to carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis on which

this probability rests" (Weber 1947: 152). The other approach, associated with Talcott

Parsons instead focuses on the degree to which groups "power to" get things

accomplished together for the benefit of all members is achieved, where power is a

property of the system, not of individuals or organizations (Elliot 1980:138). While the

second approach would be useful in analyzing the effectiveness of watershed groups,

this research is concerned with groups or individuals attempting to dominate the group.

Power can also include the ability of one person to restrict the choices of or determine

the behavior of another person (Elliot 1980:139). Because one of the main activities of

watershed collaborations is to make decisions as a group, the decisionmaking process

is a key event in distributing power to members. Therefore, power equality in

watershed collaborative groups can be thought of as the empowerment of individuals

(who are representing their own or their stakeholder groups interests) to assert

themselves and their opinion.

According to Daniels and Walker, shared power (or empowerment of individuals)

throughout the process of collaboration helps to foster the participants' perception of

interdependence (Daniels and Walker 2001:65). Shared decision-making and

implementation responsibilities are important parts of sharing power (Gray 1989:13).

Daniels and Walker suggest rules and procedures set by the organization should also

be set by the group as a whole and should encourage equal participation of council

participants, as well as support the use of collaboration concepts (Gray 1989:13).

Shared leadership is another important aspect in that it allows for control to be

shared by group members (Mattessich and Monsey 1992:40). However, there is a

great deal of research that also indicates watershed groups and projects flounder

without strong leadership (Getches 1998, Curtis 2000, Smith and Gilden 2002, Leach

and Pelkey 2000). This means that not only is there more than one leader in the

group, but that there are many who have attributes beneficial to the group. With one or

only a few individuals taking a leadership role, groups may be limited only to the

interests of those individuals. The growth of other members into leaders may be stifled.

More centralization of decision-making power could also occur, which is indicative of a
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traditional bureaucratic approach. In the case of watershed collaboration, shared

leadership could mean that strong leaders are present, but they represent a number of

different backgrounds and attributes, are not controlling every level of council or project

activity, and are not actively excluding others from becoming leaders.

In my research I sought to explore how watershed groups were employing

concepts from the three main areas of collaboration: relationships, communication and

power. Using Daniels and Walker, as well as other sources to help elaborate their

ideas, I saw collaboration as creating and valuing relationships, fostering a high degree

of trust, encouraging open and unobstructed communication among participants, and

achieving a balance of power where leadership, decision-making, and implementation

is shared.

2.3. Potential Problems with the Collaborative Approach in Willamette Watershed
Councils

Inevitably, even the best of intentions are not enough to overcome contextual

issues as political and cultural divisions in the watershed, value differences between

participants, organizational structure issues, and other influences that work against the

collaboration process. Investigating these influences is important in understanding why

watershed groups may not be practicing collaboration. These factors alone or in

tandem may be causing councils to not follow collaboration components of relationship

creation, open communication, and shared power.

2.3.1. Watershed Political Ecology

Considering the context in which collaborative groups are working is important in

characterizing and understanding the collaboration process. The settings where

collaboration is happening are seldom politically innocent but are "places with

complicated sod-economic histories, where memories of past conflicts create 'land

mines' for current processes" (Singleton 2002:70). Substantial power inequities and

historical antagonisms are often cited as insurmountable obstacles to watershed

collaboration (Gray 1989:255; Belden, Russonello and Stewart Research and

Communications 2001 :32; Moote 1995:4). Political ecology includes the role of power

relations in determining human uses of the environment (Bates and Lees 1996:9).

Understanding power dynamics in reference to ecological conditions of watersheds is

especially important in the West, where there is a history of conflict over resource

exploitation and power plays between groups.
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Interestingly, power is not a topic often discussed in the analysis of collaborative

groups, or by the watershed councils themselves (Agranoff and McGuire 2001:19;

Smith and Gilden 2002:5). Power relations in watershed communities are likely more

of an unseen influence, a situation mutually agreed upon because all benefit in some

way. At the most, power inequity is discussed at home and among friends but is

accepted because there is no easy alternative (Elliot 1980). Sometimes, power

dynamics erupt to the surface locally in the form of political disputes and battles

between stakeholder groups or individuals.

One important issue in watershed communities is the power watershed residents

have to impose their own definitions of situations, meaning-systems, and values. Many

from the environmental community point towards collaboration as redistributing power

from the national agenda to local resource-users, decreasing the ability of national

organizations to be advocates for a common resource (Snow 2001:8). They feel that

collaboration and consensus may be "fundamentally undemocratic", since the process

shifts power from the majority to the minority in resolving environmental issues, and

that resource users will resist change since they benefit from maintaining the status

quo (McKinney 2001:40). Given that most watershed groups operate by the agreement

of all parties, conservative or resource-oriented groups may have the power to not only

veto actions but also to limit topics that are brought to the table (Agranoff and McGuire

2001:19). Therefore, other stakeholder groups could possibly put ideas for regulation

or restoration held by some stakeholders on hold for fear of rejection and backlash.

Also, research has shown that resource user groups often participate because of their

suspicions that the collaborative group will negatively affect law or policy (Watersheds

Partnership Project 2002:5). These hidden power structures built by cultural and

institutional values and assumptions could have a large impact on power distribution,

communications, and relationships formed by collaborators.

2.3.2. Value Differences

The most common stumbling block in collaboration is in reaching the "higher

ground" of resolving public conflict where "engagement of issues on terms such as

fairness, integrity, openness, compassion, and responsibility where individuals and

organizations can be forceful advocates without being dictatorial, and where

communities can come together rather than split apart" (Dukes, et al. 2000:2). While

achieving a new moral standard may not be the goal of the watershed council, at the
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very least, agreement on a common vision to guide their work is key. This requires

participants to recognize common values.

The entire West is center stage for competing resource management paradigms,

or values, of the past and present. Also, some of these value sets support more

competitive behavior rather than encouraging participants to work with each other

toward a common goal. The traditional view advocates an anthropocentric belief that

management of natural resources should ultimately be directed toward the production

of goods and services beneficial to humans. Historian Lynn White has linked these

ideas to Protestant views of environmental domination, or the idea that nature is to be

utilized for material gain and individual success. This view tends to support the

success of the individual over the community as a whole (Bell 1998:153).

Anthropocentric views are likely prevalent in rural areas whose economies largely

revolve around natural resource exploitation (Van Liere and Dunlap 1980). The latter

view is biocentric and emphasizes maintaining all elements of forest and rangeland

ecosystems, which are values thought to be more commonly held by urban residents

(Jones, et al. 2003). Environmentalists generally have biocentric values as well and

have successfully used legal action to achieve their goals.

Value differences infiltrate many other parts of the collaboration process as well.

Science provides a critical piece in understanding watershed ecology, and can serve

as a mediating "truth" between parties in conflict. However, scientific knowledge can

not be completely extracted from values debates. For example, groups involved in a

conflict often use specific pieces of scientific information to support their position. Also,

scientists tend to discount local knowledge as a legitimate information source. As a

result, local stakeholders rarely trust scientific knowledge because it often does not

reflect their experience (Smith and Gilden 2002). Lastly, the perception of other

people's values may be more powerful than what is actually true. Many rural farmers,

fishers, loggers, and ranchers see urbanites as disconnected from the land and

advocating visions that are idealistic, impractical, and selfish (Smith and Gilden 2002).

Despite the wide gap that seems to exist between these viewpoints, there is

potential for agreement. The anthropocentric/biocentric values split is somewhat an

oversimplification of value conflicts. Evidence suggests that environmental values and

actions are often incorrectly generalized, as people will support a variety of approaches

depending on the context of an environmental problem (Satterfield and Gregory 1998).
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However, like divisive political ecology issues, deep value differences may be a

good reason to not initiate a collaborative process at all. Stakeholders must first value

the collaboration process at some level as a way of solving problems. Valuing

collaboration, which means parties value each other, can lead to utilization of both local

knowledge and scientific information in a productive manner. Then, despite their value

differences, the groups should work together to establish common ground, or a vision

as a group in order to be successful (Grey 1989:25). Without some agreement on a

common vision, open communication and trust will most likely not develop.

2.3.3. Organizational Structure

Failures of collaborative processes often happen because collaboration is being

initiated in inappropriate circumstances and/or being conducted using inappropriate

practices (Dukes, et al. 2001:7). As stated above, substantial power or value

differences between participants are major reasons for collaboration failure, and it is

advisable that groups who face these issues should not attempt collaboration (Gray

1989:55). However, organizational structure and resources also play a large role in

assisting or inhibiting collaboration. For example, attempting collaboration in an

environment that is structured much like a traditional bureaucracy could have a more

immediate negative impact than political ecology issues or value differences. More

importantly, organizational structure is essential in helping participants to overcome

these issues.

There are many recommendations about what guidelines, designs, and strategies

collaborative groups need to follow in order to succeed. As stated earlier, OWEB

requires that stakeholder groups in the watershed be represented equally in the

watershed group, but there are no set guidelines for organizational bylaws that outline

the structure of the group. There are few specific recommendations for how

collaborative groups should be structured, only that groups be flexible and adaptable to

accommodate changes in the environment, community trends, and member interests

(Moote 1995:18). Indeed, the adaptive nature of collaboration necessitates a more

generalized organizational structure with a focus on techniques and resources to

facilitate the process. Some of the more common recommendations call for setting

meeting ground rules and having a neutral facilitator in order to ensure good

communication and participant trust in the organization (Khator and Brunson 2001:154;

Moote 1995:18;Gray 1989:170; Mattessich and Monsey 1992:31). Also key is staff
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support and training for participants in collaboration skills (Watershed Partnerships

Project 2002:36). Consistent funding to help cover the costs of establishing the

organization and paying for facilitator and staff assistance is important in establishing

continuity, which is essential in growing the organization (Smith and Gilden 2002:7).

2.4. Ideas About How Willamette Valley Watershed Groups Function

The main question I sought to answer in my research is: are watershed councils in

the Willamette Valley practicing the collaboration components of relationship building,

open communication, and shared power? Also, how can we characterize

collaborators' actions and the relationships between these concepts? For example,

does open communication and trust indicate shared power as well? If watershed

councils are not practicing all elements of collaboration, what are the reasons that

cause this to happen?

I felt that watershed councils I studied in the Willamette Valley were probably not

practicing collaboration due to variables such as stakeholders' value differences,

political ecology issues in the watershed, or organizational issues which did not support

collaboration components. In watersheds with a great deal of distrust, differences in

vision, communication breakdowns, or power imbalances between participants are

unlikely to be practicing collaboration successfully. If there is some conflict in the

council, specific organizational structures should help stakeholders work together to

communicate openly and effectively, foster trust, and distribute power. I believed that

the watershed groups were possibly not practicing all components of collaboration

successfully, or settling for other lesser forms of partnerships for one or more of these

reasons.



CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Any methodology that tries to extract the purely local from the wider system
will miss much of what is going on and much that concerns the people being
studied.. .it is this larger context that we need to find ways of examining
(Colson and Kottak 1996:110).

Anthropologists are interested in contextualizing contemporary human systems

and ecosystem management within their historical and evolutionary trajectories of

power, economics, and natural resource limits (Colson and Kottak 1996:110).

Watershed collaborations are unique and hard to evaluate in that they are the result of

many different influences. Interactions between the collaborators and the context in

which they are working both have an influence over the outcome of the collaboration

process. Other researchers examining collaboration agree that utilizing a "crude

categorization system" to evaluate collaborative efforts is not appropriate (Moote et al.

2000:4). Utilizing a systemic applied anthropological approach that examines both the

local dynamics of interactions between collaborators as well as "global" or wider

influences can provide some insight into how collaborations work.

Applied anthropology also offers tools for exploring a human topic in considerable

depth from many angles, using insights from qualitative methodologies, and grounded

connections to communities' realities, aspirations, and needs (Ervin, 2000:1). However,

I also chose to use several methods in quantitative analysis in order to triangulate, or

ensure the reliability of my results (Bernard 1998:719). I utilized ethnographic social

network research methods to help draw out information about relationships,

communication, and power distribution between collaborators. I also gathered data

about the context in which the participants were working by being a participant

observer and doing background research about the cultural, political, economic and

environmental influences in the watersheds. Methods from linkages research helped to

provide a framework for putting the network and contextual information together to

draw conclusions about how collaboration concepts were being carried out and the

influences that affect this process.

3.1. Linkages Research

Linkages research in anthropology provides a framework that involves multiple levels

of analysis.
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Linkages research is described as:

encompassing the multistranded involvement in the world system that
ethnographers must now consider in conceptualizing the influences affecting
values, categories, institutional arrangements, and other symbolic systems.
Crucial to social transformations, they work to destabilize, rather than
maintain, local systems over time (Colson and Kottak 1996:104).

The concept has mostly been used in comparing phenomena in developing countries,

but is very apphcable to examining collaboration in watershed groups. Watershed

collaboration is affected by participant interaction and organizational strategies, as well

as by the larger issues of value differences and political ecology of the watershed. This

perspective in anthropology has been recently promoted by Conrad Kottak, but has its

roots in Julian Steward's work on large-scale and comparative projects in the 1950's

and 60's (Colson and Kottak 1996:125). While an analysis of the decision-making

process is important in understanding relationships, communication, and who holds

positions of power in the watershed groups, it is one aspect of power relations. Power

cannot be understood adequately without an "analysis of the other less immediately

visible aspects of power, manifested in institutional and organizational practices and

arrangements" (Elliot 1980:145). Linkages research assists in accomplishing this

analysis by utilizing ethnographic approaches to compare research communities and

looking at change over time. It also includes drawing from ethnography done by others

and diverse data sources such as archives, official records, and interviewing

individuals such as politicians and administrators who may impinge on the study

population. Network approaches to studying relationships are also important in

understanding interactions between internal and external influences.

3.2. Social Network Analysis and Collaboration Concepts

Ethnographic social network research offers a holistic research perspective for

gaining a better understanding of the behavior of groups and their members.

According to Robert Trotter, social network research by anthropologists "explores

cultural differences in ways that humans organize themselves into groups,

communicate about critical life circumstances, and work out the problems they

encounter in everyday life" (Trotter 1999:2). Social network research is mostly used by

social scientists to identify members and patterns of interaction among groups of

various kinds, including work, friendship, and kinship groups, and also to identify
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people who know each other in order to select participants for research (Trotter

1999:2). Focusing on full-relational social networks requires the researcher to identify

a naturally occurring social network (one that exists independent of researcher

intervention) and to explore key relationships among and between all of the members

of the network. This includes looking for differences in the ways in which organizations

are structured, as well as in the positions people occupy within them, as these factors

affect the flow of information, not only the amount, but the content of information that

people receive. Many of the elements involved in gathering full-relational network data

are closely linked with collaboration concepts. Gathering full relational data required

focusing on key questions about the following (Table 2):

Table 2. Elements Involved in Researching Full Network Relational Data

Network Research Collaboration Things to Look For

Connectedness Open
Communication

The extent and value placed on reciprocal
relationships - in the form of communication
- among individuals in a network. One-way
communication indicates power,
communication hierarchy.

Centrality Shared power,
open
communication

The degree to which a person or a small
group of people in a network gives and
receives information or other resources.
Exclusion of other network members
indicates power, communication hierarchy,
lack of trust.

Cliques and
Components

Power Subunits within a larger network designated
by the greater strength of their
interconnectedness compared with other
parts of the network - in this case previous
relationships or units of stakeholders who
have the greatest influence on the group.

Role
Relationships

Shared power Those associated with a particular place or
position in a social network that in the case
of collaboration allows them to make
decisions and take action.

Density Relationship-
building

The number of relationships found in a
network compared to the number of possible
relationships, as well as creation of new
relationships. Low numbers of relationships
indicates low connectedness, low density of
relationships.
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Ethnographic research of all relationships in a network suggests elements or

questions to pursue in conducting interviews with participants. These elements provide

guideposts of things to look for in exploring each of the collaboration concepts. Almost

all of the research concepts concern exploring the depth and quality of relationships

between participants. Questions about connectedness and power, influence, and

centrality in ethnographic network research concern the frequency of collaborator

communication, or the presence or absence of information flow within the network.

Connectedness examines the communication breaks between segments of the

network (Trotter 1999:31). In the case of watershed groups, one-way communication

could indicate closed communication and power hierarchy. Power distribution can be

assessed through looking for those who act as central figures in the network - those

who are information gatekeepers, who also may be the most involved in

decisionmaking and implementation. Relationship-building can be assessed based on

the numbers of relationships that are involved in the network both by the numbers of

relationships created and the numbers of relationships vs. the numbers of possible

relationships.

Once again, power, communication, and relationships, in the case of collaborative

groups, are primarily measured via individuals' perspectives about how these concepts

are being practiced in the collaboration process. However, I have chosen to measure

these concepts comparatively using qualitative data from the perspective of the

research participants, quantitative information about centrality and power, as well as

participant observation data to help provide a complete picture of each factor.

3.3. Research Questions, Design, and Populations

The purpose of this research is to investigate how people involved in Willamette

Basin watershed groups use collaboration to form ideas and take action. The main

question of my research is: are watershed councils in the Willamette Valley carrying

out collaboration? This research question requires further investigation into these

areas:

How can we characterize the occurrence and depth of relationships, flow of

communication, and power distribution between people in watershed

collaborations to measure the presence or absence of collaboration?

What are the relationships between collaborators that lead to action in watershed

collaborations and councils?



How do contextual issues such as political ecology of the watershed, value

differences, and organizational structure affect presence or absence of

collaboration concepts?

I worked with four watershed councils in the Willamette Valley in order to develop

a representative picture of the presence or absence of collaboration concepts being

utilized by collaboration participants. Four were chosen because of the need for

comparison between the groups, and also to provide a more representative sample of

watershed councils in the Wilfamette Basin (of which there are approximately 20). The

watershed groups in this study were primarily chosen based on their geographic

location. The larger research project that funded this work was focused on four

specific areas in the Willarnette River floodplain (NSF Award No. 0120022). Other

requirements included organization around the physical boundaries of a watershed and

a willingness to cooperate with the research project. They also had to involve citizens

and government representatives in their group and identify themselves as a

collaborative effort. Groups considered could not take overtly political positions on

watershed issues (pro-environmental or "wise use" groups were not considered).

The research process involved three steps. First, I gathered background

information on the watershed councils based on participant observation, interviews with

council members, and other sources of information such as council documents and

studies about communities in the watersheds. Then, I conducted in-depth interviews

with collaborative project participants about their role in the projects and perceptions of

relationships and actions taken in the project process. Finally, I conducted a phone

survey with watershed council participants that explore their relationships and

communication with the council.

3.4. Participant Observation and Information Gathering

Gathering contextual information was key in providing a background for the

social network analysis. Participant observation was one element of gaining an

understanding how the watershed councils functioned and how collaborators related to

each other. Participant observation can generally be defined as a method in which "the

observer takes part in the daily activities, rituals, interactions, and events of the people

being studied as one of the means of learning the explicit and tacit aspects of their

culture" (Bernard 1998:260). My participant observation strategy was to attend
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watershed council events between June 2002 and January 2003 as often as

possible, spend time before and after a meeting talking with participants, and

conducting semi-formal and informal interviews with participants. In addition to

attending meetings, reviewing past council and project documents, and interviewing

participants, I also participated as a volunteer with each watershed council. I assisted

the councils by designing and helping to implement a community survey, gathering

historical data for a watershed assessment, constructing an organizational chart, and

compiling potential curriculum sources and lesson plans.

I also gathered printed or electronic material such as newsletters, newspaper

articles, e-mail correspondence, websites, council bylaws, watershed assessments and

anything else that helped me to gain a better understanding of how the councils

operated, both in the past and present. I conducted informal interviews with organizers,

facilitators, coordinators and participant observation at meetings to get other general

perspectives about the councils and projects. Lastly, I used extensive ethnographies

of the watershed communities gathered in 2002 by anthropologists at James Ken

Associates for use by the U.S. Forest Service (James Kent Associates 2002). Data

gathered from these activities provided a baseline of information as to how the

watershed groups function and the social and ecological environment in which they are

operating.

3.5. In-Depth Interviews with Project Collaborators

Using questions from ethnographic network research, I constructed a list of open-

ended questions (see Appendix) for collaborative project participants. I had a total of

25 interviews with project participants from four projects, one from each watershed

council. Relationships between collaborators were explored based on questions related

to the breadth and depth of networks as suggested by Trotter. Because of the sensitive

and personal nature of topics being discussed, I was unsure if the interview

participants would be willing to share their true feelings with me about their

relationships with others. In these cases, I used examples from my personal

experiences working with community organizations to help the participants expand on

their experiences (Whyte 1984:102). Each in-depth interview was an hour to two

hours long. I took notes and also used a cassette recorder to tape interviews. Three

interviews were not recorded because they took place over the phone or in a noisy



location. Each participant was asked to sign a consent form to participate as per

Oregon State Institutional Review Board standards.

3.6. Phone Surveys with Watershed Council Participants

While my in-depth interviews provided information about the patterns of interaction

among project participants, I wanted to learn more about the larger population of

watershed council participants and how they viewed and were involved in the

collaboration process. I felt that council participants likely had different perspectives

about the council and how things happened, who the leaders were, what issues were

important, and who should be project participants. How the participants originally

heard about the council, their perspectives about watershed council project leadership,

and their involvement in the council are indicators about the flow of communication.

Answers to these questions also provide clues about participants' social connections or

relationships with other people involved in the council. Identification of leaders

uncovers information about power structures within the council.

A structured interview may have been more helpful in directly identifying specific

groups, or stakeholders within the council, such as resource users and agency

representatives, who are thought to possibly have more power than other groups.

Instead I chose a semi-structured format in order to allow participants to create their

own categories and I encouraged them to be as specific as they could in their answers.

A simple random sample of watershed council participants was conducted (Bernard

2000:148). The sample size varied according to each watershed, but I conducted

surveys with at least 50% of those on the lists in order to get a total number of surveys

that would be conducive to statistical analysis (Bernard 2000:171). Also, the participant

lists were quite short; two of the lists were made up of 50 individuals or less and the

third list contained only 70 participants. A mailed survey would have likely been

inefficient and would have not yielded enough responses for a reliable sample.

Generating participation lists were problematic for the council coordinators because

most had old databases with names of people who had never been a part of a council

activity. I also wanted to speak with the participants in person so I could help clarify the

purpose of my questions and probe for power and relationship information. Phone

interviews are often as effective as interviews conducted in person (Bernard 2000:171).

Eighty surveys total were collected. Totals for each of the watersheds did not exceed

28 surveys.
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Each interview lasted from fifteen minutes to a half-hour, depending on how

much information each participant wished to share about their experiences with the

council. I recorded responses on an interview questionnaire form, and later analyzed

the data based on the questions and the themes or categories that emerged from their

responses (Bernard 2000: 444-445). I transferred the analyzed data from the

questionnaire form to a database for easier descriptive analysis and comparison. No

one declined to participate in my survey. I attempted to contact potential survey

participants at least five times before replacing them with another randomly selected

potential participant.

3.7. Analysis

In order to make sense of this large body of data, I utilized qualitative and

quantitative analysis as well as cross-analysis between data sets to understand

relationships between how collaboration concepts were being carried out and

contextual issues they were affected by (see Figure 1). The process for analyzing

qualitative data I chose relies on the researcher to be "learner as the constructor of

knowledge rather than the receiver of it" (Rossman and Rollis 1998:6). In my surveys,

interviews, and participant observation, I was constantly interpreting what I learned

through reading and re-reading notes from meetings, making sketches and diagrams of

possible connections between issues, as well as reflecting on my own feelings and

potential biases as I progressed. Once I had completed the phone survey and

transcribed all my interview data, I used an emergent approach in interpreting the

results, reviewing and reorganizing data throughout the analysis process (Rossman

and Rollis 1998:7). Referring back to Trotter's guidelines for analyzing full network

relations (e.g. power, connectedness) as well as the criteria list for collaboration

concepts of relationships, power, and communication as stated by Walker and Daniels

(e.g. power is shared, trust is high, communication is open), I highlighted related

statements or information on the survey forms and interview transcriptions to develop

themes and conclusions about if or how watershed councils practice collaboration. I

also referred back to data collected from doing background research and participant

observations, which helped add context to this process.

To strengthen this inquiry process, I also utilized quantitative methods and special

software to help me see other possible trends that supported or redirected themes I

drew from my data. I used SPSS software to conduct statistical analyses of phone



survey data. In order to help me sort relationships between collaborators, I used

UCINET social network analysis software to construct sociograms, or diagrams of

relationships, as well as to measure how concentrated power was in each of the

groups. I also constructed a power-index based on responses I received to questions

related to power, which I then added to the sociograms. In interviews and the

participant observation process, I took notes of meetings and other events, paying

specific attention to roles being played by participants. In order to further ensure

validity of my themes, I also informally discussed the research results and themes with

watershed council participants and other knowledgeable people who worked with

councils regularly.

Figure 1. Methodology Map
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3.8. Concern for Anonymity in Protecting Research Subjects

Because of my focus on relationships, the information about the council, projects

and participants in this research project is vulnerable to misuse by various groups who

may not have the watershed councils' best interests in mind. Several of the agency

employees were very candid about their position and events in the council and may be

at risk personally and professionally if their true identity were to be used in this thesis.

Although many of the things I discussed with interview participants were not secret or



especially inflammatory, I did not want to place any burden on the research

participants to defend what they said about an event or another person. Out of these

concerns, I decided to use pseudonyms for the watershed councils and their

geographic locations, and I only identified project interviewees based on their

professional affiliation.
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CHAPTER 4: BACKGROUND OF RESEARCH SITES AND PROJECTS

Because studying watershed councils is inherently about understanding the

people, organization and the context in which they are working, it is important to

capture at least a portrait of the communities within each of the four watersheds.

History, cultural values, political, social, and economic impacts on watershed

communities likely impact how people participate in their local watershed council. This

information may shed light on issues around relationships, communication, and power

in the council. Without these data, any generalizations made about structural and

social processes of a group or culture are likely to be faulty (Whyte 1984:161). I chose

to incorporate my informal survey data, participant observation, background research

of council texts and other sources of community information into brief case studies of

each of the watersheds and council projects. All of the watersheds were also subjects

of an ethnographic research project sponsored by the US Forest Service in 2002. This

information, gathered by anthropologists employed by James Kent Associates, was

very valuable in constructing background information about the watersheds (James

Kent Associates 2002). Below I have described important historical, ecological,

political, and economic influences, cultural values, as well as information about

councils and their projects, for each watershed I studied.

4.1. Overview of Watersheds

The watershed councils who participated in the research were similar to each

other in that all were funded primarily through OWEB. They all have paid staff and

steering committees representing different interests in the watershed who meet on a

monthly basis to discuss watershed council issues. Almost all watershed councils in

Oregon also have these qualities. Though the watersheds have basically similar

geography (they are all in the Willamette Valley) and resource issues (all have areas of

timber and agricultural activity), the percentage of private and government land

ownership and primary economic activities vary (Table 3). These subtle differences

result in very different councils as, for the most part, the numbers of participants from

each stakeholder group correlates with land ownership. There are also considerable

differences in the cultural, historical, and political make-up of each watershed.
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Table 3. Land Ownership and Size of Watershed Area

Watershed Land Ownership Land Ownership Area in square
Private Public miles
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Source: Tarweed Watershed Council Website, Blackberry Watershed Council Website,
Camas Watershed Assessment, Salal Watershed Assessment

4.2. Camas River Watershed Council

The Camas Watershed is the most rural of the four watersheds studied. The

watershed is split into two sections. The upper watershed has few residents, over 80%

is owned by private companies such as Weyerhaeuser (formerly owned by Willamette

Industries). The US Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management manage the

remainder of the land in this area. The lower portion consists mostly of rural

communities and landowners who grow grass seed, hazelnuts, or manage dairies or

beef cattle. A number of gravel mines are in the lower portion as well. Also, the very

last stretches of the river flow through a growing urban center in the Willamette Valley.

The people of the watershed have been described by a Forest Service social survey as

"very traditional, conservative in their views" (James Kent Associates 2002). In fact, the

downtown area of the rural service center was used as a backdrop for a major motion

picture set in the 1950's. The rural service center also organizes an annual pioneer

festival and hosts a historical museum that attracts visitors from places far beyond the

watershed. This "traditionalism" may be linked to the agricultural community, which is

still active and has a great deal of influence in the watershed. These farm families

have been in the business for many generations and several could be counted as

descendants from pioneers who first traveled the Oregon Trail.

In recent history, like all of the watersheds in this study, the area of the Camas

Watershed has seen a number of changes in economic activities and population shifts.

During the past 100 years, the watershed has been known as a center for flour and

wool mills; also channels were built for driving logs from the upper part of the

watershed to lumber mills in the lower portions. One of the last remaining working mills

in the Willamette Valley is in the Camas Watershed. Although the population of the

rural communities in the watershed has shrunk greatly from the levels when logging

Camas 94% 6% 365
Blackberry 29% 71% 790
Tarweed 90% 10% 410
SaIal 64% 36% 1,040
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and agriculture required more human labor, they have not witnessed a huge decline

- in fact, the main town increased in population by 11% from 1990 to 2000. Other

towns in the lower watershed are supported by a variety of mills and industries that

have remained relatively stable. The area is still served by a number of small

businesses, probably because it is an area that is mostly off of the freeway corridor and

at least a half-hour from major urban centers (James Kent Associates 2002).

However, the growing urban area at the mouth of the Camas is the closest and

provides a wide variety of stores to watershed residents.

The effort to form a Camas Watershed Council was coordinated mostly by the

Camas County Soil and Water Conservation District (Camas SW CD) office. Many

other watershed councils in Oregon were first organized by SWCDs. The first

organizational meeting at a local school drew over 180 people, including many grass

seed farmers, nursery owners, gravel mine operators, and others who owned land

along the river. The reasons for the high attendance, according to several watershed

council members, had much to do with landowner fears about being "beaten to the

punch" by environmental interests in the watershed. Some of these fears may have

come from actions by fishermen, water recreationalists, and the Oregon Department of

State Lands to make neighboring rivers designated as navigable waterways, which

would make privately owned river shoreline more accessible to the public. Other

factors driving interest in starting the watershed council may have been related to past

flooding events that resulted in land loss by several landowners as well as concerns

about the consequences of the Endangered Species Act listing of salmon runs on the

Camas. The entire river and three of its tributaries are designated "essential salmonid

habitat" by the Oregon Department of State Lands. Spring Chinook and winter

steelhead, both listed as threatened under the ESA, migrate and spawn in the

watershed.

The links between landowner interests and the beginnings of the council are

strong. In contrast to the first meeting, handfuls of people attended the second

organizational meeting of the Camas Watershed Council, and most of them became

steering committee members by default. The first chair of the council was also the

president of the Camas River Property Owners Association, and several of the

committee members were well-connected grass seed farmers in the area. The first task

of this founding group was to establish bylaws for the organization, and the watershed
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council was formally recognized by the Camas County Board of Commissioners in

1999. According to some council members interviewed for this research, the early

leaders of the council were concerned about the re-emergence of the navigability issue

and many were involved to make sure this did not happen (Interview 10162002).

4.3. Camas Watershed Council Project: Hiring a Coordinator

After the group was formally established, the steering committee began to realize

the enormity of what they had taken on. There were a number of efforts going on that

the council needed to be involved in: meetings, funding opportunities for restoration

projects, community outreach, and education. As the steering committee was made up

almost entirely of citizens who were volunteering their services, the time and work

required for all of these activities was too much for them to commit to. Several

members had contacts or experience with other watershed councils in the area who all

had hired coordinators to take responsibility for much of this work. There was some

reluctance by the group to hire staff, as they were fearful of becoming another layer of

government and having staff to watch over, or were simply unsure that there would be

enough for such a person to do to require a paid position. After some discussion,

however, the group decided to go ahead with plans to find funding for hiring at least a

part-time coordinator.

At the same time the council made this decision, there was a decision by OWEB

about how new watershed councils would be funded. There was an explosion in the

numbers of councils forming and limited capital to provide for each to hire their own

coordinator. It was decided that new councils who applied for funding would be given

half the amount other established councils received. The Camas Council was faced

with the choice of hiring a part-time coordinator with the money OWEB could give them

or wait and raise more money for a full-time position. One of the council members, who

was a city employee, suggested that they use the OWEB money to pay for a

professional through a government-funded volunteer program. The council pursued

this opportunity, only to find out that the volunteer program was also funded by OWEB.

Finally, OWEB relented and granted some of the new councils the full amount needed

to hire a full-time coordinator. Throughout this process, however, the council did have a

coordinator of sorts in the city employee who did much of the networking and proposal-

writing to make sure the council could carry on their work until they could hire a staff

person.
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4.4. The Blackberry Watershed Council

The Blackberry Watershed encompasses very different communities within it's 790

square miles of mountains, forests, farmland, and cities. Toward the top of the

watershed are some of the most beautiful wilderness areas in the state: the Mount

Peterson Wilderness and Peterson Creek. These areas are also home to a handful of

small communities, known as the "Valley" by locals. The economy in this area is

mostly associated with the timber industry. The middle part of the watershed

downstream of the Valley communities has a higher population and is known for

agriculture, although the emphasis in this area has shifted over the years from row

crops, fruits, and vegetables to grass seed and Christmas tree farming. There are

several factories in the area that employ large numbers of people. Many new residents

of the two major towns are employed in a neighboring metro area, Petersonville, and

commute or are retirees. The mills in the upper watershed once provided jobs for

many in the Valley, but this has decreased a great deal in the past generation. The

lower section of the Blackberry River actually flows a number of miles south of

Petersonville, but the city is still considered to be in the watershed since they draw

most of their drinking water from the river. Petersonville is the major urban area in the

watershed. The federal government manages approximately 70% of the watershed;

the remaining 30% is a mixture of privately owned farms, timber holdings, and urban

residential areas (personal communication, Blackberry Watershed Council 2004).

The watershed has the most colorful and tumultuous history of the watersheds in

the research project. Timber harvests and subsequently timber-related industries have

fluctuated over time, but the most recent timber crisis of the late 1980's and early

1990's hit the Valley area of the Blackberry hard (Gilden 1997:6). A combination of

changes in forestry policies on federally managed lands, increased automation in

processing timber, market shifts, and decreasing availability of old growth stands

resulted in high unemployment rates for Valley residents. The battle between

environmental advocates and timber interests around the same time over logging in the

Peterson Creek area became a national news item and divided communities in the

watershed and beyond. More recently, the Peterson Reservoir, which is a popular

destination for vacationers from Willamette Valley cities and an important income

source for upper Valley residents, was drained down during a summer drought.

Several local businesses went bankrupt and nearby communities went into an
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economic tailspin. This sparked finger-pointing between Valley residents and

government agencies that manage the reservoir and drew statewide attention for a

large portion of the summer. Other issues concerning proposed mining operations in

the Valley have also drawn much debate and political action in the watershed.

An emerging issue in the watershed has been the growth of the Petersonville area

and its drinking water needs. The city draws water primarily from the Blackberry, and

also holds senior water rights to the river. In 1996, a combination of flooding in the

watershed and erosion from exposed clear cuts and logging roads caused the river

water to become so turbid that the city's water filtering system was overwhelmed and

drinking water supplies became dangerously low (Sierra Club 2004). Since then, the

city has become increasingly active to protect the watershed from logging, mining, and

other potential pollution sources, much like Portland has done in protecting their

primary drinking water source, the Bull Run Watershed. There are also a number of

environmental activists in the Petersonville area and residents who are more likely to

value the Valley area as a place for recreation instead of industrial activity. These

differences often pit Valley residents against "city folk". Interviews with local residents

for a Forest Service report exemplified these differences. "Plexus Mining was going to

come up the Valley 7 or 8 years ago. Petersonville didn't want that to happen because

it would pollute their water. That would have been 70 jobs we really needed" (Valley

resident as quoted in James Kent Associates 2002). "There is no reliance on the

forest here, except the mill work, and most of that was in the past" (suburban

Blackberry Watershed resident as quoted in James Kent Associates 2002).

The Blackberry Watershed Council reflects the cultural diversity and the political

divisions of the watershed. The council was established in 1997 by the Blackberry

County SWCD with the purpose of being "an advisory body which considers resource

management issues, seeks to develop solutions by consensus and makes

recommendations to existing decision-making bodies" (personal communication,

Blackberry Watershed Council 2004). An environmental group based out of

Petersonville had already started a watershed council organization with the same

name. The organization decided to join the watershed council started by the SWCD,

but according to some members of the council, kept their separate agenda and were

very motivated to continue on this track. The council steering committee was

structured according to the stakeholder groups in the watershed and called for a
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specific number of representatives each from timber, agriculture, mining (aggregate),

other businesses, environmental interests, the City of Petersonville, small cities in the

watershed, irrigation districts, recreation and tourism, and a citizen at large to be

appointed by county commissioners. One indication of the controversial nature of this

process was that it took two years for county commissioners from the two counties that

encompass the watershed to approve the bylaws of the watershed council. Since

being established, the steering committee has continued to debate pieces of the

bylaws, particularly the residency requirements and term limits for environmental

representatives, even going so far as to accuse environmental representatives on the

steering committee of changing the bylaws without steering committee approval.

Despite the highly-charged political climate of the watershed council steering

committee, the group actively uses consensus instead of majority rules in conducting

their business. Participants have reported that strong relationships have been formed

between the watershed council and agencies such as the forest service and cities in

the watershed. The council has initiated several successful projects, including

volunteer water-monitoring program and a fish passage project.

4.5. The Blackberry Collaborative Project: Resource Rangers

The "shining star" of projects initiated by the Blackberry Watershed Council has

been the Resource Rangers program. Resource Rangers aims to provide

opportunities for students in the Valley and Farmville school districts to expand their

knowledge of natural resource principles and apply that knowledge to real-world

problem solving in their watershed. The idea evolved from the effects the timber crisis

had on the watershed community. The loss of traditional timber jobs in the watershed

and decreased funding for high school elective courses left few choices for Valley

students. At the same time, the project founders wanted to take advantage of the

wealth of knowledge held by natural resource professionals working in the watershed.

The Resource Rangers program provides students career mentoring and the

opportunity to achieve Certificate of Mastery requirements (known as the CIM and the

CAM) set by the Oregon Department of Education, which gives students an advantage

in continuing their education.

The Resource Rangers program is very unique and ambitious. The concept for the

project was mostly promoted by a Forest Service hydrologist, the coordinator of the

Blackberry Watershed Council, and two teachers who were attempting to teach similar
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subjects in their classes. Funding for the program was first provided by OWEB in

2001 through a grant submitted by the watershed council. The learning outcomes for

the Natural Resources CIM and CAM have several levels, all of which are rigorous and

demand a great deal of time and attention by teachers to help students complete the

requirements. For this reason, the program was designed to be implemented out over

two years (although evaluation of the program after the first year suggested that it

would take three years for students to achieve all of the objectives of the program). At

the time of the research, the program was coordinated by the watershed council was

taught by two high school teachers who teach separate Resource Rangers/Natural

Resource courses along with other required subjects at the Valley and Farmville High

Schools. Students in the Resource Rangers courses received instruction in everything

from water quality testing to recreation issues to dendrology and GIS skills. Several

times a month, students went out in the field with their teachers and natural resource

professionals to gain hands-on experience in different subject areas.

Resource Rangers has been a fantastic success story as well as an extremely

frustrating experience for its participants. The first year of the Resource Rangers

program was successful in exposing students to the complexity of natural resource

issues, science concepts, and career fields. Over thirty resource professionals

participated, donating hundreds of hours to the program. Resource Rangers also

gained a following among participating students. In the Valley class, 75% of the

students who participated in year one of Resource Rangers returned for the second

year. The program channeled over $100,000 into the watershed and the two

participating school districts. However, the huge list of goals and objectives for the

program and coordination problems between the teachers, school administrators,

resource professionals and the program coordinator proved to be problematic in the

first and second year of the program. School administrators either would not or could

not accommodate creating a separate course for Resource Rangers, so some students

who registered for basic science courses found themselves in advanced Resource

Rangers classes. School schedules often did not make it possible for lessons to be

taught the way they were planned, which resulted in timing problems with field trips and

class visits with natural resource professionals. Changing staff at the watershed

council and illness of the program coordinator the first year left gaps in coordination

and accountability. Also, since no teacher had ever fully explored the Natural



Resource CIM and CAM learning outcomes, the Resource Rangers teachers were

on a very steep learning curve and found there was a lack of curriculum to support

them in their work. On top of these larger issues, a number of smaller related and

unrelated problems continued to frustrate and distract teachers, students, and other

Resource Rangers participants.

4.6. Salal Watershed Council

The Salal Watershed is similar to the Blackberry Watershed in many ways: both

areas have been heavily impacted by the timber crisis in the last 15 years, both have

important recreation areas in the upper part of the watershed, and both contain large

urban areas that draw most of their drinking water from the river. The upper watershed

communities of the Salal have experienced economic hardship as a result of the timber

crisis, and effects can still be seen today in the form of empty storefronts and reports of

social turmoil in these communities. However, little attention has been focused on the

upper watershed on these issues, and contentiousness between lower watershed and

upper watershed communities has not been as powerful or pronounced. Relations

between the communities in the upper and middle watershed have historically been

close; they worked together to widen the highway that connects them and work

together on economic development issues (James Kent Associates 2002). Three

communities, Mayberry, which gets its water from the Salal, but is not in this

watershed, Hebron (in the middle section), and Bent Woods (in the upper watershed)

contain the majority of people who live in the watershed, smaller communities in the

upper watershed have a minority of the population. The US Forest Service and the

Bureau of Land Management dominate land ownership in the upper portion of the

watershed, while the lower portion of the watershed is primarily privately held timber

and agricultural land.

Timber is an important source of income for local residents; a number of mills have

been closed, but it seems that other businesses have taken their place. Both Bent

Woods and Hebron have recently attracted manufacturers that employ several hundred

people. Watershed residents have also found employment in Mayberry and Corn

Valley, and residents report that their towns are becoming bedroom communities for

people that find housing too expensive in these cities. Agriculture has traditionally had

an important presence in the Hebron area and this trend continues, although numbers

of farmers have decreased over the years. Grass seed farming dominates the
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agricultural scene. Bent Woods has several mills that have survived the timber

crisis, as they were able to adapt to process smaller logs and produce specialized

timber products.

The Salal Watershed Council was initially sponsored by the Salal County Soil and

Water Conservation District (SWCD). The SWCD coordinator led the formation of the

group and presented their organizational plan to local county commissioners in 1995.

Oregon Sate University Sea Grant and Cascade Pacific Resource Conservation and

Development provided organizational guidance, facilitation, and grant writing

assistance in the initial stages of council's organization. Later, however, the Salal

Council split with the SWCD and Cascade Pacific to form their own non-profit

organization. The first public forums for information and organization were held in three

different locations in the watershed over the fall and winter of 1995. Results of these

meetings set the stage for the watershed council's organizational principles, which

included a wide-ranging membership and use of a consensus process for conducting

business. Also during this time, a 14-member executive committee and officers were

elected, the group adopted bylaws and a mission statement, set strategic action plans

for long-term goals, and made plans for hiring a watershed coordinator.

According to the group's website, The Salal Watershed Council was formed

"primarily to bring people in the watershed together in order to improve local

awareness about enhancement, restoration, and protection of watershed natural

resources and serves as forum to provide input and solutions... (to act as) once voice in

regional decisions affecting the Salal basin" (Salal Watershed Council 2004). The

council bylaws list suggestions for watershed stakeholder groups that should be

represented on the council's Board of Directors, but do not mandate a specific number

of representatives for each group. The mission statement of the council is to involve

local people to enhance and protect the natural resources of the Salal Watershed for

the social and economic benefit of its landowners, managers, and users.

So far, the Salal Watershed Council has an impressive track record in initiating

projects and has helped raise thousands of dollars for a variety of restoration projects

and educational efforts with area schools. The council has formed a wide variety of

partnerships with large and small timber landowners, city administrators and teachers,

and has worked extensively with the US Forest Service. However, much of the work

and the partnerships formed have come from the work of a handful of very active,



dedicated watershed council volunteers who have strong connections in the

watershed.

46. The Salal Collaborative Project: Salmon Creek Project

The Salmon Creek project in Bent Woods was officially started in 1999, but had

begun years before with the efforts of community beautification volunteers, and a

hands-on science class led by a junior high science teacher and a Forest Service fish

biologist. The Salmon Creek project involves water quality monitoring, riparian

restoration, stream channel reconstruction, and education. Over 30 organizations and

individuals including governments, private industry, schools, landowners, and

community groups have been involved in the different stages of the project.

The project had its beginnings in two separate efforts in two different locations on

the creek. The first phase of the project involved private property owners and had been

coordinated for ten-plus years by volunteers from the Bent Woods Tree Commission.

The second phase was initiated by the Salal Watershed Council, students from Bent

Woods Junior High, and a county-sponsored housing project near the site. Instead of

traveling long-distance to streams to do research, students decided to turn their

attention to Salmon Creek, which runs very close to the Bent Woods Junior High and

High School and continues through the center of the town. Both projects involved

removing litter and invasive plant species such as Himalayan Blackberry, planting

native plants, erosion prevention, and in-stream restoration or construction.

Coordinators and volunteers with both the projects started to communicate and worked

together on a restoration plan for the section of creek between their two project

locations, a park which had been site of an old mill and pond.

So far, between $200,000-$300,000 has been raised for the project's first three

stages, and local government and community volunteers have donated a number of

hours as well. The project has received awards for student involvement and various

politicians, such as Governor Kitzhaber, have visited the site and praised the efforts of

participants. The local US Forest Service office in Bent Woods has dedicated

in-kind contributions toward the project in the form of equipment use and consulting

assistance and has been essential in coordinating technical aspects and construction

work.

The Salmon Creek project is amazing because almost all of the work done so far

on the creek has been in the city of Bent Woods itself. Most restoration projects on
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streams take place outside of cities. Work in more urban areas tends to be very

difficult as streams running in the middle of cities are usually severely impacted and

channelized. There is often little of the riparian area on either side of the stream left to

work with, and a slew of different landowners, utility lines, roads and other structures

complicate restoration work even further. As with all restoration projects, the

construction and planting are only part of the work. Faithful maintenance is critical;

blackberry regrowth is a constant problem and mortality rates in some of the replanted

sections are high. The qualities that make this project innovative also carry the most

risk. Significant flood events could wash much of this work away or in the worst-case

scenario, do more harm than good. The effects of the in-stream work, such as placing

boulders in the creek, remain to be seen.

4.7. The Tarweed Watershed Council

The Tarweed Watershed stands out from the other watersheds in a number of

ways. The watershed headwaters originate in the foothills of the Coast Range instead

of the Cascades, and most of the river runs parallel to the Willamette River through a

major urban area. Approximately 90% of the watershed is privately owned.

Because of the above factors, the numbers of potential partners and participants in

watershed efforts are much higher than in the other watershed councils. Forests cover

about half of the watershed landscape, one-third is agricultural land, and the rest is

evenly divided between rural residential, urban, and public lands. The Tarweed was

also once a place dominated by oak savanna and wet prairie ecosystems. Native

Americans frequently burned the meadows in the watershed to encourage propagation

of camas and grasses for deer and elk. Few of these native ecosystems are left due to

fire suppression; channelization has also significantly changed the river. Urbanization,

agricultural and industrial activities, and flood mitigation structures pose large

challenges for watershed restoration.

The Tarweed City area has been known as a community that is quite liberal and

a center of environmental activism. Many of the rural communities around Tarweed

City are conservative. The watershed area north of Tarweed City in the lower Tarweed

is mostly farming country and people in those communities do not generally have

strong views about forest management and environmental issues (James Kent

Associates 2002).
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The Tarweed Watershed Council has been very successful in using a unique

community-focused approach to accomplishing their work. The council began in 1997

when a small group of people from the upper watershed met to discuss watershed

issues. They were interested in including diverse perspectives on the council and

wanted to be proactive in restoring the health of the watershed. County commissions

mandated the council to include the entire watershed and officially recognized them in

1998.

The Tarweed Watershed Council organizational charter is an example of the

watershed council's ideology; the charter provides guidance to the council and reflects

the openness of the council to all citizens of the watershed who want to participate:

Being a member is simple and not restrictive. It indicates an interest on a
person's part in receiving the newsletter, an interest in taking part in activities
of the council, and a willingness to consider local council involvement as a
way to achieve meaningful improvement in watershed conditions. The council
will work to create a supportive community atmosphere by encouraging
communication, learning, and participation among members.

Tarweed Watershed Council Charter, 1998

Although the other watershed councils in the research group have described

themselves as inclusive, consensus-oriented, and working to educate people in the

watershed about issues, the Tarweed has made a special point of evaluating their

actions based on the specific social and environmental needs of their watershed. This

can be directly observed in their organizational charter, their meetings, and the

structure of their watershed assessment, which is meant to directly support their

targeted community-building and restoration activities. The council also recognized

that they had no formal control over regulations in the watershed, and that this lack of

power could work to their advantage in bringing groups of people together to learn

about watershed issues. Despite a focus on social aspects of watershed restoration,

the council takes a very pragmatic view toward the role of citizen involvement and

science as tool to improve the condition of the watershed. Council members prioritize

and plan their actions based on their watershed assessment, water quality data, and

background information they feel is helpful. While other watershed councils have a

similar decision-making process, the Tarweed is more proactive in seeking out project
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participants in targeted areas of their watershed. They have pioneered a program

that involves organizing face-to-face meetings with groups of landowners in the sub-

basins of the watershed to explain current data for their creek basin and offer their help

in initiating restoration projects.

A large part of the Tarweed's success has been the staff who have remained with

the council since its existence. They have a watershed council coordinator who works

toward the vision of the council's founders and is a powerful advocate for their

organizational approach. The coordinator is more involved in setting the direction of the

council than most. Key to their success, the Tarweed also has a watershed projects

manager who works with landowners, agencies, and volunteers on restoration and

water monitoring. None of the other watershed councils in this research have such an

asset.

4.8. The Tarweed Collaborative Project: Crazy Creek Restoration

The Crazy Creek project is an example of how the Tarweed Council has

developed their approach to assisting landowners with restoration efforts. The entire

project is located on one person's land and involves reconnecting two segments of

Crazy Creek that have been cut off from the main channel. After excavation, the area

was planted with native plant species and structures were added to the culverts

draining the creek segment to the channelized Tarweed River in order to contain water

in the oxbow in the summertime.

The project was initiated by the landowner whose family had owned the land for

many years. The spot had been used for duck hunting in the past, and the landowner

was interested in restoring a part of the former ecosystem to encourage a renewal of

biodiversity at the site. He had attempted to do some of this work himself but found

that it was too big a project for him to do alone, so he contacted his local Natural

Resource Conservation Service office (NRCS). The office was very helpful and

encouraging, but although the NRCS signed off on the plans the landowner had drawn

up for the restoration project, he discovered the process for carrying out the project

was constrictive. The landowner learned that under the NRCS agreement, he could

not help with the project, and, if funding became unavailable for whatever reason, s/he

could not finish it himself.

Meanwhile, the Tarweed Watershed Council was looking for people interested

in doing restoration projects in that area of the watershed. The landowner attended a
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council meeting and eventually met with the council coordinator, the projects

manager, and a biologist, who was involved in projects for the US Fish and Wildlife

Service. There was another USFWS agent who had gotten to know the landowner

through his work in the area and had become involved in the project through his

friendship with him. Eventually this agent took over for the USFWS biologist managing

the project as he left shortly after it was initiated. He assisted the watershed projects

manager in coming up with on-the-ground work plans for grant applications and worked

with the landowner to help develop ideas for the restoration of the oxbow. The

Tarweed Council recognizes that agencies are sources of good information but are

usually understaffed, so they try to utilize their expertise while doing much of the

project coordination themselves. In the Crazy Creek case, the council projects

manager coordinated the permits and contracts necessary to get things moving, and

worked with other agencies involved in the area to get their feedback. Although the

project has been completed, plans for restoring adjacent areas are underway.

4.9. Conclusion: Council Structure and Projects

Although these watershed councils are neighbors to each other, they have

interesting differences in their approaches to council organization and project

development. They also have unique social and ecological traits that influence their

work. Primarily, there are stark differences in level of social turmoil brought on by

changes in resource economics in each of the watersheds. While the Blackberry has

in many ways been ground zero for the timber crisis and clashes between

environmentalists and resource users, the Tarweed and the other watersheds have

been less affected. This is partly due to differences in land ownership and economics

in the watersheds, but it seems that cultural and historical factors are also important.

The organizational style of the councils also sets them apart from one another. All

have full-time coordinators, but the Tarweed has a projects coordinator as well. All the

groups have active stakeholder involvement, but Salal has a core group of people who

have been involved in the council for many years with little turnover. The Tarweed has

monthly steering committee meetings and general membership meetings, while the

other councils generally only have one formal meeting of their steering committee and

place other meeting participants in an audience area. The Tarweed is also the only

council to have a neutral facilitator who is not affiliated with any stakeholder group. The

other councils also have more formal bylaws and membership requirements. Although



the councils are all involved in collaborative work, it seems that the Tarweed is more

proactive and in their approach with an emphasis on being pragmatic while

encouraging relationships and trust to develop. The rest seem to take a more

traditional approach in their meetings and organizational structures.
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CHAPTER 5: WATERSHED COUNCIL PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESULTS

An important part of understanding how watershed councils practice collaboration

is gaining the perspective of watershed council members. Collaborative projects

comprise a large portion of watershed council work, but the "membership", or

participants in the council, are important in providing support and legitimacy. I

designed a phone survey around my research questions about relationships,

communication, and power. I decided to do a phone survey primarily because I

wanted to ask participants or "members" open-ended questions about their

involvement in the council and their perspective on how collaboration concepts were

being practiced by the councils. I also chose this method in order to get a total number

of surveys that would be best conducive to statistical analysis (Bernard 2000:171). The

participant lists were quite short; two of the lists were made up of 50 individuals or less

and the third list contained only 70 participants. Eighty surveys were collected, totals

for the watersheds were 26 for the Salal, 26 for the Blackberry, and 28 for the Camas.

In the interest of involving the watershed councils in my research I developed the

questions in a way that satisfied my research goals but would be useful to the councils

in helping them better understand their membership. I also offered the councils an

opportunity to add their own questions. One council added several questions about

historical conditions of their river and another added a question about future work

priorities for their council.

Figure 2. Watershed Council Member Survey

How did you find out about the watershed council?
What was the primary reason you became involved in the watershed council?
What projects or activities of the council are you the most familiar with or
have participated in? Did you know any of the people involved in the activity
previously?
If you had a concern or an idea for a watershed project or action, whom would
you contact first?
Which individuals provide the most leadership for designing and carrying out
watershed council projects? (Be as specific as possible).
How crucial is collaboration to resolving issues in the watershed on a scale
of 1-5, 1 being not important, 5 being essential (collaboration defined as
different stakeholder groups working together on a project or activity).
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How council members heard about their council gives clues into how the council

is communicating with their membership and the flow of communication or

relationships between watershed members. Surveying members is also important in

understanding relationships, power, and in providing context for information obtained

from project participants. While power relationships between project participants may

be relatively equal, pressure from a stakeholder group involved in the council may be

influencing the project. Participation information linked to relationships helps in

understanding the distribution of work and participation among members. Also, certain

groups or "cliques" may be driving or controlling the process. Searching for this

Information can lead to learning who in the council is important in forming relationships

and how power is distributed. Questions about knowing other participants leads to

information about relationships between council members - if they are very developed

or if there are definite disconnects between the membership and project participants

and others who are highly active in the council. Asking about project leadership was

important in understanding how council activities are communicated to members.

Council members may see projects as driven by outsiders like government agencies,

which is often the case (Watershed Partnerships Project 2002:13). Collaboration,

which is key in all of the projects, could be less valued among council participants,

which would indicate how they feel about the importance of building relationships to

solve watershed problems.

One issue in conducting a membership phone survey was that there were

differences in how councils defined who was a member. For example, the Tarweed's

charter states that anyone who attends a watershed council meeting can be a member

while the Salal Watershed Council's bylaws require official members to pay dues,

although it is loosely enforced. The council had databases of hundreds of people whom

they considered to be their contacts but not necessarily members. Also, many of those

who participated in council events were not formally be considered members because

they had not paid dues, whereas those who paid dues may have never participated in

council activities in any other way. I decided the criteria for selecting potential survey

participants should be based on activity levels; people chosen for the survey needed to

have gone to a watershed council meeting or been involved in some watershed council

activity - such as a clean-up or restoration project - in the last two years. Choosing

random survey participants from council databases was another option, but probably
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would have resulted in many incomplete surveys with people who had never been

involved in the council in any way. As a part of their OWEB reporting requirements,

watershed councils keep logs of meeting and event attendance. Coordinators from the

three councils - the Salal, the Camas, and the Blackberry - were asked to send lists of

past participants, based on the selection criteria, for the survey. The Tarweed Council

declined to participate in the survey as they had recently submitted their membership

lists to other researchers. The total results for phone survey, which also includes

numbers of responses in different categories is located in appendix A.

5.1. Learning About the Watershed Council and Relationships with Other
Participants

Social networks or relationships between neighbors, work colleagues, and those

active in the watershed community play an important role in the communication of

councils. Most people learned about watershed council via word-of-mouth (46%), with

work (24%) and newspaper ads (21%) and articles respectively being the most

common forms of communication about council meetings (Figure 3). The Camas had

the most participants who found out about their watershed council through word of

mouth, or from communication with neighbors, friends, those active in the community.

Landowners were most likely to communicate with other landowners about the council

or read about meetings and events in the local newspaper. The Blackberry predictably

had the most who learned about their council through work. Few participants heard

about the council directly from the council itself, which indicates the council rarely

solicits stakeholders directly. Councils more frequently utilize community newspapers

to advertise their meetings and events since much of this advertising is free and less

time consuming than calling or sending information to landowners and others who have

never attended a meeting. Also, most of the councils send regular updates and notices

to their members through e-mail.



Figure 3. How did you find out about the watershed council?

70%
C,)

60%

50%0

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

WOM
Work
o Newspaper
O Contacted by wsc

U Other

50

A large percentage (68%) said that they knew other people on the council

previously (Figure 4). The remaining 32% reported that they did not know anyone on

the council when they became involved. People who said they were involved because

of work were more likely to not know others involved in their council. When these data

were analyzed by stakeholder group, landowners were more likely to know other

participants (Pearson chi-square 7.587, df 3, p<0.055). This accounts for the number of

Camas participants being the most likely to know other people involved, as the Camas

also had the highest number of participants who are landowners (Pearson chi-square -

9.407, df 2, p <0.009). Also, I asked respondents for specific names of people they

knew on the council before becoming involved. Although most gave lists too long and

diverse to reveal any trends toward common connections, many council particIpants in

the Salal Watershed mentioned one or more of the three long-term council leaders as

someone who encouraged their involvement in the council.

Total Salal Blackberry Camas
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Figure 4. Did you know others involved in the watershed council previously?

Total Salal Blackberry Camas

5.2. Primary Reason for Involvement

Answers to this question reflect the presence and potential power of stakeholder

groups in each council as well as the specific geographic realities and community

values of each watershed. Like all the questions in the survey, this question was open-

ended to allow for categorization based on common themes. Not using specific

stakeholder categories such as farmer, timber interest, etc. helps to unveil the true

motivations behind watershed council participation. Major stakeholder groups that

emerged were those who identified themselves primarily as landowners,

environmentalists, recreationalists, and employees whose job concerned watershed

issues, as well as others who had various interests (Figure 5). There seems to be

diversity in the stakeholder groups participating in the councils as a whole and no one

interest group seems to be dominating all of the councils (Pearson Chi-Square 25.077,

df 6, p< 0.001). Landowners were broken into other categories based on further

conversations with survey respondents that revealed their secondary interests. These

results are interesting in that there seemed to be a distinct division between

landowners who felt they needed to protect their rights and property versus those who

wanted to protect the environmental integrity of their land. The emergence of these
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sub-categories reflects the economic realities and value differences between these

groups. Landowners who made a living with their land usually spoke about protecting

their self-interests. On the other hand, landowners who focused more on the natural

value of their property tended to be people who had retirement property or who made

their living elsewhere. The landowners with conservation interests and values were

placed in the environmentalist category.

The second largest interest group were those who said they became

involved because of their work (30%). The work category not only included agency

employees but also forestry consultants, company employees, and a few elected

officials. The Blackberry Council had the most who became involved because of work,

most likely because much of the watershed is public land managed by the state and

federal government. Staff and elected officials from local small cities and Petersonville

are involved in the watershed because these groups are required to have a presence

on the council steering committee. Agency staff from the US Forest Service, BLM, and

extension service are all involved in the council or have been at some point. Despite

this fact, agency staff, specifically employees of the US Forest Service are not allowed

on the council steering committee.

Figure 5. What was the primary reason you became involved in the Council?



5.3. Meeting Participation and Projects Involvement

Participation in meetings and projects varied by council, but participation in

meetings and projects was relatively high. Forty-nine percent of the survey participants

reported that they just went to meetings, 41% reported that they had been to meetings

and participated in projects, and 10% said that they had only participated in projects

(Figure 6). Although meeting-only involvement was highest, many people in this

category had served on their council's steering committee or other sub-committee. As

the newest council of the three, the Camas had less participation in projects than the

other councils (Pearson Chi Square - 16.14, p<O.001). The Blackberry had the least

participation in meetings (Pearson Chi Square - 9.478, df 2, p<0.009). Most

respondents who had never been to a meeting had instead participated in the council's

volunteer-run water quality monitoring program as well as other programs such as a

restoration project and river float. Most notably, the Salal had a very high percentage

of respondents who participated in projects and meetings, over 65%. The Salal has

been involved in restoration projects since its inception that have required a great deal

of volunteer help.

Figure 6. What projects or activities of the Council are you the most familiar
with or have participated in?
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5.4. Contact and Watershed Issues and Concerns

The trust participants place in the council to address issues in the watershed is

one indicator of the strength of the relationship they have with their council as a whole.

To gauge this relationship, participants were asked about whom they would contact

with a watershed idea or concern. Most people who responded to the survey said that

they would contact the watershed council if they had a concern or an idea (71%)

(Figure 7). Within this group, 63% said they would contact the watershed council

coordinator, and 37% identified other specific individuals in the council (such as the

steering committee chair or other steering committee members active in the council) as

their main contact, or said that they would present their concern or idea at a watershed

council meeting. Twenty-one percent said that they would contact another government

agency or organization, 8% said that it would depend on their concern or idea, or didn't

know whom they would contact.

Although most respondents trusted the watershed council with their concerns,

there are many government agencies and environmental organizations that deal with

watershed issues. It is likely that council participants would choose to contact one of

these organizations for more information or assistance, seeing them as more legitimate

or able to address their interests than their watershed council. However, it is also

possible that council participants didn't have enough knowledge of these other

agencies to use them as a resource. I probed respondents whom I saw as potentially

more connected with these organizations for evidence of this. Those who said they

would contact agencies were generally very sawy, they were well connected politically,

and had extensive experience in navigating the system. However, there were several

respondents who were also well-connected but said they would rather contact their

council. Most notably, the Blackberry had a high number of people who were familiar

with and more trustful of agencies and environmental organizations and also had the

highest percentage of respondents who would contact an agency or other organization

instead of the council.



Figure 7. If you had a concern or an idea for a watershed project or action,
whom would you contact first?
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5.5. Leadership in Project Implementation

Participant's perceptions of leadership in the watershed council can give clues

about levels of power concentration, or centralization, in the council. Overall, 21% of

those who responded said that they did not know who led projects in their council

(Figure 8). Out of those participants who could identify leaders, answers were mixed.

Thirty-one percent of the survey participants were able to name specific individuals (not

the coordinator) whom they felt provided leadership on projects, and many of the same

names were mentioned repeatedly. Nineteen percent identified the coordinator as the

main leader in implementing projects. Thirteen percent pointed toward a specific group

of people within their council such as those who sat on project committees, those who

were committee chairs, or people who had certain technical skills.
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Figure 8. Which individuals provide the most leadership for designing and
carrying out watershed Council projects?
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5.6. Views of Collaboration

Another measurement of relationships and trust in the watershed council was how

participants ranked collaboration in terms of its importance to resolving watershed

issues. Most people felt that collaboration was very important for resolving issues in the

watershed and, on a scale of 1-5, with 5 being the highest, they gave it an overall

average of 4.5 (Figure 9). Landowners who indicated they were motivated to

participate out of self-interest gave collaboration a slightly lower average rating of 4.

Cross-tabulation of whom participants would contact and collaboration ratings showed

that people who would contact an agency valued collaboration less than other

participants (Pearson chi-square 7.207, df 2, p<0.027).
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Figure 9. How crucial is collaboration to resolving issues in the watershed
on a scale of 1-5 (1 being not important, 5 being essential)?
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5.7. Overall Survey Findings

Along with statistical data gathered from the survey, I had in-depth discussions

with many of the participants about their interests and participation in the councils,

especially their relationships with other participants. I based my conclusion on these

sets of information, as well as my participant observation data I gathered from

meetings and events.

5.7.1. Trust in Watershed Councils and Value of Collaboration

No matter what their interests and motivations, the majority of those involved in the

watershed councils described them positively. Most would approach the council first if

they had concerns or ideas about watershed issues. This indicates a certain level of

trust in the council. Many participants feel strongly about collaboration as an essential

strategy to resolving issues in the watershed. This indicates they value the formation of

relationships to solve watershed issues. Many people spoke eloquently and

passionately about collaboration being a painful, but necessary process. Surprisingly,

most of the survey participants had a working knowledge of the concept of

collaboration and consensus in that they were able to describe the advantages and

disadvantages of each.

Most participants trusted the watershed council and felt strongly about

collaboration but there were some who didn't value the collaboration process and went

elsewhere with their concerns. This group has connections and experience working
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with organizations and agencies who are involved in watershed work. It is

commonly thought that landowners or resource users are generally more likely to be

looking out for their personal interests and less trustful of the collaboration process

(Watershed Partnerships Project 2002, Duram and Brown 1999). In my research,

landowners, environmentalists, and agency employees made up this category equally.

They knew how to apply for permits, have friends in organizations, agencies or in the

legislature, and can navigate the system - a complex array of regulations and

procedures most citizens are not familiar with. This knowledge gives them a great deal

of power in that they have options that many other watershed stakeholders do not

have. However, other participants had these abilities as well but chose to work with

the councils because they felt strongly about the value of taking a collaboration

approach. This group can have a powerful impact on the legitimacy of the council

collaboration process because they don't value collaboration and can override councils

if they wish.

5.7.2. Power and Stakeholder Groups

Surprisingly, there was no clear trend pointing toward any particular government

entity, interest group, group within the council, or individual as providing the most

leadership in projects. This follows ideas about collaboration and work being shared

among participants. Participation by different stakeholder groups varied across the

council except for the Blackberry where there were many people participating because

of work. These participants represent a wide range of local, state, and federal

government interests and have various reasons for participating. As mentioned

previously, the council also requires a specific number of participants from local

government on their steering committee, which may affect overall participation in the

council. Cross-tabulation analysis of stakeholder groups and identified project leaders

showed no relation between certain types of leaders (eg. landowners to landowners,

agency staff to agencies). While the coordinator was identified as the main contact

person for the council, other individuals and groups were mentioned as being leaders

for project development and implementation.

However, because there are powerful individuals and stakeholder groups within

each of the watershed councils, it would seem unlikely that they are completely

unaffected by the politics surrounding around them. Because a considerable number

of people (21% percent of council participants) did not know who provided leadership
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on projects, it may be that disconnections between participants and the day-to-day

workings of the councils may be covering power inequality issues. However, it is more

likely that stakeholder groups (starting with the individuals in the survey who

discounted collaboration and councils) would become more controlling if controversial

issues or actions were brought to the table. At the time of this research, it was

suggested that the councils are seen as generally implementing uncontroversial

projects (Interviews 12152002, 01122003).

5.7.3. Relationships, Communication, and Watershed Council Participation

It is evident by the high percentage of participants who first heard about their

council through word-of-mouth and the number of people who knew others on the

council previously that relationships are important in watershed council participation.

Often, participants named individuals on the council steering committee or other

individuals highly involved in the council as someone who communicated with them

about council events and activities. Landowners were especially connected with other

council members, most likely because they interact with each other frequently (Arrow

et aI. 2000:68). Generally, collaborators in rural communities tend to be at least

acquainted with each other unlike people in urban areas. In this case, relationships

between landowners most likely already exist.

Some studies have found that watershed partnerships are not as effective at

fostering professional relationships (Watershed Partnerships Project 2002). In this

research, there is evidence that people involved in watershed council because of work

are increasing their social networks. Government and business representatives such

as forest managers often don't live in the same community in which they work and may

change jobs more frequently than other participants in the watershed council. The

watershed councils provide them an important link to the communities in which they

are working.

Relationships between watershed council participants are also related to the stage

of council development and types of projects the council sponsors. The Camas had

very little participation in projects because they are new and have not sponsored many

projects. The Blackberry has more members who have participated in projects only

because they have a water quality monitoring program whose volunteers generally do

not attend meetings. The SalaI has done planting and removal projects that require

many hands and they have also done very public projects that involve communities.



Many of the leaders and council steering committee members in the Salal have done

project work as well as meeting work.

5.8 Conclusion

Thus, data collected from the phone survey indicated several important findings

about how collaboration is perceived and how it is being practiced in the four

watershed councils. Watershed council participants valued collaboration highly and

trusted the watershed council with their concerns and ideas. Participants indicated that

project leadership was split between different groups involved in the councils. The

coordinator was indicated as the main contact for the councils. Previous relationships

between landowners are important in helping to recruit participants and facilitate

communication from council leadership to members. Councils are most likely to create

new relationships between those who participate because of work and other

stakeholder groups. Also, the council's ability to generate relationships depends on

how long they have been established and the numbers of projects they have initiated

requiring community assistance. Despite the overall high value placed on collaboration

and the council, there are connected and knowledgeable participants from different

stakeholder groups who do not share these values. This group has the power to get

things done without the council's help because of their connections.
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CHAPTER 6: EXPERIENCES AND SOCIAL NETWORKS OF PARTICIPANTS IN
COLLABORATIVE WATERSHED PROJ ECTS

In order to get a better idea of how the couaboration process actuaUy happens in a

group, I interviewed participants involved in collaborative watershed projects from each

of the four watershed groups. Projects are the core of what watershed councils in

Oregon do and can include educational programs in schools and public outreach

campaigns, but most likely are centered around restoration activities. The projects

were chosen through conversations with watershed council coordinators and steering

committee members. Projects had to be visibly organized, involve multiple parties, be

mostly completed by the start of my research, and sponsored by participating

watershed councils. No consideration was given to the project goals and objectives.

This was intentional as generally projects have more than one goal and the focus of

the research was on the process, not the outcome. There were a total of 11 projects to

choose from but most had either just started or did not fit the research criteria. For

example, the Camas project of hiring a coordinator was the council's first project. The

Tarweed council has participated in many projects, but at the time of my research,

most of them had either been completed or had just begun. The Crazy Creek

restoration was just moving into the last phase of completion and fit my criteria well.

Participants were selected using snowball sampling, meaning I began by asking

the watershed coordinators about people involved in the project, and then asked each

of these people who they believed were involved in the group. Individuals who played

more of a peripheral role, such as someone who might have assisted with a one-day

work session, were not included. Also, while the watershed councils sponsored the

projects, the intensity of council involvement in the day-to-day work varied. Twenty-six

interviews were conducted face-to-face with participants from four collaborative

projects. Most of the interviews were recorded on cassette tape. Some interviews

were handwritten because of noise issues. The questionnaire used for the interviews is

located in appendix B.

6.2. Measurements of Power

As outlined in chapter 2, the concept of power carries a wide variety of meanings

and can be a difficult issue to grasp in studying how individuals interact in a group.

Therefore, I used three different methods to analyze my data in this area. In addition to
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analyzing participant observation and interview data to draw out themes, I utilized

centralization measurements that are used in quantitative social network analysis to

identify individuals who are more influential than others in a network (Hanneman

2001:40). Specifically useful to this research was Freeman's network centrality

measurement, which is the concentration of connections to one or a small number of

actors. I defined these connections based on who participants communicated with the

most since information flow was key to the decisionmaking process in each of the

groups. The network centrality measurement can also indicate how centralized

leadership or control is within a particular group (Kilduff and Tsai 2003). For example,

organizations with highly centralized networks may tend to be mechanistic, like a

bureaucracy in their functioning, whereas organizations with multiple centers are more

organic, which is indicative of collaborative efforts (Schrader et al., 1989). I used the

UCINET software program to calculate overall network degree centralization for each

project.

In addition to looking for themes from the interview data, I also used social network

analysis software called UCINET to map the relationships between actors by creating

network diagrams, or sociograms, which represent formal properties of social

configurations (Scott 1991). In this case, I created graphs that represented

relationships between participants, specifically focusing on who participants

communicated the most with in the project group. I also added data about the power

each participant had (based on answers to a number of related questions) in the

project group to the nodes that represent the participants in the projects. Being able to

visualize the communication between individuals in the form of a map is helpful in

seeing where "holes" may be in terms of relationships between project participants as

well as those who may be isolated from the group.

Lastly, I created a power index by adding up the number of times each participant

was mentioned in answers to questions about roles and power (Bernard 1998:376). I

used this information to scale the size of the nodes in the network diagrams that helped

to inform how influential each participant was in the group. The power index included

questions mainly focused on the decisionmaking and implementation process such as

who is believed to have contributed the most ideas toward the development of a

project, who was most frequently involved in decision making, who was most involved

in implementation, and who had the greatest influence in the process and were the



In general, how much has each person involved contributed ideas toward the
development of this project? Who contributed the most ideas?

How much of a say (or influence) did people have in the project process? Who
had the most influence?

How frequently did each person involved participate in the decisionmaking of
each stage of the project? Who made most of the decisions?

How much was each person involved in the work of implementing the project?
Who did most of the implementation?

How strongly did participants advocate for their interest group? Who was most
likely to stick to their position? Who was the most likely to compromise? Who
was the most important person in facilitatinq the process, or helpinq the qroup to
move forward?
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strongest advocates for their position (Table 4). Each of these questions were given

one point with a maximum of six points. The results are indicated in the size of the

nodes in the sociograms, or maps of networks between project participants (in Figure

10).

Table 4. Questions From Network Survey Used in Power Index (each
underlined question is worth one point).

6.2. Relationships

An important part of understanding the relationships between participants in

collaborative groups is to focus on the links between participants before and during the

time the project took place, particularly looking at the cliques or circles of social actors

identified by the bonds that link them together (Trotter 1999). I inquired if the

participants knew each other before their involvement in the project, and asked them to

describe their relationships and communications with other individuals. In the case of

the Camas, Salal, Tarweed, and in the first stage of the Blackberry project, relationship

forming appeared to be open and encouraged between different interest groups.

Discussions with participants showed that most of the project participants did not know

each other very well before the beginning of the project, except for people who worked

at the same agency, such as the U.S. Forest Service. In the interviews, most

participants classified the people they knew as acquaintances, someone they knew

from the community, someone from their neighborhood, or a professional colleague
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they had dealt with on a very limited basis. One idea about relationships in

watershed collaborations is that people within certain interest groups or professional

colleagues talked with each other on a frequent basis, which lead to their coming

together on a particular issue or idea and then acted on their discussions. On the

contrary, many people were brought together by action first, then developed more

significant relationships with each other, indicating that relationship-forming was one

outcome of the groups' efforts. Generally in the case the Camas, Tarweed, and Salal,

and the first stage of the Blackberry project, people felt more comfortable dealing with

each other after the project was initiated and felt their relationships would continue

after the project was complete.

Relationships (with the forest service) were very casual, there were folks I
knew pretty well but we hadn't certainly formed the kinds of partnerships to a
degree we did with the projects. Now we're firing off things and asking
questions, or calling for expertise on something, which we wouldn't have done
before (Interview 12052002).

In the Salal, Camas, Tarweed, and first stage of the Blackberry, there were few

complaints about not being able to work with someone due to personality or values

conflicts. There was also a level of respect between most participants that was

observed in their behavior in meetings and in interviews. As the projects got

underway, most of the participants in the projects valued their collective goals and

objectives over individual concerns. This seemed to focus discussion and action on the

project instead of on differences between participants and personalities.

Most of the discussion has been respectful of others' points of view and most
recognize a forced personal bias or agenda wouldn't work because they
wouldn't get anything done this way (Interview 11102002).

Once we realized that what we want to do is to help the watershed, that was
the primary reason for us being there.. .we got comfortable with each other
(Interview 11042002).

Keeping focused on the environment rather than the people, I think keeping
that point in the forefront is what is key to making it work (Interview
12052002).
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63. Trust and Vision-Building Between Collaborators

The issue of trust and adversarial feelings between participants quickly emerged

as a dividing point between the watershed councils and how they were carrying out the

relationship aspect of collaboration. Trust was examined in the amount of "comfort"

participants had with others. Most participants reported feeling "comfortable", or trustful

of the other people involved in their projects. Personality conflicts, although they

existed, were not generally discussed in a way that affected comfort or trust levels.

Trust seemed to provide the basis for relationships between project participants.

Although most participants did not speak at length about their faith in the other people

working in the project, it was clear that distrust was not an issue in most cases. The

level of trust between participants in the second year of the Blackberry project, River

Rangers, was markedly different than in the other projects. The people who started the

project were very trustful of each other, but their level of trust or "comfort" decreased

greatly as key participants fluctuated. While participants fluctuated in some of the other

project groups as well, the second year or phase of the Blackberry Project had far

more issues of mistrust. There seemed to be two factors that contributed to the lack of

trust with the Blackberry participants. First, the original participants felt new participants

did not understand the project well and tried to assert their own agenda. Secondly, past

events and suspicions valley residents had about others in the watershed contributed

to mistrust among some participants.

The more players that got involved, the more the comfort level decreased
(Interview 110620022).

The coordinator started having more of an effect in that she has ideas about
how she wants things to be done. I don't know if she was really sharing our
views of how it should be done (Interview 110620022).

At council meetings they were nice and pleasant but then when we left, they
totally dove in and raked the education piece and didn't say anything to our
face but were really mad about what we did (Interview 10222002).

(There is) baggage in our community and things that have happened in the
past and a distrust is there and until is proven that I'm all wet ...it's a sad thing,
but it's there and my response to them when they first walked in was "what do
they want?" There is a feeling within the district and among the parents that
made me hesitant (Interview 10312002).
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6.4. The Role of Close Relationships Between Collaborators and Agency
Employees

Although most participants did not know each other before becoming part of the

project, several close personal and professional relationships between agency

employees and project participants developed that were essential in providing project

innovation and leadership.

So I just called him and talked and met on site and sat and talked about his
property and ideas and I shared ideas I had with him.. the interesting thing is
that my connection all the way up to last year was because I was friends with

not because I had anything to do with the project (Interview 11252002).

In the Salmon Creek project in the Salal Watershed, a Forest Service employee

and a local middle school teacher began to work together on a special program to take

students on field trips. They were merely acquaintances at first, but their relationship

developed and together they formed the vision of the project. They recognized their

mutual interests in educating youth and their friendship was essential in helping to start

the Salmon Creek project.

The River Rangers project in the Blackberry occurred in a similar fashion. In the

first phase of the project, a Forest Service employee and a local teacher worked

together on a separate education program. Although the Forest Service employee

developed the concept for River Rangers, his relationship with the teacher helped to

facilitate the details of how the program could work as well as relationships with

contacts who could assist with the program. Government partnerships with private

landowners were key in the other projects. In the Crazy Creek restoration in the

Tarweed Watershed, close relationships between individual players were again most

critical in establishing the project. An employee of the US Fish and Wildlife Service

became friends with the landowner because of a previous chance meeting and later

helped him plan and fund the restoration project.

The main coordinator behind the funding effort to hire a staff person for the Camas

was a city employee and did not have previous relationships with the other participants

but established council support through the council chair. The watershed council

steering committee chair knew several of the key participants in the project and they

greatly trusted his/her leadership abilities. Without the support of the steering



committee chair and the credibility s/he carried the other members, it is likely the city

employee would have had a difficult time working with the council.

6.5. Communication

In social network research, communication can be examined by looking for the

extent of communication among individuals in a network, examining information flow

that occurred between project participants, and the type of information that was shared

among the participants (Trotter 1999:31). I asked questions about the types and

general flow of communication in the group and who had access to certain kinds of

information, such as who had the contacts and technical information that could help

support the project. I also asked participants about who they would share information

with and if they felt that communication was open in their group.

Communication seemed to happen on a regular, agreeable basis in the Camas,

Satat, Tarweed, and the first phase of the Blackberry project. No one complained about

wanting more or not having access to information. Almost everyone reported that in-

person meetings were the most desirable way of communicating, but that it was too

difficult to do most of the time due to time constraints. Participants reported that on-

site, in-person meetings were important for working out details of the projects and

sharing ideas, such as in the Salal and Tarweed projects that had to do with restoration

work. Types of communication such as e-mail presented a problem for a few

participants in the Salal and Camas projects either because they spent much time out

in the field doing research or simply did not have access to e-mail.

In the cases of the Salal, Camas, and the first phase of the Blackberry, participants

often discussed spending a great deal of time communicating with each other about

the project, drawing out opinions, perspectives, and stakeholder needs, ultimately

reaching a common vision for the project. Openness and constant attention to sharing

ideas and opinions was an important factor in maintaining communication flow.

You have to come to an agreement up front, and keep (the landowner)
informed, if changes are coming, you're going to talk to them about it and
make a decision about it with them being informed, and we've had some bad
feelings (with) objectives that don't fit (Interview 11252002).

The stakeholder analysis is critical and being able to always go back out and
say this is what we are doing to meet your needs or your goals or your portion
of the vision (Interview 12052002).
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We got together one time and asked each other what do you want out of it,
and what do you want out of it, and what do you want out of it, and what can
you put into it (Interview 12172002).

We would bounce ideas off of each other all the time (Interview 121702).

Issues were brought to the rest of the steering committee as this is what I'm
thinking does this make sense', kind of discussion (Interview 11112002).

Letting everyone speak their mind and encouraging that and exploring a lot of
different opinions, it's really inefficient.., but we're doing kind of an experiment
in democracy in the watershed council (Interview 10172002).

Poor communication was present in the case of the second phase of the

Blackberry. Participants involved in the project had a very difficult time communicating

with each other because they often felt that they were at odds. One of the major

hindrances to communication was that there were two distinct phases to the project.

The second phase was marked by one of the original teachers dropping out and the

addition of two new project coordinators hired by the watershed council (see Figure 7).

The teachers and the original participants felt the project coordinators had different

ideas about how the project should be run. Some of the teachers felt that as more

people got involved, such as the project coordinator and others from the watershed

council, they did not listen to what the teachers needed and instead followed their own

ideas of how they thought the project should be.

I think it helps when everyone has a clear vision about what you are doing, it
helps when people are listening to opinions and figuring out what it is you
want and where you're going and what you need to get there and mean that
and it's not just words, it's not just "oh I'll tell you this to your face, and then
we'll go and do whatever we want (Interview 10222002).

It was frustrating in that person that handles the CAM at the high school isn't
tied into River Rangers, and the communication still isn't what I would like it to
be. I don't know why, it is one of those communication quandaries, people
think they are talking, some say red, and they all think of a different color
(Interview 110620022).
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My communications with the council coordinator and member was funny
because you talk to them individually and it doesn't sound like they have very
good communications between themselves, but they tend to be calling the
shots, and then the chair has her own ideas too (Interview 110620022).

On the other hand, the project coordinators complained that the teachers often did

not consider the limits of the grant or expected too much flexibility from resource

professionals, whose schedules they felt took priority (Interview 12192002). Also,

several of the people involved in the first phase of the project felt left "out of the loop" of

the second phase as they wanted to be involved but did not receive phone calls or e-

mails about meetings. However, there was no indication the project coordinators were

aware of their desires. Outside of the core project group, school administrators were

not supportive of the project and were mostly out of the communication loop as well.

Incompatible methods of communication and lack of time were also problems that

did not help the communication process. Many times in project meetings, the project

coordinators in the second phase complained about the teacher's lack of

communication and tried different ways to get information to them with little success.

The teachers often did not show up to scheduled meetings, or had to cancel due to

hectic school schedules. Teachers, were often talked about being too overwhelmed

each day to check their e-mail, which was often not working, or to check phone

messages. They also did not have time to attend weekly meetings due to their hectic

schedule.

Unlike the approach to communication in the other projects, where participants

were constantly checking in with each other about their thoughts and opinions about

the project process, participants in the Blackberry project seemed to get more and

more disconnected as time went by. There seemed to be a lack of consistent

communication between participants after the project was first put together.

We communicated a lot the first year, that collaboration took a lot of
time.. .since this summer we haven't really met all that much, we still meet
once a week and it's for an hour or 45 minutes, and it's more like "this is
what's coming" than a discussion on what we're teaching or the curriculum
(Interview 10222002).

We would have meetings and make decisions and we would have follow-up e-
mails and if you have a problem with this let me know. There weren't very
often these 'what do you think about this' e-mails (Interview 11182002).
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6.6. Power: Connections, Technical Knowledge, and Struggles Over Project
Management

As outlined in chapter 2, the concept of power carries a wide variety of meanings

and can be a difficult issue to grasp in studying how individuals interact in a group.

Therefore, I used three different methods to analyze my data in this area. In addition to

analyzing participant observation and interview data to draw out themes, I utilized

measures of centralization, which is used to estimate how power is concentrated in a

network based on the connections between group members. I also created a power

index by adding up the number of times each participant was mentioned in answers to

questions about roles and power (Bernard 1998:376). These roles included who is

believed to have contributed the most ideas toward the development of a project, who

was most frequently involved in decision making, who was most involved in

implementation, and who had the greatest influence in the process and were the

strongest advocates for their position. The results are indicated in the size of the

nodes in the sociograms, or maps of networks between project participants (in Figure

10).

Figure 10. Network diagrams of watershed collaborative project groups
indicating communication between participants and power.

A. Blackberry Project, River Rangers (phase 1):



(Figure 10, continued)
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(Figure 10, continued)

0. Salal Project, Salmon Creek:
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By looking at the results of the centralization measure as well as the proportions

of the nodes within each network, we can get an idea of how different aspects of power

may be distributed in the collaborative projects. Based these measurements,

centralization of power seems to be present in several projects. A comparison of the

Freeman's degree centrality, or the degree to which an entire network is focused

around a few central nodes or individuals, shows a snapshot of how the project

networks compare with more top-down, bureaucratic organizations (Scott 1991).

Centrality measurements are compared to a "star", or one in that all nodes, or actors

are connected to one central node or actor, who has a value of 100% or 1 (Scott 1991).

The degree centralities are listed below (Table 5).

Table 5. Comparison of Freeman's Degree Centrality Measurements for Each
Watershed Project

The nature of the project, technical knowledge, and social connections largely

affected the amount of power held by project participants. According to degree

centrality measurements the Salal project was the most centralized (Table 5). The

central role of this person, USFS 1, is also reflected in the network map of the project

(Figure 10.E.). The Salal project, although it required a great deal of community

support, was ultimately a technical endeavor in which the redesign of the stream

focused on fish passage. USFS 1 was not only to be a skilled facilitator and

community advocate who was a primary driver of the project; s/he was also an expert

on the subject of fish passage. While the objectives for the project came from the

group as a whole, USFS 1 mostly acted as a project coordinator calling in experts from

agencies and local government as needed - this is shown by the number of arrows

radiating out from USFS 1 in the network map. USFS 1 did sometimes utilize his

position to delegate tasks on to sometimes unknowing participants. One person

Watershed Project Freeman's Degree
Centrality

Salal 73.33%

Tarweed 50%
Blackberry (both
phases)

47.62%

Camas 38.10%
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complained about things being "thrown in their lap" (12052002). However, there

were no reports of USFS 1 controlling ideas or goals of the project.

Projects involving landowners, such as the Tarweed, naturally revolve around the

landowner (Figure 10.F.). The project focused on one piece of land and the landowner

had the ultimate say about what was to be done, which the rest of the participants were

careful to emphasize. However, they a'so said many of the landowner's ideas came

from discussions with agency staff (11252002). Despite indications of centralized

power in the Tarweed from both the centralization measurements and network

diagrams, it was clear from the interviews that in this case participants mostly worked

as a team with few complaints of power imbalance.

Looking at node sizes in the network diagrams, power centralization was

somewhat of a factor in the Camas project (Figure b.C.). However, it seems that while

City 1 was a central figure in the project, watershed members I and 3 were influential

as well. City I had a great deal of technical knowledge and government contacts

important to completing the project, but few watershed community contacts, which the

watershed members contributed. As one participant said "It wouldn't have gotten done

without the components. We all had a role that made it fit together" (Interview

11252002).

According to the network diagrams, the Blackberry project phases appear most

equal in terms of power distribution (Figure 10.A., 10.B.). This is where interview data

presents a more specific description of participant's roles. Participants in each of the

phases reported feeling that there was an imbalance of power. At first, project

participants reported feeling that power was fairly well distributed among all. Reports

of equal power and trust are shown by the high numbers of arrows in the first phase,

which indicates good communication between participants. After the initial

organization of the project, key leaders left the project and a split between new

participants from the watershed council and other outside agencies and old participants

followed.

[the objective of the watershed council] went from what can we do for the
schools to what can this program do for the council. They are starting to want
to take credit for it and take control of how it is presented more instead of
leaving it alone and letting it work (Interview 110620022).
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While everyone reported that the group was responsible for implementing the

project, and that ideas for the project came from the group as a whole, the teachers felt

that the managers of the project often advocated for their position and ultimately had

more control over decision-making. The managers, on the other hand, were more likely

to feel that the group made decisions together. Thus, both parties pointed to each other

as having more power, creating confusing results in the centralization and power index

analysis. The most powerful person in the project, according to the power index, is

school 1. However, responses to interview questions about trust, relationships, and

communication suggest that the watershed council and the coordinator had the most

control and power in the second phase of the project, which dismayed and discouraged

the other participants. The results presented by the power index is likely due to the fact

each participant mentioned each other in response to the power index questions. Also,

teacher 1 was likely mentioned the most because s/he has been involved in the project

from the beginning.

6.8. Conclusions

Participants in the Camas, Tarweed, Salal, and the first phase of the Blackberry

projects reported communication and power distribution was open and agreeable.

Some issues arose about communication compatibility issues (i.e. e-mail problems)

and lack of time or resources to meet in person, which was the preferred method of

communication. Openness and constant attention to maintaining communication flow,

or sharing ideas and information, seemed to be an important indicator of project

participant satisfaction. Shared vision and goals were important to supportIng the

collaboration process as well. The negative outcomes of not maintaining a high level of

communication nor a shared vision were evident in the River Rangers project. A lack

of trust and common vision, poor overall communication, and perceived power issues

placed a huge burden on the project, which suffered as a consequence. Maintaining

relationships and communication during changes in leadership seems to be key in

supporting the collaboration as a whole.

Participants with social connections and technical knowledge are powerful players

in project collaboration. Agency staff played essential roles in the development and

implementation in all four projects. Landowners were the most powerful in restoration

projects happening on their property, but got project ideas from agency and watershed

staff they are worked with. Close, friendly relationships between agency staff and
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council participants at the time or just after the initiation of the project were very

helpful in providing innovation and leadership. Trust developed between participants in

three of the projects and the first stages of the Blackberry project. This trust grew from

frequent, open communication, as well as a common vision for what they wanted to

accomplish and how they would do it.

It seems that there are deeper issues besides poor communication and differences

over project goals that contributed to problems in the Blackberry project. Granted, it

was a complicated, ambitious undertaking that required a delicate balance of oversight

and flexibility. Ultimately, the project was somewhat successful in that it provided new

opportunities for students. However, while the other projects, especially Salmon Creek,

were complicated and ambitious as well, they had less difficulty in maintaining

relationships, good communication, and power equity. Several factors motivated and

were exacerbated the problems in the River Rangers project, which mainly began at

the point the visionary and coordinator of the initial phase of the project, USFS 1,

became less involved and no other acceptable leader emerged to take his place. I did

not ask the participants specifically what the goals of each project were, but it became

clear in their descriptions of the project that the River Rangers participants had varying

views about the vision for the project as well as how it should be carried out. However,

pre-existing negative feelings and distrust between participants was something much

more prevalent in the Blackberry than in any of the other watershed projects. These

factors likely created a very difficult environment in which to succeed.



CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

At the start of my research, I wanted to learn if watershed groups were practicing

collaboration concepts of building relationships, trust, and shared vision, practicing

open communication, and sharing power. If groups were practicing the concepts, I

wanted to find out more about how they were being carried out and how they might be

related. For example, does open communication and trust indicate shared power as

well? If groups were not practicing all collaboration components, I wanted to find out

what factors were preventing collaboration from happening. I felt that watershed

councils were probably not practicing all concepts due to a number of contextual

factors. Value differences between stakeholders, political ecology issues in the

watersheds that encouraged an imbalance of power, and organizational issues are all

things that I felt could interfere with collaboration components.

7.1. Review of Collaboration Concepts

Through probing participants involved in watershed groups the phone survey and

interviews, I was able to find patterns in how collaboration concepts are being carried

out in the council and projects. To review, collaboration concepts include building and

valuing relationships, considering participants as partners instead of adversaries, and

developing trust between participants. Overcoming differences to develop shared

vision and goals are also a part of the relationship-building process. Open

communication, which means that no information is deliberately kept from participants

or disseminated only to leaders, is another component. Power in councils should not

be concentrated in the hands of a few; it is instead shared in most cases, specifically

through equal participation in leadership, agenda setting, and implementation. There

are also critical relationships between the concepts. For example, if participants do not

trust each other at all from the outset, and maintain these feelings throughout the

process, it is unlikely that communication will be open.

7.2. Relationship Creation Is Happening Primarily Between Government
Agencies and Citizens

Social capital, in the form of trust between participants as well as in the

collaboration process, is being generated by the councils and is fueling their work.

Stakeholders gave collaboration high ratings in terms of its importance in helping

resolve watershed problems and the majority trusted the watershed council with their
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ideas and concerns. Most participants who responded to the phone survey or project

interviews were fairly well informed about collaboration concepts, understood the

benefits and piffalls, and overwhelmingly viewed collaboration as a necessary strategy.

Interviews with Blackberry Council participants indicated the same trend despite

ongoing conflict in the group.

Results from the phone survey and project interviews reveal that all of the groups

are developing new relationships, or social networks, especially between government,

schools, business representatives, and citizens (primarily landowners) within the

watersheds. However, councils and projects seem to be especially effective in creating

new relationships between government agencies and citizens. While 21% of

landowners reported not knowing others in the watershed council, over 45% of

government or business participants reported not knowing other participants before

becoming involved in the council. New relationships were created between landowners

and other stakeholders but to a lesser degree. This is likely due to landowners and

other community participants having casual "neighbor-to-neighbor" contact before their

involvement in the council or projects. Many participants described their relationships

with others in the council in this way. Agency employees often don't live in the

communities where they work due to frequent transfers, or their fieldwork schedule

doesn't permit them to do a lot of networking.

More specifically, the watershed groups seemed to work well in fostering close

relationships between agency employees and stakeholders that resulted in the

initiation of projects. Every one of the projects studied in the four councils was started

or was successful because of close relationships between one or two citizens and an

agency employee. Although these relationships weren't necessarily a result of people

meeting at a council event, the councils in every case were essential in bringing ideas

to fruition through assisting with the visioning process, grant writing, handling

paperwork, generating community support and buy-in, etc. These relationships also

seemed to develop into friendships over time, which helped to solidify and strengthen

the direction and energy of the projects. In the case of the Blackberry, the project

seemed to hit a critical point when an agency employee - one of the project founders -

stopped being involved in the project group.
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7.3. Agency Employees are Powerful - As Coordinators, Facilitators of
Watershed Projects

In the survey, a wide variety of leaders were identified, which indicates power is

shared among different bodies and individuals in the council. This also indicates a lack

of a central controlling body, as would be present in a bureaucracy. Total involvement

in the councils is evenly split between landowners, environmental interests, and

government and business (33%, 24%, and 24% respectively). No one group of

watershed stakeholders seems to be critically underrepresented or dominate the

council or projects. Interviews with project participants revealed that most felt power

was shared between those involved but that some had a larger role in the project than

others.

However, having power can mean many things, and includes more than only being

able to dominate the decision-making process. As shown by the network diagrams

and power index, as well as from information taken from interviews, agency

employees' power to propose and implement projects is quite significant. They were

key in the initiation of all the projects. in most cases, they have the experience, funding

connections, and technical skills required for project implementation that other

stakeholders do not have, which ultimately leads to unequal power distribution.

However, when seen in the light of coordination centrality rather than authoritarian or

bureaucratic centrality, the projects could also be seen as strong collaborations. For

example, the flow of ideas, which affects the level of innovation that occurred in the

planning process, is not reflected in centrality measurements. When asked about who

contributed the most ideas to the projects, many of the participants said that everyone

contributed equally to the process. This indicates that the centrality measurements

reflect the level of coordination instead of the presence of a central authority.

A high degree of coordination has to happen in order for complex innovative

projects to take place. For example, while USFS 1 was the most central figure in the

Salal project, he was not controlling the decision-making process for the project. His

main task, in partnership with a city government official, was to recruit and convene

meetings with stakeholders and technicians to create ideas and workplans and do

follow-up. USFS 1 did have strong opinions about how things should be run and there

were issues about work distribution, according to participants (12032003, 12052004).
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But there was never a strong indication that this person controlled the direction of

the goals and objectives for the project.

The idea that coordination and facilitation -not control- is needed in network

management is supported by Agranoff and McGuire who have studied the role of

networks in other areas of the public sector such as education and public health. They

state that the primary activities of a network manager are not based on being a central

authority, rather they involve "selecting the appropriate actors and resources, shaping

the operating context of the network, and developing ways to cope with strategic and

operational complexity (Agranoff and McGuire 2001:12). They go on to emphasize

"rarely is real authority granted to a manager across the network of organization as a

whole" (Agranoff and McGuire 2001:12). Other research on watershed partnerships

point to skilled coordinators as being important to watershed partnership success

(Watershed Partnership Project 2002, Born and Genskow 2001). Indeed, watershed

council stakeholders, as private citizens with jobs and busy lives could not be expected

to play an equal role in the coordination and implementation of projects. These points

are supported by other research done on watershed groups in Australia where a

number of limitations of volunteer involvement were found (Curtis 2000:26).

Watershed council staff also cannot take full responsibility for each project they take on

since most have only one full-time staff person to manage the entire council. The

Tarweed Council took a more active coordinating role since they have staff focused on

projects only, but still rely on agency expertise.

The tipping point of agency coordination versus control is not easily defined, but

can be estimated by the how much involvement project participants have in the project

development process, openness of information flow or communication, and the

presence of a shared vision for the project. In most cases, participants felt that they

had an equal role in the communication and decisionmaking for the projects. While the

day-to-day direction was mostly under agency control, other stakeholders had equal

power in creating the vision for the project. They were involved in making their vision a

reality through helping with stages of the projects that required volunteers or forming

connections with other community groups. Agency staff as facilitators of projects,

instead of directors, helped to make the collaborations successful.
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7.4. Blackberry Council: A Case Study in the Breakdown of Collaboration
Concepts

The relationships between collaboration concepts became glaringly obvious in the

River Rangers Project. Comments about power differences and dissatisfaction in the

project were more present in this project than in other groups. Indeed, if this research

would have focused on the other three councils and projects, it is likely the conclusion

would be that watershed councils are all practicing collaboration concepts adeptly. The

River Rangers Project was not a breakdown of one element. Rather, it seemed to

occur as a domino effect involving all collaboration concepts.

Analysis of the process reveals that the breakdown seemed to begin when one of

the founding members of the project left. Before this point, other participants reported

feeling positive about having good relationships and communication and power sharing

within the group. Then, new coordinators were hired to take over the project, and the

watershed council became more involved. To their credit, both of these individuals

were charged with a very difficult task of coordinating resources for the very busy

teachers from afar. Although everyone was primarily interested in helping students

succeed, new participants came into the project with specific ideas about how the

project should work that were not included in the initial vision of the project. As the

council became more involved, differences about the project's vision and direction

were not addressed and went unresolved. Teachers complained about feeling that they

had less power in the project process. Communication between participants began to

decline from the departure of the agency employee (when participants meet and

communicated on a very regular basis) until the teachers and council staff rarely met or

talked about the project. Communication methods did also not facilitate openness as e-

mail was not always available to teachers, face-to-face meetings were difficult because

of the distances involved and teacher's lack of time to meet. Relationships between the

teachers, council members, and staff were very polarized, trust dissipated, and the

project suffered. Despite the relatively equal distribution of power in the first phase of

the project, the more equal contributions by participants about ideas for the project,

there were many reports of power imbalances and communication issues between the

coordinator and other administrative staff (Interview 11082002, 11062002).

The project did not have a positive base to build as the council as a whole

exhibited poor organizational management skills. Other projects sponsored by the
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council suffered from various communication and power issues as well. Monthly

council meetings were characterized by a high amount of conflict and sometimes open

hostility between steering committee members and members of the audience. The

Blackberry Council is also structured differently than the other councils in that the

bylaws strictly regulate that each stakeholder group has a certain number that has to

be present on the council steering committee. This does not necessarily translate into

less collaboration, but these groups actively strategize against each other, which is not

the case in the other three councils. They also have no organizational ground rules to

enforce respectfulness and adherence to collaboration concepts and no neutral

facilitator to help the group move past conflicts. It was my observation that most

everyone in the council had taken a specific position in regards to the other

participating groups. They lacked a clear common vision for their work, which was

evident by the amount of conflict and indecisions over project management issues.

The political ecology of the watershed seemed to be a significant factor in making

collaboration more difficult. These organizational conditions were fueled by decades of

disputes between stakeholder groups and disempowerment of local communities.

Value differences as the primary cause of preventing action seemed to be less of a

consideration as all stakeholder groups in the watershed participant survey, as well as

the project participants placed a high value on collaboration as a tool in resolving

issues in the watershed, indicating that participants felt there was a "middle ground".

Distrust caused by controversy, power plays, and bad experiences seemed to be a

powerful in displacing this energy. The Valley communities have largely been subject

to the forces of the global timber market, timber corporations, federal policy changes,

and other outside powers, thus unable to control their own destiny. The cultural

transformation of these communities has been imposed on them from outside (Carroll

1995:160). This forced change has made them very defensive. Policies such as the

Northwest Forest Plan were seen as protecting outsider environmental interests bent

on destroying their way of life. Environmentalists, fueled by the media and "wise-use"

activists, felt that the Valley citizens would exploit forests at any cost. David Freeman

describes narrowing the debate to logger vs. environmentalist as being a "polarized

cleavage" that does not encourage proponents on either side to grant standing to those

who would hold other points of view - which is the first step in attempting to resolve

such disputes (Freeman 1992). The results of this could be seen in the amount of
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strategizing against the opposing group or individuals outside of watershed council

meetings. These issues likely explain why the Blackberry Council has had so many

issues with conflict, lack of common vision, and distrust which led to less successful

results from their attempts to practice collaboration.

There are differences in the political ecology, the organizational structure and

management between the three other councils and the Blackberry. None of the other

councils have the same legacy of power struggles between stakeholder groups

although the other watersheds have been affected by economic change and outside

forces as well. Communities in the Salal have been hit by the timber decline; Camas

communities were once prosperous wool milling towns. However, few of their disputes

been as publicized. There are value differences among the council members of the

three watershed groups but they have not polarized the community. Also, their

organizational cultures are different. The Camas, the Tarweed, and the Salal Councils

and projects seem to have a common vision, facilitators who are accepted by all, and

respect for each other despite their differences. The Tarweed pays very close

attention to organizational structure and management to ensure productive meetings

and inclusion of stakeholder perspectives. This is largely due to having a full-time staff

member dedicated to organizational tasks and council steering committee members

who have a deep dedication to being inclusive. Unfortunately, they declined to

participate in the watershed council participant survey, so no data about the

perceptions of their organization and collaboration concepts were gathered to fully

support this idea.

This is not to say that somehow the Blackberry is hopelessly organizationally

challenged, or that the conditions in the Blackberry make it impossible to practice

collaboration concepts. Certainly, from the member survey results and project

participant interviews, there is a great deal of support for using collaboration. Also,

some steering committee members talked to me at length about their dedication to the

council. Also, other councils could face similar problems if they try to confront issues

that polarize their community. Also, the potential for derailment is high if they take

actions that fail to satisfy powerful individuals in their watershed. For example, in the

case of the Camas, landowners who have mobilized to thwart efforts to make the river

a navigable waterway follow the council's actions, according to some participants. They

suggested this group is not active because they are satisfied with the council's
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direction. These "unseen powers" - the navigable waterway group in the Camas -

are likely partially controlling the agenda of the council as members use controversy as

a litmus test in deciding which issues to bring to the table.

7.5. Watershed Groups, Projects, Adaptive Management and Resilience

Adaptive ecosystem management is an emerging approach in achieving

sustainability in ecological systems. Instead of focusing solely on the social or

ecological elements behind environmental problems, adaptive ecosystem management

views social and ecological states as systems that are highly interconnected (Folke, et.

a 2005:443). Sustainability, according to proponents of adaptive management, is

about actively managing resilience, which means a socio-ecological system can absorb

recurrent natural and human disturbance without slowly degrading or collapsing (Folke,

et al. 2005:443).

Collaboration and adaptive management are natural ideological partners as they

contain very similar themes and concepts. In fact, collaborative watershed groups are

partly a result of this shift in thinking about how to manage natural resources (Singleton

2002:58). They both place importance on social capital, or relationships, and

connectedness, or a certain level of organization and controllability. Studies done on

several community collaboration efforts in Maine, interactions and relationships among

members provided the basis for the emergence of the majority of ideas and actions

(Lemmel 2001:98). Both adaptive management and collaboration rely on emergent

processes instead of statutory policy and involve diverse participants and complex

issues. Adaptive management views these components working in a system, which

can provide insights into why collaboration is or is not being practiced by watershed

groups in this research.

At the core of adaptive management are ideas related to adaptive cycles and

panarchy theory, or the idea that human and ecological systems exist in as cycles that

are "interlinked in never-ending adaptive cycles of growth, accumulation, restructuring

and renewal" (Holling 2001 :392). Adaptive cycles possess three properties that exist in

various amounts at different stages in the cycle. Potiential, is the wealth that provides

the system limitations or alternative options for the future. In the case of social systems

this is considered to be social capital. In watershed councils, this can be defined as

relationships and trust created among stakeholders involved in a collaborative effort

(Argranoff and McGuire 2001:17). Connectedness, or controllability "determines the



degree to which a system can control its own destiny, as distinct from being caught

in the whims of external variability" (Holling 2001 :394). As potential grows, such as in

the case of the first stages of watershed council organization when new relationships

are being forms and members are recruited, connectedness also increases. The group

sets regular meetings, establishes bylaws to guide the council, mission statements,

and staff workplans are formed.

Figure 11. The Adaptive Management Cycle

(potentafl mobilized
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Source: Scheffer, et al. 2001 :234

For example, as a council develops, they could potentially travel through the four

phases of the adaptive cycle (Figure 11). The first phase is a period of accumulation

and transformation, when the council is first established. Connectedness and stability

increase and capital is accumulated. Then, as the plans and policies that dictate the

council become more codified, the group could become institutionalized, increasingly

rigid and unresponsive to new ideas or influences. However, this rigidity makes the

council more vulnerable to change. For example, the council could become less

effective in responding to watershed citizen concerns and another organization

advocating for a different approach to a problem could emerge, polarizing council

members, resulting in a complete change of council plans and leadership. This is the

scattered or the release stage where social capital and eventually connectedness

begins to decline. After a time, a few new leaders may emerge to address the divisive

issues more effectively in the mobilized stage, and experiment with new outreach

campaigns. During this polarized stage, there is low capital and connectivity, some of
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the new ideas fail and some succeed which eventually results in a new phase of the

organization.

Key to sustaibility or adaptiveness in these systems is the third property of an

adaptive cycle that is resilience, or the measure of its vulnerability to unexpected or

unpredictable shocks (Holling 2001). Organizations have to be flexible and responsive

enough to allow change in management to occur while not falling apart or a

catastrophic "crash". In the adaptive cycle, being overconnected and rigid in the

institutionalization phase leads to a crash, while sustained levels of social capital in the

mobilized phase help lead to more fertile environment which creates new innovation

with low internal regulation. This is center of resilience. In the scenario above, the

watershed council became institutionalized, unable to adjust because of its rigid

organizational structure.

Certainly, the watershed councils in this research provide examples of different

stages of the adaptive cycle. In the case of the second phase of the Blackberry, there

was a great deal of energy present in the form of social capital. This is indicated by the

value that council members and project participants placed on collaboration to help

resolve watershed issues and the trust they placed in the council. There was also

dedication by project participants to provide learning experiences and resources to

students. As they experienced problemsdeparture of the main founder of the project

and changes in participantsthere was nothing to help them hold on to their capital.

The organizational structures needed to assist them in this process such as

communication coordination and meeting facilitation were not there. Participants

plodded on with the project but growing distrust, perceptions of power differences, and

marked breakdown of communication helped to dissipate or scatter the social capital

that they had generated at the beginning of the project.

It seems the energy to push the social capital level and connectedness to a

sustainable level has to be present before the development of strong leadership. High

connectivity in the watershed council sense, I believe, can be an asset to maintaining

flexibility instead of leading to a crash. Connectedness, or a high level of organization

is essential in maintaining the viability of councils. However, this depends on the type

of organization that forms. Bureaucratic connectedness, as discussed by panarchy

theorists and experienced in the Blackberry Council, includes lack of open

communication, and rigid rules and policies. If councils take a flexible, participatory
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path of being responsive to watershed community needs, are open to new ideas and

membership involvement - all which take a great deal of planning and organization -

connected ness can be an asset to maintaining resilience.

The type of watershed council organization is only example of what can cause a

system to crash. Effects from other cycles operating at lower and higher levels play a

critical role in assisting or deflecting the destruction process as well. Ecological and

social systems also co-exist with other larger and smaller cycles that function over

different degrees of space and time, known as a panarchy (Figure 12). Cycles take

place in nested sets at scales "ranging from a leaf to the biosphere over periods of

days to geological epochs" (Holling 2001:392). Cycles in a panarchy can maintain

conditions for the faster and smaller levels as well as generate and test innovations.

Healthy societies could be thought of as being protected by slower, larger, levels but

invigorated from below by faster, smaller cycles of innovation (Holling, et al. 2002:88).

Higher up the scale, systems such as the federal agencies tend to move and change at

a slow rate. Smaller systems, such as the watershed councils and projects, tend to

move faster through the adaptive cycle. New approaches to problems tend to cascade

up (revolt) while problems while catastrophes cascade down (remember) (Holling, et al.

2002:88). If systems operating above (i.e. political ecology issues in the watershed) the

councils are in a state of institutionalization or scattered destruction, the result could be

a lack of support crash in the project collaboration at the lower level. Small systems

can cause change in the larger systems if these systems are at a point of vulnerability

and low connectedness, making them open to new approaches. Citizens lobbying

politicians to implement a new policy during an election year is one example of how

action at the smaller level can influence large systems.

However, the larger cycles can also affect way that smaller systems function,

sometimes in a negative way. Low capital and connectedness in the macro (political

ecology issues) levels in the watershed work against the councils such as in the case

of the Blackberry project. The council is subject to the mistrust and disempowerment

that have occurred in the Blackberry watershed as a whole. Resilience for watershed

groups in the Willamette Valley may mean that if social conditions at the macro level

are in a more polarized state, such as in the Blackberry, more energy must be spent at

the watershed council organizational level to compensate. We can follow the

breakdown of collaboration in the Blackberry from a micro to macro level. Certainly, the
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loss of leadership in the second phase of the Blackberry resulted in the loss of social

capital and connectedness and was ultimately detrimental to the project. But there

were problems with the organizational structure that did not allow for a positive

transition after the leader left. Organizational capacity issues come into play as

potential leaders very likely become disillusioned with infighting and disagreements

stemming from the larger social context of the watershed. The organizational structure

immediately made stakeholder groups become opposing forces on the steering

committee, which fit what they had already been practicing for decades due to the

polarization in the watershed community.

Figure 12. Levels of Influence in a Socio-Ecological System

Source: Resilience Alliance website, 2005

Thus, organizational resilience in watersheds calls for the ability of watershed

groups and their agency partners to closely monitor social and ecological conditions in

the watershed. They must grow connectivity in a flexible, non-bureaucratic way that is

open to new ideas and participants, recognizes opportunities, develops and supports

leaders and integrates change at a faster rate. For example, the agency, realizing the

importance of their staff's involvement in the Blackberry project, could have changed

that person's job assignment to support that work. Or, the council could have
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recognized the loss of such an important project leader and could have done more

to facilitate a transition to new leadership. Instead, the focus was on maintaining

council control and completing the workplan for the project, which is often the main

concern of agencies and other watershed group funders. Then, if the project eventually

does not go well, there is little follow-up to integrate lessons learned about good and

bad strategies. This is the result of little focus or importance given to organizational

capacity and energy which is key to achieving resilience or sustainability.

7.6. Conclusion

Although stakeholders are participating in decisionmaking and communicating

freely with each other, agency staff play a very critical role as the initiators and

coordinators for projects. Understanding their position as one involving a facilitation of

ideas instead of implementing workplans is important. Placing power in the hands of

the group to create a vision and action plan rather than leaving them to the project

coordinator is vital in maintaining relationships, keeping everyone informed, and

empowering all participants to make decisions. In cases where collaboration concepts

are not being practiced, such as in the later stage of the Blackberry project, other levels

of influences such as social ecology conditions or organizational problems are

disrupting this balance. Comparing the adaptive management process, which centers

on building capital and connectedness to achieve resilience, to collaboration concepts,

which involves similar concepts, is helpful in determining how these situations occur

and how they can be remedied. If the human community in the watershed is in turmoil,

more energy may be needed to overcome this negative state to achieve successful

collaboration. In the Blackberry, poor social ecology (existing on a macro level) and

organizational structure (micro level) create conditions in which a single event can

destroy the collaboration, in this case, a change of leadership. The presence of

problems in the macro-level requires a great deal of social capital to achieve

successful collaboration. Strong leadership is also important in overcoming social

issues, but watershed councils and their partners need to invest first in effective

organizational management strategies in order to support leadership development and

maintenance as well as overall organizational strength.



CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION

8.1. Review of Major Findings

From the results of this research, we can conclude that new networks are being

created between stakeholder groups, participants from all the councils are very

supportive of collaboration, and for the most part, feel empowered and important in the

collaboration process. Agency staff play a critical, powerful role in watershed councils

and in carrying out collaborative projects. While these individuals do not necessarily

wield greater power over the groups they are working with, they are important project

coordinators. Most citizens do not have the time resources or knowledge to play a

similar role. Lastly, there are some council participants who do not place a high

importance on collaboration and others who have access to more powerful avenues of

taking action on watershed issues. Although they represent a small group of

watershed council participants, they have the potential to wield a great deal of power if

councils choose to move on controversial issues. It is clear that agencies are most

likely to benefit from the relationships generated by the councils.

Importantly, collaboration components of relationship-building, development of

trust, open communication, and shared power do not exist in a vacuum and are

mutually dependent. They must co-exist in order for collaboration to be successful. For

example, the absence of one of these factors in the Blackberry project meant the

absence of all. A more powerful force in determining how collaboration concepts are

carried out is the influences from above and within the council organization that create

poor conditions for collaboration to occur. Socio-ecological conditions and

organizational management choices set the stage for collaboration in these groups.

However, increasing organizational capacity and improving organizational

management of watershed groups can most likely overcome negative influences from

above.
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8.2. Collaboration, Political Ecology, and Resilience: What About Power?

During the research process, many people mentioned the power of the "unseen

forces", or stakeholders who could at any moment wreak havoc on the collaboration

process, possibly destroying the councils as a result. There was a fear that these

powerful stakeholders would take action if councils starting confronting more sensitive

issues in the watershed. This probably had some effect on what topics were discussed

in the councils as potential projects. Evidence of this was not significant, but a small

group of individuals who had political connections and knowledge of agency rules and

regulations who did not value collaboration or councils as highly as others did emerge

in the phone survey analysis. A functional example of this fear was when several

members of the Camas council wanted to have discussions with a landowner who was

known to be a major polluter about participating in a restoration project. Other council

members were very uncomfortable about this and felt that they should not take action

for fear this landowner, who was very connected, would incite a backlash against the

council. Of course, in the Blackberry, issues between stakeholder groups are at the

very surface of the social scene, there is no way they could have had any discussion

with each other without conflict. While individuals are certainly powerful in disrupting

the collaboration process, the larger forces influencing political ecology conditions are

as or more significant. These forces are most likely to cause a crash in the social-

ecological system, as in the Blackberry. As discussed in Chapter 7, it is important that

councils have a high energy level to avoid this from happening and help them

transform their conflict into collaboration.

However, it is also important to understand that there is no possible way the

councils could be expected to change the forces that cause power inequity and conflict

in the first place. World markets, corporations, national politics, will not shift because of

demands made by watershed councils, nor will historical events that led to polarized

communities. Powerful individuals will not sit on the sidelines because of the council

either. Saul Alinski, the great community organizer who worked to unionize Chicago

slaughterhouses said:

"As an organizer, I start from where the world is, as it is, not as I would like it
to be. That we accept the world as it is does not in any sense weaken our
desire to change it into what we believe it should beit is necessary to begin
where the world is if we are going to change it to what we think it should be.
That means working in the system" (Alinski 1971: xix).
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Although working in the system may also mean certain individuals and groups will

have more power to act than others, those who participate who don't have equal power

are more likely to gain from being involved in a strong organization. Also, those groups

and individuals within the watershed communities would also be more attracted to

participating in an inclusive and collaborative effort if it is widely recognized to be a

legitimate, energetic, powerful organization, even if they don't completely trust the

process at first. Therefore, ensuring that councils have the organizational capacity to

be strong and resilient is the best method of empowering all stakeholders to make

change toward a better future for the watershed.

There are many models that are revisions of early community organizing work,

which was centered around political advocacy and adversarial direct action. Relational

organizing focusing on building support locally around what communities think they

need and finding common ground for taking action together. This approach has been

taken with various minority and low-income groups across the country (Warren 2001).

In a positive approach to revitalization, neighborhood preservation groups have

focused taking inventory of sources of social capacity available to them through asset-

based planning processes (Murphy and Cunningham 2003). Community organizing is

based on a basic process of creating and spreading a vision, recruiting participants

from the community, developing leadership, researching, planning, evaluating,

communicating, implementing plans, and tapping resources while building

interorganizational relations (Murphy and Cunningham 2003:81). These steps are

essential to watershed council work, but it is not clear that coordinators and leaders in

councils explicitly understand this is the main focus of their efforts.

8.3. Policy Implications: Provide Capacity Support for Watershed Collaborations
to Empower Participants

Even though the other councils were practicing collaboration, they could be facing

a similar situation as what happened in the Blackberry because of how they are

supported and structured. They all lack strong tools to help them build organizational

capacity to deal with the challenges they are facing, although it seems that the

Tarweed Council has a good start in addressing both social and ecological factors by

having staff dedicated to organizational and project work and an organizational

structure that best supports collaborative concepts. The councils seem to have a huge
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amount of social capital to build on since most of the council participants strongly

supported collaboration and their council.

Although OWEB and other agencies and organizations involved in watershed

councils are supporting councils through project and staff funding, as well as technical

assistance, there is a danger of overloading the councils with too many responsibilities

without providing them adequate capacity to accomplish the goals of the Oregon Plan.

By expecting council staff to be both restoration project managers which requires

certain technical skills, as well as community organizers while paying them at rates that

are adequate but not competitive with similar positions, they are short-changing the

long-term vision of protecting communities and salmon. While the recommendation to

provide more funding is somewhat tiresome and well-worn, the reality of the cost of

fixing an enormous, far-reaching problem such as salmon population declines without a

substantial financial investment is misguided. However, as important as funding is the

structure of support for councils. Flexibility and room for mistakes and innovation,

breaking from bureaucratic pressures is difficult but necessary. Providing services and

information that are known to be key to successful collaboration to all councils is

essential.

Specifically, a critical area of need is training and support for membership

recruitment, fundraising, and other organizational skills that are most familiar to non-

profit agencies. Recently, the focus of OWEB has been to set up guidelines for project

prioritization, monitoring, and other technical aspects of project implementation. There

has been less assistance offered on how to help councils with organizational issues.

Councils should be working with other agencies who are skilled in technical areas to

allow them to refocus their assistance on organizational management and capacity

building. Without more support in this area, councils that face polarization as they

progress to more controversial issues in the watershed will be debilitated under the

pressure. Council supporters should provide more organizational capacity assistance

and tools for council staff and participants to work in situations where there is high

conflict. For example, providing funds for hiring facilitators, leadership training for

council participants, as well as joint collaboration training opportunities for council and

agency staff participants would probably help to increase the capacity of the Blackberry

to deal with conflict.
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As stated earlier, it is easier for councils to become more like the top-down rigid

bureaucracies they were created to correct. The strongest motivator toward council

bureaucratization is likely OWEB, since they are a part of state government and have

to answer directly to the legislature that emulates a traditional bureaucratic system.

Acceptances of failure as a part of the adaptive process, power-sharing among all

stakeholders, and being open about positive and negative aspects of project

implementation are not frequently encountered at the legislative level. It would be

better if OWEB could find a way of allowing councils to be more adaptive, while still

satisfying the legislative review process.

Lastly, councils need to be better about recognizing the importance of having staff

who are skilled community organizers. In order for effective collaborative projects to

happen, there must first be an effort toward recognizing and understanding the social

networks, values, and culture of the people whose property or community will be

involved. Though a coordinator has to be a community organizer and a project

technician at the same time, technical skills are often more valued by council members.

There are many agency staff who possess technical skills who could be assigned to

work on projects with the watershed councils or the councils could hire a second staff

person to manage projects.

&4. Policy Implications: Agency Staff Should Support Project Planning and
Implementation Process

As shown by this research, agency staff can act as effective facilitators between

stakeholder groups in project planning and implementation. Thus, local, state, and

federal agencies should officially recognize that their staff are key to council work.

Almost all of the agency participants who acted as coordinators in this research were

doing so outside of their job description. Not recognizing these staff as important to

watershed collaborations can impede the collaboration process. This was the case with

River Rangers where the founder had to shift his/her focus back to their job

responsibilities at a critical time in the projects evolution. Since agencies are also the

stakeholders who gain the most relationships by participating in collaborative groups, it

is in their best interest to give their staff resources to interact with the public. Also,

most watershed councils have limited staff time to devote to project planning and

implementation and could use more support in this area so they can spend more time
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on generating the organizational energy, in the form of social capital and

connectedness needed to initiate projects.

It is difficult to assign agency science specialists such as hydrologists and

biologists to work on collaborative projects since their jobs center around planning and

fieldwork. Also, there are some staff who are not interested or don't have the skills to

work with the public. If it has not been instituted already, agencies should consider

being more flexible with job descriptions when staff become involved in collaborative

projects. For example, being flexible in allowing staff time to be dedicated to project

duties would possibly encourage more involvement in collaborations.

Agencies could also take their involvement a step further by offering collaboration

training to their staff and adapting their hiring policies to include scientists with a

planning or community service background. Watershed council staff would benefit from

training as well. Agency staff have proven to be important players in collaboration and

should be offered training on how to be effective facilitators and public relations

officers. In talking with the agency staff who were central figures in the research

projects, no one reported receiving special training in dealing with the public but

naturally possessed strong people skills (12092002, 11252002). One suggestion is to

establish training programs with natural resources and social science departments that

would involve courses in facilitation training, conflict resolution, project planning and

implementation, volunteer management, community assessment, and a mentorship

program that would pair agency and watershed council staff with dynamic leaders,

such as those involved in this research. A simple way of increasing skills among

agency and council staff would be to offer a regular seminar that features dynamic

individuals and the lessons they have learned in working with landowners and the

public on natural resource issues. Without training and support, agency staff involved

in projects may unknowingly be encouraging behavior that is not collaborative. For

example, many agency scientists may choose efficiency over group participation in

project planning and implementation, which would work to dissolve the collaboration

process.
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8.5. Importance of and Lessons Learned about Using Anthropology and Social
Network Analysis in Collaboration Research

Much academic and practical information exists on collaborative projects -

how to "be" collaborative, how to recognize the signs for a situation ripe for

collaboration, how to successfully participate in collaborations, and how to structure

meetings and facilitation to help ensure good collaboration. These are complex issues

that require multiple, interdisciplinary methods. Social network methodologies from the

anthropological, ethnographic view are vitally important to the future of collaboration.

However, quantitative social network methods are also needed to provide different

views of relationships, communication, and power distribution between collaborators.

Certainly, quantitative social network analysis used in this research complemented

ethnographic findings by helping clarify roles played by participants. However, the

power index I used was helpful in analyzing power division in the collaborations but

became less useful when respondents gave conflicting information, as in the

Blackberry where power issues did not surface due to each party pointing to the other

as the most powerful. Used in conjunction with ethnographic methods, quantitative

social network analysis can provide another view of communication flow and power

distribution between participants, but should not be used alone in analyzing

complicated relationships involved in collaboration.

Another interesting approach to understanding power dynamics would have been

to include relationships between core project participants (as was done in this

research) and the participants on the periphery, or those who were not directly involved

but contributed in some way to the project. I decided that I didn't have time for these

interviews, although in hindsight they would have been fairly short and easy to carry

out. Such a research approach could yield more information about how connected

leaders were with more peripheral players and if the management structure was

bureaucratic or collaborative.

8.6. Further Research Needed

There are interesting research questions that have emerged from this project.

There are several specific research areas that may be useful to explore in

understanding power and collaboration. The relationship between collaboration

components and political ecology conditions in the watershed is hardly ever discussed

outside of case studies of watershed council. Power dynamics between stakeholder
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groups and influences connected with economic globalization (which are vital to any

discussion of timber communities in the Northwest) are often ignored. More

understanding of relationships between influences on collaboration can be helpful in

discovering which of these connections is critical to collaboration success. For

example, learning about when connected powerful people get involved in trying to

derail collaboration efforts in the watersheds and the power they could yield over the

process should be better understood. Also, doing research on powerful players in the

watersheds who chose not to participate in the collaboration process would likely

provide interesting information to predict what problems the councils may have in the

future. Conversely, doing research on the groups of powerful individuals who chose the

collaboration process over other avenues would be useful as well. I did not get into

these specifics in my research, as I was interested in how collaboration concepts were

being practiced overall.

In the same vein, there needs to be better understanding of organizational

capacity and how it affects the success of watershed collaboration groups. Research

conducted with groups who spend more time on organizational issues could be helpful

in understanding what specific factors should be present to support collaboration

concepts, and more importantly, how these factors can assist councils that are working

against significant community conflict.

As scientific inquiry continues to focus on how to achieve sustainability, more

questions will arise about relationships between social and ecological conditions. As a

key component of sustainability, watershed collaboration is a complex process that

requires a systems-based methodology of research. For much of the past century,

ecological research and science has only focused on the ecology of nature and has

hardly touched the human elements of these issues. When researchers do turn their

gaze toward problems of society and ecology, it is usually in a very superficial, focused

way that does not account for the diversity of influences that created the current

situation, likely due to a lack of perspectives and methods to account for them in the

research process. Collaboration research should focus on establishing more

sophisticated methods in qualitative and quantitative social network analysis that can

be applied in a practical manner. Flexible, systemic approaches to researching these
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issues are now needed, reductionism alone offers too little to contribute to

discovering the way to resilience. The more learned about the processes involved and

linkages between collaboration concepts and contextual and organizational issues, the

better able we will be to establish appropriate, effective collaborations for a more

sustainable future.
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Appendix A: Watershed Council Project Network Survey

Watershed Council Project Network Survey

Indicators: @= communication, *relationships # = centralization, power strat?fication, %=
innovation

*1. Who is involved in this project? Who is in the core group, or the planning group? Also, name
as many people as you can think of who are involved outside of this group and who they
represent.

@*2. How much do you communicate with other people about the project? Who do you
communicate with the most?

%3. In general, how much has each person involved contributed ideas toward the development of
this project? Who contributed the most ideas?

#4. How much of a say (or influence) did people have in the project process? Who had the most
influence?

@ Who contributed the most technical information to the project planning process?

@6. Who contributed the most social information (about the community, about possible
participants in the project) to the project planning process?

How well did you know each person involved in the project before the project began? Who
did you know the best?

How much contact do you have with each of the project members outside of project related
events? Who do you have the most contact with?

@9. How much do you get along with other people involved in the project? Who are you most
friendly with? Is there anyone with whom you are not on friendly terms?

How frequently did each person involved participate in the decisionmaking of each stage of
the project? Who made most of the decisions?

How much was each person involved in the work of implementing the project? Who did
most of the implementation?

*12. How comfortable do you feel with other participants of the group? Who do you feel most
comfortable with in sharing information? Receiving information? Providing leadership for the
group?

# 13. How strongly did participants advocate for their interest group? Who was most likely to
stick to their position? Who was the most likely to compromise? Who was the most important
person in facilitating the process, or helping the group to move forward?
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Appendix B: Watershed Council Participant Phone Survey Results

WATERSHED COUNCIL PARTICIPANT PHONE SURVEY RESULTS
Total of 80 Resoonses

110

Find Out? Total Salal - 26 resp. Blackberry - 26 resp. Camas - 28 resp.
WOM 37 46% 11 42% 9 35% 17 61%
Work 19 24% 8 31% 10 39% 1 4%
Newspaper 17 21% 5 19% 5 19% 7 25%
Contacted by wsc 4 5% NA 2 8% 2 7%
Other 3 4% 2 8% NA 1 4%

Involvement?
Private land 39 49% 13 50% 5 19% 21 75%

self-interest 22 56% 7 54% 2 40% 13 62%

environ 13 33% 2 15% 3 60% 8 38%

other 4 11% 3 12% 1 4% NA

Environ 11 30% 6 23% 3 12% 2 7%
Work 24 14% 5 19% 14 54% 5 18%
Recreation 2 3% NA 2 8% NA
Other 4 5% 2 8% 2 8% NA

Projects!Mtgs.?
Meetings only 39 49% 8 31% 13 50% 18 64%
Mtgs and projects 33 41% 18 69% 6 23% 9 32%
Projects only 8 10% NA 7 27% 1 4%

Know anyone?
Know others 26 68% 15 58% 14 54% 25 89%
Don't know others 54 32% 11 42% 12 46% 3 11%

Contact?
WSC 57 71% 18 69% 17 65% 22 79%

coord. 36 63% 13 72% 9 53% 14 69%
others 21 37% 5 28% 8 47% 8 28%

Agencies, others 17 21% 4 15% 8 31% 5 18%
Depends, don't know 6 8% 4 8% 1 4% 1 4%

Collaboration?
Average 4 50 4.35 4.60 4.60

Leadership- Survey Results
Don't know 17 21%
Specific person (not c 25 31%
Coordinator 15 19%
Committees, committ 10 13%
specific types of members
Entire group 7 9%
Other (agencies, con 6 7%




