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ABSTRACT
Good governance is emerging as an approach to complex, transboundary and

multi-party environmental challenges. Collaborative management is considered a form of

good environmental governance as it addresses such challenges through pluralistic

decision-making and actions. This research study explores and analyzes the process of

collaborative management. This is done through an investigation of two river-based non-

profit organizations: the St. Croix International Waterway Commission and the St. John

River Society. The research specifically investigates the evolution of the organizafions,

experiences of participants involved in the collaborative process, and factors which

influence this process.

A multiple case study research design was employed to conduct this study.

Document analysis, observations and interviews were used to collect data for each case

site over the course of a three month field season. Qualitative data analysis for each

organization occurred through open and axial coding. A cross case analysis was then used

to compare patterns and themes for each case.

Despite forming in different ways, results indicate that the organizations have

evolved to a similar state of operation, exhibit similar characteristics of collaborative

management (transactive decision making, social learning and shared

action/commitment), and show similar influences on collaboration. These influences, or

drivers, were: formal legislated agreements; real or imagined crises; leadership; social

networks and resources. These findings contribute to the collaborative management

literature, and enhance understanding of what drives the collaborative process.

Implications for river management, policy development and future research directions are

offered.
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The Evolution, Experience and Drivers of Collaboration in

Two Non-Profit River Based Organizations in New Brunswick, Canada

Chapter One - Introduction

1.1 Background and Context

Environmental problems are increasingly recognized as being complex and

involving multiple scales (Scholz &. Stiftel, 2005; Meadowcroft, 2002; Sampford, 2002).

Traditional top-down, state dominated forms of environmental and natural resource

management have been identified as being limited in effectiveness for dealing with

complex problems (Gorg, 2007; Durant, O'Leary & Fiorino, 2004; Kettl, 2000). There is

an increasing realization that environmental issues must be managed in an

interdisciplinary manner to account for diverse knowledges, multiple stakeholders and

varied levels of political influence (e.g. regional, national, international) (Gorg, 2007;

Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant, O'Leary & Fiorino, 2004). A governance -

approach is being advocated to address many complexities associated with environment

and natural resource management (Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant, O'Leary &

Fiorino, 2004).

Governance is a transdisciplinary term broadly defined as an act, process or

method of governing or managing (whether people or resources), through an exercising

of authority, power or control (www.dictionary.com, online, 2007; Mkandawire, 2007;

Weiss, 2000; Plumptre & Graham, 1999). Plumptre and Graham (1999) offer a general

definition of governance, as "the art of steering societies and organizations" (p. 3)

through the use ofpower to make decisions. Within governance of environment and

natural resources, attention has specifically focused on a conceptualization of governance

as 'good governance' (Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant, O'Leary & Fiorino,
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2004); this involves the inclusion of pluralistic, state and non-state actors in broad,

adaptable and transparent decision-making arenas (Weiss, 2000; Plumptre &Graham,

1999). For the purposes of this study, the term governance will be used to denote this

conceptualization of 'good governance' within the specific context of natural resource or

environmental management.

Governance of the environment and natural resources can be defined as "an

organizing framework that represents a paradigm shift fi-om science based environmental

management by experts towards wider involvement in policy creation and

implementation" (Dengler, 2007, p. 426). This form of governance brings together the

diversity of stakeholders within the process of decision-making for natural resources, as

the government is no longer the only authority for decision-making (Paavola, 2007;

Meadowcroft, 2002). Stakeholders can include governments, civil society, private

interests and social movements (Vincent, 2007; Auer, 2000; Chenoweth, et. al, 2001;

Ivey et. al., 2001). The bridge between public and private actors working together to

govern their relationships, as well as natural resource systems, is emphasized within this

approach (Jones, 2002).

Collaborative management is one particular model of natural resource

management that showcases many of the important features central to environmental

governance, and can be considered a model of governance. Collaborative management

can be defined as "a pooling of appreciations and/or tangible resources by two or more

stakeholders to solve a set of problems neither can solve individually" (Gray, 1 985, p.

912). Decision-making authority and implementation of actions are dispersed among

several stakeholder groups, and management decisions for the resource are made with the
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input from stakeholders. The degree of formal management agreement and sharing of

authority varies between cases; collaborative agreements typically fall along a continuum

between formal and informal arrangements ranging from government based systems to

community-based management systems (Pomeroy & Berkes, 1 997).

1.2 Examples ofCollaboration: Successes and Failures

Berkes (1997) identifies that some of the earliest examples of collaborative

management found within academic literature concern parks and protected areas (World

Conservation Strategy, 1980; West and Brechin, 1991; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996) and

fisheries management (Kearney, 1984; Jentoft, 1985; Pinkerton, 1989). Since these early

examples, the literature has expanded exponentially, and collaboration is now evident in

an array of diverse resource contexts. The following examples showcase situations in

which collaborative management proved to be a viable alternative to other natural

resource management models, specifically the command and control model. In these

cases, multiple groups came together through a collaborative agreement that resulted in

increased rights for users and improved resource conditions.

A significant Canadian case occurred in 1975, in Northern Quebec, when a

collaborative management agreement was developed to bring together government and •

First Nafions groups in the James Bay area to jointly manage the lands (Berkes, 1994).

This agreement was developed after an outcry from First Nations groups in the area

against the proposed hydro-electric development by the government of Quebec (Indian

and Northern Affairs Canada, online, 2004). Both groups had claims to the resource and

had reached an impasse regarding how to manage the lands. This agreement allowed the
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groups to work together, sharing knowledges (both scientific and traditional) and

managing the lands to meet the needs of both groups.

In Mexico, roughly 2% of national forest is lost every year due to forestry

activities (Klooster, 2000). In the village of San Martin Ocotlan, logging plans were

controlled by the government and the private sector, despite the fact that the forests were

owned in majority by the community. The government retained power over the resource,

including decision-making capacity, leading to the alienation and exclusion of

community members in management planning (Klooster, 2000). This management of the

forest resource led to serious degradation of the natural environment in the region.

Conversely, in the village of San Antonio, which is next to San Martin Ocotlan,

communities have taken an active role in working with the local governments to manage

the forestry resource. This active role has included attendance at regular management

meetings and ongoing participation in management actions. Furthermore, sanctions exist

for members who do not follow the rules of the agreement (Klooster, 2000). In the village

of San Antonio, the forest area has increased (Klooster, 2000).

Landcare, based in Australia, also provides an example of collaboration and

partnerships between diverse stakeholders. As identified by Baker (1997), "Landcare is a

community based movement supported by a formal governmental policy developed to

address the land degradation crisis facing Australia" (p. 61). Despite many diverse views

of what 'Landcare' actually is or means, the purpose of this movement is to change and

redefine the way people view the environments they live in, and to promote stewardship

and community involvement (LandcareOnline, online, n.d.; Baker, 1997). There are

currently more than 4,000 Landcare groups operating throughout Australia
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(LandcareOnline, online, n.d). Several benefits have been identified through the study of

the Landcare movement. These include: the ability to motivate community members to

participate in environmental initiatives; the enhancement of participants' capacity; the

creation of opportunities for learning; and, the development of social networks (Gill,

2004). Critics have identified weaknesses with Landcare, such as: being an inappropriate

use of financial capital, particularly public fimds; a preoccupafion with productivity and

not conservation; and, strengthening existing land practices instead of identifying

potential alternatives (Gill, 2004).

While these examples primarily highlight evidence of successes in terms of

collaboration, the potential for failure also exists. For example, Nadasdy (2003)

highlights power issues between government and the Kluane First Nations in

collaborative wildlife and land management in Southwest Yukon. The Kluane people

have been forced to adopt bureaucratic structures within their own government in order to

work with the Canadian government and have also been required to adopt language and

terminology outside of their traditional culture (e.g. legal and scientific terminology).

Furthermore, traditional ecological knowledge has not been considered to be an important

part of the decision-making process. These changes, as Nadasdy (2003) states, have led to

power inequalities between the Kluane First Nations and the Canadian Federal

government, and have further led to an ineffective collaborative process.

Walker and Hurley (2004) also identify failures in collaborative management in

their case study of resource management in Nevada County, California. Nevada County

had developed a collaborative resource management program called 'National Heritage

2020', which combined the efforts of the local government, citizens and scientists
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(Walker & Hurley, 2004). While National Heritage 2020 seemed beneficial to managing

natural resources, it resulted in a division between stakeholders who were concerned for

the natural environment and those who were concerned with the growth of the

community. Walker and Hurley (2004) identified the use of a derailment strategy by pro-

growth supporters, which they describe as purposeftil efforts of a group to impact or stop

the collaborative process. Those opposed to the program used a variety of derailment

tactics, ranging from intimidation of the local people to publicity campaigns using media

outlets. With a change in local government (pro-growth supporters were voted in), the

program ended. The downfall of collaboration in Nevada County was not a result of

procedural flaws, but rather the failure of all stakeholders to participate, coupled with

political attacks (Walker & Hurley, 2004).

1.3 Watershed Collaboration

While the above examples highlight a wide range of case studies (both successes

and failures) across varied resource contexts, watershed management presents one

particular context where the collaborative approach is increasingly utilized. Significant

research and theory has addressed the role of collaboration in watershed management.

According to Lubell et. al (2005), "collaborative watershed institutions represent a new

approach to environmental governance" (p. 261). Collaboration in watershed

management is concerned with incorporating diverse stakeholders with varying

viewpoints and types of knowledge, and addressing integrated management problems

(Lubell, et. al, 2005; Scholz & Stiftel, 2005; Olsson & Folke, 2001). Multiple cases of

collaborative watershed management abound, including: adaptive management in various

regions of Florida (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005); Watershed Restoration Councils in San
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Antonio Texas (Samuelsen, et. al, 2005); the National Estuary Program in the United

States (Lubell, 2005); and management of the Lake Racken Watershed in Sweden

(Olsson & Folke, 2001). One example of watershed collaboration in policy and practice

is the International Joint Commission, which works to jointly manage watersheds shared

between Canada and the United States (IJC, online, 2008). These examples highlight a

small portion of case studies related to watershed collaboration. In their recent book

Swimming Upstream, Sabatier, Focht, Lubell, Trachtenberg, Vedlitz and Matlock (2005)

synthesize research from over 200 cases of watershed collaboration.

1.3 Purpose and Research Questions

While there has been a plethora of case examples of watershed collaboration, little

empirical research has focused on collaborative management specifically within river

systems, with the exception of a few studies (Plummer, 2006; Plummer & FitzGibbon,

2006; Groot & Lenders, 2006; Taiepa, et. al., 1997). Groot and Lenders (2006) indicated

that collaboration should be one of several emerging principles for river management.

This limited research represents a void in the current collaboration literature; this study

aims to contribute to this void.

The purpose of this study is to explore and analyze the process of

collaboration. This will be done specifically through an investigation of two specific

non-profit river-based collaborative organizations, in order to explore the phenomenon of

collaboration. Three research questions are associated with this investigation:

1. How did the two river-based non profit organizations develop or evolve?

Descripfion of two cases provides insight into the phenomenon of collaboraUon;

contributing specifically to the literature on the river based collaborative process
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(Plummer, 2006; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Groot & Lenders, 2006; Taiepa, et. al.,

1997). In order to fully explore and understand the process of collaboration within two

organizations, it is necessary to first explore how these organizations were created, and

the evolutionary course they have taken up until the present day. The goal is to provide a

descriptive overview of the context in which collaboration occurs and a summary ofhow

the organizations operate. The people involved, the programs offered and any changes

which have occurred over their duration are the areas of focus. This part of the research

also provides a foundational underpinning for understanding how collaboration is

experienced (research question two) and what has influenced the process (research

questions three) over the course of each organization's evolution.

In Canada and other regions, rivers are important resources for a wide variety of

stakeholders, including residents, recreationists, government groups and commercial

users (Plummer, 2006). These vital waterways provide drinking water, hydro-electric

power, recreation opportunities and hold significant ecological components. As such, it is

necessary to manage rivers for a wide variety of uses, and to attempt to meet the needs of

all users while maintaining ecological integrity. Collaborative management agreements in

rivers are beginning to be recognized as an appropriate mechanism for the management

of watersheds (Plummer, 2006; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Groot & Lenders, 2006;

Taiepa, et. al., 1997).

2. How are components of collaboration experienced or exhibited in the two

organizations?

This research question aims to understand how collaboration is experienced by

people involved within these organizations. The collaborative process is considered to be
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defined by a series of components or characteristics, as identified by Plummer and

FitzGibbon (2004b) in their synthesis of collaborative management literature. The

specific characteristics selected for inclusion in this study are: transactive decision-

making, social learning and shared action/commitment. An analysis of these three

characteristics for both organizations will be used to determine the presence and

experience of collaboration.

This study focuses specifically on the process of collaborative management

characteristics, as opposed to outcomes, for two reasons. Firsdy, the characteristics being

examined in this study (transactive decision-making, social learning and shared

action/commitment, as identified in the study objectives) are identified as being

components of the process of collaborative management (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; :^f !

Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b). These characteristics were also identified as an

important part of the collaboradve process in river-based management (Plummer, 2006).

Secondly, it has been idenfified that outcomes of collaborative management can be

difficult to study, as they may take several years to become apparent (Carlsson & Berkes,

2005; Napier, Branch & Harris, 2005; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b). Due to the

limited time fi^ame for this research, it is not possible to identify and examine specific

outcomes of the collaborative process. While beyond the scope of this particular study,

several authors have identified specific outcomes related to the collaborative management

process in real-world examples: formal legislated agreements as an indicator of success

(Pinkerton, 1989); increased user rights and legiUmizafion for non-government

stakeholders (Lubell, 2004; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Klooster, 2000; Pomeroy,

1995; Berkes, 1994); a more equitable decision-making process (Wondolleck & Yaffee,
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2000); an increase in trust and social capital between stakeholders (Plummer, 2006;

Leach & Sabatier, 2005a; Lubell, 2005); shared understandings of resources,

management strategies and collaboration which can influence long term thinking

(Connick & Innes, 2003); and, high quality, creative agreements which can alleviate

and/or solve complex management problems (Connick & Innes, 2003).

3. Within the two organizations, what influences the process of

collaboration?

This third research question focuses the exploration on the specific drivers that

have influenced the collaborative process for two specific river-based non-profit

organizations. Drivers, for the purposes of this study, are considered to be influences

which move the collaborative process forward. There is existing knowledge and research

around influences which affect collaborative management at the outset; these influences

are termed 'preconditions' or 'antecedents' (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton,

1989). One of these influences is formal, legislated agreements, and it has been argued

that without these, collaboration may not be successful (Pinkerton, 1989; Busiahn, 1989;

Berkes, 1989; Dale, 1989; Jordan, 1989). In contrast, others have argued that informal

social agreements may be just as, if not more, effective than formally structured

agreements (Marschke, 2005; Borinni-Feyerabend, 1996). For this study, this dichotomy

between formal and informal agreements has been purposefully selected for examination

as a driver of the collaborative process. In order to address this, one organization will be

selected as a case to represent a formally legislated agreement and one organization will

be selected to represent an example of an informal social agreement. In addition to

examining this pre-determined influence on the collaborative process, additional
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influences which may impact the process are also explored. The search for additional

influences is conducted through an open analysis process which is fiilly described in

Chapter Three.

1.4 Overview of Thesis Organization

This chapter provides an overview of the research study. This is done through

introducting the major concepts of this paper ('good' environmental governance and

collaboration), examples of both successes and failures in collaboration, as well as the

purpose and questions which to guide the research.

Chapter Two provides a comprehensive literature review on collaborative

management and related subject matter, beginning with a broad overview of

environmental governance. The chapter then explores collaborative management in

depth, including a critical analysis. Key elements related to collaborative management

which will be explored in this study (transactive decision-making, social learning and

shared action/commitment) are also addressed.

Chapter Three presents the methods used to conduct this study. The chapter opens

with an examination of the case study method, and then moves into discussions of the

multiple case study method, methodological framework, and research design. This

chapter presents a detailed outline of the manner in which the cases were selected and

describes specific data collection procedures. The chapter also sets forth an outline of the

necessary data collection protocols. It ends with a description ofhow data was treated

and analyzed.

Chapter Four presents the results from each case, based on the above three

research questions. The evolution of each organization is presented (Research Question
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One); the presence and experience of the three process characteristics of collaboration are

documented (Research Question Two); and the drivers of the collaborative process are

explored (Research Question Three).

Chapter Five presents the outcomes of the cross case comparison. Results from

each of the three objectives are compared between the two cases to highlight similarities

and differences in the collaborative process at each site. The results of the comparison, as

well as the overall results of this study are discussed in Chapter Five. Results and

discussion are linked back to literature surrounding collaboration.
; ,

The last chapter of this work summarizes the research, assesses the results, and

offers overall conclusions. Implications for theory, policy and management are also

discussed in the final chapter.

1.5 Limitations

This research has limitations of time and non-random participant selection. With

respect to time constraints, this research study was bound by academic requirements

(timeframe to complete and submit the study), necessary travel times to the field work

sites in New Brunswick, and field work completion requirements. The non-random

selection of research participants for this study (necessary based on the research question

and research design protocols for the multiple case study method as outlined by Yin,

1 989) presents a potential threat to internal validity, as the results may not be

generalizable past the particular cases selected for research. . .;,-4

This study focuses on the process of collaborafion in each of the two

organizations, and how this process has been affected by the evolution of each. . y-

Participants targeted were those who are specifically involved in the current collaborative
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process. It is however, important to recognize that there may be individuals who are

currently removed from the collaborative process or who may have disengaged from the

process due to conflicts; this presents a limitation to the current research. As individuals

who may have disengaged from the process can be extremely difficult to locate (as they

may no longer be connected to the organization and/or its constituents or may not wish to

discuss their participation), participants in this research have been limited to those who

are currently or have been recently involved with either the St. Croix International

Waterway Commission (SCIWC) and the St. John River Society (SJRS). Recognition of

potential other individuals in the collaborative process is an important area for future

research.

7. 6 Delimitations

This study was delimited to two specific cases, as identified by the case inclusion

criteria presented in Chapter Three, as it was not possible for this study to reflect all types

of agreements. These cases included one formal case and one informal case, both of

which are primarily focused on rivers. These two agreements vary in structure, scale,

degree of formality and stakeholders present. The research is also delimited to examining

the process of collaborative management, as opposed to outcomes, as outlined in section

1 .3 (research question two).

Collaborative management agreements encompass a wide variety of resource

contexts (ranging from forestry initiatives to river management agreements), however

this study is limited to the context of rivers. This focus is important, because multiple

resource contexts may yield results which would not be comparable due to differences in

the way resources are managed across contexts. As such, this study has been delimited to
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two cases which fall within one resource context, in order to properly a conduct cross

case analysis.
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Chapter Two - Literature Review

This chapter presents a review of literature which provides the foundation for this

study. An overview of the concept of environmental governance, used as the context for

which to enter and frame this study, is first presented. Following this, a section on natural

resource management is presented, followed by an explicit examination of command and

control as a resource model. Collaborative management, itself considered a model of

governance, is presented as an alternative to command and control. Collaborative

management is explored in depth, including a critical analysis of the concept. The

conclusion of this chapter focuses on current knowledge voids in the literature, and the

role of this study in addressing these voids.

2. 1 Environmental Governance

The nature of environmental problems is becoming more complex, as many

problems are no longer considered to be small scale and independent. Environmental

problems can be multi-scale and can cut across political, social and geographic

boundaries, with impacts in one region having far-reaching effects in other areas (Scholz

& Stiftel, 2005; Meadowcroft, 2002; Sampford, 2002). With this recognition, it has been

idenfified that top-down management approaches, typically the purview of the state, may

be limited in effectiveness for complex environmental problems (Gorg, 2007; Durant,

O'Leary & Fiorino, 2004). Environmental problems must be recognized as collective

action issues involving more than just state actors, and be addressed accordingly (Gorg,

2007). In a well-educated and equitable democratic society, the ideal situation is to

include the people in decision-making, but this goal is not always achieved in traditional

government hierarchies (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005). Scholars, many governments, and
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members of civil society are increasingly advocating for a broader governance approach

which can address many of the above issues (Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant,

O'Leary & Fiorino, 2004).

Governance is a widely used concept across many disciplines with a multitude of

definitions (Biermann, 2007; Sampford, 2002; Meadowcroft, 2002). As described in

Chapter One, governance is broadly defined as the act ofmanaging or governing

something through an exertion of power, control or authority (www.dictionary.com,

online, 2007; Mkandawire, 2007; Weiss, 2000; Plumptre & Graham, 1999). Roberts,

Wright and O'Neill (2007) idenfify governance as an agenda, with specific practices or

principles for managing groups of people, typically at the national level (Mkandawire,

2007). It is now a commonly used concept in economics, politics, development and

foreign policy (Mkandawire, 2007; Roberts, Wright & O'Neill, 2007).

There has been a shift in the conceptualization of governance fi^om this broad,

overarching view towards a more narrow view of what constitutes 'good' governance, or

regimes which include muUiple state and non-state actors in adaptable decision-making

arenas (Mkandawire, 2007; Weiss, 2000; Plumptre & Graham, 1999). This

conceptualization of governance has gained recognition, and is now commonly used in

environmental and natural resource management literature (Fennell, Plummer &

Marschke, 2007; Berkes, 2007; Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant, O'Leary &

Fiorino, 2004). For the purposes of this study, the term governance will be used to denote

this idea of 'good environmental governance' and how it is manifested in the context of

natural resource or environmental management. This study is concerned with the recent

shift fi-om government based management of natural resources to an emphasis on
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pluralistic, multi-scale governance regimes. As Glasbergen stated, "in the quest for new

roles for government, a new option has emerged: interactive forms of governance" (1998,

p. I).

Governance provides a more comprehensive vision to managing environmental

problems (Meadowcroft, 2002). Governance is concerned with the rules of systems, co-

operation between multiple groups to ensure legitimacy, and the seeking ofnew

processes and arrangements which can create opportunities that are interactive

(Nakazawa, 2006; Kooiman, 1 999); this is done by considering the "interrelationship

between resources and resource users" (Carter, et. al. 2005, p. 115). Dengler (2007, p.

426) defines governance as "an organizing framework that represents a paradigm shift

from science based environmental management by experts towards wider involvement in

policy creation and implementation". Paavola (2007) fiirther defines it as an ongoing,

iterative process which requires changing institutions in order to address conflicts. Within

governance, multiple systems of rules, norms and institutions are considered in decision-

making for natural resources.

Governance incorporates the roles of governments, civil society, private interests

and social movements within the process of decision-making for natural resources

(Vincent, 2007; Auer, 2000; Chenoweth, et. al, 2001; Ivey et. al., 2001). Emphasis is

placed on the bridge between public and private actors working together to govern their

relationships as well as natural resource systems (Jones, 2002). Paavola (2007) suggests

that governance reflects the absence of coercive state power; this is corroborated by

Sampford (2002) who states that there are other possible ways to manage resources or

conflict than through the state and its agencies. Governance can also highlight ways in
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which non-state actors can influence the behaviour and actions of nation-states; within

governance regimes, this influence is typically acknowledged and considered a vital part

of the decision-making process (Bulkely, 2005). Most importantly, governance reflects

the changing relationships between governments and other stakeholders within the

collective process (Meadowcroft, 2002). While the state is an important part of the larger

governance regime, it is no longer the only level of political shaping; diverse stakeholders

are now recognized as playing an integral role in the decision making process

surrounding natural resources (Meadowcroft, 2002).

According to Auer (2000), when local organizations and civil society become

recognized in the analysis of environmental problems, new insights may be realized and

new lessons learned. Governance regimes greatly benefit from the inclusion of such

diverse actors, particularly at the local level. Sampford (2002) identified that local

sources of knowledge can greatly benefit decision-making regarding natural resources;

these sources of knowledge can include traditional ecological knowledge or local insights

into a particular resource, both of which can complement traditional scientific knowledge

(Ivey, et. al., 2004; Berkes, et. al., 2007). In resource governance, the 'community' or

citizens are recognized as playing vital roles in resource management, planning and

implementation processes (Michaels et. al, 1999; Burroughs, 1999). The governance

approach recognizes that society is complex, pluralistic and socially unequal, and

attempts to account for that within decision-making arenas (Dengler, 2007).

Governance regimes are considered to be the 'arenas' in which decision-making

takes place (Dengler, 2007). These arenas consist of multiple organizational spaces,

characterized by multiple actors and varied forms of knowledge (Dengler, 2007). These





Collaborative Management 27

arenas reflect the space in which state and non-state actors interact, guided by formal and

informal rules which govern the public realm (Batterbury & Fernando, 2005). These

realms also showcase the power relations which exist across organizational spaces and

between pluralistic actors (Batterbury & Fernando, 2005). Bulkely (2005) suggests that

governance regimes operate through a series of networks which link the various levels of

management, and may take place through spheres of formal and informal authority

(Bulkely, 2005). Dengler (2007) further suggests that people within governance regimes

interact with one and other through diverse social networks to manage concerns and deal

with issues.

One of the most important aspects of environmental governance is the scale at

which it operates; this typically distinguishes it from traditional management regimes.

As identified previously, environmental problems often transcend boundaries and cross

scales (Meadowcroft, 2002). Managing resources in a hierarchical fashion without

considering the impacts on other actors or resources can be ineffective, and may not

address issues in a holistic manner (and therefore not adequately deal with the problem)

(Gorg, 2007; Bulkely, 2005). According to Gorg (2007) it is necessary for governance

regimes to administer and coordinate policy development, decision-making and action

across various groups, which may overlap the borders between organizations, politics and

society. Scales may include local, regional, nafional or international levels of

management. Scale may also reflect the size and magnitude of the problem at hand.

Since both ecological and social environments are highly dynamic, governance

regimes must reflect flexible management structures. These structures must be able to

absorb environmental, socio-economic and political changes and adapt accordingly, as
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well as able to address and deal with current and future uncertainties (Scholz & Stiftel,

2005).

2.2 Natural Resource Management

Natural resource management is concerned with environmental degradation due

to resource harvest, as well as the efficient use of resources. There are several definitions

of natural resource management, which vary based on environmental perspecfive (for

example, conservation versus economic development), cultural and historical

background, and ties/claims to the resource (such as local community users versus

government). Mitchell (1 989) defines resource management as ".
. .the actual decisions

concerning policy or practice regarding how resources are allocated and under what

conditions or arrangements resources may be developed" (p. 3). These decisions are

made in recognition of natural resources as part of a larger set of biofic and abiofic

components, which must be considered in policy and decision-making for sustainability.

Natural resource management is often concerned with common pool resources, or

resources that are shared among diverse user groups; these may include fisheries, forests

and rivers. The concept of common pool resources fi-ames the development and

utilization of the natural resource management models presented in this chapter. A

common pool resource refers to "a natural or man-made resource system that is

sufficiently large as to make it costly (but not impossible) to exclude potential

beneficiaries from obtaining benefits fi-om its use" (Ostrom, 1990, p. 30).

Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) identify two characteristics central to common pool

resources. The first of these is termed exclusion, which is defined as "control of access to

the resource" (Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997, p. 465; Feeny, et. al, 1998; Ostrom, 1990).
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Exclusion in such large systems can be difficult and costly, and as such access is often

not limited to one particular stakeholder group. The second characteristic, subtractability,

is defined as "the capability of each user of subtracting from the welfare of others"

(Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997, p. 466; Feeny, et. al., 1998). All users who have access to a

common pool resource inevitably subtract from it, whether it be direct removal of a

particular resource or through degradation of the natural environment occurring during

competition for access. This subtracfion, while at the fime seemingly beneficial to the

particular user who is causing it, can have serious consequences for all of the resource

users (Hardin, 1968; Feeny, et al., 1998; Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997). The determination of

exclusion and subtractability results directly from the determination of property rights,

and who holds access to the system in question (Feeny, Berkes, McCay and Acheson,

1998;Ostrom, 1990).

2.3 Command and Control Resource Management Model

Historically, command-and-control is one of the most commonly used methods of

natural resource management and is typically associated with state (governmental)

control of the resource (Imperial & Yandle, 2005; Feeny, et. al, 1998; Glasbergen, 1998).

Command-and-control can be defined as management in which one dominant group

holds the power to make all decisions regarding the resource and does so according to the

needs of the society in question (Imperial & Yandle, 2005; Feeny, et. al, 1998;

Glasbergen, 1998).

A conceptualization of command-and-control management can best be seen in the

influential work developed by Garret Hardin in the late 1960s, entitled Tragedy ofthe

Commons (Hardin, 1968; Feeny, et. al, 1998; Imperial & Yandle, 2005). While not
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specifically related to natural resource management (at the time the tragedy of the

commons was linked to the population crisis), it was an important development in the

literature surrounding command and control as a management option. At the heart of the

Tragedy ofthe Commons was the idea that the use of communal resources by several

groups has negative consequences on the resource system, as well the users (Hardin,

1968). When resources are used by many people, benefits accrue to individual users

directly in the short term; however, consequences of the negative impacts of resource use

will affect the entire group of users and the resource system over the long term.

Hardin (1968) argued that management ofcommon property resources requires

the state (or a powerful stakeholder group) to enforce regulations and access rights in

common property systems (Imperial & Yandle, 2005; Feeny, et. al, 1998; Hardin, 1968).

Hardin's (1968) statement on this increasing problem of overuse and exploitation led

resource managers to develop and enforce command and control style legislation and

regulations in natural resource management areas. This management style has often been

characterized as very rigid and inflexible, with the state/government holding the majority

of the decision making authority (Gorg, 2007; Paavola, 2007; Imperial & Yandle, 2005;

Bulkely, 2005; Sampford, 2002). Local user groups and those with commercial interests

have minimal involvement.

In command and control resource management settings, property rights fall under

the control of the state, which is responsible for determining access rights and the nature

of exploitation (Feeny, et. al., 1998, p.79). The state is responsible for the development of

policy and infrastructure and decisions regarding how user access will be granted and

maintained; this helps to regulate the management and use of the resource (Imperial &
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1

Yandle, 2005; Hawkins, 2000; Feeny, et. al., 1998; Hardin, 1968). State authorities also

have powers of enforcement; this can often involve forms of coercion (Feeny, et. al.,

1998).

Several positive elements of command-and-control resource management can be

identified. When ownership of a resource cannot fall to one particular group or when

emergency situations exist, command-and-control is a beneficial option for managing the

resource. It also offers a solution when resource user groups are in conflict over the

management of a resource area by providing a regimented infrastructure which all of the

user groups must follow (Steelman & Wallace, 2001; Meadowcroft, 1998; Hardin, 1968).

This infrastructure may also reduce conflicts, costs and responsibilities within the

resource community (Clausen & McAllister, 2005; Meadowcroft, 1998).

Despite positive attributes within command-and-control, several negative

elements are also associated with this type of management regime. Recently, scholars,

environmentalists and local resource users have argued against the use of this method due

to its lack of effectiveness in managing resources, ambiguity within laws and policies and

a lack of local user group input (Gorg, 2007; Paavola, 2007; Steelman & Wallace, 2001;

Olsson & Folke, 2001; Crean & Wisher, 2000; Azzone, Bianchi & Noci, 1997; Feeny, et.

al., 1998).

As identified previously in this chapter, it has been argued that command and

control resource management may be limited in effectiveness for dealing with complex

environmental problems. Collaborative management, or management which includes

more multiple stakeholders working together to solve problems, has been identified as an
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alternative to the rigid form ofcommand and control. Collaborative management will be

discussed in the subsequent sections. vi;!

2.4 Collaborative Management

2.4.1 Terminology

Several names for management agreements or processes which take into account

diverse stakeholders exist within the current literature. These names include: ^^

collaborative management, co-management, participatory decision-making, co-operative

governance, partnerships, and so forth (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004a; Koontz, et. al., 2004; Conley & Moote, 2003). While these terms are

often used interchangeably in the literature, Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004a) suggest

that they are distinct entities with subtle nuances distinctions. Conley and Moote (2003)

identify that many of these types ofmanagement have overlapping features (e.g.,

pluralistic decision-making, joint action and increased legitimacy for users), resulting in

synonymous usage. The synonymous use of these terms, particularly around collaborative

management and co-management, often represents a definitional issue in the literature.

The evolution of the definition of co-management fiirther compounds this

definitional issue. This definition has evolved fi-om the idea of co-management as a

traditional, discrete power-sharing arrangement between government and resource users

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997), to a definition that

emphasizes process and fluidity in decision making and problem solving by the

participants involved (Armitage, et. al., 2007; Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Borrini- \

Feyerabend, Farvar, Nguinguiri, & Ndangang, 2000). Indeed, Berkes (2002) and

Plummer (2006) suggest that co-management is merely a variant or strand of
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collaborative management that reflects a broad range of potential roles for stakeholders,

including government and civil society (Marshall, 2005).

This research takes a broad perspective and focuses on multiple stakeholders

working together, thereby blending and drawing upon the co-management and

collaborative management literature. This is necessary due to the many overlapping

features between co-management and collaborative management as well as the evolution

of the definition of co-management towards collaborative management. For the purposes

of consistency, the term collaborative management, which is the broader of the two, will

be used throughout this thesis.

2.4.2 A Conceptualization ofCollaborative Management

Collaborative management differs significantly fi-om command and control

natural resource management. Collaborative management represents many of the features

of governance described at the beginning of this chapter, including pluralistic inputs,

multiple scales ofmanagement and flexibility. Collaboration is defined as "a pooling of

appreciations and/or tangible resources by two or more stakeholders to solve a set of

problems neither can solve individually" (Gray, 1985, p. 912). Koontz, et. al. (2004)

further define it as an arrangement "among or between different stakeholder groups as a

means of airing diverse viewpoints and generating information that will address

increasingly complex environmental problems" (p. 19).

Collaborative management represents a continuum between command and control

regimes and community based natural resource management, combining elements of both

(Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997). Marshall (2005) and Koontz, et. al. (2004) suggest that there

are many possible ranges of stakeholders which may be involved in the process,



i^jiM'i -It

BH;iiettjiie !»

ift^(k ii^n:



Collaborative Management 34

including civil society and government. Koontz, et. al. (2005) flirther suggest that

government can take on a variety of roles in these types of multi-stakeholder agreements,

as can other interested parties. Government can be involved in the development of

regulations and policy as well as the decentralization of power, with community users .

involved in the decision-making process and front-line management responsibilities

(Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997; Berkes, 1997; Pinkerton, 1989). The World Conservation

Congress suggests that collaborative management will often aim to reflect "a partnership

in which government agencies, local communities and resource users, non-governmental

organizations and other stakeholders negotiate, as appropriate to each context, the

authority and responsibility for the management of a specific area or set of resources"

(World Conservation Congress, 1996; as cited in Carlsson & Berkes, 2005, p. 66).

Emphasis in collaborative management is on increased pluralism, joint decision-

making and action. The increased inclusion of the community in a participatory decision-

making process is identified as central to collaborative management (Conley & Moote,

2003). Less importance is placed on the role of the state as the sole or main decision-

making entity, which is the central tenet ofcommand and control resource management.

Rather, multiple groups who may be interested or have a stake in the management of

resources are given a voice and included in the process. Borrini-Feyerabend, et. al. (2000)

suggest that collaboration between two or more stakeholder groups or social actors must

include the opportunity for groups to negotiate a fair and equitable arrangement for the

sharing of authority in decision making amongst themselves. This negotiation is on-

going, as collaborative management reflects a "continuous problem solving process"

(Carlsson & Berkes, 2005, p. 65.)
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From a conceptual standpoint, early work on collaboration focused on

conceptualizing partnerships on a government to community scale. This was predicated

on Amstein's (1969) work which concerned different levels of citizen participation. In

employing the image of rungs on a ladder, Amstein (1969) suggested that there are eight

levels of citizen participation, ranging from manipulation (government control) to full

citizen control. Collaboration can therefore exist in many different forms. Pomeroy and

Berkes (1997) conceptualize the range of possible arrangements associated with

collaboration, as shown in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1- Continuum ofCollaboration (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997)

Government
centralized

management Informing
Consultatton

Cooperation
Comnnunicalton

Information axcltange
Advisory role

Joint action
Partnership

Community cx>ntrol

Inlerarea coordination

Community
self-governance
and
self-management

More recently, Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b) have developed a framework

(Figure 2.2) for visualizing the process of collaborative management, based on a

comprehensive synthesis of collaborative management literature up to 2004. This study

will be following this framework as a foundation, as it is a current synthesis of the

existing literature and develops a conceptualization of collaboration.

In this framework, the context of collaborative management is mediated by the

presence of resource characteristics, the property rights regime present and the claim to

these property rights (Plummer &. FitzGibbon, 2004b). The context of the collaborative
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management agreement will determine what preconditions, characteristics and outcomes

are present. Each of the components will vary between agreements, and influence the

overall collaborative management process. The collaborative management experience is

divided into three components: preconditions/antecedents, characteristics, and outcomes.

All of these concepts are linked together by the mechanism of collaboration (Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b).

Figure 2.2 Conceptual Frameworkfor Collaborative Management Process (Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b, p.879
;
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2.4.3 Preconditions/Antecedents

Pinkerton ( 1 989) identifies a series of factors that are typically in place prior to

the development of collaborative management. The presence of these factors, according

to her work, will often determine the success of the collaborative process. These factors

are identified as "preconditions" or "antecedents" (Pinkerton, 1989; Plummer &

Fitzgibbon, 2004b). Preconditions and antecedents provide "the impetus for collaborative

management" and they appear to "originate fi-om either the external environment or the

human dimension" (p. 879).

Pinkerton (1989) identifies preconditions as precursors to successful collaborafive

management agreements. These propositions identify several key factors both prior to

and during the formation of collaborative management agreements which are more likely

to result in success. Preconditions and antecedents have been identified by several

authors (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Jentoft, Wilson & McCay, 1998; Berkes, 1997;

Sen & Nielsen, 1996; Pinkerton, 1989), and the list of developed antecedents is lengthy.

Table 2.1 presents a synthesized list of collaborative preconditions adapted fi-om

Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b), with additional supportive literature to aid in

description.

Table 2.1 Preconditions/Antecedent Variables (Adaptedfrom Plummer & FitzGibbon,

2004b)

Precondition/Antecedent Variable





Collaborative Management 39



«Vi ..^uM:

•.no'rtndnji"! (f'-'v!

,' /ir?0 •^' *•'! ,<ji i'!-:

T'.-t;i; ./Jkk;"



Collaborative Management 40

groups) dictate who has control over the land and the decision-making authority for the

resource; often two or more groups hold tenure rights, and as such the case must be

managed in a collaborative fashion (Berkes, 1994; Ostrom, 1990).

Formal collaborative management agreements are heavily structured and highly

organized (Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997; Selin & Chavez, 1995). One such characteristic of

this type of agreement is the presence of written documentation relating to all aspects of

the collaborative agreement (Jentoft, 2000; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996). Written and/ or

mutually agreed upon documents are designed to organize the process and set forth

rights, responsibilities and actions of each of the stakeholder groups involved in the

management process.

While many authors suggest formal agreements are a major precondition, recent

literature has begun to examine the idea of informal collaborative agreements as an

alternative (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Marschke, 2005). Jenoft, McCay and Wilson

(1998) suggest that institutions can be restraining, and that informal collaborative

management agreements may be successfiil in response to this restraint. Informal

collaborative management differs significantly fi-om formal collaborative management.

Within informal collaborative agreements, which typically evolve from grassroots

initiatives, the presence of the community is much stronger than that of the government.

Community leaders and residents will often hold more of the decision-making authority

(Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Pomeroy, 1996). This is not to say that state/government

agencies will have no role within the agreement. In informal agreements, the role of the

government stakeholders is to provide consultation, fiinding and management



II' .
! ;rj' 11

'

:.M: "i. _i[ r- >

ui vr;j.j/i «,<•
. i.fti; yft'l-nt/i n-



Collaborative Management 41

frameworks, along with scientific expertise to the community (Pomeroy, 1996; Pomeroy

and Berkes, 1 997; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1 996).

Informal agreements are typically formed and conducted on an ad-hoc basis; the

roles of the stakeholders within the management agreement are not concrete or

necessarily defined (Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996). Furthermore, meetings and actions are

carried out on an ad-hoc/as necessary basis; there is limited to no presence of a defined

planning schedule. Absence of documentation is also highly prevalent (Borrini-

Feyerabend, 1 996). Typically, groups do not develop a mission statement/vision,

memoranda of understanding, signatory agreements or legislation in order to guide the

management process. While some of these documents may be present within an informal

agreement, it will not be to the same extent or depth as those documents present within

formalized agreements.

These two views represent a dichotomy in the collaborative management

literature. Pinkerton (1989) for example, is sceptical of agreements lacking a legislative

and operational structure. However, others feel that informal management may be just as

appropriate as heavily structured, formal agreements (Marschke, 2005; Borrini-

Feyerabend, 1996). Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) identified two successful collaborative

management cases out of twenty-one cases studied that were mandated by legislation

(one in Norway and one in Japan; both were collaboratively managed fisheries). This :

demonstrates that legislation may not result in successfiil collaborative management in all

cases.
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2.4.4 Characteristics ofthe Collaborative Management Experience

Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b) also identify five main characteristics of

collaborative management based on existing literature (table 2.2, adapted from Plummer

& FitzGibbon, 204b, with additional descriptive literature). These characteristics exist

across collaborative management cases in varying degrees. Many of the characteristics

are intertwined and are not mutually exclusive (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b). These

characteristics reflect how participants experience the collaborative process; the terms

characteristics and experience will be used interchangeably throughout this study.

Table 2.2 Characteristics ofCollaborative Management (adaptedfrom Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b)

Characteristic Variables
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between individuals within and across organizational structures (Keyton, 2005).

Individuals are socialized into an organizational culture, and this culture structures the

way participants behave (Schein, 2004). Interactions and communication must be

constantly interpreted by participants of the process, whether they are interpreting rituals,

formal or informal practices or language (Keyton, 2005). This repeated collective

interaction results in the production of a system of artifacts (norms, customs, products),

values and underlying assumptions. The development of norms, which are informal and

structure behaviours and interactions, is critical to organizational culture (Keyton, 2005;

Schein, 2004). Norms are influenced by values, and can be held at both the personal level

and the collective organizational level (held broadly by all members) (Keyton, 2005;

Schein, 2004). Values result in the development of strategies, goals and principles, and

fiarther structure behaviour between organizational actors (Keyton, 2005).

Gray's (1985; 1989) work on collaborative theory is considered by many to be the

seminal work in the development of theory within collaborative management (Plummer

& FitzGibbon, 2004a; Selin, 1995; Selin & Chavez, 1995). Gray's (1989) work was

linked to organizational behaviour, but contains lessons for environmental management.

According to Gray (1989), collaboration is a response to turbulent environmental

conditions which result in the interdependence between multiple organizations. These

types of arrangements allow multi-party groups to work together to explore common

goals and shared solutions to complex problems. Gray (1989) further identifies that

collaboration is an emergent process in which participants assume joint ownership in

decision-making as well as collective responsibility for ensuring actions and initiatives

are carried out. Gray (1989) also discusses the benefits of collaboration, as well as the
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realities of engaging in multi-party agreements; in addition Gray (1989) outlines the

major components of the collaborative process.

The development of collaborative theory is also prevalent in the public

management field. Public managers must work within situations which require

collaboration daily, and emphasis on collaborative management can be considered a

"fresh approach to governing" (McGuire, 2006, p. 33). This emphasis is resultant of a

shift in societal values, and a move towards linking people and organizations both

horizontally and vertically (Agranoff& McGuire, 2003).

Recent collaborative theory has focused on structures, networks and contexts

within which collaboration can occur (McGuire, 2006). Mandell and Steelman (2003)

identify several contexts for collaboration, including: intermittent coordination,

temporary task force, permanent or regular coordination, coalitions and network

structures. Agranoff and McGuire (2003) further identify types of networks which may

exist in collaboration, including: informational, developmental, outreach and action

networks.

Huxham (2003) has theorized collaboration in terms of a practice-oriented

approach to the management of multiple organizations working jointly to pursue goals

and issues. He identifies two concepts which are central to understanding collaborative

practice, and explores the connection between these two concepts: collaborative

advantage (the synergy attained by groups working together and the recognition that

something is achieved which could not have been without the influence of collaboration)

and collaborative inertia (when output from collaboration is slow or seemingly

negligible) (Huxham, 2003). Huxham (2003) further identifies common themes which are
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important to collaborative practice, including, but not limited to: common aims, power,

trust, accountability and compromise.

The development of theory related to collaborative management in environment

and resource management was identified as a need in the literature prior to 2000, but has

increased exponentially from 2000 to the present day (Plummer & Fennell, 2007,

Klooster, 2000; Ostrom, 1992). Plummer and Fennell (2007) have recently identified and

mapped several theoretical schemes to classify the myriad of current collaborative

research in relation to environmental management, which has increased significantly in

the post-2000 era. These schemes include: modeling, propositional, analytical and meta-

theorizing schemes. Modeling schemes represent relationships and phenomena through

diagrammatic means (Plummer & Fennell, 2007). Examples of collaborative

management modeling schemes include the frameworks presented earlier in this chapter

by Pomeroy & Berkes (1997) and Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b). Propositional -

theoretical schemes in collaborative theory attempt to identify and understand

relationships that exist between multiple variables (Plummer & Fennell, 2007). The

purpose of this study is to contribute to theoretical development within this type of

theory; other examples of this type of scheme include the propositions developed by

Pinkerton (1989) around antecedents discussed earlier in the chapter.

Analytical schemes focus on classification ofkey items of the universe and how

the universe is ordered (Plummer & Fennell, 2007). This type of theoretical scheme is

best represented by the emergence ofresearch around resiliency and complexity in

relation to collaboration (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Olsson, et. al., 2004; Holling &

Gunderson, 2002). Most recently, Plummer and Fennell (2007) have begun to address
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meta-theory, previously unexplored, in order to develop underlying assumptions for

collaborative theory; their work focuses on the reasons why people choose to cooperate

in collaborative endeavours. They demonstrate that cooperation is a constant across

cultures and societies, and present reciprocal altruism as an underlying sociobiological

basis for cooperation (Plummer & Fennell, 2007).

2.4. 7 River Management and the Collaborative Process

It was identified in Chapter One that little empirical research has been conducted

linking collaboration to river management, with a few notable exceptions (Plummer,

2006, Plummer and FitzGibbon, 2006; Groot and Lenders, 2006 and Taiepa, et. al 1997).

This study focuses primarily on river-based collaboration as described by Plummer

(2006). Plummer (2006) developed a model depicting the collaborative process for a

specific river management case; this model attempts to strengthen the link between the

collaborative process and river management. This model was developed based on action

research conducted in the Green River (pseudonym) system through a series of meetings

and interactions with varied stakeholder groups, including government resource agencies,

landowners and other user/interest groups. Plummer (2006) identifies that the process of

collaborative management can be sub-divided into three stages: independence,

association and integration. At the independence stage, there are no interactions between

stakeholder groups; collaborative planning processes have not yet been fostered

(Plummer, 2006). Once multiple stakeholder groups begin to interact, the process moves

into the association stage; at this stage meetings and dialogue begin to occur, a shared

vision is developed by stakeholders and reflection/feedback is used to continually gauge

and shape the collaborative process as well as allow for information exchange (Plummer,
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2006). It is also common for separate dialogue and interactions to occur between

government stakeholders and between landowners and other stakeholder groups (e.g.

interest groups). Once multiple groups begin to function together and act collectively to

address river-related problems, the process moves into the final stage of integration. This

stage reflects and emphasizes collective action to solve problems and the sharing of

responsibility and outcomes between stakeholder groups (Plummer, 2006). At this stage,

the process reflects learning which is taking place both within and between groups, as

well as the importance of reflection/feedback in contributing to and shaping the process.

It is at this point that Plummer (2006) identifies that all characteristics (the experience) of

collaborative management are present in the process; it is fiirther stressed that the process

is iterative. ., ;.• \l- ..,/:,•. A'. ' ./:,,-- '''iV

2.4.8 New Directionsfor Collaboration Research in Environmental Management

The collaborative management literature continues to develop with empirical,

conceptual and theoretical advances linking collaboration to environmental management.

Extending and building upon the above frameworks fi-om Pomeroy and Berkes (1997)

and Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b), Carlsson and Berkes (2005) developed a

conceptualization of collaboration which focuses on the role of community users and the

state within collaborative management agreements, how these groups interact with each

other, and the varying degrees ofpower relations which may be present. Recent work in

collaboration has also attempted to identify the various types of collaborative

arrangements which may be present, such as citizen-based, agency-based and mixed

partnerships (Moore & Koontz, 2003). The role of grassroots stakeholders is also being

increasingly studied in collaborative management research (Lubell, 2004). Collaboration
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is also being identified as an important feature of adaptive management and as usefiil in

dealing with uncertainty (Cote & Kneeshaw, 2001; Schrieber, Bearlin, Nicol & Todd,

2004). Psychological and sociological constructs in relation to collaboration are also

being explored, such as Jentoft's (2005) work around the development of empowerment

which he suggests has only been implicitly examined. The highly adaptive and flexible

nature of collaborative management has also become increasingly important, reflecting a

new direction into what is termed 'adaptive co-management' (Plummer & Armitage,

2007; Armitage, Berkes & Doubleday, 2007; Berkes, 2007; Charles, 2007; Olsson, Folke

& Berkes, 2004). New directions for adaptive co-management are concerned with ethics

of co-management, power differentials between stakeholders involved and different types

of knowledge (Fennell, Plummer & Marschke, 2007; Nadasdy, 2003).

2.5 Critical Analysis ofCollaborative Management

2.5.1 Advantages

Research has shown that collaborative management can be highly beneficial to

communities and stakeholders involved in the collaborative management process

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004a; Noble, 2000; Manring, 1998; Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997;

Pinkerton, 1989). One advantage, as identified by Meadowcroft (1998), is the

development of a structured framework that encourages pluralism, which allows for a

variety of stakeholders to become involved in the negotiation process (Manring, 1998;

Napier, Branch & Harris, 2005). This pluralism can allow for the integration of non-

scientific knowledge systems, beneficial to natural resource management, complementing

and enhancing information available through scientific means (Armitage, 2005; Borrini-

Feyerabend, 1996; Berkes, 1997; Berkes, 1994). This reflects Meadowcroft's (1998),

assessment that "no one party or narrow grouping of parties possess the knowledge
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necessary to resolve environmental disputes successfully" (p. 29). Pluralistic inputs can

also lead to more effective decision and policy-making through collective action and

consensus building (Meadowcroft, 1998; Manring, 1998). When involved in decision

making, individual groups are more likely to accept the decisions made, and be

committed to maintaining and supporting policies linked with these decisions (Plummer

& FitzGibbon, 2004a; Pinkerton, 1 989).

Collaborative management can also be highly flexible, as it is not limited to one

particular area of management (whether spatially, temporally or geographically) or to any

particular context (Berkes, 1996; Pinkerton, 1989). Furthermore, collaborative

management agreements can adapt and change as the needs of the resource and the

interests of the stakeholders change (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006). '
V'

Another advantage to the collaborative management process is the increased

communication and negotiation between stakeholder groups (Plummer & FitzGibbon,

2006; Keen, et. al., 2005). As this negotiation process takes place, stakeholders will gain

knowledge from others involved and re-evaluate their expectations of themselves and

others (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Keen, et. al., 2005; Plummer & FitzGibbon,

2004a; Kellert, et. al., 2000) This results in an iterative learning process where

stakeholders recognize the merits of others and can achieve individual and/or group goals

through open communication (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Keen, et. al., 2005;

Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004a; Kellert, et. al., 2000). Finally, collaborative management

can help to foster increased community cohesion. When stakeholders must work together

to determine management strategies, goals and objectives for the resources, ideally an
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increased sense of community will be developed (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006;

Armitage, 2005; Kellert, et. al, 2000).

2.5.2 Disadvantages

While the goal of collaborative management is to decentralize power from the

government and increase distribution of power amongst stakeholders, Meadowcroft

(1998) suggests that this may not always be the case. Collaborative management

agreements can potentially reflect entrenched power differentials among stakeholder

groups. There is always one group with seemingly more power than other groups; this

has a tendency to be state groups or highly affluent stakeholder groups (commercial

interests or wealthy local users). Nadasdy (2003) argues that though community user

groups (such as First Nations) may seem to have an equitable amount of power within the

collaborative management agreement, this power may not be as equitable as it appears.

Local user groups are often forced to try and understand scientific literature presented by

state agencies, as well as use English primarily when negotiating (when English is not the

primary language this can be a difficult process). Power structures among stakeholder

groups due to social structures and social bias can become heightened within

collaborative management agreements, potentially leading to power struggles,

discriminatory behaviour and exclusion (Natcher, Davis & Hickey, 2005). In some

collaborative endeavours, such as the National Round Table on the Environment and

Economy (NRTEE), this problem has been explicitly addressed by creating policy which

advocates consensus based decision-making among multi-stakeholder groups (Doering,

1994).
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Efficiency in collaborative management also comes into question by critics of the

management strategy, with some calling it weak in theory (McCay, 1996; Jentoft,

Wilson, & McCay, 1998). Nadasdy (2003) states that groups may invest substantial time,

resources and energy into the development of a collaborative management agreement and

there is no guarantee that engaging in the process will produce the desired management

outcomes (McCay, 1996; Jentoft, Wilson, & McCay, 1998); this may result in non-

participation or roles of tokenism based on Amstein's (1969) ladder. This is further

corroborated by Beem (2007) who suggests that in some cases user groups may be

resistant to changing the established system in place. Furthermore, it takes sustained time

and resources to ensure that solutions of the collaborative management agreement are

met; if at the end the goals are not met, further time and resources have been wasted

(Nadasdy 2003). It is also possible that these costs will exclude potential stakeholder

groups from participating in the collaborative management process. If this occurs,

potential solutions and opinions are eliminated from the development of the collaborative

management agreement. It is argued that the proliferation of stakeholder groups in the

collaborative management context leads to a fragmentation of management

responsibilities. This fragmentation can lead to repetition of actions, confusion of

responsibilities and conflict over expenditures. Finally, there is also a concern for

stakeholder burnout in collaborative management, due to lengthy decision-making and

implementation processes.
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2.6 Knowledge voids

This study explores one model of governance, collaborative management in the

context of rivers. While much has been written on the role of collaboration in watershed

governance, there has been little empirical research which has focused on collaborative

management within river systems, with the exception of Plummer (2006) and Plummer

and FitzGibbon (2006). Limited exploration into collaboration around river systems

presents a significant knowledge void within the collaborative management literature,

which this study aims to address. This will be done by examining the evolution,

experience and influences of collaboration in two non-profit, river-based organizations.

As identified earlier in this chapter, research concerning antecedents and

preconditions has focused on factors which influence collaborative management; these

are identified as occurring prior to the creation of a collaborative agreement or at the

outset of initial creation (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton, 1989). While work

in this area has focused on influences of successfiil collaboration, it has been primarily

directed at influences at the beginning of collaboration rather than enduing influences.

Other scholarly literature has examined the role or experience of particular

influences on the collaborafive process. Examples include, but are not limited to: social

learning (Keen & Mahanty, 2006; Schusler, Decker & Pfeffer, 2003); social capital

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Lubell, 2004); traditional knowledge (Berkes, Berkes &

Fast, 2007; Herrmann, 2005; Berkes, 1994); and empowerment (Jentoft, 2005). While

these examples and others have focused on influences of collaboration, they have been

primarily limited to one or two specific influences, as opposed to the effect of multiple

factors.
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While recognizing that much of the literature has placed an emphasis on

preconditions/antecedents as influences at the start of collaboration, this study aims to

address how multiple, enduring influences in the collaborative process exist and affect

this process over time. For the purposes of this study, factors which influence or move

the collaborative process forward are termed drivers ofcollaboration. Drivers of

collaboration have not at this point been explicitly defined within the collaborative

management literature. As such, it is necessary to draw on interdisciplinary research to

develop an understanding of drivers.

In terms of landscape dynamics, Handley (2001) considers drivers to be

conditioning factors which affect the dynamics of a landscape, including fi-equency and

rate of recovery, and creating the context in which disturbance can occur; this definition

focuses primarily on the term within an ecological context. Nagendra (2007) suggests

that drivers are variables which affect change and are identified in terms of success or

failure in natural resource management, particularly with forestation. In the construction

industry, Nikas, Poulymenakou and Kriaris (2007) define 'organizational drivers' as

factors (either internal or external) and 'perceived benefits' which may result from

adopting a novel solution or technology; these in turn "enable better utilization of

organizational resources in terms of people and systems for improving communication,

reducing costs, increasing flexibility and productivity" (p. 635). For the purposes of this

study, a conceptualization of drivers will draw on a combinafion of the above definitions.

Drivers are considered to be those factors, both internal and external, which have

influenced or enabled the adoption/seeking of collaboration by the two case study

organizations.
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The above literature review provides the foundation, or starting point for entry

into research design and data collection procedures. It also provides an overview of the

themes to be explored through the research as identified by the study purpose and

research questions. Methodological considerations for this research are presented in the

next chapter.
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Chapter Three - Methodology

3. J Introduction

This chapter describes the methodological approach employed in this research.

The case study method, as well as the rationale for this choice of method, is first

explored. Yin's (1989) framework for conducting multiple case studies is then presented,

providing the structure this study follows. All of Yin's (1989) steps in this framework

are addressed, and an explanation ofhow each of these will be followed is presented.

These steps include the development of theory, the selection of cases to be examined, the

design of data collection protocol and instrumentation, and data analysis techniques. This

chapter concludes with an examination of measures taken to ensure trustworthiness and

reliability of data collected within this study.

3.2 The Case Study Methodology

3.2. J Rationalefor Choosing the Case Study Method

The purpose and research questions have influenced the approach to research

methodology, design and data collection. Specific research questions of this study

include:

1

.

How did the two river-based non profit organizations develop or evolve?

2. How are components of collaboration experienced or exhibited in the two

organizations?

3. Within the two organizations, what influences the process of collaboration?

To effectively address these research questions, the most appropriate tradition is the case

study approach; more specifically the multiple case study approach advanced by Yin

(1989). Multiple case studies are regarded as more robust and compelling than single case
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studies and can provide be comparative (Yin, 1989). For the purposes of this study, the

case study methodology best fits as an actual research tradition and method of inquiry

(Creswell, 1998, Yin, 1989).

Yin (1989) is identified as the leading authority on the case study research

methodology (Patton, 2002; Creswell, 1998), and has developed one of the most

comprehensive approaches to utilizing case study methods. The case study approach aims

to contribute to the knowledge and understanding of an individual, event or phenomenon

that is bounded by space and time. Case studies are designed to examine one specific

aspect of a research problem.

3.2.2 Definition and Features ofthe Case Study

There are several definitions for the case study; however, there is no one

overarching definition that is widely used. Schramm (1971; as cited in Yin, 1989) offers

the following definition for the case study methodology: "the essence of a case study, the

central tendency among all types of case study, is that it tries to illuminate a decision or

set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what result"

(p. 23). Although this definition makes reference to "decisions" as the variable for the

case study, decisions can be replaced with any component of a problem a researcher

wishes to study that has been bound by time and space (Yin, 1989). Yin (1994) offers a

more 'technical definition' of the case study, which encompasses the features which

distinguish it fi^om other research methodologies. He explains that: "A case study is an

empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life

context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident;

and in which muUiple sources of evidence are used." (Yin, 1994; p. 12- 13). Typically,
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case studies will focus on one to four cases (in order to be manageable) and within these

cases, will focus on a few key individuals or events. All data collection involved and the

problem/issue being studied will be situated within this specific case study context.

Yin (1989), Stake (1995), Patton (2002) and Creswell (1998) all identify the use

of multiple sources, including interviews, observations and documents analysis, as a key

feature of the case study methodology. Within a qualitative case study, purposefiil

sampling procedures must also be employed (Patton, 2002). Purposefiil sampling refers

to the selection of particular participants in order to highlight the particular issue being

studied within the case. As case studies focus on a specific context or issue (and cases are

selected to represent what is being studied or highlighted), participants within the case are

selected specifically for their role within the case context.

The multiple case study approach is used when studying more than one case or

when comparing/contrasting multiple cases in order to obtain information about an issue,

event or individual. Yin (1989) states that multiple case studies are utilized in order to

produce replication results, either literal or theoretical replication. Literal replication

involves producing similar results between cases; theoretical replication produces results

that are contrasting, however this contrast is expected based on the propositions related to

the study. The multiple case study approach, as used in this study, is depicted in Figure

3.1.
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Figure 3.1 Multiple Case Study Research Design (from Yin, 1989)
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collaborative process. Therefore, these three characteristics will act as sensitizing

concepts for the development of data collection instruments and analysis techniques.

After reviewing the literature, the two additional attributes of pluralism and

communication/negotiation were found to be interconnected and important features of

each of the three remaining characteristics, and were subsequently collapsed and woven

in to the remaining three.

Sensitizing concepts are defined as "a starting point in thinking about the class of

data ofwhich the social researcher has no definite idea and provides an initial guide to

her research" (van den Hoonaard, 1997; as cited in Creswell, 2002, p. 278). They are

words or phrases which have social values attached to them, making them ideal for

guiding qualitative research studies. Attributes have been developed for each of the three

concepts, and will be used in protocol design, data collection, and analysis. In Table 3.1,

each of the concepts is operationally defined and the main attributes for each are listed

with a brief description. The attributes associated with each sensitizing concept are

developed through an extensive review of current collaborative management literature, as

presented in Chapter Two.

Table 3.1 Sensitizing Concepts and Attributes Used Throughout this Study

Sensitizing Concepts
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References: Armitage (2005); Koontz (2005); Pahl-
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3.3.2 Select Cases

The second step Yin (1989) identifies is the selection of cases. The two cases

selected for this study were chosen to specifically address one component of the third

research question, around factors that influence the collaborative process, or drivers. The

role of formal, legislated agreements in the collaborative process was considered in case

selection for two reasons. First, the collaborative management literature revealed a

dichotomy between formal and informal agreements, as detailed in Chapter Two. Second,

the only way to consider this factor was to purposefully select such cases for inclusion in

the study. In order to examine the role of such agreements, the two cases were selected

based on their structure and level of formality at the creation of each organization. One

was chosen as an example of a formal structure when it was created; the other was

selected as it represented an informal social agreement at creation.

Criteria for the inclusion of cases in this study are presented in Table 3.2 and were

based on a review of the current literature. To determine presence of the criteria, publicly

available documents were assessed. Executive directors or executive board members of

each organization were also contacted, to provide further documentation when necessary

or were interviewed regarding the presence of the criteria. It was necessary to contact

these individuals in order to gain permission to research each organization and gain

access to documentation. In order to assess cases against the selection matrix, the

following values were selected by the researcher for determination of whether a case fit

the necessary criteria: for formal, legislated agreements, cases must have had five out of

seven of the listed formal features present, with a "defined collaborative agreement and

the strong role of government" as a mandatory feature. For informal social agreements,

cases must have had three out of the four listed informal features, including "a high level
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of community involvement" and excluding a "defined collaborative agreement" as

mandatory features. For any features with listed subsets, 50% or greater presence of the

subsets indicated presence of the feature in the collaborative agreement. Furthermore, for

both cases, organizations must have been in existence for more than two years to be

considered for study; this was in order to allow for the investigation of the organizational

evolution, and the development of collaborative processes.

While several cases were compared against the following matrix (such as the

Grand River Conservation Authority, Friends of the Little Red Deer River Society), two

cases emerged as best meeting the requisite criteria, and being within one jurisdiction.

The St. Croix International Waterway Commission, in St. Stephen, New Brunswick was

selected as the formal case; the St. John River Society in Fredericton, New Brunswick

was selected as the informal case. For a complete assessment of these cases against the

criteria matrix, please refer to Appendices A and B.

Table 3.2 Case Criteriafor Selection ofResearch Cases

Type of Collaborative

Management Agreement
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organization was granted, gatekeepers were asked to provide contact information for

participants they felt could contribute to the research (snowball sampling). Interview

participants were also encouraged to identify additional people they felt would like to

contribute to the data collection process. These gatekeepers also provided access to

documents for analysis. The criteria for selection of gatekeepers are presented in table

3.3.

Table 3.3 Selection Criteriafor Gatekeepers

Inclusion Criteria

Involved with the agreement for a minimum of 2 years

Knowledge of the agreement

• A member of one of the stakeholder groups involved in the management process

Knowledge of all stakeholder groups present

3.4.5 Data Collection

The following sections reflect the data collection process undertaken during the

course of a three month field session in New Brunswick fi-om January to April, 2007.

Research during this time was conducted in and around Fredericton, St. Andrews, St.

Stephen, and Grand Bay-Westfield, New Brunswick; Dartmouth, Nova Scotia; and Calais

and Bangor, Maine. This study utilized three specific methods to collect data: document

analysis, interviews and observations. The data collection instruments were designed to

meet the purpose and three research questions. Data was collected following approval

from the Research Ethics Board at Brock University in November 2006 (File #06-066

FRESQUE, please see Appendices C-H for ethics approval and consent forms).
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3.4.5. 1 Document Analysis

According to Patton (2002), document analysis allows insights into the irmer

workings of organizations, and for this reason documents were useful in providing data

that was not obtainable through other data collection methods. Document analysis was

conducted both prior to entry into the field, and while in the field. Prior to entry into the

field, document analysis was used to determine case selection (as detailed in the previous

section). Any publicly available documents (via websites, libraries or archives) were

consulted to help aid in the case selection process, as identified in Table 3.2. These

documents provided an overview of each organization, its structure and the people

involved. These particular documents also acted as a resource to identify people or other

documents which may have been usefial later in the study. Publicly available documents

typically consisted of maps, brochures and newsletters, as well as information presented

on each organization's website. Academic or newspaper articles written about the

organizations were also used in this portion of the document analysis. The St. Croix

International Waterway Commission was also contacted for a copy of their management

plan, which they make publicly available.

The second part of document analysis was conducted during the field session. At

this stage document analysis was used to determine the context and evolution of the two

organizations, which addressed research question one. Documents were used to chart the

evolution of each of the two organizations, and to highlight changes which occurred

throughout their duration. These documents also highlighted past and current programs

offered, the specific individuals involved in each organization and strategic planning

initiatives (fiiture direcfions for the organization). In addition, documents were assessed
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against a document analysis matrix (Table 3.4), which identified the sensitizing concepts

(the characteristics of collaboration) and their attributes; this was used to gather evidence

(passages/quotes) which could suggest the presence or absence of each of the sensitizing

concepts and their attributes (addressing research question two). Finally, documents were

used to assess drivers of collaboration (research question three). Formal, legislated

agreements as a driver was examined specifically first, following which an open coding

process was used to identify any additional emergent drivers.

Documents for this portion of the study were accessed through the organizations.

This process usually required permission fi-om the executive director, senior staff or

board members, as some of these were not readily available for public access or

considered to be public record; publicly available documents were also used. Several

types of documents were used in the data collection for this study. For the formal case

(St. Croix International Waterway Commission) copies of the Memoranda of '

Understanding (MOU) and legislative acts were used, as well as newsletters, brochures

and the organization's comprehensive management plan. For the informal case (St. John

River Society), there was less of a presence of documentation (as identified in the case

selection matrix); however internal documents such as the by-laws, roles and

responsibilities and information related to a wharf transfer issue were used. Newsletters,

presentation materials and brochures were also accessed for the data collection portion of

this study.

Table 3.4 In-Field Document Analysis Matrix

Concept
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3.4.5.2 Observations

In order to address research question one, observations were used to identify the

context for the research study, by gaining an understanding of the current operation of

each organization. To address research question two, observations were used to

determine the presence of the three collaborative management characteristics selected for

study. Observations were also used to identify any drivers of the collaborative process,

addressing research question three. The observational strategy was employed in two

ways: first, ongoing observafions were conducted over the course of three months to

contextualize the setfing for the case, as well as to observe on-going collaborative

processes and interactions between stakeholders. This is a typical component of case

study research, as one of the criteria for a case study is an event/experience that is bound

by time and space (Creswell, 1998; Yin, 1989).

Observations were also conducted during two group specific events (board

meetings in the case of these two particular organizations); one for each of the two

organizations. To conduct these observations, an observational matrix (Table 3.5) was

developed using the sensitizing concepts presented in Table 3.1 to specifically structure

data collection for research question two and to broadly inform data collection for

research question three. If one of the criteria was observed during any of the meetings, it

was checked off in the matrix and the nature of the observation described. These

descriptions were written into the final case study report to support the presence/absence

of the characteristics in correspondence with the findings from interviews and document

analysis.
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used for data analysis. Notes were also taken during the interviews. The general interview

guide is presented in Appendix I.

Participants for this study were chosen to represent the diversity of stakeholder

groups involved in the collaborative process with the SCIWC and the SJRS; this included

participants from the organization (staff and volunteers), board/commission members,

government personnel and partner organizations (non-governmental). Eighteen people

were chosen for inclusion in the study as interview participants: ten were selected to

represent the SCIWC and eight were selected for the SJRS. The difference in participant

numbers across cases reflects the increased presence of government involvement in the

SCIWC as a formal, legislated case (fewer direct partnerships between the organization

and government existed for the SJRS, therefore government participants were not as

easily attainable).

The interview process was targeted specifically at those individuals who were

currently or recently involved with the collaborative process, as identified in Chapter

One. Participants were identified via snowball sampling, where the gatekeepers were

asked to suggest and provide contact information for people they felt would like to

participate. Interview participants were also encouraged to identify additional individuals

they felt would like to contribute. As the process was targeted at those currently involved,

it is possible that people who may have become disenfi-anchised or disengaged during the

collaborative process were not included in the data collection process. Due to the extreme

difficulty of finding and targeting individuals outside the process, the study was limited

to people currently involved, recognizing this as a fiiture research direction (please see

Chapter Five).
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3.5 Data Analysis

The data analysis was conducted via a two-fold process: analysis of the three

research questions for each individual case, followed by a comparison of each research

question between the two cases (cross-case analysis). Information was taken from all

three data sources, in order to triangulate the results. Throughout the analysis, both axial

and open coding schemes were utilized to assess the data. Axial codes are defined as

developed or pre-defined categories, used to interpret data (Kerlin, online, 2002;

Creswell, 1998). For this study, axial codes were developed based upon the sensitizing

concepts and their attributes, with the attributes acting as codes to interpret the collected

data (Table 3.1). Open coding was also used during this process. Open coding is the

process of identifying patterns which may emerge in the data, without the use of a pre-

determined set of codes or constructs developed by the researcher. The goal of this

process is to begin to develop categories in the data based on emerging themes (Patton,

2002).The specific use of axial versus open coding is highlighted within the presentation

of the analysis for each research objective. All data was inputted into the NUDIST

N*VIVO software program, which acts as a content filing system and can store

developed codes, notes and memos created by the researcher. Specific analysis

procedures for both individual and cross case reports are subsequently presented.

3.5. 1 Individual Case Reports

Data from each of the cases was analyzed individually, in order to address each of

the three idenfified research questions (Chapter One). The analysis of each individual

objective is described in this secfion.

For research question one, the objective was to determine how each organization

was created, and how each has evolved over the durafion of its existence. For this
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research question, documents and interviews were the primary source of information.

Documents were used at the outset of the study to determine case selection (whether the

agreement was formal or informal). Following commencement of the study, documents

were used to chart the creation and evolution of each organization, as well as determine

what programs are/were offered, who is involved and how each group has changed since

its inception. Interviews were used to clarify any confusion in the documents or gain

information which was not readily available; verbatim interview transcripts were sent

directly to study participants for the opportunity to confirm accuracy and to provide

additional information. Observations were used primarily to assess current operating

practices, programs and individuals involved during the duration of the field work

session. Observations were used to supplement data available from documents and -

interviews. For each case, a narrative was constructed detailing the evolution of each

organization, the key people involved, programs offered and major changes which have

occurred; these results are presented in Chapter Four.

The purpose of research question two was to determine how components of ,

collaboration (transactive decision-making, social learning and shared/action

commitment) were experienced or exhibited in each of the two cases. For each of these

characteristics, axial codes (developed based on the attributes of the sensitizing concepts

described in Table 3.1), were used to interpret and categorize the data; these codes were

used to analyze all three sources of data, and locate examples of the attributes for each

characteristic. Following an extensive axial coding process, an open coding scheme was

used to find any patterns, or attributes, which may have emerged related to the three
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characteristics. The results of this analysis process are included in the case report for each

individual organization (Chapter Four).

The final research question examined what influenced the process of

collaboration. These influences were termed 'drivers of collaboration' in Chapter Two.

One pre-determined driver, formal or legislated agreements was selected for inclusion

prior to commencement of the study in order to address the current dichotomy in the

collaboration literature (please see Chapter Two, section 2.4.3). As this driver was pre-

determined, presence of it was examined using axial coding. The study also sought to

examine other drivers which influence collaboration that were not pre-determined at the

outset of this study. In order to identify emerging themes about influences on the

collaborative process, the data was subsequently open coded for additional drivers; four

were identified fi-om this open coding process: real or perceived crisis; leadership; social

networks; and resources. Results fi-om both of these coding processes are presented in the

individual case reports (Chapter Four).

In the individual case reports, reporting on the results of each research question is

presented in a detailed, sequential fashion for both the SCIWC and the SJRS in Chapter

Four. Observations fi-om the three month process are incorporated around verbatim

quotes fi-om both interviews and documents to present the overall picture of the

evolution, experience and drivers of collaboration present in each organization. Quotes

which come from study participants are presented throughout Chapter Four in italics, and

primarily in block quotes. Each quote is labeled with the number of the participant's

interview for the specific site, as well as an acronym for the site. For example, participant

#001-SC would be the first person interviewed for the SCIWC; #001-SJ would be the
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first participant interviewed for the SJRS. Anonymity of the interviewees was assured in

compliance with Brock University's Research Ethics Board policy on using human

participants.

3.5.2 Cross Case Analysis

Following the analysis and reporting of the individual case reports, it was then

necessary to conduct a cross-case analysis between the two organizations. A comparative

pattern analysis was used. This qualitative analysis technique seeks to make comparisons

between cases and considers causes, consequences and relationships both within

individual cases and between cases (Patton, 2002; Stake, 1995). Comparative pattern

analysis matches and compares patterns and themes between cases, in order to identify

similarities and differences which may exist (Stake, 1 995). This comparison is useful in

interpreting and drawing conclusions from the results and highlighting relationships or

elements of collaboration which may be consistent across cases.

The developed patterns or themes (resulting fi-om the both axial and open coding

processes described in the preceding section) from each collaborative agreement were

compared and contrasted. This allowed for a comparison of the evolution of the

organizations, the presence of collaboration and the major drivers of collaboration in each

organization (and addressed all three research questions). Results of pattern matching for

each research question were written into a cross case report (Chapter Five). The results

are presented with a discussion for interpreting the results and reflecting on these results

in respect to the literature outlined in Chapter Two.
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3.6 Trustworthiness and Reliability within this Research Study

During this study, several steps were built into the research methodology to

ensure trustworthiness and reliability. The case study method was chosen as the best

approach to undertake this research as guided by the research questions (Yin, 1994); in

addition, the data collection protocol that was designed was best suited for gaining the

amount and type of information necessary to address the research questions. Within this

study, additional techniques of collecting data were selected to ensure credibility; these

methods were rigorous, as identified by Patton (2002). These methods consisted of an

intensive immersion into the field site (three month data collection period); extensive

note-taking during document analysis, observation and interviews; joumaling of ideas,

thoughts, concerns and questions as they came up during the field work. Follow-up

questions and additional observations were used when necessary. Furthermore, this study

also includes ample description coupled with verbatim quotes in the presentation of the

results to allow the reader insight into the collected data and to clearly detail how

interpretations of the results were arrived at (Patton, 2002).

Dependability revolves around the idea of consistency, meaning that results are

found from multiple sources or multiple researchers, consistent with qualitafive

methodology (Patton, 2002; Creswell, 1998). For this study, the research was triangulated

to ensure that data was accurate and consistent. Three sources of data (documents,

observations and interviews) were used for each of the three research questions. While

the data sources were used in varying degrees for each research question, information

used for analysis from each source was found to be consistent with the others.

To further ensure accuracy of the data, this study used the process of member-

checking. Member checking is used to ensure that information collected fi-om participants
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is accurate and true to their voice (Russell & Gregory, 2003). In this study, the principal

investigator provided participants with written copies of their transcripts to allow them

the opportunity to clarify or add to the collected interview data. During the member

checking process, some participants did revise elements of their transcripts, others

accepted them as presented, and others chose not to respond. Following member

checking, letters of appreciation were sent to participants in the research process.
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1

Chapter Four - Individual Case Reports '

This chapter presents the results of data analysis for the individual cases. Results

from analysis for all three study objectives (evolution, experience, and drivers) are

detailed and presented for both the St. Croix International Waterway Commission

(SCIWC) and the St. John River Society (SJRS). Verbatim quotes from both participant

interviews and documents, woven together with examples taken from observations are

presented to fully develop the analysis for each research objective.

4. 1 The St. Croix International Waterway Commission

4.1.1 Evolution ofthe Organization

The St. Croix River is an international boundary between Canada and the United

States, specifically, the province ofNew Brunswick and the State of Maine (SCIWC,

1993). The river basin encompasses roughly 4235 km of land, stemming from its

headwaters ofMonument Brook and flowing into Passamaquody Bay on the southern

New Brunswick coast (SCIWC, 1 993). The watershed is divided into three distinct parts:

the lakes region (the Chiputneticook lakes system comprised of five lakes); the river

corridor itself and the estuary located in and around Passamaquody Bay.

The majority of people living within the St. Croix Watershed live in the twin

cities of St. Stephen, New Brunswick and Calais, Maine. The rest of the population is

dispersed in rural communities on both sides of the border throughout the watershed. The

watershed provides a wide array of economic, social and recreational fianctions and uses.

A major economic base within the watershed is industry, including the Domtar pulp and

paper mill; tourism and recreation are also prevalent in the region (SCIWC, n.d., online).

The tourism industry is founded upon on the area's heritage, from the location of the first
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French settlement in 1604 on St. Croix Island, to remnants of the war of 1812 (SCIWC,

n.d., online). Recreational users are drawn to the exceptional natural features of the

region, including: wildlife viewing opportunities such as breeding bald eagles; an

outstanding river corridor for canoeing and camping; and interesting geographical

features such as ice age eskers (SCWIC, n.d.). Tourists are also drawn to the historic

Ganong Chocolate Factory and Museum, located in St. Stephen, New Brunswick.

Due to its outstanding natural, historical, social and economic features, the St.

Croix River has been recognized on both sides of the border. In Maine, it is designated as

an Outstanding River, as part of their Outstanding Rivers program, and in New

Brunswick as a Heritage River, part of the Canadian Heritage Rivers Program. These

designations work to ensure the maintenance of these exceptional features along the river

and within the greater river basin.

The St. Croix River is managed by the St. Croix International Waterway

Commission (SCIWC) and is located in St. Stephen, New Brunswick and Calais, Maine.

It is a not-for profit commission, the basis of a legal collaborative partnership between

the governments of Maine and New Brunswick. The SCIWC works primarily to facilitate

actions in the watershed via governments, communities, NGO's and interest groups, but

also takes the role of implementer, information clearinghouse, funder, and more

(participant #001 -SC, personal communication).

In the mid 1 980s, the St. Croix River region was facing a severe economic crisis,

which was greatly affecting the social and environmental realms within the area. In 1 986,

a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed and signed by parties from both

state and provincial governments. With this MOU, the St. Croix International Waterway
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Commission was bom. This MOU was designed to foster collaboration and economic

opportunities between the province ofNew Brunswick and the State of Maine

surrounding the management of the St. Croix International Waterway. At the initial

outset, the MOU established a partnership between the state of Maine and the province of

New Brunswick to oversee management of the river corridor.

Following the creation of the MOU, legislation was passed in 1987 on both sides

of the border which legally defined both the waterway boundaries and the St. Croix

International Waterway Commission. This legislation also defined the purpose and

objectives for the waterway as well as creating the commission's board and the positions

on it. It was further mandated that community members, along with government agencies

on both sides of the border, were to be included in the development of a management

plan via citizen advisory committees, public meetings and contact with the Commission.

It was then necessary to begin the creation of the management plan to develop objectives

and goals for the waterway in order to meet the requirements of the MOU. The first

meeting to develop the plan was held in 1988, following which an executive director was

hired in 1989. A second meeting was held at this point, and the SCIWC was charged with

the task of developing a management plan to bring to the governments within the next 18

months. In order to develop the plan, staff of the commission went to the community to

determine what people in the region wanted to see in terms of initiatives around the St.

Croix River Corridor, as well as working with the various governments. This involved

several community and stakeholder meetings throughout the entire watershed, on both

sides of the border. The plan was accepted in principle by both governments in 1990

(SCIWC, 1993).



O! v;iin:!r^.>v'; .'t':^/t 1 w* .lO;-. .

t>j- 'iovni .I."! I ..'iii"?((ur.fj'!-v.'j ^jjvx;

iljl'.K' {-'

OvK ; ,), ,.*;u rri'.i";>"\ii f!lt)'l i^^'* •JfrH.»t;c,



Collaborative Management 84

The structure of the SCIWC has not changed from the time it was first created;

this structure was enacted in the legislation passed in 1987. The SCIWC operates via a

board of directors called commissioners who are responsible for decision-making and

directing the executive director's actions on behalf of the commission. There are eight

commissioners, four for each Maine and New Brunswick; the commissioners must be

appointed into the volunteer position by their governor/premier and are generally

representative of the diversity of the waterway region. The SCIWC also consists of two

federal observers (one for each country), and two provincial/state liaisons, who are non-

voting members of the SCIWC. These members act as liaisons between their respective

governments, in order to increase information flow and transparency within the

organization. The executive director acts on behalf of the commissioners and the

governments, with the authority to carry out daily actions/ decisions and hire seasonal

staff as necessary.

During the turbulent years of the early 1990s, a recession struck both the United

States and Canada, resulting in a significant loss of funding to non-profit agencies. At this

time, fijnding was drastically reduced and as such both governments were uncertain

regarding implementation; consequently the SCIWC reshaped the plan into a policy plan

to be accepted on principle (Participant #001-SC, personal communication, 2007).

Following a two year trial, the management plan was formally adopted by both Maine

and New Brunswick in 1994 (SCIWC, 1993; Participant #001-SC, 2007, personal

communication), with the responsibility of delivery primarily relegated to the SCIWC. At

this time, both state and provincial governments committed to small amounts of funding

to keep the Commission operational.
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This change in the economic climate greatly impacted the direction of the

SCIWC. It was now responsible for management actions, and this led to a re-organization

of the organization, responsibility and objectives. In 1991, the St. Croix was designated

as a Canadian Heritage River, adding extra emphasis on the provision of effective

management by the SCIWC (CHRS, n.d., online). The plan was now a guiding

document, and accepted on the principles and themes which the waterway communities

had suggested were important. The final plan contained 22 management initiatives

encompassing social, environmental, recreational and heritage themes.

Since 1993, the SCIWC has been actively involved in a series of initiatives within

the realms of heritage, recreation and the environment, among others. Notable projects

included the development of fishway programs and the monitoring offish stocks; a

salmon restoration program in 2003-2004; development of workshops for both industry

professionals and community members; stream recovery initiatives; and a partnership

with the United States Parks Agency to plan and implement St. Croix 2004, which was a

cultural celebration of the area's heritage (SCIWC, 2004; participant #OOI-SC, 2007,

personal communication).

At present, the SCIWC has completed 21 of 22 goals and objectives contained

within their management plan, including: the establishment of an International Heritage

Waterway; setting of cooperative water quality goals and standards on both sides of the

border; a maintenance plan for the shoreland greenways along the river; an action plan

for pollution reduction; and historical interpretation programs for St. Croix Island

(SCIWC, 1994). At the time of this study, the SCIWC had commenced on the last

objective of the plan which was to complete a review of the plan in order to develop and
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revise goals for new initiatives within the corridor; this process is currently on-going

(SCIWC, 2007; online). This entails a detailed government and community consultation

and drafting process, as well as approval of a new plan by both governments. The

organization has also begun to move into new areas, such as water resource education.

Conversely, the commission has also had to step away from some early projects, such as

fish-way monitoring, due to lack of financial and personnel resources.

4.1.2 The Experience ofCollaboration - Transactive Decision-Making

Transactive decision-making was defined in Chapter Three as decisions that "are

made through dialogue involving pluralistic inputs and multiple knowledge systems"

(Plummer& FitzGibbon, 2004b, p. 880). A series of attributes, based on a review of

antecedent literature (developed in Table 3.1), were also explored, including: information

exchange, communication and negotiation, dialogue and empowerment. Using

documents, participant observations and interviews, the presence and experience of

transactive decision-making attributes were explored through qualitative analysis by axial

coding (as described in Chapter Three, section 3.5.1). This section presents the major

themes and issues identified through that process. One attribute related to transactive

decision-making, which was not previously identified, emerged out of an open coding

process: strategic versus opportunistic decision-making.

4.1.2.1 Information Exchange

One of the major strengths of the St. Croix Intemafional Waterway Commission

was its ability to pass information between staff and commissioners, as well as direct

appropriate information to partners and the public. Information (whether on projects.
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board decisions, general knowledge) appeared to flow back and forth between involved

parties, and on a constant basis. One staffmember described the commission as an

'information clearinghouse', identifying that the role of the SCIWC was to disseminate

such information in a readily available and timely manner to all interested parties:

" We 're very easy tofind. Ifpeople want to bring things to us, we get them

constantly by phone, by email, by drop in and then it 's a bit ofa clearinghouse at

my level. Something simple we can do it 'sjust done, if it 's a bigger issue it 's

something we have to consider a bit

"

#001-SC

One example of readily available information was observed at the SCIWC office.

Directly inside the door at the office was a bookshelf containing a multitude of reading

materials, all aimed at informing the public. Documents here ranged from commission

management plans, to current fishing regulations and proper well-water treatment

procedures; all information which would be necessary to ensure an understanding of both

the SCIWC's objectives and necessary action to protect the quality of the river.

The public, as well as partner groups working with the SCIWC, identified that

they felt they received timely and appropriate information from staff and were satisfied

with the symbiotic nature of the information exchange. As an example, at a local

community meeting to discuss implications about a quarry being proposed within the

region, the executive director of the SCIWC (without taking a stand either personally or

professionally on the issue at hand) was able to provide solid and accurate facts related to

quarry development (Observation Log #1). This information helped those present at the

meeting make more informed choices regarding actions they wished to take. Conversely,

the executive director was also able to ascertain public opinion on the quarry issue, which

was then subsequently presented to the commissioners.
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4.2.2.2 Communication/Negotiation

According to participants, the communication and dialogue occurring both within

the SCIWC and between the commission and secondary groups was on-going and

effective. Few people interviewed cited any form of problem with the level and style of

communication occurring. It was also identified that the majority of information and

communication came by way ofthe executive director, who is considered by many to

have excellent and effective interpersonal skills. For example, one former board member

and current community volunteer stated:

"The chairs are given a lot ofinformation let 's put it that way. Virtually anything

that happens, anything that comes up, [the executive director will] make sure that

the chairs know "

#003-SC

One particular noteworthy theme which arose through interviews and

observations was that SCIWC members felt that communication between staff and the

board was excellent; they constantly felt informed and provided with enough information

to make appropriate and effective decisions at the board level. One board member

espoused this sentiment by stating that he felt that "I am provided the opportunity to

express myself (#005-SC). This was echoed by the other commissioners, and past

SCIWC representatives.

Communication with the public and partners also appeared to be necessary to the

operation of the SCIWC. In reference to the development of the management plan (the

guiding document for the commission), one staffmember stated that they developed the

plan:

"Trulyfrom the input ofthe entities, the communities, the governments, the

individuals who used the St. Croix. So then what we were doing was taking back
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to them what they had said, and [we] said here 's the collection ofwhat you said,

did we get it right, so it 's not a plan [oj] here 's what we think, we said "did we
get it right?""

#001-SC

Negotiation between staff and commissioners on management decisions (based on

stakeholder input) was effective and inclusive, through the use of a consensus building

decision-making format. At the SCIWC, no decision is approved until all eight members

of the board agree on how to proceed. This allows all members to have an equal say, and

agree to terms which benefit the communities and user groups represented by the

commissioners. According to one board member:

" We operate by consensus which is quite unusualfor most groups. And nobody

has a veto power and ifone person out ofthe whole membership is uncomfortable

and doesn 't want to pursue whatever the subject might be, then the group will not

go anyfarther without reaching consensus
"

#006-SC

During a board meeting in late January, a highly contentious issue was raised

regarding the role the SCIWC was to play in restoring a fish-counting program; not all

members of the board agreed on how to best proceed; this resulted in a small amount of

conflict between individuals on the board. As consensus is required on all issues before

the SCIWC proceeds to action, the decision around the fish-counting program was put on

hold until the next meeting when fiirther discussion could take place. The issue would be

continually revisited until all members came to consensus, whether for or against the

issue. A note fi-om Observadon Field Log #1, about this issue read:

-during board meeting, commissioners are encouraged to share their thoughts and

feelings on such a contentious issue; this issue was discussed thoroughly and

evaluated from all points of view; board member five does not agree - very

strongly opposed. Others seem favourable. Decision pending further discussion at

the next meeting.
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4.1.2.3 Dialogue

The presence of an ongoing and open dialogue overlaps and closely mirrors the

presence of both information exchange and communication/negotiation, as the three are

very similar in nature. When asked, the majority of participants identified dialogue

with/within the SCIWC as meaningfiil and important to the process, and that the constant

dialogue helped to move the decision-making process forward. One former board

member stated:

"There is constant back andforth between those having a working relationship on

a project... There isn 't a lot ofwhat I call slushy dialogue. No, there 's very little

schmoozing, as the word may be. It 's very much [a] results-oriented approach to

projects. And that makes everyonefeel very comfortable generally.
"

#003-SC
A major theme which emerged was the presence of both formal and informal

dialogue processes. Formal mechanisms for dialogue occur via the regular, organized

board meetings and formal meetings between the SCfWC and its partners. Informal

dialogue occurred primarily between the staff and partners, as well as on an informal

basis (phone calls, emails, etc.) between staff and commissioners; all informal dialogue

which occurred took place openly and was willingly shared with all members of the

collaborative process (Observation Log #1). Often, informal discussions would occur at

the grocery store, at the coffee shop or over a friendly dinner (participant #001-SC,

personal communication, 2007). An example of such informal dialogue occurred at a

local World Water Day event, which was held in March in St. Stephen. This event was a

meeting between various NGO leaders, government personnel, church leaders, the

SCIWC and local community members interested in water issues (Observation Log #1).

The event was designed to bring awareness to water issues facing the region. During this

event, it was observed that the executive director engaged in discussions with other
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NGOs present, in an effort to establish common goals for watershed protection in the

region.

4.1.2.4 Empowerment

The participants from the SCIWC demonstrated a great deal of pride and

empowerment, both towards the river and the actions they were engaged in. This feeling

of pride was expressed by and observed in many of the study participants, regardless of

the stakeholder group they represented. It is important to note that, with the exception of

the executive director, participants are not renumerated for their roles in the SCIWC; the

hours worked by the executive director far exceed the level of renumeration. This sense

of empowerment seems to drive participants and keep the SCIWC going, and to work

towards making decisions that are best for the river and the people involved. One

participant, a retired government official who had been involved extensively stated that:

"There 's a tremendous amount of, Ifind, pride developed. The [ED] and the

crew, this is something that is theirs so to speak, they take care of it and increase

the standard always and they want to make sure that people do take care ofit so

that has made a majorplus in how things all operated.
"

#009-SC

At a board meeting attended in January, the passion for the river was apparent in

the on-going discussion between the commissioners and the staff. It appeared that every

decision was carefully thought through and discussed, and only decisions that were truly

considered in the best interest of the river and her users would be 'green lighted' to move

forward to implementation (Observation Log #1). Issues that were divergent were hotly

debated, further demonstrating an immense passion for what is considered best for the

river.
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Pride was particularly apparent within the executive director, displayed in both

dedication to her job and the river itself. During the three month field work period, it was

observed that the executive director spent the majority of her time engaged in work

surrounding a variety of decisions related to the river, whether through the SCIWC or on

her own time (Observation Log #1). This consisted of a large amount of time on the

phone, email or traveling; a great deal of time was also spent drafting plans or reading

about issues.

4.1.2.5 Emergent Theme - Strategic versus Opportunistic Decision-Making

Strategic versus opportunistic decision-making also emerged as an attribute of

transactive decision-making, primarily within the SCIWC itself. Strategic decision

making refers to decisions which must be made and carried out first, so that other actions

can occur following said decision (a hierarchical approach to management, e.g. one '

component of the management plan had to be completed prior to another). Opportunistic

decision-making refers to decisions which are made based on the opportunity for carrying

out an action (i.e. funding became available for a specific project for a certain time

period, and the commission could only undertake this with the available fianding at that

particular point in time). Often the commission would have to balance these two types of

decision making based on what was occurring within the commission at the time, and

depending on resources and funding available or type of project. A staffmember at the

SCrWC described deciding on how actions within the management plan were carried out:

" Well, goes back to the strategic and opportunistic. That 's it. Ifyou look at this

plan [it is] essentially a shopping list... which one willfit in about now, and there

are a number we have been doing over time... we 've shifted, some things have
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come about and now been done more or less so we could move on to other things,

some ofthese strategic things
"

#001-SC

4.1.2.6 Overall Transactive Decision-Making

While the majority of day to day decisions are the responsibility of the executive

director, other decisions required input from multiple groups/partners. These decisions

were found to be inclusive and equitable as determined by the researcher during the

process of data analysis. The structure of the SCIWC board meetings is designed to

ensure that multiple commissioners are able to voice their opinion; decisions are made by

consensus, ensuring that all members of the board are comfortable proceeding with

decisions. Furthermore, participants from partner groups interviewed identified that they

felt included in decision making that involved the SCIWC; groups did not appear to feel

that they were being taken advantage of or coerced in the decision making process.

While transactive decision making was present and highly effective within the

context of the St. Croix International Waterway Commission, some key issues were

apparent, which could result in tensions and/or conflict. For example, communication

between the executive director and the board is excellent, while the majority of

interactions and communication to partner groups comes directly from the executive

director. Most partner groups stated that they did not actually deal with or know members

of the board. This does lead to the question of whether representation of the board (who

are supposed to represent the diverse communities of the region) is adequate and/or

effective. Additionally, at particular times during the field work session, it was apparent

that upper level staff had some degree of difficulty delegating tasks and responsibilities to

partner groups or interns; this resulted in tensions. While not identified as overtly
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problematic during this research study, this could allow for the potential development of

conflict between staff, and between the SCIWC and partners.

4.1.3 The Experience ofCollaboration - Social Learning

In Chapter Three, social learning was identified as: "mutual gaining of knowledge

by actors through sharing values, developing strategies, implementing actions, and

reflecting upon feedback" (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b, p. 880). The attributes of

social learning were assessed using axial coding of three data sources. Similar to

transactive decision making, the presence of examples for each of the attributes of social

learning from multiple sources indicate the presence of social learning within the St.

Croix International Waterway Commission. Additional attributes did not emerge in the

discussion surrounding social learning.

4. J. 3. J Interaction and Inclusion '

One of the most notable experiences of social learning within the SCIWC was the

interaction and inclusion of participants involved in the collaborative process. The

majority of participants cited that they felt equitably consulted regarding their input into

decisions and actions. This was expressed by staff, board members and partner groups.

One of the major organizational goals of the SCIWC, as stated earlier, was the

desire to act as an information clearing house, ensuring that all residents and users of the

St. Croix River were adequately and constantly informed of what was occurring within

the region. The SCIWC was observed to fiilfill this role. Whether formally or informally

(through meetings, phone calls, websites, etc.), the executive director and commissioners

ensured that all partners, governments and interested community members were
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constantly aware of what was going on. Further still, the community and any current or

potential partners were encouraged to contact the SCIWC whenever necessary. One

former commissioner and staffmember described the role of the executive director in

keeping people constantly informed:

"She keeps people abreast ofwhat 's going on, and there is never a problem with

a report at the end that 's good and thorough andprovides some insights and is

accurate. There is constant back andforth between those having a working

relationship on a project, and ifit's necessary or worthwhile to provide a

presentation, she will do that. And that makes everyonefeel very comfortable

generally.

"

#003-SC

The majority of participants also identified that the executive director was

exceptional at including diverse interests and frequently interacting with partners and the

broader community. The researcher observed and identified that the executive director

strove to ensure that all board members, partners and local community members were

aware of what was going on at all times, ensuring transparency with the organization.

One board member of another local watershed organization stated that his interactions

with the executive director had ''been a good relationship over the years " f#004-SC).

This participant also identified a strong informal relationship with the executive director,

fi-equently discussing issues related to the river over dinner or coffee. This relationship

appeared to be driven by the willingness of both groups to include each other in

information sharing and decision making with regards to the watershed (Observation Log

#1).

It was also apparent that the interaction both within the SCIWC and between

partner groups was constant and on-going; these interactions were typically perceived

positively by participants. Some interactions occurred on an informal basis, taking place
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in the grocery store, coffee shops, over dinners or even on the street. This was primarily

attributable to the executive director, but commissioners also identified engaging in

informal dialogues with the members of their region. One local community member, who

runs an NGO in the region, described the nature of informal contact with the executive

director of the SCIWC:

"Basically what we would do was sit down and had a couple ofmeetings a year

and review what projects she 'd do and what projects we 'd do and [make sure

projects weren 'tj overlapping"

#004-SC

While for the most part, interaction and inclusion within the SCIWC was positive,

several weaknesses were also present. The primary concern identified (via observational

method, and implicitly described by some interview participants) was the tendency of the

SCIWC to become too involved and often take over much of the authority and

responsibility for decision making. The SCIWC on several occasions became the

dominant decision-maker with partner groups on collaborative projects, or contributed

the most time, resources and information to planning (Observation Log #1). During one

particular event, the executive director took over much of the plaiming from a partner,

and in some cases overruling suggestions/idea from the partner (Observation Log #1).

Reasons why this occurred were not explicitly evident to the researcher, or identified by

participants. While this was not expressly identified by participants as a problem, it was

noted by the researcher that this could potentially lead to uneven representation of

stakeholders or inequitable decision-making in some instances; this could also present an

opportunity for conflict to occur between participants involved in the process. It is

possible that this type of situation in the past could have led to groups disengaging from
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the process; it was not possible to identify such groups, which was discussed as a

research limitation in Chapter One.

4.1.3.2 Reflection and Feedback

When asked about reflection and feedback, both were inherent to the collaborative

process. Reflection and feedback were often not a separate component of the process (e.g.

an evaluation at the end of the project) but rather constantly ongoing and refined

throughout the process.

The SCIWC appeared to excel at gathering input and feedback ft^om local

communities on its projects. During the development of the management plan, the

broader St. Croix community was constantly consulted during the process. This was

stated in the SCIWC's call for input in 1989, which was mailed to residents and

stakeholders throughout the region:

Your ideas will help to shape the future of the Waterway. Please get involved in

the planning process in one of more of these ways:

• Attend public meetings

• Participate in an advisory committee

• Involve local organizations

• Contact us directly

(SCIWC, 1989)

People working within the SCIWC, such as commissioners and staff, also

expressed feelings of being able to contribute opinions and feelings throughout the

management process. One former staffmember and retired board member described how

inherent feedback is to the process:

"You work it out as it 's happening, you know, scientific results that go with it to

come out with effective management tools.
"

#003-SC
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Furthermore, feedback was shared between staff and board members via regular

board meetings. These meetings were a chance for commissioners to express thoughts

about any current actions or proposed actions. Without this time for reflection,

management initiatives would not go forward until all commissioners were comfortable

and had reached an agreement. One such example occurred during a board meeting in

January 2007, in the previously identified example of the conflict on the board

surrounding the discussion of a proposed fishway program (provided under the attribute

of communication/negotiation) (Observation Log #1). Each member was able to share

their opinion on the matter, and everyone listened respectfully to everyone else. At the

end of the meeting, there still was not consensus on the issue; it was postponed until

further meetings which occurred following the field session (Observation Log #1).

4.1.3.3 Multi-Level Learning

It was also apparent that multiple levels (single, double and triple loop) of

learning were occurring during the collaborative process at the SCIWC. Many

participants expressed that they had learned individually from participafion in the process

and 'through learning by doing' (demonstrating single loop learning). One former staff

member described his experience:

"Through being directly involved on the board, I've enjoyed or learned something

more about different parts ofthe system
"

#003-SC

All participants felt that they had gained knowledge and/or skills ft-om

participating in the collaborative process. Additional knowledge and skills were
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developed through interactions with other individuals and groups involved in

collaboration. As one staffmember stated:

"I'm constantly learningfrom all ofthe people I've talked to, I try to go in to

learn more what their interests are and why and quite often [am] defending

peoplefrom one side to people at the other, whether it be on issues or on

nationality and that 's a role that no one else will do here.
"

#001-SC

Some participants even identified changes in attitudes, values and perceptions

through participating in collaboration, showcasing double loop learning. One board

member described the experience of attempting to bring a solution to a highly contentious

issue:

"So everybody was struggling and complaining to each other and what have you.

The riverforum meeting kind ofevolved out ofthat and allowed all those groups

to get together and have immediatefeedback go back andforth around their

interest. Each group 's still going to go away with their own viewpoint, but what

I've noticed is very narrow absolute views have toned down, people understand a

lot more, have the knowledge around the subject. They may not still be totally

happy, but have a better understanding ofwhy things are the way they are
"

#006-SC

One of the most notable accomplishments of the SCIWC was the ability bring

together stakeholders on opposite sides of an issue for discussion, which often lead to a

better understanding and a change in attitudes towards the other stakeholders involved. A

former staff and board member of the SCIWC expressed:

" What the waterway commission has helped with has changed the area in its own
way. I think one ofthe best examples was working really hard to see [that] the

people in the different parts ofthe watershed understood what was happening and
how it impacted everywhere else. The people on the lakes helping them to

understand how the dam system works... that whole thing worked really well to

make everyone that was interested aware ofhow it worked as a system.
"

#003-SC
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4.1.3.4 Overall Social Learning

Overall, it appears that social learning is strong and effective in the SCIWC and

between the SCIWC and their partners. The goal of the SCIWC to act as an information

clearinghouse for information related to the larger St. Croix Watershed, and the river

itself, clearly demonstrates on going commitment to interaction and inclusion and the

dissemination of knowledge. Furthermore, on-going learning, at various scales, was

clearly apparent through observations and interviews. Many participants described

experiencing many types of learning, ranging from new skills to altered attitudes towards

other partners involved in the collaborative process.

Some issues were apparent in the experience of social learning with/within the

SCIWC. As with transactive decision-making, the majority of public/interest group

interactions with the SCIWC occur directly with the executive director; few partners deal

with the commission as a whole or with any of the commissioners, raising questions of

overall effective representation on the part of the SCIWC board. When engaging in

interactions regarding decision-making, the SCIWC had the tendency to become the

central force in the process and would often take over a large share of the decisions and

responsibility. In some examples the SCIWC would override suggestions/ideas from

other individuals. While identified by many participants as acceptable and encouraged

(such as that identified in the quote above from #002-SC), this could potentially lead to

an inequitable decision-making process, which could lead to groups choosing to

disengage from the collaborative process. Additionally, while primarily effective and

well liked by commissioners, the consensus process could lead to the possibility of issues

being dragged out over the course ofmany months in order to reach a unanimous
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decision; this could lead to the postponement of decision-making or participants voicing

'agreement' in order to put a issue to rest, potentially limiting the effectiveness of

decisions.

4.1.4 The Experience ofCollaboration - Shared Action and Commitment

Shared action and commitment was identified as "the commitment and/or

undertaking of a series of events by actors" (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b, p. 880) in

Chapter Three, with the subsequent attributes of commitment, joint action and shared

responsibility. The experience of shared action and commitment appears to be present

and multi-faceted with the SCIWC, due to the existence of multiple attributes across all

three data sources. Analysis of the attributes related to shared action/commitment are

presented here.

4.1.4.1 Commitment

There appears to be a high degree of commitment to projects and actions

undertaken by SCIWC staff, board members and individuals/groups involved in partner

projects. With the exception of staff and the executive director (and similar staff with

additional partner groups), the majority of individuals involved in the collaborative

process are/were not remunerated for their participation. People involved worked hard

from start to finish on projects, to ensure effective completion. This was observed

through such projects as the World Water Day Forum and the establishment of a water

education kit and program for the schools (Observation Log #1). It was also observed that

when the SCIWC undertakes a project, that the project will be completed effectively and

in a timely fashion, due to the commitment and drive of the executive director.



f^'L*;?'



Collaborative Management 102

This commitment stemmed from the pride and empowerment (see above sections

in Social Learning) present within the individuals involved in/with the SCIWC. People

on the SCIWC board and the local watershed region are committed to protecting the

river; there appears to be a great sense of stewardship present within the larger St. Croix

Community. One SCIWC staffmember commented on this sense of pride in the river,

which they had learned through participation in the collaborative process:

"What sort ofa rich culture, tradition, experience there is amongst the people out

there. How committed they are to the river, the waterway, and how that really

binds them all together. It 's the one thread that does, it 's that water, when it

seems like nothing else does. I'm amazed every day when I talk to people " >"

#001-SC

4.1.4.2 Joint A ction

For the most part, actions were undertaken jointly by all partner groups involved.

Staff, communities, partner groups, and so forth, were all willing to work together, and

projects were carried out in a primarily collaborative manner. This idea ofjoint action is

embedded in the foundations of the SCIWC and management of the waterway, as

outlined in the long-term management plan:

By working together, Maine and New Brunswick neighbors can continue to enjoy

the rich benefits of an internationally significant Waterway and maintain a

heritage that is a vital part of their fiiture.

(SCIWC, 1993, p. 5)

This was also expressed in the 2004 SCIWC annual report:

On March 30, 2003, Maine Governor John Baldacci stood before an audience of

St. Croix residents, conservationists, and government officials... he held aloft a

letter ft"om New Brunswick Premier Bernard Lord that cited the significance of

fourteen years of collective, cross-border effort to conserve a very unique section

of international waterway.

(SCIWC, 2004, p. 1)
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Many participants involved in the process felt that collaboration and equality was

the only way to accomplish the goals set forth and meet the needs of everyone involved.

A partner with another environmental non-profit organization, expressed this sentiment

best, by stating:

"I think that you have to kind ofenter into these things as equals, not have big

brother and little brother, you have to treat everybody as equals
"

#008-SC

An example ofjoint action between the SCIWC and a partner NGO was observed

in the planning and implementation of a World Water Day Forum, held in St. Stephen in

March, 2007. The Forum was a collaborative event with a local church organization

dedicated to promoting water conservation (Observation Log #1 ). While some issues with

the event were identified earlier (the SCIWC taking over some of the decision-making

and implementation), overall the two groups delivering the forum worked very well and

equitably together. The event, which was considered to be successful by those involved,

also included partnerships with the government ofNew Brunswick and three other local

non-profit watershed groups. The event provided an opportunity for all of the partner

groups to interact and develop networks with each other, as well as reach out to the

broader community, and attract support and memberships (Observation Log #1).

It is interesting to note that many participants identified the SCIWC as being a

strong partner, and often taking on a much greater role in action and implementation.

While this was recognized by many as being effective, it may be problematic in terms of

collaboration as actions and responsibility may not be evenly shared among all partners

in the process. As one board member stated:
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"[the Executive director] is very ambitious and sometimes because she saw a

need she took on too many projects, and we learned through that at some point in

the best interests ofthe commission, we needed to pull her back and pull the

commission backfrom being involved in too many things, narrow it down "

#006-SC

At present, the executive director still takes on a large amount of projects, with the

permission of the commissioners (not quite reaching the extent discussed in the above

quote). This results in a heavy workload, and long hours on the part of the executive

director. As identified earlier, the SCIWC staffhad the tendency to become the major

force in decision-making, in some cases taking on the majority of the work involved. This

reflects a dichotomy by showing both the dedication of the staff at the SCIWC, as well as

the potential problems staffmay have in delegating roles and responsibilities to others

involved.

4.1.4.3 Shared Responsibility

Shared responsibility deals with the perceived accountability of groups for the

outcomes (whether positive or negative) of actions undertaken, or who responsibility was

assigned to in the event of success or failure. Responsibility for outcomes (costs and

benefits) appeared to be typically shared among all partners involved, while financial

costs are typically relegated to the initial funder(s). Overall, there is a sense of

accountability present among all members involved with the SCIWC, whether it was

accountability to the organization, the partners or the larger community.

A staff member of the SCIWC expressed feeling a responsibility to both the organization

and the community, who are consulted on a regular basis:

"For projects ofthe commission, I'm responsible as the staffpersonfor ensuring

that we do what the commission said it will do. We keep our promises, and we do

it within the budget we have. At least I try to be there, occasionally I screw up.
"

#001 -SC
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Accountability and shared responsibility was further expressed by a commissioner:

"The co-chairs take their responsibility very seriously, as do the commissioners.

They have a sense that they represent the tax-payers, that the taxpayers should

get their worth, from the dollars that are spent. They also take the point ofview

that they represent more thanjust the taxpayers that they represent the ownership

ofthe watershed. The benefit is the reputation ofthe commission. It is perceived

that the most important is the integrity ofthe commission 's actions and that they

are perceived as a professional and representative ofthe local residents and also

accountable to them
"

#005-SC

In terms of the participants within the SCIWC (both staff and partners), accountability

appeared to be inherent within their roles; accountability was not dictated through formal

mechanisms. This accountability links back to the pride these individuals take in their

work, and in the river itself .„,•.. ,> ,

4.1.4.4 Overall Shared Action/Commitment < ,,
'

Shared action/commitment is present to a high degree within the SCIWC and its

partners. The majority of participants expressed that they felt that decisions were jointly

shared among all partners (or at the very least equitably shared), and that all involved

were equally accountable for outcomes. The presence of the above attributes all suggest

that people within the St. Croix region take their roles very seriously, and care deeply

about the welfare of the river. ^. , ^

The only issue identified through analysis was the tendency of the SCIWC to

become the dominant partner within implementation of actions (also identified as an issue

within social learning), potentially leading to inequitable decisions. Most reflective of

this tendency was the difficulty SCIWC staffhad in delegating tasks and responsibility to
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partners and interns. This led to some fhistration on the part of individuals involved in the

collaborative process, who may have felt they were not given enough to do or an

opportunity to highlight their skills. Furthermore, as expressed by one participant (please

see p. 103, quote from #006-SC), at times the SCIWC can become involved in too many

projects at a given interlude, resulting in heavy workloads for commission staff. This

requires the board to take stock and reevaluate plans, in order to prevent spreading the

organization too thin.

4.1.5 Drivers within the St. Croix International Waterway Commission

The exploration of drivers, or influences which spur collaboration, was identified

as a research question in Chapter One. One pre-determined driver, formal or legislated

agreements, was selected at the outset for inclusion within the study. During an open

coding analysis process, as described in Chapter Three, four additional drivers emerged:

real or imagined crises, leadership, social networks and resources. Results for the

exploration of drivers are presented in this section.

4.1.5.1 Formal, legislated agreements

The St. Croix International Waterway Commission started as a formal entity,

enacted by a Memorandum of Understanding and by law in the late 1980s. As described

earlier (please see Appendix A, and Chapter Three), the SCIWC was selected as a formal

case to further probe the apparent dichotomy in the collaborative management literature

(please see Chapter Two). The SClWC's structure is set in law, creating the positions of

both the staff and the board members. The ground rules have not changed over the course
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of the SCIWC, with decision-making occurring within a formal framework. One

participant identified the role that formal structure can play:

"I've observed that their approach to projects which is somewhat more long term,

maybe that 's because oftheirformal structure, they seem to be able to set up

projects that last a long time and have real results and an example would be that

lakes monitoringprogram that they have. ..I've seen reports, I've seen results

from that

"

#010-SC

Informal mechanisms also exist within the SCIWC for making decisions and

implementing actions. Many participants identified that attributes of transactive decision-

making, social learning and shared action/commitment occurred via a variety of informal

processes. This was mostly apparent in dealings with the executive director (showcasing

leadership, which will be discussed in the subsequent section), and in reference to the

broad social networks of individuals involved in the collaborative process.

At present, it appears that the SCIWC operates with a balance between formal and

informal structures. This balance of formal and informal mechanisms appears to stem

from the necessity of a balance between flexibility and stability, which has resulted from

the many changes the SCIWC has faced. One staffmember described how structure

influences the commission:

"Actually [there is] a lot ofstructure to how we go about it, in a veryflexible

way, but by having the good shopping list but having no obligation to be carried

out in specific time or with specific budget. It allows us thatflexibility and quite

often creativity to making that happen.
"

#001 -SC

Formalized structure with partner groups came from contracts set forth by

funders, as well as contracts created between partner groups. One example of this was the

contract between a provincial government department and the SCIWC to manage

recreation sites in the lakes region of the watershed; this contract provided structure as to
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what was supposed to occur, timing and implementation. One former government

participant described the nature of formal and informal mechanisms operating within

such a contract, when asked if the contract was formally structured in what it laid out:

"// did to make sure that the commission was comfortable, we did spell things out;

not overly specifically because I knew [the executive director] well enough that if

we wrote down one thing it probably would get done better than that, here are the

basic standards ofwhat we 're lookingfor in a campsite and we 'd make sure that

bing, bing, bing it was covering all ofthefacilities that should be there, and how
often they should be taken a look at. Then [the executive director] would do other

things that wouldn 't be in the agreement but they would start to do upgrades on

them, she educated the crew on how to do these kind oftasks and

upgrade rearrange thefacilities reduce wear and tear and the site, closure of
some sites that were perhaps getting inappropriate use, ATV's might get in there

or something. So as to specifics with it, it gave them a really good idea, and it

gave the department a good idea ofhere 's what is all involved with maintenance

and that it will be all be looked after regularly and maintained to a certain basic

standard plus. That kind ofspelled out, because they utilize an office building that

belongs to the department, and with that, so we had to spell it out, this would be

available to the commission, timeframes ".

#009-SC

Essentially, formal structure influenced broad decision-making, overall commitment of

groups to projects and ensuring goals were accomplished. Day to day decisions,

communication, and implementation of actions occurred in an informal way. As one

project partner described: "we did what was necessary at the time" (#008-SC).

4.1.5.2 Real or Imagined Crises

Over the course of the evolution of the St. Croix International Waterway

Commission, several 'crisis' events have spurred change within the commission and

resulted in the seeking of collaborative relationships. Many of these events, whether an

actual crisis or perceived to be an important issue or threat to the SCIWC or the

waterway, have changed the trajectory of the commission. These 'crisis' events have
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been on-going and have occurred at various stages during the SClWC's evolutionary

process. " "''A''. . i ;i-. . ?

The first major crisis event occurred in the latter half of the 1980s; the upper •

portion of the watershed was facing severe economic conditions. In an attempt to create

new opportunities, the New Brunswick government put forth a nomination for Heritage

Rivers Designation for the St. Croix Waterway. At the same time, on the Maine side the

state government was seeking 'Outstanding Rivers' designation. At this point, it was

clear that in order to manage the waterway effectively and protect environmental and

economic conditions, the two governments would be required to work together. This

collaboration was of particular importance in order to address the differing laws and \

regulations on opposite sides of the border (participant #003-SC, personal ;
.'.

communication, January 2007). In response to the economic and environmental crises in

the region, the governor of Maine and the premier ofNew Brunswick decided to pursue a

collaborative partnership to create the waterway (designation of boundaries) and develop

a management plan with the input of watershed residents. It was at this point that the

SCIWC was created, and enacted in law (Participant #001-SC, personal communication,

January 2007).

The next major crisis event occurred after the creation of the management plan for

the waterway, and changed the direction of the SCIWC immensely. Following the

creation of the management plan with the help of watershed communities, the plan was to

be adopted formally by the state and provincial governments who would be responsible

for the fiinding and implementation. At this time a recession hit, and as such the

governments could no longer fund and formally adopt responsibility for the plan and it
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was voluntarily adopted. The plan was then shifted to a policy plan, to be used as a

guiding document, with the SCIWC taking responsibility. This major event set the

SCIWC on its current course to where it is today. In order to effectively administer the

waterway plan, the SCIWC must actively seek partnerships with a variety of groups to

accomplish goals. The SCIWC must further draw on its various social networks and seek

out novel solutions for funding projects.

Additional crisis events have also driven the collaborative process. At Oak Bay,

exploitation and environmental issues closed down the clam digging operations in the

region in the 1970's. Recently, the commission stepped in, partnering with community

residents, volunteers and other regional management groups, and was able to help to re-

open the area for clam digging (Participant #004-SC, personal communication, January

2007). Finally, as identified earlier in the chapter, the SCIWC has recently accomplished

21 of 22 goals of the operational management plan, the last goal being to reassess and

develop a new plan through stakeholder meetings and surveys. The SCIWC is working

with governments, partners and communities to receive input on what goals should be set

for the waterway for the next 20 years, and what people would like to see done

(Observation Log #1).

4.1.5.3 Leadership

Leadership emerged as an influential driver within the SCIWC, primarily linked

to the exceptional drive and commitment of the SCIWC's executive director. From an

observational standpoint, the executive director displayed a great deal of drive and

commitment. As the only fiall-time staffmember, the executive director was responsible
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1

for all interactions with the board, government, partners and communities. During the

field session, the executive director would spend major portions of the day making phone

calls and contacting people in order to facilitate actions (Observation Log #1). The

executive director was also the key person responsible for information exchange between

stakeholders and for any actions undertaken by the SCIWC. While the responsibility was

immense, this individual tackled all of the actions with enthusiasm and dedication. If the

executive director did not engage in the above actions, then many of the goals would not

have been accomplished; many nights this individual would work late into the night in

order to get everything done. Without the director's dedication, many partners would not

have been brought on board, and in many cases community input would have been

impossible.

The executive director was also highly recognized by others for the role they

played in maintaining partnerships and accomplishing goals. It was expressed that the

director had a wealth of knowledge of the region and its peoples, having been with the

organization since its inception. It was also identified that one of the primary

responsibilities of the director was to interface with partners and the community on

behalf of the SCIWC. As one commissioner described:

"The executive director interfaces with multiple agencies and groups and interest

groups and what have you, and a role ofeither answering questions orfacilitating

or assisting or in many cases being the moderatorfor different things and she acts

in the role under the guidelines ofthe commission to do that.
"

#006-SC

Former staff and board members described the director as meticulous, and detail-

oriented, and that projects designed by this person were usually designed and

implemented well; this was described by one former staff member:
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"If[the executive director] is personally involved with a project as she usually is,

she keeps people abreast ofwhat 's going on, and there is a never a problem with

a report at the end that 's good and thorough andprovides some insights and is

accurate. And this goesfor both thefinancial reporting as well as the results and

[the executive director] also does a very goodjob in veryfew words, ofgiving

wider reports ofwhat the groups have done. So it works well.
"

#003-SC

Partner groups, governments and communities also recognized the role and influence of

the executive director. The majority of partners or individual community members dealt

primarily with the executive director; most were unfamiliar with other members of the

board structure (Observation Log #1).

Other partners expressed that they felt the SCIWC was carried by the executive

director, who was responsible for making and implementing all decisions. One

government partner interviewed, stated simply: "i^^ [the executive director's] show"

(#007-SC). A local partner, who works with the SCIWC on an informal basis, when

asked who makes the majority of decisions answered:

"[the executive director], she 's the one who comes up with the workplans, she 's

the one who 's going to have to hire the right people, summer students, basically

there 's nobody else in the area who would make the decision overtop of[the

executive director]

#004-SC

As detailed above, effective and appropriate leadership is crucial to driving the

collaborative process within the SCIWC. The executive director is essentially responsible

for acting as a liaison and constantly communicating to all stakeholders involved. Despite

previously identified areas of concern within the SCIWC, the executive director does for

the most part actively ensure that groups are informed and that various stakeholders are

involved in meaningful ways in the collaborative process. Furthermore, the director must

constantly seek partnerships with other groups in order to capitalize on human and
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financial resources to ensure projects happen. Finally, the director has been instrumental

in including community input into the planning process, making it a truly collaborative

endeavor.

4.1.5.4 Social Networks/Relationships

Social networks and relationships also emerged as an influential driver of

collaboration within the SCIWC, and between partner groups. It was found that social

networks and relationships could exist both formally and informally. Traditional

hierarchies, such as the structure of the SCIWC board and links to government through

the federal observers and liaisons, were considered to be formal social networks.

Relationships between staff members and board members, partners and communities

were considered to be informal social networks. As the traditional social networks have

already been explored, this section will focus primarily on the informal social networks

which exist around the SCIWC.

Collaboration was primarily driven by the social networks and relationships of the

executive director. Within the St. Croix watershed, the executive director is well known

by many, both professionally and personally. This individual is well respected, resulting

in a positive reputation for the SCIWC and greatly influencing partnerships through trust

and good communication. One former provincial government employee, who had been

significantly involved with the SCIWC, described this:

"/ would say that a major strength is [the executive director] herself. I've never

known the commission without [the executive director], but she 's extremely

capable, very professional, has an extremely renowned reputation, really you

speak with anybody it could be in tourism, it could be environment, it could be

[provincial government agency], and they know if[the executive director] is

involved then something will be done well. And that 's [a] tremendous strength.
"
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#009-SC

This was observed frequently throughout the field session, as the director regularly

talked to people in informal settings, sharing information and seeking input fi-om them

(Field Observation Log, #1). Community members, former staff and partners also

regularly called or dropped into the office to discuss issues or concerns related to the

waterway. Furthermore, when the executive director (or alternately any individual)

required information, resources or to establish a partnership, they were immediately able

to draw upon their contacts. Many partners and board members also described knowing

the executive director in other capacities prior to working with the SCIWC, which led to

the establishment of trust and good faith. One former staff and board member, who is a

current volunteer, described these connections:

"She is also extremely well connected in the community, and therefore there are

times when ifshe can 't or doesn 't want to be involved, because ofother

commitments that she will be able to come up with other combinations of
personalities that allow a project to be undertaken.

"

#003-SC

Other board members also identified social networks fi^om which they draw upon

on occasionally to contribute to SCIWC activities. The board represents the diversity of

the watershed, and the various regions. People within these regions can contact their

commissioner to provide feedback, which is in turn used at the regular SCIWC meetings

and fed into the planning process (Participant #005-SC, personal communication, 2007).

" We getfeedback as commissioners. We 're not elected officials but we do

represent certain areas andpeople give us back yeah they 're happy with how we
did on something or no they 're not. Thatfeedback usually surfaces in someform
through the commissioners at the meetings... and it may come in the way ofa

memo or an email or something like that between meetings. As a commission we
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go back and talk to what we consider to be our respective groups to some extent

and say what wefeel we 're trying to accomplish
"

#006-SC

The SCIWC greatly and effectively draws on the community for input into the

commission. For projects that require public input, public meetings are held to solicit

views from across the watershed; community members are also regularly encouraged to

contact the commission. Every two years a status report is mailed to residents, who are

then asked to comment on the initiatives at the SCIWC (Observation Log #1).

One notable example of social networks, as identified by some participants, was

the ability of the SCIWC to seek out and create new social networks in addition to

consistently drawing on existing ones. One former staffmember described a similar

sentiment:
. % r , t , .^

"I've generallyfound the waterway commission better than most in terms ofbeing

encompassing. In terms ofother types ofgroups, the waterway commission

getting along well and working well with them tryingfacilitate community

development... which could mean working with the chambers ofcommerce, which

could mean working with the schools
"

#003-SC

While a federal government employee suggested the following:

"Her [the executive director] ability to, the waterway commission 's ability to

make those central contacts, ideas ofconnecting. It 's sort oflike a little spider

web, you know? [The executive director] is the middle and she 's got a lot of
connections andproofthat great things can happen. The ability to make

somethingfrom nothing is great.
"

#007-SC ,

This was also linked to the idea of facilitation, a role identified as important to

staff of the SCIWC, as expressed by one staffmember who stated: "/ think quite often

our role is to sort ofbring them together and set the stagefor where they can work

together" (#001-SC). An additional participant corroborated this:
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"The greatest strength has turned out to be the ability to be very effective

facilitator ofwide range ofdifferent items, but the items generally benefit the

local area, both sides ofthe border along the watershed.
"

#006-SC

These social networks act as a mechanism for dispensing information (both to and

from the SCIWC), as well as for establishing current and future partnerships, by having

people to draw upon for resources. Through various activities, the SCIWC is constantly

expanding its social network and relationships with a large variety of stakeholders.

4.1.5.5 Resources

The availability of resources has had an impact on the process of collaboration

within the SCIWC. While the other drivers are seemingly positive or neutral influences,

resources appear to be a negative direct influence. The SCIWC is required to seek out

partnerships in order to procure necessary resources to make plans happen and

accomplish waterway goals.

The economic recession of the 1980s was a notable example of this issue. At this

point, the provincial and state governments could only provide a limited budget, most

which was used for the operating costs of the SCIWC:

"As we were going through this process there was pretty good size recession

underway and governments were shifting how they operated. But within that 18

months, governments had shifted entirely in their operation and there were no

longer those kinds ofbudgets so ifwe came up with that kind ofplan it was

doomed. So we resolved that our best approachfor a lot ofreasons was to come
up with a policy plan, to get agreement on principles.

"

#001-SC

In order to pursue and implement actions the SCIWC was (and still is to this day)

required to seek partnerships with other groups, whether from government or other non-

profits. This is done in order to maximize funds and human resources (as there are few
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staff available due to lack of funding) (participant #001 -SC, personal communication,

online; Participant #006-SC, personal communication, online). This role of finding

partners typically falls to the executive director, who often must find creative ways to

accomplish goals such as finding volunteers and locating unique sources of funding. This

typically occurs via the previously discussed social networks. A federal government

employee described this in relation to the preparation of an education kit:

"Ourfunds allowed us to go through the research process and the writing

process andput everything together. Again the waterway commissionfolks were

really helpful in getting us in contact with primary teachers on the Canadian side

andfrom Calais. She [the executive director] was lookingfor a way tofund it,

leading whatever cohort she can put together and make somethingfrom nothing

...she was actually directly involved in thisfunding, she went to different granting

sources in Maine
"

#007-SC

The lack of resources available for environmental management is quite common

in New Brunswick, due to the current socio-political climate. Many non-profit groups are

feeling similar strains, resulting in increased collaboration between groups. One informal

partner group described meeting with the executive director on initiatives to ensure that

there was no overlap in their respective programming:

"[The executive director] gives us a window into her operation and we give her a

window into our operation. No sense both [of] us trying beg, borrow and steal

thousands ofdollars
"

#004-SC

4. 2 The St. John River Society

4.2.1 Evolution ofthe Organization

The St. John River traverses the length ofNew Brunswick, running 673 km from

its headwaters in Northern Maine and draining into the Bay of Fundy at St. John (SJRS,

1994). The watershed, draining roughly 55,000 km^, consists of an estuary, several lakes
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and tributaries, and acts as a border between New Brunswick, Maine and Quebec in spots

along its length.

People living in the watershed are dispersed through three major cities

(Edmundston, Fredericton and St. John) and a number of smaller towns and villages. The

river currently includes the operation of three hydroelectric dams, as well as hosting a

number of other industries such as significant farming. Tourism is also popular in the

region due to historic wharves located throughout the river, and exceptional natural

features which draw recreationists. The majority of tourism and recreation occurs in the

Lower St. John River region.

The St. John River Society is a collaborative not for profit organization, whose

membership consists of representatives from the various regions and diverse interests

found throughout the watershed; the SJRS also works extensively with other community

groups through partnerships. The SJRS was started informally in 1992 by four

individuals around a kitchen table, and consisted of local community members looking to

promote awareness and appreciation of the river. The goal at the time of inception was to

focus on history and stewardship programs, while promoting awareness; this was

primarily addressed through the production of a newsletter (Plummer, 1996).

In 1993, the organization became an incorporated entity, thereby establishing

bylaws to guide the organization. When the SJRS was first formed, membership was

limited to 20 members; an extensive member recruitment program saw numbers increase

substantially in the first few years of operation, but then drop off significantly following

1995. At this time, the board began to suffer from volunteer bum out, and few new board

members would step forward to take over (#001-SJ, personal communication, 2007;
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#002-SJ, personal communication, 2007; Plummer, 1996). In order to rebuild the

organization, changes were made to both the membership (such as a broader

representation geographically) and the executive, and new positions were created. Focus

remained on programs which highlighted stewardship and conservation (Plummer, 1996).

The current structure of the SJRS operates in a hierarchical fashion and is

composed of a broad membership base, from which the board of directors draws from

(board of directors must be members of the SJRS). The board of directors is made up of

approximately twenty individuals who represent the diversity of communities and users

along the river. The board is responsible for general decisions concerning programming

and operation of the SJRS, and for directing the executive director to undertake actions

and decisions on their behalf As an extension of the board of directors, eight individuals

make up the executive board. The executive board is responsible for specific decisions

for the SJRS, as well as chairing committees which deal with the various aspects of the

organization such as programmming (e.g. the Fredericton River Festival and the Lower

River Passage project), memberships and flindraising. The board operates via a rule of

majority voting structure (Plummer, 1996). The executive director acts on behalf of the

board of directors and is responsible for day-to-day operations and the hiring of necessary

staff

This shift towards incorporation and the establishment of bylaws would prove to

assist the organization when they took over a series of wharves after the federal

government divestiture in 1998, as the government insisted incorporated entities be

responsible. In 1998, Leone Pippard and Associates, a local environmental consultancy

firm, prepared a report for the New Brunswick Department of Economic Development
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and Tourism which called for increased opportunities for collaboration and stewardship

between Fredericton and St. John (Stacey, 2004). Also outlined in this document were

recommendations for eco-tourism programming, a river trails network, and issues

surrounding the devolution of wharves along the river by the Department of Fisheries and

Oceans, which was taking place at the time. Following several open forums and

meetings, it was decided that the SJRS would be the best organization to take control of

the wharves; eco-tourism planning and the river trails network were also integrated into

the SJRS's program offerings (Lower St. John River Sustainable Development

Corporation, 1999; #001-SJ, personal communication, 2007; #002-SJ, personal

communication, 2007). At this point, the SJRS took control of 12 wharves, installing

community stewards to oversee their maintenance and upkeep.

Taking over the wharves led to a change in the direction of the SJRS, as the

purpose for taking over the wharves was to preserve public access. This moved the

Society towards being a more active community-based organization. It was at this time

that roles and responsibilities for members of the board were established (#002-SJ, 2007,

personal communication). The move towards more regular, structured meetings and the

creation of standing committees also showcased a more formal approach within the

organization. During this time, activities and programs developed by the SJRS were

undertaken on a voluntary basis by the board, the organization's general membership, and

interested community members.

In 2004, the SJRS hired its first full time staffmember, an executive director to

oversee the development and implementation of the Society's programs. This new

director completed a strategic plan for the organization (something which had not been in



•jfi:

*>

''/-."' !l
.

; .-(il -



Collaborative Managementl21

place before), as well as developed four program pillars under which the SJRS's current

and future programs could fall under. It is widely expressed by many of the SJRS

participants interviewed that the executive director be credited for revitalizing the

organization and shifting the Society in a new direction.

The SJRS today runs a variety of programs, defined by its four programming

pillars of recognition, access, information and sustainable management. Programming

under recognition is designed foster an appreciation and awareness of both the river and

the organization. Examples of such programs include the Fredericton River Festival and a

proposal to seek Heritage River status through the Canadian Heritage Rivers program. It

is expected that a formal proposal to the Canadian Heritage Rivers Board will be made

sometime in 2007-2008. Access is aimed at maintaining the connection between people

and the river by preserving historic access through the ownership and maintenance of the

wharf program. Information involves the publication of the newsletter The River, as well

as other information services provided through the SJRS office. The final programming

pillar centers on sustainable management, focusing on eco-tourism initiatives along the

river. The primary deliverable under this pillar is the Lower River Passage (LRP) project,

which links and markets municipalities and cities on the lower portion of the St. John

River as destinations under a common theme; this involves similar infi-astructure and

signage at each site. The St. John River Society is the managing partner and oversees the

project. At present the SJRS is also looking into restructuring their board and executive

board of directors; this proposal was put forward in early 2007 for consideration by the

general membership.
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4.2.2 The Experience ofCollaboration - Transactive Decision-Making

4.2.2.1 Information Exchange

Overall, information exchange appears to be mostly effective within the SIRS.

Meetings occurred approximately four to five times per year, allowing for a constant flow

of information between the staff and the board members. Executive meetings occur once

per month, fiirther encouraging communication and information exchange among a

smaller portion of the board. During a board meeting observed in February 2007,

information exchange appeared to flow freely between staff and certain members of the

board, allowing opportunity for discussion about issues facing the SJRS (Field

Observation Log #2). These constant meetings also ensure inclusive decisions, as

members are encouraged to provide input into program planning and decision making.

Minutes are also circulated following each meeting, ensuring that members who could

not be present were aware ofboard decisions (Observation Log #2). The board itself

represents the diversity of the people on the river, by representing all regions located in

the watershed, as well as prevalent Anglophone and Francophone communities. Day-to-

day decisions rest within the jurisdiction of the executive director; the board trusts the

executive director in making such decisions (#001 -SJ, personal communication, 2007;

#002-SJ, personal communication, 2007; #007-SJ, personal communication, 2007).

Information exchange was also recognized by partner groups as being constant

and effective. The executive director was identified as integral to such flow by both board

members and partner groups. One executive board member described the effort of the

director in sharing information with other groups:

[The Executive Director] 's really good about getting information to these people

and involving them in decisions. Again that 's a personality kind ofthing, because
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there are lot ofpeople that wouldn 't be as thorough as she is. She really

recognizes the importance ofdoing that which is a good thing.
"

#002-SJ

A partner from a municipality involved in the Lower River Passage described working

with the SJRS (the participant had expressed earlier in the interview that they dealt

primarily with the executive director on the project):

"/ think that [the municipality] and the society have a very close link in sharing of
information. On all ofour public information sessions andjust the structure ofthe

steering committee to move the physical projectforward, they 're an important

part ofthat.

"

#003-SJ

It was also identified that information exchange from the SJRS to other groups

typically came by way of the executive director and other staffer key individuals

(roughly 2-3) on the executive board. The SJRS also uses a newsletter as an information

mechanism for the broader general membership and for the communities within the

watershed (Observation Log #2).

One of the most notable features to emerge through data collection and analysis

was the large presence of informal mechanisms for information sharing and

communication among members of the St. John River Society (Observation Log #2).

Informal mechanisms for information sharing and communication were considered to be

interactions which fell outside of structured information sharing and communication

processes (such as regular board and executive meetings, memos, mandated

communication for decision making, etc.). Staff and key members of the executive would

meet frequently for informal meetings (coffee, dinner, etc.) to discuss actions and

programs, assisting the executive director in decision-making and implementation.

Members of the executive board also frequently came together for meetings.
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demonstrating a constant flow of information through members of the SJRS. A staff

member discussed the informal nature of some of the interactions:

"Ifeel lucky that the executive trusts my decision making. I often consult with

them, I'll very often call them on an informal basis and ask opinions about things,

it 's very rare that I make a unilateral decision... So most decisions I make I'll

consult informally with the executive members that Ifeel I need to talk to about

that particular decision.

"

#001-SJ

4.2.2.2 Communication

The society is especially effective at engaging in communication and discussion

with the broader community and current/potential partners. Local community members

feel free to drop in to the SJRS office to discuss issues or just chat, as was observed

during the field work session. Furthermore, the community is encouraged to call or email

staff regarding any issues, concerns or comments they may have. This is particularly

showcased through their website which provides numerous opportunities for contact (St.

John River Society, n.d, online). One staffmember described the nature of

communication with the community:

"The society initiates a lot ofdiscussion and communication based on our

program needs and we respond to partnerships that are out there based on other

people 's program needs. So we go out and talk to the people we need to talk to get

our work done, and then people come and talk to us to get our work done. And
that 's why we need to keep talking to each other andpartnering together"

#001-SJ

While a large amount of communication occurred through formalized '

mechanisms such as meetings, meeting minutes and memos, communication also

occurred via a variety of informal mechanisms, categorized as points of communication

which fell outside of formal communication structures. It was observed that

communication between board members would occur via quick phone calls, over tea or
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dropping into the office. One director of another non-profit environmental group

described the informal aspects of the relationship with the executive director of the SJRS:

"It 's a good communication, you know we 'rejust across the river and when we
got started on this and started writing the proposal, I'd call her up, she 'd drop

over here or we 'd have a chat on the phone. Good, open communication, we
worked together on the proposal.

"

#005-SJ

Some problems with communication were evident within the SJRS, resulting in

conflict between board participants and staff. It was identified by a few participants that

some members of the board were inactive, resulting in a lowered participation in

communication, and decision-making. As one board member stated: , . ;.

"Not all people are pleased. Primarily most ofthe people on the board are retired

andyou can 'tfind them all the time because they are everywhere, doing

everything. And that 's part of it, andpart ofit youjust need something really,

really quick sometimes, and ifyou involve everybody like you 're supposed to it

takesforever andyou still aren 't anyfurther ahead ifyou called the three key

people or something
"

It was also noted during the observed SJRS board meeting that only a few key

people chose to voice their opinion during the planning and decision making process,

despite being encouraged to do so (Observation Log #2). Those that were engaged

actively contributed throughout the course of the four hour meeting, often leading to

heated discussions between board members. Those that did not participate appeared at

times to be disinterested, or unable to contribute. This could be problematic in ensuring

equitable decisions that are in the best interests of all communities being represented (if

the individuals representing them are inactive).
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4.2.2.3 Dialogue

Overall, dialogue between the executive director and others involved in the

collaborative process at the SJRS appeared to be warm and meaningful. Dialogue

occurred primarily between the executive director and staff, as well as staff (including the

director) and select members of the executive board. This exchange was noted during

observations of interactions between the executive director and staffmembers. These

interactions were often observed to be jovial, inclusive and engaging, all while being

respectftil and encouraging of the task at hand. Based on on-going observations, it

appeared that the executive director and staff worked very well together in a collegial

environment, and that respect and friendship were present.

It appeared to be primarily the executive director and the executive board who

would initiate the dialogue within the SJRS, prompting discussions and facilitating

decision making. However, staff was also encouraged to initiate dialogue with the board,

as expressed by a society staff member:

"It 's notJust between myselfand the executive director, we 'refortunate enough

that I've come into this position knowing afew ofthe directorsfrom previous

work orfriends. That door is also openfor discussing some things, having a bit of

a broader discussion, I'm not going to say it circumnavigates [the executive

director], she knows when those things are going on, and I'm going to specific

individualfor direction or support, and it 's encouraged.
"

#007-SJ

Furthermore, staffwere also recognized as initiating and engaging in the majority

of the dialogue occurring between the SJRS and partner groups, and expanding upon the

social networks of the SJRS. These interactions were described as important and

influential to furthering the mandate of the society:

"// 's good to be in contact and use the things, because ofour current staffand

variety on the board, that helps a lot ofbroadening the scope ofwho relate to and

who we talk to. And now that the society is doing more.... it really has helped
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broaden partnerships and respect and [the executive director] and [technical

services officer] are good at that, they bring the network building to the society.
"

#002-SJ

4.2.2.4 Empowerment "
'

Empowerment also emerged as an attribute of transactive decision-making.

Through observations and interviews it was apparent that all participants (whether staff,

board members or partners) felt a great sense of pride and ownership over the river,

leading to an increased sense of stewardship; these feelings appeared to influence

participation the decision-making process, with respect to their programming pillars of

recognition and information (SJRS, n.d., online). For example, the SJRS established the

Heritage Steamboat Wharves program, creating wharf stewards at each location. This

program allows local people to be directly involved in management of the wharves, as

well as acting as liaisons to the SJRS.

At the community level, a sense of stewardship also appears to directly contribute

to a willingness to work collaboratively to make decisions about initiatives related to the

river. One participant, who heads a partner organization working conjunctively with the

SJRS on the Lower River Passage Project, described what drew them into participating:

"It's always been a part ofme I guess. Growing up...you know when I was little if

I wasn 't out in thefield working...! was down offthe wharf. It didn 't matter ifit

was summer or winter... that's where you went. It seemed to be a gathering place,

you know when I was even up to your age, there was a lot ofpeople
"

#004-SJ

4.2.2.5 Emergent Theme - Strategic versus Opportunistic Decision-Making

Similar to the SCIWC, strategic versus opportunistic decision-making also

emerged as an attribute of transactive decision-making, related primarily to decisions that



3i'- '!.! ' >i'l>. ! r;\j, ,-:): ;^n;:hv?W ''<.

v. >.'iV ' -,

•iJ*t.i -ili'.i'Xlj : .- 'I ).' : '.JCf'J 81ff;T > J!



Collaborative Management 128

occur within the SJRS. It was identified that decisions regarding programming and

initiatives had to be made both strategically (decisions and actions had to be carried out

in a hierarchical sequence, e.g. one component of a plan had to be completed prior to

another) and opportunistically (decisions and actions are carried out because of available

opportunity, such as funding). This was dependent on the current position of the Society,

and was based on the resources and funding available or the type of project. One

executive board member described this type of decision-making process:

"Most ofit has to do with availablefunding, and collective interest and

knowledge base to workfrom. So since the society started, the beginning members

and the people that were involved primarily in cultural issues and kind of

collecting and cataloguing the history and doing those sorts ofthings andjust

kind ofcelebrating the river and drawing attention to the river... they were all

historians and that kind ofpeople. And then the wharfissue came up and

everybodyfelt very strongly about this issue so they took it on and actually got the

expertise orfound it to deal with it...
"

#002-SJ

4. 2. 2. 6 Overall Transactive Decision-Making

Overall, transactive decision-making was present within the SJRS. Dialogue,

information exchange and communication appeared to be constant and effective, both

within the SJRS and between the SJRS and partner groups/community members. Many

partner groups identified dealing positively with both the SJRS and the executive

director; some board members interviewed also suggested positive relationships.

One key issue identified was the apparent difficulty with board inactivity, due to

lack of engagement or absenteeism in the decision-making process. Several participants

identified that when it was necessary to make decisions at the board level, or engage in

discussion, some members did not actively contribute to this process. Others idenfified

difficulty in locating board members when decisions, which could not wait between
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meetings, had to be made. This presents a potential problem in ensuring adequate

decision making which is fully representative of the interests involved at the board level.

However, the board members that did take an active role were well informed and

passionate about their ideas and opinions; these members worked to ensure decisions and

issues were actively debated and fully thought through before reaching a conclusion.

Additionally, it was identified that conflict existed between sub-sections of the

board in regards to overall information exchange, communication and dialogue. In some

instances, information did not flow between these particular sub-sections which resulted

in a breakdown of communication. This led to an increased level of frustration on the part

of the particular sub-group which was not receiving adequate information and feedback

from the other portion of the board. Despite this fhistration, the one sub-group attempted

to work around this issue and continued joint discussion and decision-making together

with the rest of the board.

4.2.3 The Experience ofCollaboration - Social Learning

4.2.3.1 Interaction and Inclusion

Interaction was strong within the SJRS, primarily occurring between staff and a

key sub-section of the executive board. On a broader level, interaction and inclusion

occurred formally within the SJRS via regular board meetings. These meetings were

observed to be an opportunity for all members to express opinions fi-eely and aid in

directing the actions of the society. For example, at a meeting which took place in

February 2007, the entire board discussed the motion of a new structure for the board of

directors. Information regarding this topic was given by executive board members and

staff, following which the floor was opened for discussion. At this point, the entirety of
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the board was able to voice their opinion on the matter and engage in debate which would

strengthen the final motion to be taken forward at the Annual General Meeting later in

the year.

Informal interactions also appeared to be a very influential and important

mechanism for the process within the SJRS, often taking place between the SJRS staff

and key executive board members. These occurred via phone calls, emails, or meetings

over coffee and drinks. For example, one participant shared his experience about informal

dinner meetings with board members:

"Last night, I met Kristen* in St John and we had a working dinner to talk about

the LRPproject and numerous other things came up... I do know directors on a

personal level outside ofa society and I knew them a long time before I ever

showed up at the society and that 's how things have developed. It 's not something

that I take advantage of, but it 's how things seem toflow and sofar nobody 's

complained about it

"

moi-sj
Informal mechanisms also assist in effective decision making when it is not possible to

get the entirety of the board together in a timely fashion:

" When you need opinions oryou need oryou 're lookingfor input or things have

happened andyou need a quick decision and that 's done through email and

telephone calls or quick little meeting sometimes. That 's not always as inclusive

as it probably should be, but it 's really hard to get everybody together and so

sometimes not everybody is involved like they should be and that kind ofneeds

work"

#002-SJ

Interaction between the St. John River Society and other groups was observed to

be on-going; multiple groups were involved in the planning and decision making process

where and/if appropriate. Members of the SJRS identified that they took on partnerships

when initiatives fell within their four programming pillars, such as the Lower River

Passage project. The control of the wharves also falls within the access pillar of the

' Names have been changed
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society's programming. Each of the partner groups interviewed expressed that they felt

they were included on projects that were run collaboratively with the SJRS. One

municipal employee involved in the Lower River Passage Project described this feeling:

"/ think we 're very involved, wefeel like we 're a team " (#003-SJ).

The SJRS is open and encouraging of community members to provide input,

whether by phoning staff. Annual General Membership meetings, or dropping by the

office. While it was identified that the SJRS may not always have the opportunity or

ability to address incoming community input, they would direct people to the best place

to voice their concern (Participant #001 -SJ, personal communication, 2007; Participant

#002-SJ, personal communication, 2007).

Problems were also present within interaction and inclusion. While it was

recognized by participants that collaboration between partner groups was key within

river-based non-profit /environment groups, fiinding, resources or other circumstances

did not always allow for partnerships. Furthermore, it was expressed by staff and some

board members that many members of the board took an inactive role, often sitting back

and not contributing to discussion and/or actions. This effect was observed at a board

meeting held in late February 2007. This sentiment was also expressed by some executive

board members, including:

"/ would suggest that probably a quarter ofour board is active and does things

and the other three quarters is pretty weak. And I don 't mean weak as in there 's

lots ofbrain power there; I don 't believe they 're as engaged as they could be or

should be. In taking things on likefundraising and membership drives and

developing community projects in their own regions. Some ofthem kind ofjust sit

on the board and think it 's nice and want to be there... they 're not really all

worker bees, there 's a handful ofworker bees and the rest ofthemjust kind of
hanging out in the hive

"

#008-SJ
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4.2.3.2 Reflection and Feedback

The participants at the SJRS were provided great opportunity for reflection and

feedback, though it was identified by study participants that this was inherent to the

collaborative process and not a separate component of decision-making and actions. As

one staffmember exclaimed:

"Ifan issue orfeedback comes backfrom project partner then it 's generally a bit

more ofa discussion amongst the players, some reflection may occur, depending

on what all 's being discussed. But I mean we don 't spend a whole lot oftime

looking back. We know where we camefrom, we were there, we did it. This is

about movingforward and getting stuffdone on the ground. We don 't need to sit

around and navel-gaze and analyze stuffout the Wahoo, the society is responsive

to the issues and questions and concerns raised by its members and its partners,

even the public.

"

moi-sj

opportunity for formal reflection and feedback was available via the regular

board meetings, and for the general membership via the Annual General Meeting. These

meetings provided members at both levels an opportunity to express feedback from the

communities they represent on SJRS projects, as well as to personally reflect on what

they thought about the on-goings of the SJRS. Partner groups were also formally

consulted regularly on actions, including during the process of website development for

the Lower River Passage project (Participant #001 -SJ, personal communication, 2007).

Informal mechanisms for feedback and reflection were also identified. These

informal mechanisms occurred both within the SJRS and between partners and

communities. These informal mechanisms are the same as those for information

exchange, communication and interaction and inclusion.
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It was also indicated that information gained from the public or from within the

society was often fed back into the decision making process whether initially or after-the

fact when information could be used. As one participant stated:

"A lot of it doesn 't ever getforgotten... but there have been ideas or people who
have said things and it might take a couple years but it might show up again

somewhere. The view shedproject with the [local environmental non-profit] that

was a really good example ofa partnership that came out ofjust talking about

good ideas. And the riverfestival was another one thatjust grew out ofsome

ideas and kept buildingfor a couple years
"

-
.

. - #002-SJ

4.2.3.3 Multi-Level Learning

A wide variety of learning levels and experiences were present with/within the

SJRS. Many participants suggested that they had learned from the experience of engaging

in collaboration and by undertaking activities; these examples of learning included

learning about the SJRS, learning skills, learning about collaboration and/or learning

about themselves (single loop learning). A partner involved in the Lower River Passage

project described the learning that took place between the municipality and the SJRS

during the project:

"Well I've learned a lotfor how the town can get really interested in what the

story is going to tell eventually. And the Society I think has learned a lot about

how other rivers have presented themselves and [we 'vej gone down that road

with them
"

#003-SJ

Double loop learning was also expressed by participants, whereby participation in

the collaborative process led to a change of opinions about collaboration or others

involved. One staffmember described the constant learning journey ofworking in

collaborative management at the non-profit level:
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"You got to be dynamic, you have to be able to think outside ofthe box, you have

to workfor cheap. ..I'vejust learned that you have to roll with the punches, I have

a personal philosophy ...you do what needs to get done and hopefully everything

works outfor the best. And generally it does, people who are working in thisfield

are doing it because they love it and they believe in what they are doing. They 're

passionate about what they 're doing, andyou get a whole lot ofpassionate people

together and lots ofgood things happen. You build upon that.
"

#007-SJ

Another partner described apprehension prior to working with the SIRS, which

promptly changed after working with some of the key board members:

" We didn 't want to lose control ofour wharfand it seemed like they [the Society]

were looking to take control ofsome wharves, so ifthe community associated with

the SJRS then they lost their wharf, it was turned over to the SJRS. We were not

interested in doing that, and we didn 't know ifwe could work within the

guidelines... but we went to some meetings... she introduced me to several people

that were involved and we began the process oftrying to see how we could best

work with the SJRS and how we could work in the SJRS to do what we wanted to

get accomplished on Grand Lake... I guess we started that process [with]

reservations, and I will be very happy to say that those reservations were soon

dismissed, and we proceeded toform a partnership"

#004-SJ '

In some instances, perceptions, attitudes and norms appeared to change as a result

of participation in the collaborative process (a combination of double and triple loop

learning). One board member described the changes that have occurred surrounding the

SJRS:

" Values and attitudes have changed. People are learning that this does work and

even though it 's longer and it takes more time and is frustrating... that it's worth it

in the long run. The protocol, it hasn 't really been translated into a policy or

procedure or protocol or anything like that. It's not dictatedfor everything we do

that we need three partners ...I think it 's recognized by most members ofthe board

that it 's the way to go and the only way to get things accomplished. And the more

success that we have at doing it... we 've had some struggles trying to be

collaborative with some organizations... but they slowly all worked themselves

out. So informally yeah it has increased understanding and acceptance
"

#002-SJ
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4.2.3.4 Overall Social Learning

Evidence was found for each attribute of social learning across the three data

sources; learning was identified as being experienced uniquely by individual participants.

The majority of social learning appeared to occur informally. The majority of interactions

and opportunities for feedback occurred over coffee, via phone calls, or other informal

circumstances. Formal mechanisms exist, and it was identified that these opportunities

were not always used effectively by all participants. A major issue within social learning

at the SJRS was the lack of engagement by a portion of the board.

Several key issues were identified throughout the experience of social learning.

These were board inactivity/absenteeism and the tensions that existed between two sub-

sections of the board. These two issues led to a significant amount of finastration on the

part of SJRS staff and those board members/executive members who were actively

involved in decision-making on behalf of the communities they represent. While both of

these issues did lead to problems within the SJRS, it was observed that staff and key

board members were able to work around these and find effective ways to continue the

collaborafive process.

4.2.4 The Experience ofCollaboration - Shared Action and Commitment

4.2.4.1 Commitment

Overall, the staff and key members of the board appear to be highly committed to

creating and implementing programs based on the SJRS's four programming pillars. With

the exception of staff, participants within the SJRS are not renumerated; hours worked by

the staff members far exceed the level of renumeration received. The staff members were

identified by both the board members and the partner groups interviewed as being the
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most committed to the process. The commitment of the overall organization to river

stewardship and programs was mainly attributed to the executive director by several ;

participants; this was further corroborated by observations. One board member described

the influence of the executive director: v .

"Honestly I don 't think the society would exist today without the executive

director we have now. I think our strength has been our one and only staffperson,

asidefrom the seasonal and support staffthat do things, but [the executive

director] has been really the driver behind the reason why we have been

successful in a lot ofthings, with the Lower River Passage project and lobbying

and working with different levels ofgovernmentforfunding and product

development support.

"

#008-SJ

The SJRS as an organization also feels a commitment to the river and wishes to

continue to develop appreciation and awareness ofboth the region and the organization's

work; however this has been hampered by lack of membership. In a recent edition of the

SJRS's newsletter The River, a board member called on current board members and

general members to do the following:

We need to reaffirm our commitment to the St. John River Society in a variety of

tangible ways; by learning more about your Society's programs, by maintaining

your paid membership, by recruiting a new member, by volunteering to work on

Society programs, by contributing articles to your newsletter, and by becoming

more involved.

(SJRS, 2006, p. 1)

Partner groups were also considered by the SJRS to be extremely active in

participating in the process, and that this was a necessary part of the process. This is

clearly observable in the Lower River Passage Project, which according to one partner

involved in the project, "has been quite a long term commitment and long term process.
"

(#004-SJ).
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This commitment appears to stem from the strong pride and a feeling of

ownership over the river that was present in the participants. The connections to the river

or the love of working in collaborative river management were cited as examples of such

pride. In fact, the turning point in the SJRS came when the society took over ownership

and maintenance of the wharves, an act undertaken in order to preserve public access to

the river. This shift in the organization reflects the commitment of the society to

promoting and protecting the river, as well as the rights of the citizens who live within

the watershed. This was explained by a current board member, in reference to the staff,

board and broader community contributing regularly to the newsletter:

"Any time you 're involved in something like that, I thinkyou get experience in,

you get a bit ofa liftfrom seeing other people 's enthusiasmfor what they are

doing. It 's a pretty much a positive type ofexperience
"

Despite strong commitment overall, it was identified that commitment may be

lacking on the part of some members of the board; this is a recurring issue within the

SJRS. One executive member expressed this sentiment with the following statement:

"// comes down to a very personal level, yet people do not, I think generally

people involved in the organization and even the boards, the individuals realize

the commitment ...but sometime I don 't even think the board ofdirectors realize

the commitment and responsibility and activities that staffare undertaking on

their behalfessentially, that 's the way it works in NGO 's to move an agenda or an

itemforward.
"

#007-SJ

4.2.4.2 Joint Action

At present, a small portion of the executive and staff actually carry out the

actions; the majority of the actions are left to the staff members. Some key board

members are significantly more active than others, and do assist the staff in ensuring
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actions and responsibilities are shared. One board member described how actions were

allocated:

" We try very hard to try and deal with whoever is going to volunteer to do it, and

when we have no volunteers we volunteer people. ..but it 's whoever kind ofhas

the time and interest and the willingness to take it on, in terms ofthe projects and

those kind ofthings
"

#002-SJ

Despite an identified lack of complete board engagement, actions are carried out

jointly between the SJRS and partners when multiple groups are present in the process.

Partner groups felt comfortable with the level of shared responsibility and decision

making authority when engaged in collaboration with the SJRS. One staffmember

described the nature of constant collaboration with partners and the community, primarily

within the Lower River Passage and Wharf initiatives: • Hs>>'
'

'

"Our most substantial [project] is the lower riverpassage and that 's a

collaboration between the St. John River Society andfive communities along the

river and really the two cities as well ofFredericton and St John. And that 's a

multi-jurisdictional, linear, collaborative project. The community and the

municipality is the stakeholder as opposed to individuals in the community infour

ofthefive projects. And then in one ofthe projects it is a non-profit group, so it is

a group ofcommunity stakeholders. Sofor the LRP it 's all community based, for

the wharves it was community based and now it 's individual community

stakeholders who become wharfstewards, it 's more on a one on one basis... but

we certainly were working with communities when the wharves happened.

Heritage Rivers is all communities, the HR program is stakeholders, industry,

business, communities, nan profit groups, like it 's the whole spectrum, resource

sectors, forestry... and then I guessfor information, the newsletter is more an

individual based thing and then the website is the whole gambit ofup and down
the river as well.

"

#001-SJ

4. 2. 4.3 Shared Responsibility

Shared responsibility emerged as an important attribute related to shared

action/commitment. It was identified that in projects undertaken with the St. John River

Society, responsibility and accountability for outcomes (costs and benefits) was shared
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among partner groups. This responsibility, to both projects and the overall delivery of •

quality programming, was present in the SJRS:

"Ifit 's gone well everybody 's had something to do with it. Ifit hasn 't gone well,

given the board and everything now we have, I would say that everyone would do

that too. I don 't think there 's a blame kind of... it certainly doesn 'tfall, or

anybody would put blame on [the executive director's] shoulders or anybody else

ifthe wharves run out ofmoney... whatever we have to do we 'II deal with, it will

be a collective kind ofa thing" t
-

#002-SJ

This was also apparent between the SJRS and partner groups:

"So / think that the LRP and our organization work together to accomplish the

eco tourism goal. And our project is one ofthe components that 's required to

complete that network. And hopefully we 'II have anybody else who is interested in

being one ofthe points along... being part ofit.
"

#004-SJ

Overall, within the network of the SJRS and its partners, it was widely recognized

it was necessary for all involved to actively contribute to actions and take responsibility

for their roles in order to complete projects in a timely and efficient manner.

4.4.2.4 Overall Shared Action/Commitment

Shared action/commitment within the St. John River Society was high in some

areas, while lower in others. The major commitment within the organization is best

observed in staff and key members of the executive board who are actively engaged. The

executive director is widely credited with being the major force behind much of the

SJRS's current initiatives and planning processes. One partner described the role of the

executive director in regards to shared action:

"/ think it 's been really good with [the executive director] coming on board. I

think it was in the summer, so it must have been the summer of2004, and she

basically came on new, all ofthe municipalities were on board in a new way,

because we were there now as individual applicantsfor the money to ACOA. I
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think itJust really changed at that point and made it more real. The realities that

each ofthe projects had to stand on their own, all municipal projects guided by a

common theme that the society can present.
"

#004-SJ

Problems within shared action/commitment appeared to stem from a lack of

engagement of a large section of the board, which translated into a lack of commitment.

These problems on the board resulted in a proposed board re-structuring, which was to be

voted on in April 2007. This restructuring was designed to eliminate many of the current

problems on the board, by eliminating the total number of available seats. Following this

restructuring, it was anticipated that members on the re-designed board would be more

actively engaged in the process.

4.2.5 Drivers within the St. John River Society

This section presents the results of the exploration into drivers of collaboration

(research question three) for the St. John River Society. The pre-determined driver of

formal, legislated agreements was first examined, followed by an open coding process

which revealed four additional drivers: real or imagined crises, leadership, social

networks and resources.

4.2.5.1 Formal, legislated agreements

As described in Appendix B, the St. John River Society started as an informal

organization by four area residents who wanted to create an awareness and appreciation

surrounding the St. John River (Plummer, Kulczycki & Stacey, 2006). The SJRS

incorporated in 1993, and created bylaws to guide operations. In 1998, when the

organization took over responsibility for the wharves along the river, roles and

responsibilities were created, prompting a more formalized structure. Meetings also
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became more structured, with standing committees, formal agendas and regular voting by

members on issues and actions. Long term strategic planning, typical of most formalized

organizations was not undertaken until after the executive director was hired in 2004 (as

this individual wrote the strategic plan) This structure has been maintained as the SJRS

continues to engage in major collaborative initiatives.

The SJRS now operates with a balance between formal and informal structures,

which seem to stem from the necessity of both flexibility and stability. This has resulted

from the many changes the SJRS has faced. When the society was informal at the outset,

decisions were not required to occur within a structured framework; as the SJRS took on

major initiatives such as the wharves and the Lower River Passage, decisions became

much more regimented to ensure that goals were being accomplished. i'^ . >. .
>.

; ,

According to one staff member, decision-making did not function in a vertical

plane within the SJRS, but rather unfolded naturally with the evolution of the •" '
'

'

organization:

"/ think that 's a bit different, quite often in an NGO it 's a very hierarchical

structure, you know you have a board and an executive and an executive director

andpersons or person below the executive director and everything sort of

functions in a vertical plane. And I don 't think that 's the most efficient wayfor an
NGO to work... I guess it happens through multiple mechanisms and approaches.

I'm not going to say itfunctions in a loosefashion, it is actually sort ofsemi

structured, but wejust use the tools and the mechanisms that 's most appropriate

at the time andfor any given issue
"

#007-SJ

An executive board member also expressed a similar sentiment, around operating both

formally and informally:

" We have bylaws, first ofall we have the rules and responsibilities ofall the

positions on the executive and members ofthe board. Those things are laid out

pretty clearly and then we have a constitution and then we have bylaws and we
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have an action plan ofsortsfor like a year, kind of We don 't really have any long

term strategic plan, a lot ofthese things youjust adjust.
"

#002-SJ

Formalized structure with partner groups appeared to come from contracts set

forth by flinders, as well as contracts created between partner groups. When working with

funders such as ACOA, certain expectations for projects and timelines were created

between the funder and the organization. These contracts structured the nature ofthe

initiative, as well as the partnerships between groups involved; this can be seen in the

example of the LRP project which is structured by ACOA as its fiinder, as well a joint

project with another NGO fiinded by the government's environmental mitigation policy

(Participant #001 -SJ, personal communication, 2007; Participant #005-SJ, personal

communication, 2007). Both fiinders set out the nature of the projects, partnerships and

timelines necessary.

While formal mechanisms do indeed play a role in management, one SJRS staff

member connected the idea of the link between informal mechanisms and social networks

as important for collaboration:

"Information is continuallyflowing all the wayfrom project conceptualization

through to development through to implementation and subsequent management,

its life after that. Very open door policy that keeps everybody abreast ofwhat 's

going on and new developments and roles ofpeople and also it 's not only a

discussion amongst the prime partners but it's individuals, as an executive

director, as a program manager ...we also draw or at least I do and I know [the

executive director] does, we draw on personal support networks. I have an

extensive group ofpeople who I have varying degrees ofrelationships with that I

have worked with in the past who arefriends who we 've got common
interest. ..just individuals who live along the river and we draw upon them and

interact with them andfloat and provide updates and try and getfeedback"

#007-SJ
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4.2.5.2 Real or Imagined Crises

Over the course of its existence, the St. John River Society has faced many real or

perceived crises which have influenced the collaborative process and ultimately changed

the direction of the SJRS. When the SJRS was created, it was response to a lack of

appreciation of the river within the larger watershed community. This perceived apathy

towards the river prompted a group of individuals to form the society and begin to

develop a membership base through existing and newly formed social networks. The

SJRS remained with this purpose until the late 1 990s.

In the late 1990s, the federal government began to decentralize authority over the

wharf system on the St. John River. With no one to take over the wharves and maintain

their upkeep (the provincial government refused), public access to the river in many

places would have been lost. This crisis prompted the SJRS to step in and take over

possession of 12 of the wharves to preserve historic public access rights. This initiative

ultimately resulted in a change in the structure of the SJRS from a more informal group to

a more formalized entity. At this time, the SJRS began to work with the communities of

the wharves, government flinders (ACOA) and partners in order to administer and

oversee the project.

The Society would continue to work towards these goals as a volunteer run

agency, until another major change occurred in 2004. At this time, the SJRS hired a new

executive director to help relieve some of the volunteer burnout being experienced by the

board and to administer projects on behalf of the society. A technical services officer was

also hired and new members were added to the board of directors. According to one staff

member, this was quite different from the previous situation:
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"They did not have stafffor 12 years. They 've been aroundfor 15 years andfor
12 ofthat there was no staff Which is why they are experiencing a little bit of
volunteer burnout.

#001-SJ

Many board members and partners interviewed recognized this change as revitalizing the

SJRS, as the executive director was dedicated, highly experienced and had several new

ideas for the direction of the organization.

During recent years, the SJRS has begun to move towards primarily ecotourism

initiatives, in an effort to bring in desperately needed financial resources and fill a niche

market for tourism in the lower portion of the river (Participant #001 -SJ, personal

communication, 2007). This ecotourism goal has led to the formation ofnew partnerships

with a variety of stakeholders, particularly around such initiatives as the Fredericton

River Festival and the Lower River Passage project. Due to limited resources,

partnerships are absolutely crucial to ensuring the implementation of these projects.

The most recent event which has affected the SJRS was a proposed restructuring

of the board, to take place in April 2007. This initiative was proposed by staff and key

board members in response to current problems with the existing board, such as inactivity

(please see earlier section on the experience of collaboration, under shared

action/commitment). These changes would reduce the number of positions on the board,

greatly influencing the dynamics involved in the decision-making process.

4.2.5.3 Leadership

Leadership emerged as a major influence in driving collaboration within the St.

John River Society. High quality leadership, and the role it played in collaboration was

primarily attributed the SJRS's executive director, staff and a few key executive board
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members. It was widely recognized that these individuals were largely responsible for

decision-making and communication, both formally and informally, and establishing

partnerships or relationships with other organizations and community members.

The executive director was hired in 2004, coming from many years of working in

the non-profit sector, thereby contributing a great deal of experience to the SJRS. During

the field session, the leadership and commitment of the director was observed on a

regular basis. Frequently, the director would contact board members and partners seeking

and sharing information about current and on-going projects. Additionally, the director

often worked to securing funds and implement actions for several on-going projects; the

ability of the director to delegate tasks to other staffwhen necessary was also apparent.

Day-to-day responsibilities for communication (both within the SJRS and with partners

and the broader community), decision-making and actions, rest on the shoulders of the

executive director (Participant #001 -SJ, personal communicafion, 2007; Participant #002-

SJ, personal communication, 2007; Observation Log #2).

Many of the board members, and staff interviewed also credit the executive

director for keeping the organization moving forward. Many expressed that the executive

director was charged with the majority of the tasks required to operate the organization,

and must play many roles in order to accomplish the goals of the SJRS:

"/ think our strength has been our one and only staffperson, asidefrom the

seasonal and support staffthat do things, but [the executive director] has been

really the driver behind the reason why we have been successful in a lot ofthings,

with the LRPproject and lobbying and working with different levels of

governmentforfunding and product development support

"

#008-SJ
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Many of the partnerships and relationships created, both with outside groups and within

the SJRS, were also attributed to the executive director, as presented earlier in a quote

from #002-SJ, on page 125. One staffmember also described the importance of the

executive director, and how this person has influenced the society:

"There 's only so many people who want to do this kind ofthing, yet [it]

continually appears that there is more ofa divergence between the players and

the agencies and what is trying to get accomplished. It 's a continual uphill

battle... Ifyou don 't have afirecracker director like [the executive director], you

ain 't going nowhere
"

moi-sj

Several partners interviewed identified that they primarily dealt with the executive

director; many were unfamiliar with the members of the board. One project partner, when

asked to characterize the relationship between their organization and the SJRS, stated the

following:

"I would say the relationship is between myselfand [the executive director]. Kind

oflike, she worked here, I knew her quite well, got a long with herfine and I

would say the relationship is between [participant] and [the executive director].

Many continued to say that felt that the executive director was driving both the

organization and the partnership between the SJRS and other groups. This is best

expressed by one partner involved in the Lower River Passage project:

"I think [the executive director] tries very hard to coordinate that, and now [the

technical services officer] tries to do that some ofthat [as] well. They 've been

veryfortunate in having [the executive director]. Their process and our process

coexisted very nicely. We 've had, I think over the past number of seven years or

so, I can 't think ofany major conflict, so I would say communication has been

very good.

"

#004-SJ

One partner went so far as to explain that the nature of the partnership between their

municipality and the SJRS had changed upon the hiring of the executive director:



i:



Collaborative Managementl47

"/ think it 's been really good with [the executive director] coming on board. I

think it was in the summer, so it must have been the summer of2004, and she

basically came on new, all ofthe municipalities were on board in a new way...

The only thing that I can see is the change with [the executive director] coming

in, versus [the original lead staffperson] 's sort ofspearheading, obviously

Gertie*'^ has been a constant there too, they 've had to structure it through that

transition
"

#003-SJ

Other key members have also largely contributed to the continuation of the SJRS

and on-going initiatives, including other staff and key executive board members. For

example, the executive director would regularly consult a few key board members on

day-to-day decisions:

"I make a decision and I call Andrea* or I call Gertie* and they say yeah, great

go do it and I do it and I report it at the executive meeting, this is what I did. " i

#001 -SJ

These board members have been with the SJRS for a number of years (longer than the

executive director), and have helped to sustain the society over its evolution by constantly

being involved in programs and planning. This is in contrast to many of the inactive

board members (please earlier section on shared action/commitment).

Another staffmember within the organization also displayed great leadership and

commitment. This individual has a good working relationship with the director and

would frequently take on tasks outside of their job description, as well as meet informally

with board members and partners to share information and continue the planning process.

This staffmember described the nature of the job:

"/ help out with things thatfall outside ofthe realm ofthe Lower River Passage

simply because there 's a warm body here and when you 're in an NGO it doesn 't

Names have been changed

'Gertie ' is an executive board member
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really matter what it says in thejob description, I take the approach that you do

what needs to get done.
"

#007-SJ '

4. 2. 5. 4 Social Networks/Relationships

Social networks also emerged as major driver of collaboration within the St. John

River Society. Social networks and relationships were found to exist both formally and

informally. The organization of the board and some communication between board

members and staff existed through a formalized structure, occurring via regular meetings,

memos and decision-making processes (Observation Log #2). The importance of

informal social networks and the connections between stakeholders involved in the

process, was both observed by the researcher and commented upon by participants with a

great deal of importance. One staffmember identified the importance of relying on social

networks and partners to accomplish goals:

"The society initiates a lot ofdiscussion and communication based on our

program needs and we respond to partnerships that are out there based on other

people 's program needs. So we go out and talk to the people we need to talk to get

our work done, and then people come and talk to us to get their work done. And
that 's why we need to keep talking to each other andpartnering together

and. ..that's kind ofmy philosophy when it comes to partnerships and

management and it is exactly that, between all ofus we know everything and

that 's why we have to keep talking to one another.
"

#001-SJ

The St. John River Society sees itself as an umbrella organization which connects

people and partners together in collaborative initiatives, as well as through

communication. One staffmember described this role:

"We see ourselves as an umbrella organization that connects people along the

river so that the right hand knows what the left hand is doing.
"

#001-SJ
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It is not possible for the SJRS to participate in every possible environmental

initiative in the region, or to constantly form partnerships with other groups to address the

myriad of concerns within the watershed. The society responds when possible to

available partners and to projects which fall under the organization's four programming

pillars; these partnerships are necessary in order to find allies to achieve their goals.

Whenever possible the Society attempts to enter into partnerships with a common goal:

"/ mean when people enter a partnership, you 've got a common interest, a

common goal, andyou 're both working hopefully towards it in an efficient

manner. Failure is not a projected outcome and I think the percentage ofthat

occurrence is, there 's always something positive that comes out of it, even ifit

does tank orfail, there 's always something that comes out of it. ..and that 's what

you roll with...ain 't got a whole lot oftime to reflect on things andyou don 't have

a whole lot oftime to dwell on failures.
"

moi-si

This is also necessary due to the lack ofhuman and financial resources within non-profit

environmental management (see next section on resources).

Many of the social networks can be attributed to the executive director. As the

executive director is charged with implementing actions and seeking viable partnerships,

it is important that they are able to get out and talk to people and work to establish

relationships; these relationships can lead to future partnerships or support for the SJRS.

As the director has a wide array of social contacts, she will often direct people to the

appropriate organization/agency to deal with such concerns:

"/ often get questions and concerns about things that I don 't know the answer [to]

but I know who to direct them to, and I think that 's also a valuable service to be

able to provide, but being connected within our organization, being connected

within the broader community helps to be able to shuffle around information and

ifwe can do something then we will.
"

#001-SJ
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Some participants described knowing the executive director or key SJRS

members prior to becoming involved in the society. Many of these participants also

identified that these pre-existing relationships helped when joining or partnering/working

with the SJRS. It was observed that most people who work with the SJRS or interact with

them would primarily know the executive director or technical services officer (and in

some cases key board members). These individuals were observed to be the figureheads

representing the organization and dealing with people in the community. One current

executive board member had been aware of the SJRS from their time in a former

government position and through community connections related to this position; it was

through these connections and experience with the SJRS that this individual became

involved at the board level (Participant #008-SJ, personal communication, 2007).

In another instance, a previous connection with the executive director was the

only reason a partnership formed between the SJRS and another non-profit environment

group. It was this connection that led to the consideration of the SJRS as a viable partner.

The director of the partner organization described how this partnership unfolded:

"/ asked what would happen if[organization] partnered with another

organization, such as the SJRS, because we have common interests in the St. John

River ...I talked to [the executive director] who had worked here and she was

interested in it, so basically it 's an effort between the SJRS and [partner

organization]. I would say the relationship is between myselfand [the executive

director].

#005-SJ

Other staff members also utilize social networks in all avenues of the SJRS, fi-om

informal communication and information sharing to decision-making and implementation

of initiatives. The board nominally represents many diverse communifies, and some

board members utilize these networks to bring information to the society resulting in
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1

community input into SJRS programs. One staffmember described the importance of

social networks to the collaborative process:

" We also draw, or at least I do and I know [the executive director] does, we draw

on personal support networks. I have an extensive group ofpeople who I have

varying degrees ofrelationships with that I have worked with in the past who are

friends who we 've got common interest [with] ...just individuals who live along

the river and we draw upon them and interact with them andfloat andprovide

updates and try and getfeedback.
"

#007-SJ

The society further relies on connections with the community, though interactions

with the wharf stewards put in place by the SJRS and through working with other wharf

groups:

"It is project based communication andpartnerships because there are local

stewardsfor the wharves, so each ofthe wharves, has either one person or it

might be a committee ofthree, four, five, and so that 's how the condition ofthe

wharves gets monitored and theyjust kind ofwatch over it... we keep in contact

and it 's kind ofa loose partnership. And then we also kind ofdeal with the other

partners because the municipalities and other notfor profit organizations have

taken over some ofthe other wharves we don 't have so we keep in contact and

work kind ofwith them and share some expertise
"

#002-SJ

The commitment of staff and board members involved in the SJRS, and the

quality ofprogramming over the duration of its existence, has resulted in a renowned

reputation for the society. This reputation has been built by word of mouth passing

through extensive networks held by individuals and organizations that have worked with

the SJRS. One board member described the importance of such a reputation when

communicating with the broader public:

"They seem tofeelfree tojust call or drop in, whenever they want to say

something. So I guess we 've been able to maintain, as our reputation spreads and

people become more aware ofthe society, then they seem tofind us.
"

#002-SJ
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While social networks within the St. John River Society are strong, there are some

problems with lack of awareness. Many participants expressed that there were problems

with establishing a broader membership base, and awareness on some regions of the

watershed. This was observed by one board member, who suggested: "the weakness that

seems to me to be most obvious is our inability to interest people in becoming members
"

(Participant #006-SJ). Another board member expressed this sentiment strongly:

"The river society has lacked I guess what I would consider, public awareness. I

don 't think there 's any one thing you can attribute to the society that the general

public would know that the society does, but I think they 've had an awareness

problem in the past and maybe not a problem it 'sjust that it hasn 't been a key

priority.

"

#008-SJ

According to one staffmember, the existence of such networks and relationships

can greatly affect the nature ofhow some people within a collaborative organization deal

with each other (including fighting), which often has to be navigated by staff members:

"Everybody screams and yells behind everybody 's back and bitches, but then

when it comes time to sit. ..need to stop and need to change in this direction

because you 're putting the society injeopardy nobody has the guts to say it,

because people are usuallyfriends or colleagues.
"

#001-SJ

4.2.5.5 Resources

The lack of financial and human resources is a pervasive problem facing the St.

John River Society. This lack of resources is largely attributed to the socio-political

climate within New Brunswick; very little fiinding is available for non-profit

environmental management organizations, including river-based ones. One executive

board member described how they choose to undertake actions: ""most of it has to do with

availablefunding" (#002-SJ). A staff member stated something similar:
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" We prioritize things based onfunding I would say. Right now we 're getting

moneyfrom ACOA. Right now that project is our priority.
"

#001-SJ

In order to mitigate the impacts resulting from limited ftmding, the SJRS was

required to seek out partnerships with other organizations and funding contracts from

government agencies to ensure programs can be implemented. One staffmember

described the hardships related to the lack of resources:

" We have specificfundingfor specific programs so then thatfunding can only be

spent on that program. But anyprogram that you applyfor does not have an

administrative component, so thefundraising goes towards corefunding and

that 's where we suffer the most. We often try to build in an administrative

component, so on programs we 're taking a 20% administrative component and

put that into ourfunding in a general revenue pot to try and offset but it 's never

enough. The thing that we struggle with the most is corefunding. I have a lot of

friends who are executive directors who spend 60% oftheir timefundraisingfor

their own salary.

"

#001-SJ

A director of a partner organization fiirther described the necessity of seeking

partners in the non-profit sector:

"Everything that I do J have some kind ofpartnership. Without partners and

collaboration and kind ofa network ofpeople that I can work [with] ...you have to

work in partnership because I don 't have the money to go out and do it myselfand

you have to have the community support behind you... you have to have a network

to support what you want to do in conservation. All by yourself, doesn 't happen.
"

#005-SJ

Many projects of the SJRS were only possible due to available fiinding at the

time; indeed many were pursued since funding opportunities, primarily through the

government, had been announced. One such example was the Lower River Passage

Project, which was a joint effort between the SJRS and five municipalities and was

funded by ACOA. In the case of this project, funding became available for organizations

and non-profit community groups to take over the wharves that had been devolved by the
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federal government; some of these wharves then became part of the Passage project. With

available government funding, it was possible to protect access to the water via the

wharves and begin to develop eco-tourism ventures around them to promote awareness of

the St. John River. Without this funding, these projects would have been next to

impossible.
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Chapter Five- Cross Case Analysis and Discussion

The purpose of this chapter is to explore cross-case patterns between the St. Croix

International Waterway Commission and the St. John River Society and to identify key

similarities and differences between the two cases. The rationale for comparing the cases

is to determine and explain differences associated with the research questions identified.

Stake (2006) identified that the purpose of conducting a cross case analysis is to examine

how similarities or differences characterize the cases being studied, in order to shed light

on a certain problem or phenomenon. He further suggested that cases will show

"commonality and its differences across manifestations" (Stake, 2006, p. 40). In this

study, the cross case analysis will demonstrate such similarities and differences in

evolution, experience and drivers of collaboration between the SCIWC and the SJRS

using a comparative pattern analysis. This chapter also discusses the results of the cross

case analysis in light of the current literature identified in Chapter Two; the intent of this

discussion is to situate the results of the study within the existing literature on

collaborative management.

Chapter Five is divided into four sections. The first section explores the key

similarities and differences between how the two organizations have evolved. The next

section focuses on comparing the patterns that exist for the three process characteristics,

as well as presenting an overall conclusion on the presence and experience of the

characteristics. The third section compares the analysis of the five identified drivers of

collaboration for both organizations. The fourth section provides a summary of the

overall cross case conclusions at the end of the chapter.
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5 . 1 Organizational Evolution

Research question explored the evolution of two collaborative agreements. In

Chapter Three, two organizations were assessed against the case criteria selection matrix

in order to determine inclusion in the research. The organizations were then determined

to be either formal (SCIWC) or informal (SJRS) based on said criteria. Both

organizations have evolved significantly from their initial creation (which was one of the

major selection factors in determining formality or informality). Both were created in the

late 1980s/early 1990s, allowing significant time for organizational evolution to occur.

For details ofhow each organization evolved, please refer to Chapter Four, sections 4.1

and 4.2.

In comparing the patterns of organizational evolution, it is evident that both

organizations were formed and have evolved in remarkably different ways. The SCIWC,

as an example of a regulatory framework at its outset, was enacted in law but no longer

has legal authority to manage the river; the SJRS began around a kitchen table and is now

legally incorporated and the owner of 12 wharves. What is most interesting about the two

collaborative organizations is that they have appeared to have evolved to a remarkably

similar place which reflected a balance of both formal and informal mechanisms, or

alternatively termed by participants as a balance of flexibility and stability.

Formal mechanisms in both organizations provided a basic structure for

communication and decision making between staff and board members. Board structures,

rules for decision-making and meeting agendas were all tools that were used by each

organization. These formal mechanisms were necessary in order to ensure decisions were

thoroughly considered by all members of the staff and the board and that plans and

programs were well designed.
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Both organizations also displayed informal operating mechanisms. Informal

mechanisms were considered to be points of communication, dialogue, information

exchange or decision-making which fell outside of formalized operating structures. It was

identified through interviews and observations that many of the informal operating

mechanisms were linked to the staff members (primarily the executive directors)

involved. Staff members relied on their social networks and other informal means to

ensure information was shared throughout the organization, with partners and the broader

community, as well as linking with people to gamer input and advice on many projects.

Informal discussions also presented an opportunity for conversation which may not have

been able to occur within the confines of a board room, allowing people to speak freely

and express opinions on controversial topics. These informal discussions were fed back

into the decision-making process by both of the executive directors. In order to ensure

that communication, decision-making and actions involved all of the necessary

stakeholders, the executive directors chose to engage in such informal mechanisms which

may have been lost within formalized, hierarchical structures. These informal

mechanisms are likely examples of the norms and values that have developed over years

of repeated interactions and communication between participants in each of the

organizations; these informal mechanisms now appear to be constant and embedded

within the process. These findings are consistent with the organizational culture

literature, as discussed by Keyton (2005) and Schein (2004).

Overall, it appears that in the cases of the St. Croix International Waterway

Commission and the St. John River Society that both formal and informal mechanisms of

collaboration in the SCIWC and SJRS and between each organization and their respective
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partners contributed to the collaborative process. Limiting either type ofmechanism

would greatly reduce the chances for collaboration, which seemingly requires an intricate

balance to operate. This highlights the potential for a range of collaborative agreements,

as identified by Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) in their continuum of collaboration,

presented in Chapter Two.

These series of changes are consistent with the idea of real or imagined crises,

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Kaplan & McCay, 2004; Pinkerton, 1989), which was

detailed as a driver of the collaborative process in Chapter Four. On-going changes

within the evolution of both the SCIWC and the SJRS constantly reshape the nature and

the character of the organizations, and provide the context for collaboration to occur in.

Every crisis/change/evolution requires varied responses on the part of the organization.

McCluskey (2002) identified that responses to organizational change or crisis may vary

between deciding to disengage fi-om the problem, to seeking novel solutions. These

changes allow new opportunities for collaboration, whether by seeking new partnerships

or developing new programs based on available funds, which can ultimately reshape the

collaborative context. As the collaborative context changes, so too will the experience of

collaboration, and the factors that drive the process at the time. The evolution of river-

based non-profit organizations is a constant on-going process of change and renewal

which requires constant adaptation to deal with the uncertainty each change can bring.

5.2 Presence and Experience ofCollaboration

5.2.1 Transactive Decision-Making

The experiences of transactive decision-making for both the St. Croix

International Waterway Commission and the St. John River Society were compared for
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patterns and summarized in table 5.1 . It is important to note that while attributes may be

present in both cases, the nature of the experience varied.

Table 5.1 - Comparison of Transactive Decision Making Across Sites

Attribute of Transactive

Decision Making
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dialogue, an apparent tension emerged within the St. John River Society surrounding the

relationship between sections of the board; this resulted in a large amount of irustration

between members. This tension was not apparent within the St. Croix International

Waterway Commission.

The above findings are consistent with the literature that has identified the

importance of these three attributes of transactive decision-making (Armitage, 2005;

Olsson, Folke & Berkes, 2004; Schusler, Pahl-Wostl & Hare, 2004; Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b; Decker & Pfeffer, 2003; Falk & Kilpatrick; 2000; Kilgore, 1999;

Grusec, 1992). The ongoing flow of information and communication is an example of the

fluidity of relationships between board members and staff (and ultimately other partners)

identified by McCluskey (2002). Multiple actors were able to discuss diverse viewpoints,

for the purposes of generating potenfial solutions to complex problems. This is consistent

with the definition of collaboration identified by Koontz, et. al. (2004). Interestingly, for

both organizations empowerment was found to be more linked to pride in the river and

stewardship over it, rather than ownership/empowerment in the collaborative process.

One of the most interesting themes to emerge around transactive decision-making

was that the presence and experience ofmany of the attributes could be linked to the

executive directors or staff of each organization. As suggested by Fabricius, Folke,

Cundill and Shultz (2007), it is the job of a leader to effectively organize people towards

a common goal; Bennis (2003) suggests that leaders must have a clear long-term vision

for the future of an organization. For both the SCIWC and the SJRS, the executive

directors were able to move the overall organization towards common goals and create

long-term visions for the future direcfion of each organization, thereby driving the
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collaborative process. Regardless of what structure was in place, the people involved, or

the resources required, it was the executive directors (and in the case of the SJRS a few ..

other key board members) who used their social networks and reputations to seek out

new partnerships and to ensure that all stakeholders within the respective watersheds

were included to some degree in the collaborative process.

The transactive decision-making displayed by both organizations showcased the

inclusion of multiple-stakeholders in the collaborative process. The inclusion of

pluralistic actors in the decision-making process is a key aspect of a governance approach

(Bulkely, 2005; Sampford, 2002; Meadowcroft, 2002). It has been identified that local

actors or civil society can have knowledge of the resource or the area which can greatly

benefit an inclusive governance regime and complement government-based, scientific

knowledge (Berkes, et. al., 2007; Ivey, et. al., 2004; Michaels et. al, 1999; Burroughs,

1999). This 'unique' knowledge was evident in the executive directors, staff, volunteers

and community members, as they were able to contribute to planning and implementation

both within the organizations and with partner groups (government or other NGO's).

5.2.2 Social Learning

Both cases exhibited evidence of social learning attributes, with some being

displayed stronger than others. The patterns exhibited by the cases for social learning are

compared in this section; major similarities and differences will be discussed. Table 5.2

details the comparison of social learning.
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Table 5.2 - Comparison of Social Learning Attributes Across Sites

Attribute of Social
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way something was carried out in the future). In both cases, new norms and attitudes

developed as a result of this multi-level learning. All participants further identified

learning from participation in the collaborative process or from other individuals engaged

in the process.

One key difference emerged across cases within the attribute of interaction and

inclusion. In the case of the SCIWC, it was identified that the commission became the

central force in the collaborative process, with the staff often taking on too much

responsibility. At times it was observed that staffhad difficulty delegating tasks and

responsibilities, often leading to tension. Within the SJRS, it was identified that a section

of the board was inactive and did not engage in actions outside of the meetings or

contributing heavily to the collaborative process, which also lead to frustration. However,

despite this divergence, overall it appeared that the experience of all of the attributes

(with the exception of the one divergence outlined above) was remarkably similar for

both the SCIWC and the SJRS.

As identified in the literature (Keen & Mahanty, 2006; Plummer & FitzGibbon,

2004b; Schusler, Decker & Pfeffer, 2003), reflection and feedback are described as a

distinctive component of the collaborative process. However, for both the SCIWC and

the SJRS, reflection and feedback were an inherent part of the process and not

approached as a distinct action. One staffmember went so far as to exclaim:

" We don 't spend a whole lot oftime looking back. We know where we camefrom
we, were there, we did it. This is about movingforward and getting stuffdone on

the ground we don 't need to sit around and navel-gaze and analyze stuffout the

wahoo. We don 't spend a whole lot oftime reflecting on past decisions, because

you know, it 's in the past. We 've got to moveforward.
"

#007-SJ





Collaborative Management 166

This suggests that while an important part of the collaborative process, reflection and

feedback may not be a distinct action/entity to participants involved. It is not as

categorical as was anticipated by the review of current collaboration literature (Keen &

Mahanty, 2006; Koontz, 2005; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Tabbush, 2004; Schusler,

Decker & Pfeffer, 2003), but rather a natural component of an on-going process that will

emerge when necessary. The practice of information being fed back into the collaborative

process (albeit inherently in these two cases) reflects part of the collaborative process

described by Plummer (2006).

Learning occurred in a more understated way than was anticipated from the

current literature, where clear learning outcomes and specific skill development are

considered to be an important element of the collaborative process (Webler, Tuler &

Krueger, 2001; Baker & McLelland, 2003). Multiple-level learning often seemed to

happen without people knowing it; participants had difficulty describing processes

beyond that of single loop learning (what they have gained from the experience).

Learning which altered opinions, values or attitude structures, along with learning which

affected governance structures and norms, as identified by Keen and Mahanty (2006) and

Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b), was not a distinguishable part of the collaborative

process, but rather an anticipated component of a larger, on-going process. Changes

which resulted from learning were fed back into the decision-making process in subtle

ways, again often without the realization of the stakeholders involved.

Social learning is also a key component of collaboration (Keen & Mahanty, 2006;

Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Schusler, Decker & Pfeffer, 2003). The social learning

processes which occurred showcase the influence that social learning and social networks
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as part of that learning can have on collaboration. These processes helped to push the

collaborative process forward in both the SCIWC and the SJRS.

5.2.3 Shared Action/Commitment

A third component examined was shared action/commitment, as detailed in

Chapter Four. In table 5.3, the comparison of patterns of shared action/commitment is

detailed.

Table 5.3- Comparison of Attributes for Shared Action/Commitment Across Sites

Attribute of Shared

Action/Commitment
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successful, all involved received credit for their participation and for their role in

ensuring success; if an action or program failed, the majority of stakeholders assumed

responsibility.

One key difference was apparent. Within the attribute ofjoint action, it was '

identified that the SCIWC staff often took on too much or the majority of responsibility

for implementation; whereas the SJRS suffered from a lack of board activity in a section

of the board. Several participants identified that they were unaware ofmany of the board

members and dealt primarily with staff. Despite this, some members of the SJRS board

did appear engaged in actions on the ground; whereas many participants identified that

they were unaware of the commissioners on the SCIWC.

Both organizations showed evidence of multiple stakeholders coming together, in

an effort to share knowledge and tackle complex social and environmental issues. In

many instances, for both the SJRS and the SCIWC, it would not have been possible to

undertake many actions or programming initiatives without collaborating with partners or

engaging community members as volunteers. This finding is consistent with the

definitions of collaboration identified by Gray (1985) and Koontz, et. al. (2004).

Both organizations also enjoyed overwhelmingly positive reputations with c

community members, partner groups and government; the executive directors of both

were particularly recognized for their abilities, skills and leadership. All partners when

asked said that if they had the opportunity they would indeed work with either

organization again. Both the SCIWC and the SJRS emerged as strong facilitators and

partners, and expressed that as the primary role of the organization. Participants also

described the ability of the executive directors to connect them to other partners or
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sources of funding, by utilizing their extensive social networks. This again showcases the

importance of leadership and social networks as established in the literature (Newman,

Bruyere & Beh, 2007; Fabricius, Folke, Cundill & Shultz, 2007; Rockloff& Moore,

2006; Cross & Parker, 2004; Borgotti and Cross, 2003; Osbom, Hunt, & Jauch, 2002).

These two influences appeared to foster opportunities for joint action and shared

responsibility, as well as moving such opportunities forward.

5.2.4 Overall Comparison on the Process ofCollaboration

In both organizations the process, or the experience, of collaboration was

exhibited in a remarkably similar manner. For both the SCIWC and the SJRS, the

management process was pluralistic and inclusive; this pluralism is the crux of

collaborative management (Koontz, et. al, 2004; Borrini-Feyerabend, et. al., 2000; Gray,

1989). Information was generally readily available and willingly shared among

stakeholders, and multiple level learning was present. While some differences were -

apparent between the two cases, overall both organizations appeared to exhibit each

characteristic, and the related attributes, strongly.

Each of the three process characteristics (transactive decision-making, social

learning and shared action/commitment) are recognized to be how participants experience

collaboration within both the SCIWC and the SJRS. Groot and Lenders (2006) suggest

that collaboration should be an emergent principle within river-based management;

within the SCIWC and SJRS it appears that collaboration is the cornerstone of both

operations. The experience of collaboration for both organizations reflects the process as

identified in the model of the river-systems model developed by Plummer (2006). This

model emphasizes the importance of information exchange, pluralistic decision-making,
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reflection/feedback and shared action, all of which were exhibited by both the SCIWC

and the SJRS through the characteristics of transactive decision-making, social learning

and shared action/commitment. The process model (Plummer, 2006) further identifies a

number of stages in the evolution of a collaborative management agreement; both

organizations exhibited each of these stages in a variety of ways, depending on current

projects and partners. For example, in both cases, other community organizations,

environmental NGO's and governments were operating in the same region and engaging

in similar or potentially related activities. However, at present the SCIWC and the SJRS

may not be working with these groups, reflecting the independence stage of the

collaborative process (Plummer, 2006). Primarily, both the SCIWC and the SJRS are

constantly moving back and forth between the association stage (i.e., newly developed

partnerships and increased dialogue which is coupled with reflection and feedback) and

the integration stage (i.e., collective action to solve problems using pluralistic decision

making and shared action for implementation) of the collaborative process model. This

constant ebb and flow between these stages is reflective of the iterative nature of the

SCIWC and the SJRS, as they seek new projects and partnerships to meet organizational

goals and objectives.

5.3 Cross Case Comparison ofDrivers ofCollaboration

This section will explore cross case comparisons for each of the five drivers of

collaboration described in Chapter Four. Table 5.4 presents a summary of the drivers and

how they were manifested at each of the organizations.
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Table 5.4 - Comparison ofDrivers ofCollaboration

Driver of Collaboration
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5.3. 1 Formal Legislated Agreements

Formal, legislated agreements as a driver for collaborative management was

selected at the outset of this study for inclusion, based on the current dichotomy in the

collaboration literature (please see Chapter Two). In order to assess this dichotomy, the

two organizations selected for inclusion in this study were chosen based on their

structures at inception: the SCIWC was highly formal when created, whereas the SJRS

began informally. Chapter Four reveals that both organizations have evolved to a similar

operational state, balancing formal and informal mechanisms.

In these two particular cases, formal, legislated agreements did not have an

appreciable influence on the process of collaboration, as was anticipated prior to data

collection based on the current literature (Plummer and Fitzgibbon, 2004b; Yandle, 2003;

Klooster, 2000; Berkes, 1994; Busiahn, 1989; Berkes, 1989; Dale, 1989; Jordan, 1989;

Pinkerton, 1 989). Conversely, informal creation also did not greatly impact collaboration

in these specific cases, which was represented in the other side of the dichotomy in the

literature (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Marschke, 2005; Jentoft, McCay & Wilson,

1998). Rather, the balance between flexibility and stability within their organizational

structures was more important in driving the collaborative process. The formal

mechanisms, such as board structures, rules for voting and budgeting provided the

overarching framework within which collaboration could occur. Formal mechanisms also

allowed certain levels of communication, information exchange, decision-making and

action (among others) to occur within these frameworks. The identified existing informal

mechanisms also appeared to greatly influence the collaborative process. Informal

communication, dialogue and other attributes were a way to include broader community

input and feedback into the collaborative process, as well as constantly engage partners
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and board members beyond the confines of the formal operating framework. Both types

ofmechanisms allowed for collaboration to occur, and for new partnerships to be formed,

albeit in very different ways. It was also found that the informal mechanisms were driven

primarily by the executive directors of each organization and the reliance on their broad

social networks (both of which will be discussed subsequently).

... ;'. • P ..s; i-
^

5. 3. 2 Real or Imagined Crises

Both organizations started as a response to real or perceived changes in the social

and ecological environments over the course of their evolution, as detailed in Chapter

Four. Both organizations have also faced ongoing crises or events during the duration of

their evolution; each of these events has resulted in the seeking ofnew partnerships to

address issues, as well as changing the direction of each organization (in both significant

and minor ways). These changes and crises have served to continually drive the

collaborative process by resulting in new partnerships and in the expansion of social

networks. These crises also required the two organizations to adapt to uncertainty, which

necessitated in many cases, flexible and novel solutions; this is identified as an important

aspect of environmental governance (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005)

Real or imagined crises have been identified as a precondition or antecedent to

collaboration (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton, 1 989). Typically, it was

expected that one major real or imagined crisis would spur the creation or formation of a

collaborative agreement or partnership (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton,

1989). However for the SCIWC and SJRS, it was found that these crisis-type events were

on-going and occurred throughout the evolution of each organization, and each time
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created new opportunities for collaboration. Crisis was not merely a static event at the

outset of group formation.

5.3.3 Leadership

Leadership has been identified as an important component for effective

management, whether collaborative or otherwise (Newman, Bruyere and Beh, 2007;

Fabricius, Folke, Cundill & Shultz, 2007; Bennis, 2003; Boal & Hooijberg, 2000). The

importance of leadership in the collaborative process was displayed in both organizations,

as leadership was necessary to establish new partnerships and to deal with on-going

change resulting from the aforementioned real or imagined crises; these were often

associated with a lack of financial or human resources.

In the SCIWC, leadership was primarily, if not exclusively attributed to the

executive director. The executive director displayed immense dedication and enthusiasm,

often working long hours. The executive director was also identified by participants as

the key individual involved in communication with the SCIWC board, partners and the

community, as well as day-to-day decision making. The director also provided the board

with information to assist in decision-making.

At the SJRS, the executive director was also identified by participants for their

leadership skills. Many participants suggested that the hiring of the executive director in

2004 changed the nature and direction of the SJRS, greatly improving initiatives and

communication. Similar to the St. Croix, the executive director was identified as the key

individual involved in communication, day-to-day decision making and implementation

of Society programs.
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One difference was apparent within leadership as a driver of collaboration. In the

St. John River Society, other key individuals within the organization were also identified

as having exceptional leadership skills which greatly influenced collaboration. This

included other staff (technical services officer) and several key executive board members.

This combination of leadership skills from all of the above SJRS members appeared to

greatly influence the process of collaboration. Conversely, within the SCIWC, it was the

executive director who was the primary influence of the collaborative process.

In both organizations, leadership was primarily attributed to the executive > ; .is

director, who was responsible for ensuring that effective and appropriate communication

and action were constantly occurring in each of the respective organizational frameworks.

The executive directors were also responsible for seeking out new partnerships as

necessary and for working to maintain existing relations, often done by drawing on

existing social networks and establishing new ones as necessary. Furthermore, many

partner groups or community members for both organizations said they did not know of

or deal with any of the board members, but rather primarily (if not exclusively) with the

executive director. Both directors were recognized for passion, enthusiasm and

commitment to ensuring that goals were met for their respective waterways. These

individuals could often be found working long hours related to watershed management,

or interacting in informal settings with partners, government or communities. Both often

traveled long distances to interact with the watershed community or promote awareness

of their organizations. As mentioned previously, in both cases, many of these tasks fell

exclusively to the executive directors.
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While both executive directors were effective leaders within their organizations,

they have been involved for differing amounts of time. At the SCIWC, the executive

director has been with the organization since its inception, adapting with each change of

the SCIWC. In contrast, the director at the SJRS had only been working for the SJRS

since 2004, but is widely credited with bringing 'fresh blood' and a new insight to the

SJRS. These two differing means of establishing leadership fiirther emphasizes the

importance that it can have on the collaborative process.

Within the collaborative management literature, leadership (or energy centres) has

been identified as a precondition or antecedent to effective collaborative management

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton, 1 989). However, similar to the above drivers,

it was found that leadership within these two organizations was an enduring driver, and

not present merely at inception. In both cases, it was widely suggested and observed that

without the push and drive of these two particular individuals that many actions and

programs would not have occurred as effectively. In both cases, the executive directors

have ensured that collaboration does indeed happen, whether formally or informally.

5.3.4 Social Networks/Relationships

Social networks and relationships emerged as another highly significant driver of

collaboration for both sites. In both cases, social networks were largely attributed to the

connection with partners, governments and communities held by the executive directors.

It was widely recognized in both cases, that the existence of and reliance on social

networks helped to establish partnerships as well as gather and disseminate information

to all stakeholders involved. Many participants in both cases also identified the role of the

organizations in connecting people together in projects within their respective river



:y.n ...•, ... -.. .-,. -ijjv^cjei^



Collaborative Management 179

systems. The importance of establishing new social networks, or building/expanding

existing networks was also found to be of importance for both cases.

For both the SCIWC and the SJRS, the social networks held by board members

were also crucial to the collaborative process. Both sites identified that the boards were

designed to allow for regional representation; key board members on both sides would

draw upon their community connections in order to provide their respective organizations

with the necessary information and input to move initiatives forward. Furthermore, in

both cases, social networks were found to exist both formally and informally. Formal

networks existed through board structures (traditional lines of communication and

decision-making), while informal networks were found through relationships between

people and with partner groups.

Social networks are identified as being crifical to organizations (Rockloff&

Moore, 2006; Cross & Parker, 2004; Borgotti and Cross, 2003; Mueller, 1980). Social

networks were primarily attributable to the executive directors of both organizations. The

executive directors both drew upon their extensive social networks (again being both

formal within organization structure and informal between partners and the community)

to establish partnerships when necessary, to solicit information to contribute to on-going

discussions and decision-making processes or to disseminate information to the broader

stakeholder network. Several participants identified knowing the executive directors prior

to working with the organization, and that these links helped form and sustain the

relationship through the process.

Other participants within the two organizations also drew upon their social

networks, often different from that of the executive directors. One of the most interesting
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features present was that every participant involved had a different group of people

within their network, creating a myriad of possibilities to source information or form new

partnerships. In many cases, information was fed back into the organizational planning

and decision-making processes, whether inadvertently or intentionally.

Diverse social networks also serve as a means to bring together pluralistic actors

in an on-going process of information exchange, dialogue and communication, all of

which facilitate decision making. Pluralism has been identified as a key component to

collaboration, as well as a necessary aspect of good environmental governance (Bulkely,

2005; Koontz, et. al, 2005; Meadowcroft, 2002; Sampford, 2002; Borrini-Feyerabend, et.

al., 2000; Gray, 1989). Often these networks included stakeholders fi^om across political,

social and geographical boundaries, as well as reflecting diverse interests; these networks

included communities, various NGO's and personnel fi^om all levels of government. By

bringing together various networks, it was possible to attempt to address transboundary,

multi-stakeholder issues; this is also identified as a key feature of environmental

governance (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005; Meadowcroft, 2002; Sampford, 2002).

Social networks have been identified as a precondition or antecedent of

collaborative arrangements within collaborative management literature (Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton, 1989); social qualities of actors are crucial to both

collaborafion and communication (Jentoft, Wilson & McCay, 1998). While typically

thought to be important prior to forming collaborative partnerships, they have also been

idenfified as part of the on-going process (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006). In the cases of

the SCIWC and the SJRS, social networks were an important part of the on-going

collaborative process and were utilized by both organizations over the course of their
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1

existence, consistent with the above statement. By drawing upon the networks of all

members, the two organizations were able to gamer and share information among all

stakeholders involved in the process (whether currently involved in a project or interested

because an issue was impacting a certain part of the region) ensuring that decision-

making and implementation in both rivers was truly collaborative. These networks also

greatly assisted in developing partnerships or locating volunteers, as members of the two

organizations were aware ofwho to contact when it was necessary or who to solicit

information from.

5.3.5 Resources

The issue with resources was the most strikingly similar driver of collaboration

across both sites; indeed, both the SCIWC and the SJRS experienced issues with

resources in an almost identical manner. The lack of funding greatly impacts the ability

of organizations to staff their operations (resulting in the executive director as the key,

and often only, staff member), as well as providing resources to implement programming.

Members ofboth organizations identified this as impacting their operation. Both

organizations were forced to seek collaborative partnerships with governments and other

non-profit agencies in order to amass enough resources to carry out projects.

In order to counteract the effects from lack of resources, both organizations have

had to engage in collaborative partnerships with governments and other non-profits to

pool the necessary resources to implement management actions. Without seeking such

partnerships, many programs would not be possible for either of the organizations.

While in many instances the lack of resources resulted in the fostering of

collaborative partnerships, there were examples of continued collaboration during periods
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of increased fianding and available resources for both organizations over the course of

their evolution. The SCIWC continuously works with interested community members,

governments and partners when receiving project grants, such as a grant from the Shell

Environmental Fund to host a series of events on Canadian Rivers Day (SCIWC, 2006;

Participant #001 -SC, personal communication, 2007). Upon receiving money from

ACOA, the SJRS continued to work collaboratively with the five municipalities, two

cities and one community based organization to develop the LRP project. The level of

transactive decision-making, social learning and shared action/commitment which was

present during non-funded periods, was just as evident (according to participant

interviews) during this period of increased fiinding.

In the collaborative management literature, resources have been identified as a

precondition or antecedent of collaborative management, as a willingness of participants

to contribute (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Pinkerton, 1989). After analysis of the two

case sites, it appears that 'resources' is an ongoing and pervasive driver of collaboration

for both the SCIWC and the SJRS. Lack of resources has continuously spurred both :

organizations to seek out partnerships and volunteers, which greatly contributes to the

collaborative process.

5.4 Summary ofComparisons

Despite being formed in different ways and for different purposes, many

similarities exist between the St. Croix International Waterway Commission and the St.

John River Society in terms of the on-going collaborative process. They have both

evolved to a similar organizational state which relies on a balance of flexibility and

stability (or formal and informal mechanisms). These changes in evolution were spurred
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by a series of real or perceived crisis throughout each organization's history, changing

their respective trajectories. Furthermore, events resulting in change and the subsequent

fostering of collaboration were found to be on-going in each, and not just at the outset of

creation.

In terms of the presence and experience of collaboration, both cases exhibited

each of the three characteristics associated with collaboration: transactive decision-

making, social learning and shared action/commitment. Differences in experience were

found within attributes of each characteristic (likely given to differing organizational

contexts); however each group did indeed experience each attribute in a meaningfiil way.

Finally, the same drivers of collaboration were exhibited across the two case sites.

The predetermined driver of formal, legislated agreements was found to be experienced

in a similar fashion for both. Four additional drivers were developed through an open

coding process of the data for both sites, and again yielded a similar experience for both.

It would appear that the experience of collaboration for both the St. Croix International

Waterway Commission and the St. John River Society has been remarkably similar, over

the course of their evolution.
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Chapter Six - Conclusions and Recommendations

"People who are working in thisfield are doing it because they love it and they

believe in what they are doing. They 're passionate about what they 're doing, and
you get a whole lot ofpassionate people together and lots ofgood things happen.

You build upon that.
"

This chapter provides a summary of the overall study and answers the research

questions presented in Chapter One. Contributions of the research are then presented,

followed by fiiture research directions and recommendations for theory, policy

development and management.

6. 1 Research Summary

Natural resource management is currently facing a juncture as resources are

becoming increasingly important due to escalating use, and managers are charged with a

dual mandate of conservation and development. Furthermore, environmental problems

are increasingly being recognized as transboundary, interdisciplinary and multi- *

stakeholder (Scholz & Stiftel, 2005; Meadowcroft, 2002; Sampford, 2002; Sonnenfield «&

Mol, 2002). Traditional, top-down management, typically connected with management

via the state, is proving to be limited in effectiveness (Gorg, 2007). Many scholars,

governments and communities are advocating for a governance approach to

environmental and natural resource management, which addresses many of the current

issues (Biermann, 2007; Bulkely, 2005; Durant, O'Leary & Fiorino, 2004). Governance

approaches involve pluralistic actors, the influence of the broader community, flexible

and novel solutions which are interactive, and the management of environmental
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concerns across political and geographical scales (Paavola, 2007; Dengler; 2007;

Nakazawa, 2006; Carter, et. al. 2005; Kooiman, 1999).

With an increased advocating of the governance approach for the management of

natural resources, it is necessary to recognize the importance of collaboration in natural

resource management. Collaborative management typically displays many of the features

considered important to the governance approach. Creating opportunities for partnerships

and collaboration in river-based management is not only necessary for effective

management and protection of our natural resources, but also for the inclusion of local

community based organizations and people who have insights into the management of

such resources. Collaborative management is focused on the involvement of multiple

stakeholders groups to plan for cind protect resource use (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005,

Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004a, 2004b). Collaborative management was defined in

Chapter One as "a pooling of appreciations and/or tangible resources by two or more

stakeholders to solve a set of problems neither can solve individually" (Gray, 1985, p.

912). Understanding and developing collaboration between government, non-profits,

communities and partners creates good will and unique opportunities; collaboration

presents a potential alternative to natural resource management when other resource

models may be inadequate.

The purpose of this study was to explore and analyze the process of

collaboration. This was done through an investigation oftwo non-profit river based

collaborative organizations: The St. Croix International Waterway Commission and the

St. John River Society. Three research questions were associated with this purpose;

insights into each question gained through this research are presented in this section.
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1. How did the two river-based, non-profit organizations develop or evolve?

The first study objective was to examine the evolution of two river-based non-

profit organizations over a 1 5-20 year time span to determine context and to explore

major changes during this evolution. The cases were purposefully chosen to explore a

current dichotomy within the literature surrounding the importance/significance of formal

versus informal organizational structure, and the influence these structures may have had

on the collaborative process. Data was then collected for each site using documents,

observations and interviews and analyzed to understand how each organization

developed.

Results for research question one demonstrated that both groups have evolved

away fi^om their initial structure to now reflect a balance of formal and informal operating

practices (including the three process characteristics). This change in structure was found

to likely be the result of the on-going series of real or perceived crisis events faced by

each organizafion. Each change greatly impacted the direction of each of the two non-

profit river based organizations. Without any of these changes/crises, the organizafions

would not have moved to the place where they are at today.

2. How are components of collaboration experienced or exhibited in the two

organizations?

The second research question was addressed by focusing on three process-

oriented characteristics of collaboration: transactive decision-making, social learning and

shared/action commitment. For each case, data was collected using documents,

observations and participant interviews which were the primary source of data for this
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particular objective. Data was then analyzed using an axial and open coding scheme

developed in Chapter Three. ' . >( . i

Each of the three process characteristics and their attributes were found to be

strongly present within each case, and experienced in a meaningful way by participants.

Specific experiences of each attribute were different due varying organizational contexts

for each group (such as staff and board members involved, economic/political climates,

demographics of the watershed region and so forth).

3. Within the two organizations, what influences the process of

collaboration?

The third study objective was to explore factors which drive the collaborative

process within the two organizations, if the above process characteristics were found to

be present in both. One particular driver informed case selection (formal, legislated

agreements), and was identified through axial coding. Data was then open coded to
'

explore other drivers which may have emerged as important to influencing the

collaborative process. . ,

•
,, . >,, -ii . .< : ,,.,.; r -.| /:,

In addition to the pre-determined driver, four additional drivers of collaboration

were found to be present and experienced by the participants of both the SCIWC and the

SJRS. The major drivers that emerged in the data analysis were: real or perceived crisis,

leadership, social networks/relationships and resources. It was found through the data

analysis that each driver was experienced in both case sites, and often in a similar

fashion, with some variances of specific experiences on account of individual

organizational contexts. Drivers emerged as an integral component of the collaborative
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experience. These drivers were found to foster or influence opportunities for

collaboration to occur in each of the two organizations.

6.2 Contributions ofthis Research

This study aimed to explore the evolution oftwo collaborative management

agreements, in two non-profit river based organizations; it also probed the experience of

collaboration at each of these sites and the drivers which influenced the existence and

presence of the collaborafive process. The results of this study contribute to the on-going

discussion surrounding collaboration, as well as offer insights for policy development and

management.

The importance for effective collaboration as a viable management option is

crucial in light of the earlier discussion in Chapter Two regarding environmental

governance. Partnerships in river-based management are important in addressing

pluralistic interests, and developing novel solutions which work across political and

geographical scales. These aspects have been identified as important to environmental

governance (Batterbury & Fernando, 2005; Scholz & Sfiftel, 2005; Sampford, 2002).

Partnerships which exist between various stakeholder groups within both the SCIWC and

the SJRS are contextualized and highlighted through this research.

The outcomes of this research contribute to the existing collaboration and

organizational behaviour literatures in many ways. Primarily, the work contributes to the

knowledge void surrounding collaboration in river-based management, addresses the

formal/informal dichotomy, addresses the need to re-conceptualize antecedents and

preconditions, and highlights the interconnection between evolution, experience and

drivers. It also contributes further insights into the nature and process of collaboration by
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providing detailed information on two specific case studies in the province ofNew

Brunswick, Canada.

This research firstly contributes to the current knowledge voids surrounding

collaborative management in river based systems, as identified in Chapter Two.

Currently, few studies (Plummer, 2006; Plummer and FitzGibbon, 2006; Groot and

Lenders, 2006; Taiepa, et. al, 1 997) have addressed collaboration in rivers. This study

provides two additional case studies and further analysis of the collaborative process

specifically in the context of rivers.

This research contributes to the ongoing discussion of the dichotomy present in

the collaboration literature surrounding formal/informal organizational structures

(Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2006; Marschke, 2005; Pomeroy & Berkes, 1997; Borrini-

Feyerabend, 1996; Berkes, 1994; Pinkerton, 1989). The findings of this study for the

particuleir cases of the SCIWC and the SJRS suggest that concrete, explicitly defined

formal and informal structures at an organization's inception do not themselves

individually play a strong a role in influencing collaboration. Rather, the structure is

constantly evolving and it is the dynamic process and balance of formality and

informality which influenced collaboration in these two cases. Both organizations were

found to ebb and flow between the use of formal and informal mechanisms in the

collaborative process; this is dependent on the types of projects, current operating

contracts and the people involved. It was further found that the executive directors and

other key individuals in each of the two organizations were largely responsible for using

a wide variety of informal mechanisms in decision-making, communication efforts and

implementation of initiatives.
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In addition to exploring the above connection between formal and informal

organizational structure, this research points to the need for re-conceptualizing or re-

thinking preconditions and antecedents. In Chapter Two (section 2.4.3), antecedents and

preconditions were identified as being elements that are precursors to successftil and

effective collaboration, and are typically associated with the collaborative process at the

outset of the formation of an agreement (Plummer & Fitzgibbon, 2004b; Jentofl, Wilson

«& McCay, 1998; Berkes, 1997; Sen & Nielsen, 1996; Pinkerton, 1989). The pre-

determined driver (formal, legislated agreements), as well as the drivers which emerged

through the open coding process, were found to have distinct similarities and overlap

with the features that are considered to be antecedents or preconditions of the

collaborative process within the literature (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b; Jentoft,

Wilson & McCay, 1998; Berkes, 1997; Sen & Nielsen. 1996; Pinkerton, 1989).These

findings suggest the need to potentially re-conceptualize how antecedents or

preconditions are thought of, as they can indeed be an important part of the ongoing

collaborative process as well as at the outset. As the drivers of collaboration revealed in

these case studies can be enduring, it is suggested that perhaps the term "preconditions"

or "antecedents" may be limiting. While these drivers may be present at the outset of

collaboration, they may also contribute to on-going and effective collaboration

throughout the entirety of the agreement, and to the success of collaboration.

It was also found that the drivers did not work in isolation, but rather in concert

with each of the other drivers. No specific driver at any point was the sole influence on

the collaborative process. A mix of these drivers was necessary throughout each

organization's evolution, varying in degree depending on the present situation. For
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example, as identified in Chapters Four and Five, a lack of funding resulted in increased

collaboration between the two non-profit groups and partners. However, in times when

both groups had adequate funding, they still sought partnerships in decision-making and

implementation. Leadership was required to move each organization forward; this was

done through the leaders of each organization using their vast social networks to identify

partners and allies, as well as potential funding partnerships. The seeking of partnerships

and funding was based upon the influence of real and/or perceived crises. As revealed in

the above discussion of drivers, these factors tend to be interconnected; in fact none are

mutually exclusive. Recurring examples exist throughout the study of overlap and

connections between many of these drivers. Different drivers, or different combinations

of drivers, can be present at any given time and influence the collaborative agreement.

The specific presence and influence of these drivers may change and adapt as the

organization and its individuals ebb and flow with ongoing fluctuafions in the social,

political, ecological and economic environments. c

The results also highlight the inherent interconnection between the evolution of a

collaborative organization, the experience of collaboration (characteristics), and

influences (drivers) of collaboration. These interconnections corroborate the conceptual

framework used to ground this study (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b). Both

organizations have evolved significantly over their duration, with each change altering

the trajectory of the two. The two organizations constantly ebb and flow between formal

and informal operating mechanisms. Each evolution influences the drivers of the

collaborative process and the experience of the participants in the collaborative process.

Depending on the type of change, a different mix of leadership, social networks and
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formal and informal mechanisms (and other drivers) were required to adapt and deal with

the current situation at hand. When the organization evolved and the drivers changed, so

too did the experience of collaboration through transactive decision-making, social

learning and shared action/commitment. This reinforces that the collaborative process is

not static but rather constantly readjusting and evolving (Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2007;

Carlsson & Berkes, 2005; Armitage, 2005; Plummer & FitzGibbon, 2004b). In order to

continue to adjust and evolve despite overwhelming uncertainty, features such as

leadership and social networks appear to be important.

The interconnection highlighted by the results of this research study corroborates

the conceptual framework developed by Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b), which was

used as the guiding framework for this study. The framework first examines

preconditions and antecedents, which were found in this study to be enduring and

subsequently re-conceptualized as drivers of collaboration for the purposes of this study.

It was found that these drivers greatly impacted the experience by participants in the

collaborative process, typically around factors such as leadership, social networks and

resources. In turn, the experience of the characteristics of collaboration is suggested to

influence the outcomes of collaboration in the conceptual framework (Plummer &

FitzGibbon, 2004b), which was beyond the scope of this study. In a general analysis the

results of this study appear consistent with that of the conceptual framework, showing

that a strong experience of transactive decision-making, social learning and shared

action/commitment led to effective collaboration. Finally, aspects of the collaborative

experience are fed back into the process, either changing it or sustaining it (Plummer &
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FitzGibbon, 2004b). Feedback however was found to be more inherent to the process

than distinct.

In addition to being consistent with Plummer & FitzGibbon's (2004b) conceptual

framework, the results also highlight potential areas in which the framework can be

refined. While Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004b) idenfified five key features of the

collaborative process, a review of the literature suggests that two of the attributes

(pluralism and communication/negotiation) can be collapsed. This was reinforced in the

findings for this study, which showed that that pluralism and communication/negotiation

were a central part of transactive decision-making, social learning and shared

action/commitment. This suggests that the process of collaboration is predicated on these

three key characteristics, as opposed to five.

6.3 Future Research Direction and Recommendations

This section identifies several future research directions which stem from this

particular research study. Following this, recommendations for theory/academe, policy

development and management are offered. First, this study focuses on two distinct cases,

in one geographical region (Atlanfic Canada). As a result, the findings from this study

cannot be completely generalized past the current case context. The findings of this

study, including the interconnection between evolution and experience, and the particular

set of drivers of the collaborative process apply to these two cases only; it is possible to

extrapolate the findings to cases which occur under a similar context, but this would

require further study. It is recommended that to fully test the role of evolution, experience

and drivers, fiiture research should expand and focus on an increased number of cases. As

identified in Chapter One, it is also necessary to attempt to seek out any possible t
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individuals or groups who have disengaged from the collaborative process for future

research. <. A^-. «• !'; v*-
;f ,-.:,... - .•_.;,',:.

.
.:

In addition to focusing on a small number of cases, the research was situated

specifically within New Brunswick. While this was necessary for the purposes of this

study in order to facilitate a valid cross-case comparison, it is possible that the current

socio-political climate could greatly impact the evolution, experience and drivers of

collaboration in these two cases. It is recommended that future research expand to other

geographical regions in order to fiirther explore these aspects of collaboration and their

interconnections.

The role and influence of enduring drivers of collaboration were found to be an

integral component of this research study; these drivers were also found to overlap

significantly with the current conceptualization of preconditions or antecedents. This

finding led to a discussion surrounding the need to re-conceptualize preconditions and

antecedents. As this was a novel finding of this research, future work should specifically

examine and address these preconditions as drivers of the collaborative process. This

would contribute to fiirther discussion around re-conceptualizing preconditions and

antecedents. ..J-^j- :> ;. ,-' .:..;] >,.: ,tv- ,,,:, ^r,...--, - -.•:h.-^'
''..-'

, \^.„- :.o(: >';» v

The results of this study showed that the evolution of each of the two

organizations greatly influenced/impacted both the trajectory of the organizations and the

experience of collaboration. The evolution also affected which drivers of collaboration

were present at any given time within the organization's duration. These results are case

specific, and may only be generalized to this particular study; other river-based non-profit

organizations may exhibit different patterns of evolution and features of the collaborative
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process. It is therefore recommended that future research around this topic specifically

explore how evolution influences the experience and drivers of collaboration in

additional non-profit river based management organizations (both formally and

informally structured). Additional research may reveal complexities that are case specific,

and/or similarities within the context of non-profit river based management.

This work also highlights the role of adaptation and uncertainty in influencing the

collaborative process, presenting a potential fiiture research question to be addressed.

Both organizations were found to be dealing with uncertainty in staffing, management

and funding (among other issues) on a regular basis; this uncertainty often forced each

organization to adapt to such changes in order to cope, thereby changing the direction of

the organization and fostering unique opportunities for collaboration. Within the recent

collaborative literature, adaptive capacity has emerged as a concept which addresses the

importance of uncertainty and adaptation in the collaborafive process (Armitage, 2005;

Olsson & Folke, 2004; Folke, et. al., 2002). The results of this particular study, for the

SCIWC and the SIRS, demonstrate that uncertainty and adaptation are indeed important,

thereby contribufing to this emerging dialogue. The results showed that particular

features (such as leadership, social networks and fiinding) helped both organizations to

deal with elements of uncertainty (current socio-political climate, real or perceived crises)

and fostered adaptation, learning and collaboration. These findings appear to be in

congruence with the current literature surrounding adaptive capacity and social-

ecological resilience (Armitage, 2005; Folke, Hahn, Olsson & Norberg, 2005; Olsson,

Folke & Berkes, 2004). Exploring the role of adaptive capacity within river-based non-

profit organizations is recommended for fliture research in this area.
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Recommendations from this research are also directed at policy development and

management within river-based non-profit management. First, as described above, this

research addresses the current dichotomy between formal and informal operating

structures. This information could possibly be used in the design and implementation of

collaborative river-based management, particularly around agreements initiated by

various levels of government. By understanding the appropriate mix of structure and

case-specific drivers of collaboration, it is possible to attempt to create the most effective

collaborative agreements at the outset.

The importance of community within the collaborative process is also highlighted

within this work; this is an important realization for policy development. The front line

participants in each organization studied (the executive directors, staff, partner

organizations) were found to typically be locally based members of the SCIWC and the

SJRS. In addition, these local or front line participants were identified as greatly

contributing to factors which drove the collaborative process (leadership and social

networks). These particular individuals proved to be essential in the collaborative process

ofboth the SCIWC and the SJRS. This aspect is something important to capitalize on

when developing policy surrounding collaborative non-profit river based management. It

is important to include community members and front line personnel in the planning,

implementation and evaluation processes. It is recommended that governments/policy

makers consider the inherent value of such community-based management when

establishing river-based management protocols and initiatives. Local level management

(in the two case sites) held expertise accrued from years of experience within the
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respective river regions which should be capitalized on in government and community

partnerships.

The impact of a lack of resources available for collaboration at the community

level also became apparent during the course of this research study. Both the SCIWC and

the SJRS have faced a series of crises resulting from a lack ofhuman and financial

resources. In many cases, the two organizations were not able to pursue options for

management of the rivers as a result of their current financial states, or small

staff/volunteer numbers. It is essential that government (at municipal, provincial and

federal levels) recognize the importance of resources to community based collaborafion,

and develop a variety of viable fianding options which can support this t>pe of non-profit

river based management (such as granting programs, tax credits, awards etc.).

This research also highlights the need and the importance of a solid and effective

leader running the organization. Both the SCIWC and the SJRS had exceptional leaders

who helped to navigate each organization through real and perceived crises and foster

new opportunities for collaboration. The importance of an effecfive and committed leader

should not be lost on boards which hire execufive directors and staff to plan and

implement management initiatives. Ongoing recognition of success and support for

individuals in leadership positions is recommended for collaborative non-profit river

based management, in order to sustain those individuals in such positions long-term. In

both cases, the executive directors or other key participants described drawing upon

diverse social networks in order to develop collaborative partnerships, or to recruit new

participants and volunteers. It was found that this was an essential component of the

collaborative process for both the SCIWC and the SJRS. It is necessary for management
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of collaborative non-profit river based organizations to recognize the importance of these

social networks and foster on-going opportunities to establish and draw upon such

networks.

( .:
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Appendix B - Rationale for Inclusion of the SJRS as an Informal Social Agreement

Criteria For
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Appendix C - Brock University Ethics Approval
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FROM: Linda Rose-Krasnor, Chair

Research Ethics Board (REB)

TO: Ryan Plummer, AppHed Health Science

Jennifer Fresque

FILE: 06-066 FRESQUE

TITLE: Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River Management

The Brock University Research Ethics Board has reviewed the above research proposal.

DECISION: Accepted as clarified; however.

Please indicate in consent forms (3a and 3b) that the name of the organizations investigated will be

disclosed in results.

Please submit an updated version of the consent forms to the Research Ethics Office.

This project has received ethics clearance for the period of November 17, 2006 to September 1, 2007 subject to full

REB ratification at the Research Ethics Board's next scheduled meeting. The clearance period may be extended upon

request. The study may now proceed.

Please note that the Research Ethics Board (REB) requires that you adhere to the protocol as last reviewed and cleared

by the REB. During the course of research no deviations from, or changes to, the protocol, recruitment, or consent

form may be initiated without prior written clearance from the REB. The Board must provide clearance for any

modifications before they can be implemented. If you wish to modify your research project, please refer to

http://www.brocku.ca/researchservices/fonns to complete the appropriate form Revision or Modification to an

Ongoing Application.

Adverse or unexpected events must be reported to the REB as soon as possible with an indication ofhow these events

affect, in the view of the Principal Investigator, the safety of the participants and the continuation of the protocol.

If research participants are in the care of a health facility, at a school, or other institution or community organization, it

is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator to ensure that the ethical guidelines and clearance of those facilities or

institutions are obtained and filed with the REB prior to the initiation of any research protocols.

The Tri-Council Policy Statement requires that ongoing research be monitored. A Final Report is required for all

projects upon completion of the project. Researchers with projects lasting more than one year are required to submit a

Continuing Review Report annually. The Office of Research Services will contact you when this form Continuing

Review/Final Report is required.

Please quote your REB file number on all future correspondence.

LRK/bb

Brenda Brewster, Research Ethics Assistant

Office of Research Ethics, MC D250A
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Office of Research Services
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Appendix D - Interviewee Informed Consent (SCIWC)
Date: January-April, 2007
Project Title: Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River Management

Principal Investigator:

Jennifer Fresque, Graduate Student

Faculty of Applied Health Science

Brock University

JtDlah@brocku.ca

(905) 688-5550, ext.5453

Faculty Supervisor:

Ryan Plummer, Associate Professor

Department of Tourism and the Environment

Brock University

rplummer@brocku.ca

(905) 688-5550, ext. 4782

INVITATION

You are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of this study is to examine the role of

formality in shaping the collaborative management experience, involving the three process oriented characteristics

(transactive decision-making, social learning and shared action and commitment). Essentially we would like to

understand how people on the St. Croix River experience collaborative management, especially group decision-making,

the way in which people learn from each other and from being part of the agreement and how groups share

management actions. To do this, we are interviewing people on two (2) rivers regarding their experiences. The study is

supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

WHAT'S INVOLVED

As a participant, you will be asked to complete one interview of approximately thirteen (13) questions related to the

collaborative management agreement. Participation will take approximately one (
I
) hour of your time. All interviews

will be tape-recorded; this is only to ensure accuracy during transcription of the data and will only be accessed by Ms.

Fresque; tapes will not be identified by your name but rather a number available only to Ms. Fresque.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND RISKS

Possible benefits of participation include being able to discuss your thoughts and feelings regarding the management of

the river, as well contributing to research in an area where little work has been done We hope that the results from this

study will help us better understand the collaborative management experience and in the future aid in the design and

implementation of these agreements. There are no known or anticipated risks associated with participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY
The information you provide will be kept confidential. Your name will not appear in any thesis or report resulting from

this study; however, with your permission, anonymous quotations may be used. The name of the collaborative

agreement or collaborative organization being studied will be explicitly named in the final report, while

pseudonyms/descriptors will be used for individuals and organizations involved in the collaborative agreement or

collaborative organization.

Shortly after the interview has been completed, I will send you a copy of the transcript to give you an opportunity to

confirm the accuracy of our conversation and to add or clarify, if you wish to do so. Data collected during this study

will be stored in a locked storage cabinet; any computer data will be stored only on the principal investigators computer

under password protection. Data will be kept for approximately one ( 1 ) year following completion of the study after

which time tapes and computer data will be erased and any hardcopy materials shredded. Access to this data will be

restricted to the principal investigator, Jennifer Fresque, and her supervisor Dr. Ryan Plummer.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to answer any questions or participate in any

component of the study. Should you not be in a position to answer a particular question, in such a case the researcher

would appreciate you referring the researcher to an appropriate person. Further, you may decide to withdraw from this

study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences. Feedback about this study

will be available from Ms. Fresque.
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the Principal Investigator or

the Faculty Supervisor (where applicable) using the contact information provided above. This study has been reviewed

and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University (File #06-066). If you have any

comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

688-5550 Ext. 3035, reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the information I have read in

the Information-Consent Letter. 1 have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about the study

and understand that I may ask questions in the future. 1 understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Appendix E - Interviewee Informed Consent (SJRS)

Date: January-April, 2007

Project Title: Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River Management

Principal Investigator:

Jennifer Fresque, Graduate Student

Faculty of Applied Health Science

Brock University

JfD 1 ah@brocku.ca

(905) 688-5550, ext.5453

Faculty Supervisor:

Ryan Plummer, Associate Professor

Department of Tourism and the Environment

Brock University

rplummer@brocku.ca

(905) 688-5550, ext. 4782

INVITATION

You are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of this study is to examine the role of

formality in shaping the collaborative management experience, involving the three process oriented characteristics

(transactive decision-making, social learning and shared action and commitment). Essentially we would like to

understand how people on the St. John River experience collaborative management, especially group decision-making,

the way in which people learn from each other and from being part of the agreement and how groups share

management actions. To do this, we are interviewing people on two (2) rivers regarding their experiences. The study is

supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

WHAT'S INVOLVED

As a participant, you will be asked to complete one interview of approximately thirteen (13) questions related to the

collaborative management agreement. Participation will take approximately one (1) hour of your time. All interviews

will be tape-recorded; this is only to ensure accuracy during transcription of the data and will only be accessed by Ms.

Fresque; tapes will not be identified by your name but rather a number available only to Ms. Fresque.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND RISKS

Possible benefits of participation include being able to discuss your thoughts and feelings regarding the management of

the river, as well contributing to research in an area where little work has been done We hope that the results from this

study will help us better understand the collaborative management experience and in the future aid in the design and

implementation of these agreements. There are no known or anticipated risks associated with participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY
The information you provide will be kept confidential. Your name will not appear in any thesis or report resulting from

this study; however, with your permission, anonymous quotations may be used. The name of the collaborative

agreement or collaborative organization being studied will be explicitly named in the final report, while

pseudonyms/descriptors will be used for individuals and organizations involved in the collaborative agreement or

collaborative organization.

Shortly after the interview has been completed, I will send you a copy of the transcript to give you an opportunity to

confirm the accuracy of our conversation and to add or clarity, if you wish to do so. Data collected during this study

will be stored in a locked storage cabinet; any computer data will be stored only on the principal investigators computer

under password protection. Data will be kept for approximately one (1) year following completion of the study after

which time tapes and computer data will be erased and any hardcopy materials shredded. Access to this data will be

restricted to the principal investigator, Jennifer Fresque, and her supervisor Dr. Ryan Plummer.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to answer any questions or participate in any

component of the study. Should you not be in a position to answer a particular question, in such a case the researcher

would appreciate you referring the researcher to an appropriate person. Further, you may decide to withdraw from this

study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences. Feedback about this study

will be available from Ms. Fresque.
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the Principal Investigator or

the Faculty Supervisor (where applicable) using the contact information provided above. This study has been reviewed

and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University (File #06-066). If you have any

comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

688-5550 Ext. 3035, reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the information I have read in

the Information-Consent Letter. 1 have had the opportunity to receive any additional details 1 wanted about the study

and understand that I may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Appendix F - Observation Informed Consent (SCIWC)
Date: January-April 2007

Project Title: Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River Management

Principal Investigator:

Jennifer Fresque, Graduate Student

Department of Applied Health Science

Brock University

Jf01ah@brocku.ca

Faculty Supervisor (if applicable):

Ryan Plummer, Associate Professor

Department of Tourism and the Environment

Brock University

rplummer@brocku.ca

INVITATION

You are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of this study is to examine the role of

formality in shaping the collaborative management experience, involving the three process oriented characteristics

(transactive decision-making, social learning and shared action and commitment). Essentially we would like to

understand how people on the St. Croix River experience collaborative management, especially group decision-making,

the way in which people learn from each other and from being part of the agreement and how groups share

management actions. To do this, we are interviewing people on two (2) rivers regarding their experiences. The study is

supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

WHAT'S INVOLVED

One of the important elements of this research is observing community events/public meetings that relate to the

collaborative agreement. As such I wish to observe . As the-

of , I am asking for your

consent to observe and record notes during the meeting. I will be observing (as a non-participant observer) the

event/meeting as a whole, the interactions between meeting participants, and recording minutes (statements made by

meeting participants). I am specifically recording information related to how the collaborative agreement was formed,

how decisions are made, how actions related to management are undertaken and any learning that occurs as a result of

the collaborative process.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND RISKS

Possible benefits of participation include contributing to research in an area where little work has been done. We hope

that the results from this study will help us better understand the collaborative management experience and in the future

aid in the design and implementation of these agreements. There are no known or anticipated risks associated with

participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY
The information provided will be kept confidential. No names will not appear in any thesis or report resulting from this

study; however, with your permission, anonymous quotations may be used. The name of the collaborative agreement or

collaborative organization being studied will be explicitly named in the final report, while pseudonyms/descriptors will

be used for individuals and organizations involved in the collaborative agreement or collaborative organization.

Data collected during this study will be stored in a locked storage cabinet; any computer data will be stored only on the

principal investigators computer under password protection. Data will be kept for approximately one (
I ) year

following completion of the study after which time tapes and computer data will be erased and any hardcopy materials

shredded. Access to this data will be restricted to the principal investigator, Jennifer Fresque, and her supervisor Dr.

Ryan Plummer.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to participate in any component of the study.

Further, you may decide to withdraw from this study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits

to which you are entitled.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences. Feedback about this study

will be available from Ms. Fresque.
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the Principal Investigator or

the Faculty Supervisor (where applicable) using the contact information provided above. This study has been reviewed

and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University (File #06-066). If you have any

comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

688-5550 Ext. 3035, reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the information 1 have read in

the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about the study

and understand that I may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Appendix G - Observation Informed Consent (SJRS)

Date: January-April 2007

Project Title: Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River Management

Principal Investigator:

Jennifer Fresque, Graduate Student

Department of Applied Health Science

Brock University

Jf01ah@brocku.ca

Faculty Supervisor (if applicable):

Ryan Plummer, Associate Professor

Department of Tourism and the Environment

Brock University

rplummer@brocku.ca

INVITATION

You are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of this study is to examine the role of

formality in shaping the collaborative management experience, involving the three process oriented characteristics

(transactive decision-making, social learning and shared action and commitment). Essentially we would like to

understand how people on the St. John River experience collaborative management, especially group decision-making,

the way in which people learn from each other and from being part of the agreement and how groups share

management actions. To do this, we are interviewing people on two (2) rivers regarding their experiences. The study is

supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

WHAT'S INVOLVED

One of the important elements of this research is observing community events/public meetings that relate to the

collaborative agreement. As such I wish to observe . As the-

of , I am asking for your

consent to observe and record notes during the meeting. 1 will be observing (as a non-participant observer) the

event/meeting as a whole, the interactions between meeting participants, and recording minutes (statements made by

meeting participants). I am specifically recording information related to how the collaborative agreement was formed,

how decisions are made, how actions related to management are undertaken and any learning that occurs as a result of

the collaborative process.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND RISKS

Possible benefits of participation include contributing to research in £in area where little work has been done. We hope

that the results from this study will help us better understand the collaborative management experience and in the future

aid in the design and implementation of these agreements. There are no known or anticipated risks associated with

participation in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY
The information provided will be kept confidential. No names will not appear in any thesis or report resulting from this

study; however, with your permission, anonymous quotations may be used. The name of the collaborative agreement or

collaborative organization being studied will be explicitly named in the final report, while pseudonyms/descriptors will

be used for individuals and organizations involved in the collaborative agreement or collaborative organization.

Data collected during this study will be stored in a locked storage cabinet; any computer data will be stored only on the

principal investigators computer under password protection. Data will be kept for approximately one (
I ) year

following complefion of the study after which time tapes and computer data will be erased and any hardcopy materials

shredded. Access to this data will be restricted to the principal investigator, Jennifer Fresque, and her supervisor Dr.

Ryan Plummer.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to participate in any component of the study.

Further, you may decide to withdraw from this study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits

to which you are entitled.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS

Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences. Feedback about this study

will be available from Ms. Fresque.
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the Principal Investigator or

the Faculty Supervisor (where applicable) using the contact information provided above. This study has been reviewed

and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University (File #06-066). If you have any

comments or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the Research Ethics Office at (905)

688-5550 Ext. 3035, reb@brocku.ca.

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the information I have read in

the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to receive any additional details I wanted about the study

and understand that 1 may ask questions in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Appendix H - Letter of Appreciation

Letter of Appreciation

[to appear on Brock University Letterhead]

[date]

Dear participant

Thank you for your participation in the research project, Exploring the Role of Formality in Collaborative River

Management. As you are avi/are, this research project is being conducted by Jennifer Fresque in the Faculty of Applied

Health Sciences at Brock University. The purpose of this study is to explore the collaborative management experience.

Your participation has been essential to our understanding of how formality shapes the collaborative management

experience, and how governments and community groups work together to makes decisions, learn from each other

and share management actions.

Feedback about the use of the data collected will be available in [insert date], from Jennifer Fresque in the Faculty of

Applied Health Sciences at Brock University. A written explanation will be provided for you upon your request (contact

Jennifer and leave your name and address). If you have any concerns or questions about this research project, please

do not hesitate to contact me by e-mail at jfOlah® brocku.ca.

Thank you again for your participation!

Sincerely

Jennifer Fresque

MA Candidate

Faculty of Applied Health Sciences

Brock University
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Appendix I - General Semi-Structured Interview Guide

Intro: What has been your involvement with the organization?

1. Can you tell me about the history and formation of the Organization?

P: What was structure orformat when itfirst started?

P: Who was involved?

P: How have the participants changed? ' '
-

2. What is the structure of the Organization today?

2b) Do you have by-laws or guiding mechanisms for making decisions?

2c) Are there defined roles within the organization? Who does what?

3. How does the Organization support itself?

3b) How is funding/support allocated?

4. How are decisions made within the Organization?

P: How does the Organization decide what watershed actions to

undertake (or what programs to develop ofbecome involved in, etc.)?

4b) Is there a specific format/plan for this?

4c) Has this changed over the life of the organization and why?
4d) Do you feel included in the decision-making process?

5. How does the organization interact with others (government, communities, groups, landowners, etc) in

decision-making about the river?

5b) Is there a specific format/plan for how the organization interacts with other groups?

5c) If yes, how does this format/plan influence working with other groups?

5d) Has this changed over the life of the organization and why?
5e) Do you interact (specifically) with other groups?

6. How does communication occur within the organization?

6b) How often does the Organization meet to discuss issues and actions?

6c) How is information shared within the Organization?

7. How does communication occur between the organization and with other groups involved in decision-

making and actions (e.g., government, local community)?

7b) How is information shared with these groups?

7c) How do groups share information with the organization?

7d) How do you feel about the dialogue that occurs between groups?

8. Once decisions have been made, how does the organization undertake actions?

8a) How does the organization work with other groups to undertake actions?

8b) Is there a plan/process in place for undertaking actions? How does this influence?

8c) How do all of the groups involved (including the organization) ensure goals are met when
undertaking actions?

8d) Has implementation changed over the life of the organization and why?

9. How does feedback about the results of these actions occur within the organization?

9b) How is feedback shared among groups involved in the decision-making/project process?

9c) How does your organization {or other group) use/reflect upon such feedback?

{can also he asked for overall, e.g. affecting decision-making process)

9d) Who is responsible for the benefits and costs of the decisions/actions?

9e) Is there a format/plan is place for feedback?

9f) Has this changed over the life of the organization and why?
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10. What have you learned from being part of the collaborative process? (or: from being part of the

watershed management process)

10a) What have you learned from working for/with the organization?

10b) What have you learned from working with other groups?

10c) Has this learning resulted in any changes in the organization?

1 1

.

What has changed most within the organization since you've been involved?

1 lb. What has impacted the organization the most?












