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ABSTRACT

This research explores the motivations of volunteers within fish-habitat
rehabilitation projects in western British Columbia. Literature on watershed
partnerships, collaborative planning, co-management, volunteering, and
interviews with key respondents were reviewed to formulate a series of questions
about volunteer motivations. Interviews were conducted with respondents from a

sample of urban and rural regions.

Research results demonstrate motivations may be influenced by a
diversity of reasons, but volunteers are driven chiefly by the desire to achieve
positive resource outcomes. Individual empowerment is encouraged through
positive reinforcement from others and by accomplishing group goals.
Furthermore, government strategies can encourage volunteers with more long
term and sustainable projects and by fostering greater trust with volunteers. This
study considers the interaction of factors which influence the success of projects
in effectively using volunteer contributions. The findings will be useful to agencies

and project coordinators in attracting and retaining suitable volunteers.

Keywords: fish-habitat; rehabilitation; restoration; stewardship;

volunteering; volunteer motivations; watershed
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PART 1 OVERVIEW

1 INTRODUCTION

Can an economy respect a watershed without the watershed and
its residents having a real status in the economy? (Freeman House.
Totem Salmon. 1999)

British Columbia is characterized by an extensive coast, rich in a diversity
of plants, animals, and geography. Extensive river networks feed into larger
rivers creating a plethora of small to large watersheds which feed into the ocean.
Salmon and other creatures grace the waters of the watersheds, and support
many coastal communities. Unfortunately watershed health and integrity are
being compromised due to human activities. Increasing pressure from population
influx and development is exacerbating the process of watershed modification

and degradation.

Watershed degradation and other human-induced pressures have been
particularly detrimental to the survival of Pacific salmon stocks, which have
declined drastically, with some having been completely extirpated (Slaney et al.
1996; Nehlsen et al. 1991; DFO 2004). Reduced salmon stocks, coupled with a
myriad of other factors have dire implications for the health and the biodiversity of

coastal watersheds (DFO 2004). Moreover, government ministries responsible



for managing and assisting salmon restoration at the local level are having their
capacity to be effective compromised by inadequate budgets and personnel

cutbacks.

To address the many of factors which are negatively impacting
watersheds and fish-habitat individuals and volunteers groups across B.C. have
undertaken local-level watershed rehabilitation and salmon restoration projects.
Principally, these volunteer projects are designed to rehabilitate and maintain
watersheds in their natural state, and second to conserve and restore dwindling
salmon stocks (OHEB 2006). The projects may be initiated by governmental
agencies, but generally it is the volunteers who sustain the rehabilitation

activities.

Locally-based volunteers are an important element in the success of
watershed rehabilitation projects. First, the volunteers are important for protecting
watershed resources, as they may act as stewards for the resources contained
within the watersheds. Many scholars also claim that activities designed and
undertaken by the community tend to be more sustainable, self-sustaining, and
effective then those initiated by an external body (Schlager and Ostrom 1993,
Pinkerton 1991 and 1999). Furthermore, participation in rehabilitation projects by

local volunteers can empower participants and cultivate community stewardship



instance, | explore how location and/or the volunteer’s stage of life can influence

participation. | also explore how engagement and a volunt



1. the personal motivations of volunteers who participate in watershed

rehabilitation activities.
2. the external factors influencing volunteer choice in participation.

3. the levels of volunteer authority and/or involvement in community-level
decision-making regarding management and planning for watershed

resources.

4. how respondents define success in volunteer-based rehabilitation project, and

how success influences motivations.

1.2 Report Organization

There are 9 chapters in this report, including the introduction and three
main sections. Part one focuses on context, relevant literature, and research
methodology. In part two, | discuss research results regarding personal
motivations of volunteers, the effects of external influences on volunteer
motivations, factors in successful volunteer-based watershed rehabilitation
projects, and the authority level and role of volunteers in watershed management
decision-making processes. In the final chapter | discuss implications and

conclusions.



2 CONTEXT

2.1 British Columbia Watersheds

Watersheds

A watershed is the entire upper area of land into which rainwater drains
and feeds into streams and eventually major river systems. Watersheds envelop
a number of interconnected resources, including diverse geographical
landscapes, and encompass numerous streams, rivers and other water bodies.
They may also host a rich community of plants and wildlife and their respective

habitats (Johnson et al. 1999; McGinnis et al.



Williams et al. (1997), makes watersheds an essential unit for conducting

suitable planning and protecting and managing fish and fish-habitat.

Social Challenges

Poor communication among concerned users is one of many issues
compromising the sustainability of watersheds and fish populations. Community
members are often not adequately educated, leading to misconceptions
regarding salmon management and the need for conservation (Pike 2003). In
other cases, concerned individuals may feel unable to communicate their
concerns with a seemingly uncooperative government (SRWR 1996). Indeed
there is a feeling within civil society that governments are incapable, or choose
not to address issues of water stewardship (Litke and Day 1998; Romaine 1996).
Specifically, communities may often feel disempowered after consultations with

government in which their inputs result in few tangible outcomes (Pike 2003).

Watershed Protection

Numerous factors have led to mediocre watershed and salmon habitat
protection over the past century. Some observers find that government land use
management and planning in B.C. is outdated, ineffective, detrimental to
watersheds and inadequate in protecting watershed resources (Symko 2003).
Romaine (1996) argues that natural resources have been undervalued and
knowledge of ecological processes has not been adequately applied in

watershed management.



Weak environmental legislation and insufficient staff and monetary
resources have hampered the capacity of government agency staff to protect
watershed resources and have limited individuals’ capacity to hold government
and industry responsible for habitat and fishing violations (Boyd 2003).
Furthermore, fragmentation of responsibilities among agencies means there is
poor accountability and coordination in conservation efforts, nor has there been

sufficient monitoring and evaluation procedures (Romaine 1996).

Stewardship

Stewardship encompasses the idea of a ‘moral obligation’ and ‘a sense of
responsible care’ and accordingly transcends the legal obligation to protect a
resource. Salmon-stock augmentation, monitoring, and rehabilitation are a few of
the activities which are specific to watershed stewardship. Stewardship also
focuses on including various participants, including individuals and community
groups and/or organizations. In this report, | use stewardship in reference to

community stewardship of watersheds and their resources.

2.2 Community-Based Watershed Stewardship Initiatives

Among the various watershed rehabilitation volunteer groups on the BC
coast, ones most important to this research are stewardship and/or land trust
type groups; enhancement/streamkeeping groups; and hatcheries/fish culture
groups. There is significant diversity not only among groups, but also among the
volunteers within each group. For instance, some people have traditionally been

in the fishing or logging industry, while others may be in a more urban profession



such as computer software. There are also differences in the life-stage of the

volunteers, which include retirees, young students, and middle-aged.

Some of the groups or initiatives may be more involved in advocacy,
and/or trying to encourage more collaborative and watershed-based approaches
for the management of watershed resources. The more advocacy and politically-
oriented initiatives take a number of forms, such as a council or alliance,

community roundtables, advocacy groups, and/or societies.

2.3 DFO-related Watershed Rehabilitation Initiatives

Government-initiated watershed rehabilitation projects are often limited by

a top-down management approach, which o



briefly describe a few of the longer-lasting government initiatives which are

playing a significant role in watershed rehabilitation in B.C.

Oceans, Habitat, and Enhancement Branch

The Oceans, Habitat, and Enhancement Branch (OHEB) of DFO is
primarily responsible for matters related to protecting and rehabilitating fish
habitat. OHEB practices “integrated resource management planning”, and
includes programs such as the Salmonid Enhancement Programs (described in
more detail below), stewardship and community involvement programs, and
various school programs (DFO 2006). OHEB is also responsible for the
operation of a large number of facilities - fishways, hatcheries and channels -
across British Columbia and the Yukon. Programs and Initiatives designed by
OHEB, are intended to foster and encourage community stewardship and
outreach, and encourage greater involvement of communities in watershed and

salmon stewardship activities.

Salmon Habitat Enhancement Projects.

DFO-OHEB Salmon Enhancement Projects (SEPs) have led to the
creation of a multitude of salmon conservation projects in communities along the
British Columbia coast (SEP 2005). SEP originally began in 1977 to help

preserve salmon stocks.

Some SEPs involve the restoration of critical spawning and rearing habitat
in certain streams, rivers and estuaries. Activities typically include the

construction of side-channels, stabilization of stream banks and water flow, and



the restoration of riparian vegetation. Projects often involve the bolstering of
declining populations through satellite incubation of eggs and fry, in order to
outplant young salmon to the streams. SEPs also try to encourage community
involvement and commitment to future and sustainable salmon runs through the
creation of stream inventories, mapping of habitat, monitoring and protecting

habitat.

Community Advisors

Government agencies responsible for the conservation of watershed
resources are recognizing that regulation and enforcement alone are inadequate
for protecting fish and fish habitat. Rather a more ‘proactive approach’ to
watershed management is being undertaken, through increasing individual

involvement in stewardship of watershed resources (OHEB 2006).

DFO is trying to adopt a more integrated approach to resource planning



receive volunteer and public input on implementing and facilitating SEPs
(SEHAB 2005). Project representatives consist of project volunteers who review
and participate in major policy discussions. The volunteers will generally have a
fairly intimate and active involvement with the resources, and as such the
advisory board theoretically provides an opportunity for the volunteers to

influence management decisions (SEHAB 2005; DFO 2004).

Streamkeepers

In 1993 DFO helped create the Streamkeepers Program, and with funding
from the Fraser River Action Plan created a Streamkeepers Handbook. The
program provides training and support to volunteers on the necessary actions for
rehabilitation of aquatic habitats, is intended to educate the public about valuing
watershed resources, and promote greater cooperation and communication

among entities and individuals involved in watershed management (PSKF 2006).
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Many individual volunteers possess a wealth of unique expertise and



1993). Social interactions also tend to facilitate enjoyment in activities, which is
another strong factor in the choice of volunteers to participate (‘fun and

enjoyment’) (Ibid.:147).

By coalescing as a group and having a shared purpose, there is also a
perception that the group will be more likely to accomplish something meaningful
(effect change). Specifically, psychological engagement - an individual’s political
interests and commitments - can affect his/or her trust in politics and
consequently his/her desire to volunteer in some project (Barkan 2004).
Essentially, the individual volunteer believes there is a good chance that his/her

investment will result in a positive political outcome.

Lerner and Jackson (1993) researched motivational factors for volunteer
participation and retention in watershed stewardship groups. They found a
number of different reasons for volunteer participation, but mainly that volunteers
want the experience of being outdoors - a nature experience. They also may feel
obligated to contribute something back to nature (lbid.; Ordubegian 1993).

According to Barkan (2004), how an individual feels about an issue influences



In working on a volunteer project, the participants are provided an opportunity to

improve on an existing skill-set, or gain new skills altogether (Ibid.).

An important external motivational factor for volunteers is the resources
available to a volunteer (Barkan 2004). Resources might include the amount of
time a volunteer can afford to provide, or the amount of money they are willing to
invest commuting to and from the project site. Available time and resources can
be greatly influenced by a volunteer’s stage of life. For instance, if volunteers are
still in school, they are likely to be busy and distracted with study and other
pursuits. Conversely, a retired individual is more likely to have more expendable

time and money available for participating in volunteer activities.

The location of a volunteer’s residence can also influence his/her desire to
engage in volunteer rehabilitation activities. Volunteers are likely to be committed
to their geographical locale, and hence take a more active interest in preserving

or maintaining local resources (Ordubegian 1993).

An external agency may play a role in influencing volunteer participation.
For instance, and particularly within advocacy-type groups, when volunteers feel
their government is indifferent and unable to effect change, they may be more
motivated to participate and remain with their stewardship group (Lerner and

Jackson 1993).

3.3 Watershed Planning

Watershed planning should attempt to collaboratively integrate and

balance multiple resources issues and a range of stakeholder interests, so as to

15



build stewardship and preserve and restore local resources in an ecological and
sustainable manner (Johnson et al. 1999; McGinnis et al. 1999; Slocombe 1993).
Ideally the regional focus puts stakeholders in the best position to be making
management decisions for the resources in their watershed. Furthermore,
watershed planning should be integrated and sustainable, as resources within a
watershed are inextricably linked with each other, and the management of one

resource should be linked with the management of other resources.

One significant influence on the field of watershed planning comes from a
grass-roots movement called bioregionalism (McGinnis et al. 1999).
Bioregionalism is a philosophical approach which explores the benefits of
humans’ attachment to place (Aberley 1993). As residents of a region are ideally
attached, both emotional and spiritually, to their landscape and its defining

physical boundaries, they are much more likely to steward the landscape.

3.4 Watershed-based Collaborative planning

Watershed planning is often conducted as a collaborative decision making
process in which multi-stakeholder planning organizations are created to bring
polarized groups together to resolve differences in a consensual manner.
Collaboration and innovative processes can help resolve conflicts, encourage
conservation of ecological benefits, and possibly restore some degree of control

of resources to a community (Yaffee et al. 1996; McGinnis et al. 1999).

Leach et al. (2002: 647) describe a stakeholder partnership specifically as

“multiple issues united by a common theme, addressed sequentially or

16






other stakeholders and the organization (Johnson et al. 2001; Smith and Gilden

2002).

Social networks

Broader social institutions can ideally create the conditions that allow
people to solve collective action problems that lie beneath the surface of any joint
production or collective effort. To create network conditions, organizations
facilitate the linking of individual welfare with the welfare of the larger group

(Singleton 1999).

Smith and Gilden (2002) note that the creation of social networks was a
pertinent ‘institutional asset’ which facilitated the establishment of watershed
councils in Oregon State. Moreover, the fostering of personal relationships
among stakeholders is a key component in encouraging healthy communication
(Andranovitch 1995; Pinkerton and Kepkay 2004). Coleman (1988) refers to the
capacity of groups to work together towards a common goal, as ‘social capital’,
and ‘social networks’ as the building of capacity and community through
interaction between individuals and organizations involved in the planning

process (McGinnis et al. 1999; Smith and Gilden 2002).

Resources

Leach, Pelkey and Sabatier’'s (2002) study of participatory watershed
management organizations found that adequate funding was one of the most
important factors promoting success in watershed partnerships. Furthermore,

relevant information and capital investments are necessary for administration and

18



to create ‘social infrastructure’ for restoring, rehabilitating, and protecting
watershed services (Smith and Gilden 2002; Gamman 1994; McGinnis et al.

1999).

Leadership and Vision

Leadership refers to the effective organization and direction provided by
some individual(s) in the management of a watershed planning organization
(Leach and Pelkey 2001). According to Balland and Plateau (1996) effective
leaders must be competent and savvy about the logistics of a project, while also
able to build trust with the volunteers by showing that their intentions are to work
towards a perspective valuing the greater whole. On the other hand, vision is the
“future direction and activities of the watershed”, i.e., a reason for participating
(Smith and Gilden 2002: 655). Pinkerton and Kepkay (2004) join leadership and
vision together, as leadership is an important element in building cooperation and

can provide the vision for planning exercises.

Commitment and Accountability

Often watershed planning processes have lacked necessary community
support, as stakeholders have been limited to consultative roles with no real
influence on the final outcome (Benthrup 2001). Successfully designed
collaborative planning processes should involve committed participants who are
accountable and able to influence decisions regarding the implementation and
monitoring of a process or project (Gamman 1994; McGinnis et al. 1999; Leach

and Pelkey 2001; Cormick et al. 1996). Furthermore, Johnson et al. (1999) argue

19



that watershed planning performs most effectively when the stakeholders actively
participate in ‘defining the problems, setting the priorities, selecting technologies
and policies, and monitoring and evaluating impacts’. Conversely, communities
need assurance that their participation in processes actually leads to helping
protect and/or facilitating the creation of institutions that protect their watershed

(Brady 1996; Boyd 2003).

Ensuring the legitimacy of a particular planning process further requires
cooperation among participants, and an assurance that there is a commitment to
consistent monitoring as time passes (Cormick et al. 1996; Leach and Pelkey
2001). Commitment to a project is most likely when there is monitoring of the
watersheds and evaluative measures to ensure protection is manifested in a

sustained and effective manner (Brady 1996; MWLAP 1996).

3.5 Co-Management

Conservation projects provide participants an opportunity to interact with
an important resource and become stewards though their conservation actions
(Leslie et al. 2004; Pinkerton 1991; Singleton 2000). The hands-on interaction
with watershed resources through watershed rehabilitation projects strengthens
the bond between the volunteers and the resources, fostering a greater sense of

stewardship over resources (Lerner 1993; SEP 2005).



demonstrated to be the most likely means of fostering necessary trust,
cooperation, and confidence among stakeholders (Pinkerton 1991, 1999, and
2003). Pinkerton and Weinstein (1995) show that volunteer participation and
inclusion in habitat protection, stock enhancement, and stock assessment can be

conceptualized as management activities in a co-management arrangement.

Senge’s (1990) study on ‘learning organizations’ asserts that there are
three conditions which enhance our capacity to generate creative solutions. The
three conditions are satisfied when individuals feel that they are part of team,
they feel individually valued, and finally they believe in their work. Furthermore,
Bandura (1982) asserts that when participants feel a high degree of 'self-efficacy’
or capacity to design how the project is instigated, they will be more energized to
participate in the conservation of a resource. Indeed most volunteers may begin
with little control over harvest management and enhancement design, but their
participation and interaction within the rehabilitation group is likely to influence
their desire and ultimate capacity to assert control over agenda setting and policy

development (Pinkerton 1991; Pinkerton 2003; Singleton 1998).
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4 METHODOLOGY

4.1 Research methodology

Qualitative Research

Qualitative research methods are appropriate for addressing my research
guestions, as they involve a systematic approach to analysing and examining a
variety of social situations, and individuals in specific settings. | have attempted
to use methods that can be replicated and reproduced by other researchers
(Berg 2004). Furthermore to avoid misinterpreting the survey responses when |
present the results of my surveys, | have tried to remain faithful to the words of
the volunteers. | often asked several questions which explored different aspects

of an idea, and also used external data to verify findings (Yin 2003).

Triangulation

To address some of the challenges inherent in qualitative research,
researchers will generally try to use different information sources (lines of sight)
to more thoroughly explore a hypothesis and to obtain a more substantive picture
(Ibid.). Using several lines of research to corroborate and verify a finding is
generally referred to as triangulation (Berg 2004). For instance, | primarily use
data from surveys, but also draw upon meeting minutes and other documents to

confirm conclusions from primary data.

22



Semi-structured Survey

| used a semi-structured survey, beginning with a structured set of
interview questions, but adapting the language of the questions to suit individual
perspectives (Ibid.). This interview process is more flexible and better
appreciates the individuality of each respondent. Moreover, | realized | might not
know in advance all the necessary questions to ask, and when appropriate |
added new questions or deleted superfluous questions. | assumed a more open
and ‘conversational’ manner of discourse which was intended to allow the

respondents to contribute their own personal views and commentary (Yin 2003).

| sometimes provided hypothetical answers as cues in order to better
communicate the meaning behind a question, and/or instigate or inspire ideas. |
also used probing and prompting questions, according to my assessment of the

level of a respondent’s understanding of the subject.

To limit personal bias arising from poorly designed questions, | developed
my questions concurrently with my supervisor, and refined the questions by
undertaking pre-tests with certain key respondents. Furthermore, during the

actual surveys | attempted to maintain as much impatrtiality as possible, pptuCto



aspect of the research (Ibid.). Focused interviews also tend to be more
expedient because the interviews take place over a short period of time, usually

about an hour (Merton, Fiske, and Kendall 1990: from Yin 2003: 90).

Grounded Theory

In cases where the research draws from several research disciplines and
theoretical perspectives, grounded theory is a research mechanism which is
useful for addressing the nuances of each perspective (Strauss and Glaser
1967). Grounded theory works on the assumption that theories and ideas
emerge from the research itself. Research based on semi-structured interviews,
includes a process of reflection and refinement that transpires iteratively
throughout the survey process. As Silver (2004: 59) notes, in grounded theory,
the researchers themselves are the “research tool”, and consequently the very
act of research requires a constant reflection on the topic o