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ABSTRACT

Persons interested in conservation are often imebin negotiating their
identities based on cultural values that guide vith@aeans to be conservationists within
the United States. In this dissertation, | focusedhow negotiation of multiple identities
impacts decisions regarding conservation and ioterss with others. | adopted a
critical interpretative lens to explore how consgionist identity emerged from roles of
conservation scientists as they promote biodivecsihservation and negotiate the
scientist-advocate paradox, agriculturalist prodsies they talked about Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for the YellowstonesRignd local community leaders
that explained their governance of the YellowstBineer watershed and negotiated
tensions between individual rights and the commumudg

In my first study, | analyzed professional conséorabiology literature to
determine how it framed credibility. Findings indied that when identifying themselves
as conservationists, conservation scientists tilgidescussed credibility as a static
entity lacking dimensionality (expertise, trustwoness, and goodwill). They identified
expertise or trustworthiness as important, butlyareentioned goodwill. For my next
study, | selected a cultural inventory researchr@ggh to examine voices
agriculturalists used to construct their conseoraidentity. Findings indicated that
agriculturalists, when identifying themselves agsgyvationists, talked about their
ecological and social responsibilities and expldihew conservation and production are

intricately linked to enable them to provide a ausible resource base for future



generations. In my final study, | used informamedied interviews to enable local
community leaders to explain their perspectivesuademocratic governance along the
Yellowstone River. Results indicated that when tdgimg themselves as
conservationists, local community leaders talkeab@inegotiating the democratic
paradox and the importance of agonistic pluralisraftectively govern the Yellowstone
River watershed.

Overall, this research demonstrates that negatiaionultiple identities may
differ when addressed to professional and lay aueéie that perform particular roles
associated with natural resource conservation.&hedings offer general principles
that can be applied to similar groups involvedonservation across the United States
and enable an enhanced understanding of how tlaiatgn of multiple identities

impacts decisions regarding conservation and ioterss with others.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION
Persons interested in conservation are often imebin negotiating their
identities based on cultural values that guide vith@aeans to be conservationists within
the United States. It is important to understand tiee negotiation of multiple identities
impacts decisions regarding conservation and ioterss with others. This negotiation
may differ when addressed to professional and layemces that perform particular
roles associated with natural resource manager®etapproach is suggesting
appropriate roles for conservation professionakhag work to promote biodiversity
conservation. | analyze the professional literatarexplore this approach. Another
approach is discussing Best Management Practidd®¢Bfor particular natural
resources. Because people draw much of their ceais@mist identity from specific
places that serve as a foundation for their intevaavith that place’s natural resources,
| use the Yellowstone River (Montana, USA) to explthis approach.
BACKGROUND
Impetus for Conservation in the United States
In the late 18 century with the first white settlements on théaAtic Coast, the
exploitation of wildlife, marine life, forests, amplasslands was common practice
(Trefethen, 1975). The late eighteenth century thenfirst questioning of humans
exploitation of nature. This redirection of thouglniginated from several sources. One
source was the Romantic and primitivist idealsrtraad literature that exalted the

appreciation of wilderness. Literature and artdostl the sublime, an aesthetic category



that associated God’s influence with feelings oéamd exultation experienced in the
wilderness and strongly countered the Judeo Cami|ible stories of man struggling
with the harsh and forbidding character of wildes:@Oravec, 1981). An increasing
number of people lived on farms or in cities andi bt experience the fears or
hardships of wilderness but viewed it as an exgiénd temporary alternative to
civilization. Combined with the primitivist beli¢hat a man’s happiness and well-being
decreased in direct proportion to his degree afization, the ideals had far-reaching
and positive implications for wilderness. Anotheuce was the search for a national
identity. The young America needed to compete Wwithope’s iconic landmarks.
Americans “sensed that their country was differemiiderness had no counterpart in the
Old World and they recognized it as a cultural ematal resource...”(Nash, 2001:67).
Finally, the emergence of transcendentalism, timepdex attitudes toward man, nature,
and God was an important force for re-evaluationastire. Henry David Thoreau’s
writings challenged older ideas about nature. For, vilderness was valuable as its
existence was “a subtle magnetism in Nature, whicke unconsciously yield to it, will
direct us aright”’(Thoreau, 1893:265). The best ckaat moral perfection and knowing
God were accomplished by interacting with nature.

Although nature had increased in cultural valuegepotompeting values
impacted fledgling conservation ideals. Ecologigabrance combined with unrelenting
political and economic pressures created disastesigts for much of America’ natural
resources before conservation efforts were redicettt manage the use of these

resources. A key political force was the Homestetdn 1862 which encouraged
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settlement of western lands. With the signing ef Act, wilderness became a
commodity. Settlement of surveyed land createchddmental shift in what wilderness
meant to settlers. Its measurement created valtegrrs of size or number and allowed
an offer of something else of equivalent valuexahange for land. It was something
that could be speculated upon, traded, or borroWediever, from an ecological and
economic standpoint, 160 acres in semi-arid climaede it difficult for farmers to
make a living. The acreage limitation had beentemiby eastern legislators who had
used soil and climate standards of Illinois, Oliegd Maryland to determine the land’s
production capacity. In their ecological ignorandecision-makers failed to realize
these standards did not apply to a region thategakgically different from the east
resulting in unproductive farms and bankrupt fasn&inklater, 2002; Trefethen, 1975).
The Dust Bowl of the 1930s provides another poijexample of how humans
have viewed and responded to nature. A beliefrtfat could conquer nature combined
with ecological ignorance and technological pressat the stage for disaster. As
western settlement continued, farmers introducedrérctor to increase land’s
production. Hampered by poor farming habits, fasrpleted the soil and continued to
convert more grassland into cropland. In additmnesponding to economic pressure to
increase production, increased grassland convevgsra response a political call from
President Woodrow Wilson’s to plant more wheatétplwin World War . By 1938,
approximately 500,000 square miles of land haditestative grasses to be replaced

with crops. The land was severely eroded, farmekigtcy was prevalent, and a need



for an ecologically (versus economic) driven conaBon effort was evident (Worster,
1994).
Conservation and Ecology Relationship

As a direct consequence of the Dust Bowl, consenvathilosophy morphed
into one that was more comprehensive, coordinated based on principles of scientific
ecology. “If conservation was an applied science]ay was the research side of the
same coin...”(Kingsland, 2005:4). Similar to the canvation’s development, ecology
was influenced by specific cultural conditions aatidated by social and personal needs
(Worster, 1994).

Some ecologists, such as Frederic Clements, athatthe Dust Bowl was the
United States’ most serious failure to adapt tortteiral economy. Clements came from
an organismic perspective, a perception that nasumecomplex organism with qualities
that result from the integrated functioning of thieole: the whole is more than the sum
of its parts. Clements advocated that if humanstbaackerfere, then they should follow
nature’s model as closely as possible. Nature’smere more stable and resistant to
disease and weather than human’s crops. Human&idkeawn from these prairie
grasslands so that they can better understand qossees for disturbing ecological
balance. Clements’ plant studies provided a colieneth elaborate system of ecological
theory and discussed implications about pioneetation to the grassland. Two themes
were evident: dynamics of ecological successigriant communities and organismic
character of the plant formation. Vegetation isatyrc. Plant communities change and

develop through time and eventually reach a fitialax stage. If nature is disturbed, it
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will get back on track. His climax theory guideddiause policy after the Dust Bowl.
Clements advocated leaving the grassland climamdsturbed as possible, not because
of the intrinsic value of virgin wilderness but be&se it had proven itself to be stable
and well adapted to its habitat.

Critics of Clements came from the mechanistic pee8pe, a perception that
nature has parts much like a machine that canflaced when needed. Henry Gleason
argued the presence of particular plant speciesalaty dependent on seeds’ ability to
migrate and to find a favorable environment in viahic flourish. Because of this random
process, Gleason countered the notion of succepsigmnessing in a steady forward
movement to reach an equilibrium or steady statgebd, he suggested that the world is
in a constant flux and is not moving toward stépi{Gleason, 1926). His individualistic
view of nature dictated that humans did not neezbtecern themselves about disturbing
nature. A.G. Tansley did not support that human®waévays a disruptive force and
contended that they could create biological systesnstable and balanced as nature’s
systems (Worster, 1994).

Historically conservation practices have respondes supply and demand
economic model: whenever the demand exceeded fipdysa management program
would be implemented but lacked coordination and vaaely based in science
(Worster, 1994). However, conservation was a “ddiermovement and its role in
history arises from implications of science andtextogy in modern society” (Hays,
1999:2). The consequences of the Dust Bowl moveadnservation effort to a more

inclusive, coordinated, ecological perspectiveaetfhg a nascent understanding that
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human actions in one place could potentially dgséravhole biota over a large
geographic area. Thus, concern for synthesis anth&ntaining the whole community
of life in stable equilibrium with its habitat engexd. However, Clements feared that
human’s economy would always take precedence atergis economy and therefore
advocated that ecologists needed to demonstrateédowanipulate the successional
process with care and expertise so that humansadidompletely ignore ecological
criteria, displacing it with short-term market-@mted criteria (Worster, 1994).
Culture and Identity

Identity and its relationship to culture have begplored as one way of
understanding how people view and respond to natesaurce conservation policies
(Bratman, 2011; Schmidt & Peterson, 2009). Congiemvists tend to offer natural
science as the best guidance for management abhatgources but also consider
cultural values that shape people’s perceptionstabeir relationship with natural
resources. Increasing human population combinea mitited natural resources leads to
conflict over the social, political, and economasts related to use of natural resources.
Environmental conflict is entangled with culture“tire learned system of traditions,
symbolic patterns and accumulated meanings thegrfagarticular sense of shared
identity-hood, community-hood and interaction rifuamong the aggregate of its group
members” (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2013:763). Grouppenple draw much of their
cultural identity from particular places which semas a basis for their decisions on how
to interact with natural resources and with otlesiource users. Conflict intensifies

between these groups when members perceive thércess scarce and incompatibility
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exists among different groups’ cultural values godls (M. N. Peterson, Peterson,
Peterson, Lopez, & Silvy, 2002).

Influenced by cultural factors, identity emerges @iusocial interactions that
influence how people construct themselves and déiteral resources that matter to them.
These social interactions can lead to identitisedaipon meanings about a person’s
particular traits and qualities; meanings peoptiecatto themselves while performing a
particular role; or meanings that reflect how peagdtegorize themselves as similar to
some (we) and different from others (they) (Lewjckray, & Elliott, 2003; Stryker &
Burke, 2000). Strong connections with group idgntan occur when an individual’s
person and role identities closely link to theiogp identity.

People have multiple identities based on the malegrand various groups to
which they belong. These identities are hierardlyi@aranged and act as standards to
organize and motivate actions in social struct(@i@s, 2013; Owens, Robinson, &
Smith-Lovin, 2010). The more salient the identite higher it is positioned in the
hierarchy and the more likely it will be played @aross different social situations.
Dependent upon interactions with others, identites exist in harmony or in opposition
to other roles (Cinglu & Arikan, 2012).

Human Voice and ldentity

Human voice is important in understanding identfgice is more than a
medium for speech; it is a dialogical and ideolagrocess that goes beyond the
individual to produce meaning that enables cultaral political life (Phillips &

Carvalho, 2012). It provides a way to combine arganize the milieu of social
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interactions that influence how individuals conettheir identities in relation to the
natural resources that matter to them. Human venedles individuals to provide
accounts of their lives; explain the ethical cheitteey make; and describe their
emotional attachments to people and places. Thrauglprocess, individuals articulate
and acknowledge the obligations and anxietiesvaidi with others in a changing natural
environment (Peeples & Depoe, 2014).
JUSTIFICATION

Concern for degradation of natural resources, nafievhich is attributed to
humans, has contributed to an increased awareh#ss immportance of involving
diverse and often competing user groups’ perspestiout conservation practices
(Holmes, 2012; Schmidt & Peterson, 2009). Even ghaecologists search for ways to
make research relevant to the public and commuaighy particular issues are
important, achieving buy-in from these diverse gooan be challenging if cultural
factors are not considered. Several studies haamieed particular natural resource
users’ cultural perspectives (Hall, Gilbertz, Hot& Peterson, 2012; Higgins, 1991; T.
R. Peterson & Horton, 1995). Findings from thesiists suggest the importance of
understanding that environmental conservation @catthin a social context that
includes biophysical as well as cultural factorshsas people’s identity.
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Although concern for degradation of the naturaliemnment and appeals for
conservation of natural resources is a global pimemmn, my dissertation research

focuses on conservation in the United States; pattiicular attention to the
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management of the Yellowstone River (Montana, U$Ajcus on the multiple
identities of United States’ conservationists axangine the meanings people attach to
themselves when they perform particular roles aatemt with conservation of the
natural environment. Using voice, | explore howgeaonstruct and share their own
identity as conservationists.

Although there are multiple people involved in tomservation of natural
resources, | focus on three groups of people agithesroots level of conservation whose
decisions impact the present and future use ahdtieral environment and it resources.
My second chapter examines the professional coasernvbiology literature and how it
offers guidance to conservation scientists on natyog the relationship between
scientific objectivity and political advocacy withibdamaging conservation biology’s
credibility. My third chapter explores the commuatige construction of a
conservationist identity among primary producergkgavating the voices of farmers
and ranchers operating along the Yellowstone RiMemtana, USA). My fourth chapter
focuses on the democratic paradox to discover venethd how the paradox is evident
in the dynamics of the democratic process. Spediyicl examine how local community
leaders of the Yellowstone River watershed deschibe perspectives of governing in
an ever changing ecological and social environraadtexplain best management

practices for the watershed.



CHAPTER I

HOW UNDERSTANDING THE MULTIDIMENSIONALITY OF CREDIB ILITY

CAN ENABLE CONSERVATION BIOLOGISTS TO MORE EFFECTIV ELY

NEGOTIATE THE SCIENTIST-ADVOCATE PARADOX
OVERVIEW
Conservation policy sits at the nexus of naturedreze and politics. On the one

hand, to maintain scientific credibility, observensist perceive that conservation
science emerges from disinterested observatiorsatify. On the other hand,
conservation biologists are committed to conseovagiven if they do not advocate a
particular policy. The professional conservatiaariture has offered guidance on
negotiating the relationship between scientificeohyity and political advocacy without
damaging conservation biology’s credibility. Théueaof this guidance, however, may
be limited by failure to recognize that credibilisymultidimensional: that it emerges
through perceptions of expertise, goodwill, angtmorthiness. We used thematic
content analysis of conservation biology literatioreletermine how it framed credibility
as related to the scientist—advocate paradox.ifdrature typically framed credibility as
a static entity lacking dimensionality. Authorsmtiied expertise or trustworthiness as
important, but rarely mentioned goodwill. They tyadiy did not identify any of the
three entities as dimensions of credibility, nat thiey recognize interactions among the
three dimensions. This oversimplification may liminservation biologists’ ability to

legitimize their roles in shaping conservation ppliAccounting for the emergent
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quality and multidimensionality of credibility shiouenable conservation biologists to
advance biodiversity conservation more effectively.
INTRODUCTION

Conservation policy sits at the nexus of naturersme and politics.
Conservation biologists practice a crisis discilihat requires them to juggle the roles
of providing objective information about the natus@rld and advocating policies and
approaches likely to promote biodiversity consaora{Soulé, 1985, 1986). Risks to
biodiversity and sustainability often require cawsg¢ion biologists to act before they are
confident in the sufficiency of their data. Thigates tension because, like other natural
scientists, conservation biologists prefer to haVéhe facts before acting (Morrison,
Block, Strickland, Collier, & Peterson, 2008; M REterson, 2009). This often is
impossible for biodiversity conservation, becausetis of the essence where species at
risk are concerned (Soulé, 1985, 1986). Theretooentral conundrum grows out of the
relationship among scientific expertise, advocaecy] credibility. On the one hand, to
maintain the credibility of conservation sciencleservers typically assume that the
knowledge science produces emerges from disinegtediservations of objective reality
(Platt, 1964; Popper, 1959, 1962). On the othedhaonservation biologists are
committed to conservation even if they do not ad®a particular policy (Naess, 1986;
M. J. Peterson, 2009). This means that they simedtasly play the apparently
paradoxical roles of scientist and advocate—a s@indound to produce dissonance.
Recognition of this paradox has prompted sevesaudisions of scientific credibility in

the conservation biology literature.
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The study of credibility dates at least to the tburentury BCE with Aristotle’s
Rhetoric(Aristotle, 1991), which guided citizens regardhimgv to discover and use the
available means of persuasion in any situatiorstatie argued that the most effective
persuasion combined situationally appropriate lalgiemotional, and ethical appeals.
Ethical appeals referred to the construction oflitriéty. Although credibility is
associated with perceptions of an author’s (spéslkeiter’'s/etc.) character, it does not
exist within an individual, but is jointly constrigcl by all participants of a
communicative event. Aristotle described credipiéis emerging from the dimensions of
expertise, goodwill, and trustworthiness (Aristpll®91; Kennedy, 1999). Expertise
refers to specialized knowledge a person possebses the subject matter, and is often
embodied in credentials or special skills obtaifrech training or education. Goodwill
describes caring for others’ well-being, and is dastrated by empathy developed by
direct interaction with others. Trustworthinessersfto the person’s honesty.
Trustworthy persons demonstrate integrity, are asda, and absolutely honest.

Credibility is more of an emergent property thastatic entity, attaining relative
stability only when it functions as an “attitudeMard a source of communication held at
a given time by a receiver’” (McCroskey, 1997:8HeTnost productive credibility
emerges from integration of expertise, goodwill] énustworthiness, but the ideal
relationship among these dimensions of credibidityituationally dependent (Aristotle,
1991; Burke, 1966; Kennedy, 1999). As a perceptaastruct, credibility is based on
social relations, and is co-constructed within esitimtion. For these reasons, it is

difficult to predict which dimension(s) of crediiyl will be more or less central to
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satisfying expectations in any given situation (ikiute & Liska, 1976). For example,
in some cases a scientist’'s impeccable credelftialsPh.D. degree, publication record,
etc.) may be less important to her/his credibilitgn demonstrated willingness to join
with community members in their efforts to ensunatthe effects of a drought do not
extinguish a small population of endangered Attwsierairie ChickensTympanuchus
cupido attwatei In other situations, such as determining whetibdist a species as
endangered, impeccable credentials may be theimpsttant factor in credibility.

Participant expectations vary according to cultuteabnomic, and political
aspects of a situation, and the credibility thatipigants attribute to an individual in any
given time and space relies largely on whether #vgectations are fulfilled (Burke,
1966; Cronkhite & Liska, 1976). A situationally meed understanding of credibility is
especially important to conservation biologistsaaese, as an act of dynamic
progression, credibility is largely contingent dgtuational aspects that contribute to or
mitigate against the satisfaction of participarpentations. It is not static, but is subject
to linguistic patterns or “terministic screens’atlprovide people with socially accepted
ways to represent and constitute reality (Burk&6l ™. N. Peterson, Peterson,
Peterson, & Leong, 2013:94). As such, there isasdegic imperative for conservation
professionals to understand how to enhance theditaility by first contributing to
public expectations, and later, by satisfying them.

Conservation biology literature recognizes the ingoace of credibility, yet
struggles with the scientist—advocate paradox. azmg that credibility matters,

however, is not the same thing as understandingibhemerges. In this study, we
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analyzed the professional conservation biologydtigre to identify the primary points
of guidance offered to conservation biologists rdom how to manage their
paradoxical responsibilities as scientists and edtas. We first determined which
dimensions of credibility the literature emphasizéten describing conservation
scientists’ credibility. Next, we identified relaéi concern about risks to biodiversity,
professional credibility, and sustainability. Thiwde identified the preferred roles
conservation professionals should play. We theroegg how the literature defined
conservation science. Finally, we determined hapitofessional literature described a
credible environmental policy process. After codiogeach of these variables, we
explored the relationships among them. We condiydecommending that
conservation biologists direct greater attentiotheomultidimensionality of credibility
and its dependence on sociopolitical context.
METHODS

We used a grounded theory approach (Corbin & Stré2@08) to guide a
thematic content analysis of the professional caagi®n biology literature (M. N.
Peterson, Peterson, Birckhead, Leong, & Petersiii))2We began with articles from a
special issue aConservation Biologyhat discussed policy advocacy and conservation
science (i.e., Brussard & Tull, 2007; Lackey, 200&ffe, 2007; Murphy & Noon,
2007; Noss, 2007; Scott et al., 2007). The key saused in this issue to address the
scientist—advocate paradox were advocacy, opimiot, scientific independence. Using
these terms, we searched the ISI Web of Knowledgeefereed journal articles in the

field of conservation biology from 1990 through POWe found 30 articles of which 11
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were relevant to the scientist—advocate paradoxtiéte conducted a close textual
analysis (Leff, 1980) of each article to identifyd&ional key terms to guide an
expanded search. This led us to select seven aulalitierms that represented points
discussed in the scientist—advocate paradox ¢paservation, credibility, expert
opinion, neutrality, science impartiality, scienntegrity, subjectivity).

Next, we searched the ISI Web of Knowledge, Go&gleolar, Wiley On-line,
and Discovery databases for the terms we identifigdiles, key words, and abstracts of
refereed journal articles and book chapters pubtistD76—-2012. In publications that
lacked keywords or abstracts, we searched theeasicument. We carefully read each
publication, and removed those not directly relévarihe scientist—advocate paradox.
This process yielded an additional 119 publications total of 136.

We used thematic content analysis (M. N. Petersah,e2010; T. R. Peterson et
al., 1994) to create categories to capture theaqamsaised to explore the scientist—
advocate paradox. Saturation was reached aftairgyeacategories and 12
subcategories (Table 1, Appendix A). In additiorcitedibility, the categories that
emerged were risk (what are conservation biologisist worried about?), role (how
should conservation biologists engage the issuesfiyervation science (what does it
include?), and environmental policy (what shoulddtbased upon?). During this
process, we used constant comparison (Corbin &iSdr&2008) to challenge our
formulation of the categories and to document aradyae ideas about categories as they

emerged and were refined.
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Our methods and results were iteratively linkedrf@o& Strauss, 2008), such
that each category and subcategory that emergaaydhiematic analysis contributed to
refinement and clarification of already existingegories (see Thematic content
analysis, in Results, for linkage details). Whethats explicitly discussed credibility,
we examined the sentence to determine relative agsipbn expertise, goodwill, and
trustworthiness (Table 1, Appendix A). We developembdebook which defined
categories and subcategories and then used #@itodnders and assess intercoder
reliability (Krippendorff, 2013). Coders used NVit@.0 qualitative software (QSR
International, Doncaster, Victoria, Australia) wde publication abstracts. For
publications without abstracts, we coded the pakibnis’ introduction or conclusion
(hereafter summaries) depending on which one bstrgrized the content. Sentences
were the unit of analysis. The same sentence wadeddn multiple categories if it fit
more than one. Two people independently codedoatracts and summaries. We
calculated intercoder reliability across all sumiesiand categories using weighted
Cohen’s Kappa (Cohen, 1968= 0.8756).

Our final analytic objective was to explore relasbips among the 12
subcategories (i.e., variables) delineated thrabghatic content analysis (Table 1,
Appendix A). Because procedures such as principeponent and factor analysis
produce principle components and factors, respagtithat include information from
all variables, we used obligue component clustatyars to group variables using SAS
9.3 (VARCLUS procedure; SAS Institute, 2012). Tjuecedure iteratively reassigns

variables to clusters such that variance explameduster components, summed over
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all clusters, is maximized. We stopped iterativestdring once the largest second
eigenvalue dropped below 0.95.
RESULTS
Thematic Content Analysis

All of our findings relate in some way to credibjliReferences to the value of
conservation biologists’ specialized knowledge aseans of enhancing credibility
demonstrate attention twedibility—expertisgTable 1, Appendix A). For example, the
sentence, “Nobody is suggesting that conservat@nssts should always and
consistently shy away from policy and never lergrtlxpertise to public issues”
(Meffe, 2007:11), illustrates this concern. Recomdaions that conservation biologists
should care for natural resources indicates conwegmcredibility—goodwill Examples
include phrases such as, “wildlife managers amgastds of a public resource” (Decker,
Roland, Nielsen, & Parsons, 1991:526), and “we hiétle choice if we truly want to
conserve that diversity for its inherent good” (fe& Viederman, 1995:331). Authors
sometimes referred to conservation biologists’gritg, or credibility—trustworthiness.
For example, the phrase, “budgetary dependendatef wildlife agencies on...license
fees automatically raises concerns about theiityla act fairly” (Rutberg, 2001:33),
illustrates a focus oaredibility—trustworthiness

Risks of various sorts are important aspects aibiigy for conservation
biologists. Risks of losing biodiversity demonsgrabncern withisk—biodiversity
(Table 1, Appendix A). The phrase, “The accelerdded of biodiversity” (Vohland et

al., 2011:1188) indicates such an emphasis, whénegshrase, “because of the
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increasing consequences of the alteration of bgytstems” (Mooney, 2003:49)
exemplifies concern withsk—sustainability Statements referring to conservation
biologists’ loss of standing or believability illinate awareness ask—scientific
credibility. For example, the sentence, “However, scientisits lack impartiality often
create the perception of bias, and they can saft@amcomitant loss of credibility”
(Ruggiero, 2010:1179), demonstrates concern msitz-scientific credibility This
sentence also illustrates the possibility of agagmultiple codes to a single sentence,
as its reference to “lack [of] impartiality” indites concern witleredibility—
trustworthiness

The roles conservation biologists should play sméhvironmental policy process
also informed credibility for conservation biologisWhen authors explained the
appropriate role for conservation biologists wasdacate and/or provide data in the
policy realm, they tended to direct their colleagteeplay an advisory role, which
primarily consists of reporting on the resultstwit researcliTable 1, Appendix A).
For example, the phrases, “policymakers, manageaisthe lay public need scientific
counsel all the more” (Allen, Tainter, Pires, & Hs&a, 2001:484), and “they
[scientists] should inform the public about issudsle avoiding direct involvement in
policy development” (Ruggiero, 2010:1179), suggésas conservation professionals
should limit their policy involvement to the rolé advise and/or reportSome authors,
however, recommended that conservation biologistsilsl support specific policies,

taking the role oddvocate For example, the sentence, “In sum, the questioot
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whether we should advocate but how” (Chan, 20088pmmends that conservation
professionals have a responsibility to functiomdgocates.

Many authors described conservation science asial goocess that includes
values and argumentation, resulting in a codeookervation science—intersubjective
(Table 1, Appendix A). The sentence, “Conservabimbogists should reflect on the
constitutive values (especially contextual, bubatsethodological and bias) underlying
their research programs” (Barry & Oelschlaeger,61995), typifies statements that
described conservation sciencardsrsubjectiveOther authors stated that conservation
science should be based strictly on empirical exd¢debecause conservation science
should beobjective For example, “it is imperative to understand distinction between
science and professional judgment. The formerasattguisition of knowledge by
applying the principles of the scientific metho&aflenave & Cowley, 2006:203)
illustrates such claims, and was coded@sservation science—objective.

Authors presented similarly divergent argumentsuréigg what led to excellent
environmental policy. Some claimed that it showddolased only on natural science
(Table 1, Appendix A). For example, the statemkat tEnvironmental policies and
actions can be improved...by calling attention tevaht scientific information and
ensuring that policies and their implementationamesistent with the best available
science” (Meyer, Frumhoff, Hamburg, & de la Roda1@299) represents
environmental policy process—natural scien&iternatively, sentences that explained
appropriate environmental policy as based on tteggration of natural (e.g., ecology)

and social sciences (e.g., economics, law, poljtammonstrates the focus on
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environmental policy process—social and naturaésce Text such as “identification of
visionary science questions...and identification eégfions about human values and
their role in political processes could all helwawice real-world conservation science”
(Rudd, 2011:860) illustrates a preference for emnmental policy process that links
social and natural science.

When authors discussed credibility, 40.2 and 3400%e text evaluated, on
averagel{l = 136 publications), addressed expertise andwargtiness, respectively,
rather than goodwill (8.1%; Figure 1A, Appendix Bhe majority of statements
describing risks focused on concern about lossiehsfic credibility, rather than risks
to biodiversity or sustainabilityr! =51.2% verslisO and 11.4% of text evaluated,
respectively (Figure 1B, Appendix B). As authorsgidered the roles conservation
scientists should play in the conservation poli@na, they emphasized educating the
public and policy makers or providing data to pplmakers rather than advocating for
particular conservation actior® ( = 33.6% versu8%0of text evaluated, respectively;
Figure 1C, Appendix B). When authors discussed ewasion science, they described it
as including social processes rather than beinigeliio evidence-based natural science
(r =12.3% versus 0.9% of text evaluated, respdgtivegure 2A, Appendix B).

Finally, statements about environmental policy eezd on the claim that the policy
process involves natural science and importanasoomponents—including
economics, politics, and law—as contrasted withnibggon than environmental policy
should be based strictly on natural scierr:e ( 8%8versus 1.1% of text evaluated,

respectively; Figure 2B, Appendix B).
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Interactions among Categories

When authors discussed credibility, risks, andrtibes conservation scientists
should play, there were recognizable interactioneray the textual themes they
emphasized. Authors who emphasized credibilityastworthiness were quite
concerned about risks to their scientific credibpjland claimed conservation science
should be an objective enterprise (Table 2, Clust&ppendix A). Statements such as
“bias...associated with lobbying efforts all tenddiesuade scientists from participation
as advocates...[but] the presentation of relevarat datl insistence that it be interpreted
accurately and acted upon is an effective methathbieving biologically sound
policies” (Salzman, 1989:170) illustrate the cldlmt conservation scientists’ integrity
(trustworthiness) is essential to their believépivhen practicing evidence-based
conservation science. Authors who used scientdpedise to define credibility also
discussed risks to ecological sustainability ameheéd the primary roles conservation
scientists should play were assessing data, regadisults, and advising the public and
environmental policy makers (Table 2, Cluster 2pAmpdix A). For example, the
statement, “development of new laws and policiestraacount for uncertainties...and
complexities of ecological systems.... Scientistdneerecognize that...the results of
fundamental research can contribute greatly tauieeof sound ecological principles in
legislation and policy” (Brosnan, 1995:333) inde&sthat expertise is important to
legitimizing the preferred role of advisor/reportémally, when authors defined
credibility as goodwill—or acting in the interedttbe resource and society—they also

were concerned about risks to biodiversity (Tabl€IRster 3, Appendix A). “The vast
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majority of those who call themselves conservakimogists were attracted to their
field out of a love for nature.... Scientific knowbgsland understanding will help us to
be more successful in our common goal of presemgiolgal biodiversity” (Tracy &
Brussard, 1996:918) illustrates that goodwill iisic to any effort to curtail the
continued loss of species, communities, and ecessst

Interactions among textual themes also emerged wh#rors discussed
environmental policy. Authors who argued that emvimental policy should be
grounded almost exclusively on evidence-based alataience claimed that
conservation biologists should indeed play the adi@role in the policy process (Table
2, Cluster 4, Appendix A). For example, the statetm&nvolvement in
developing...conservation policy is an important\atgtithat more wildlife
professionals should become comfortable with asative advocates for science-based
policy” (Thompson, 1995:318) suggest that cons@mdtiologists should advocate for
specific conservation policies so long as theircaadwey is based on objective natural
science. Authors who maintained that environmgmaéty must be grounded on both
social and natural science argued that conservati@mce is an intersubjective rather
than a strictly objective discipline (Table 2, Gkrs5, Appendix A). Statement such as
“how they [science and policy] fit together is baaderstood by viewing land
management as a process [that clarifies]...whyptaper for conservation biologists to
base their work on normative goals” (Freyfogle &Wien, 2002:863) illustrate that for
these individuals, conservation science encompa&ssesnced-based natural science,

social science, and social interactions.
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DISCUSSION

Credibility is a slippery shibboleth (Macnab, 198&) conservation biologists.
As Alagona (2008:1365) put it, “everybody seemthtok credibility is a good idea....
But exactly what credibility is remains the subjettonsiderable confusion”. Various
pairings of the term contribute to the confusiarghsas “scientific credibility”
(Costanza, 2001:459; Wilhere, 2012:40), “profesai@nedibility” (Gill, 2001:22) , and
“agency credibility” (Rutberg, 2001:33). Occasidyathe conservation biology
literature defines credibility as believability, iaspiring trust (Blockstein, 2002; Nelson
& Vucetich, 2009; Ruggiero, 2010; Yamamoto, 2012)#-as noted in the
introduction—such definitions are incomplete ch&gdezations of credibility. The
terministic screens (Burke, 1966) formed by thesscdptions of credibility lead to
oversimplification and confusion that impedes covagon biologists’ efforts to
negotiate the scientist—advocate paradox.
Confusion about Credibility

Our analyses demonstrate that the conservationdyditerature fails to present
a multidimensional picture of credibility. The pidations we analyzed demonstrate a
lack of awareness that credibility develops aldrgthree dimensions of expertise,
goodwill, and trustworthiness delineated by Aril@i991; Kennedy, 1999). These
dimensions are either omitted or listed as enttheas exist separately from credibility
(e.g., Blockstein, 2002; Goodwin, 2012). Dependingsituational demands,
conservation biologists should emphasize an apateprombination of these

dimensions when seeking to enhance credibility.af¢enot suggesting that they behave

23



dishonestly, simply that conservation biologistso@nd to the needs of the situation. For
example, when discussing potential changes ingtpal lstatus of the federally
endangered Golden-cheeked Warb&estbphaga chrysopaiavith decision makers,
they would most likely need to emphasize their etxpe Conservation biologists also
should recognize and respond to opportunities eécausowerful combination of two or
more credibility dimensions (Table 2, Clusters 1Af3pendix A). For instance, if they
are interacting with bird watchers concerned thaldén-cheeked Warbler habitat is
being destroyed on public property, they would nlikely need to highlight both their
expertise and trustworthiness. Conversely, if coreg®n biologists are interacting with
ranchers concerned that their livelihood is threadebecause their property has been
designated as critical habitat for the endangepediss, conservationists would most
likely need to demonstrate both goodwill and trustiviness, with expertise being less
important.

The conservation literature we analyzed typicaiiyrfed credibility as an entity
rather than a process. Credibility emerges asialsmmstruct that is dependent on
precarious, but quite real, social relationshipsgtatie, 1991; Burke, 1966; Kennedy,
1999). Conservation biologists must remember thatdns are egocentric (Duffy &
Ryan, 1987), understanding the world from withiaitltown sense of self. Preexisting
values and beliefs give meaning to new experienebigh then modify those values and
beliefs. This iterative process produces expectatibat people use to judge any
message, policy, or action. These expectationsaatsgoverned by broader cultural

norms (Terry, 1996) and influence credibility inyasociopolitical context. For example,
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if birders believe scientists have ignored thema@ns in the past, they will expect
similar treatment in future interactions. On thkesthand, if they have been involved in
successful citizen-science projects, they areylikelexpect positive interactions with
conservation biologists. Because it is a percetoastruct, conservation scientists only
have partial control over their credibility. Theyst work with stakeholders to
determine what it means to be credible, work toveantgieving that credibility, and then
behave as credibly as possible given the demanelaabf situation.
Recognizing Credibility’s Multidimensionality

The overly simplistic and unidimensional framingcoédibility in the
conservation biology literature limits the valueanlvice about how risk and roles
contribute to, and potentially damage, credibilffgr example, although conservation
scientists are alarmed about risks to biodivemsity sustainability, these concerns are
overshadowed by risks to their professional crditht{iFigure 1B, Appendix B). A more
nuanced understanding of credibility would provedmeans for assessing which
dimensions of credibility are most important in leatuation. We noted that the
preferred role of advise/report (Figure 1C, Apperil clustered with expertise as the
means for addressing risks to sustainability (T@bl€luster 2, Appendix A). In some
situations, however, the trustworthiness and/odgolb dimensions may be more
credible ways to address sustainability risks #rgpertise. Conservation professionals
sometimes must play an advocacy role, and risksotiversity and sustainability may
trump risks to professional credibility. Awaren@$snultiple possibilities for enhancing

credibility by strategic role taking could contrtbulirectly to successfully negotiating
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whichever risk requires the most immediate attenitioa given situation (Table 2,
Appendix A).

The oversimplified framing of credibility also litsithe value of advice
regarding how to best use conservation scienag®on policy. The conservation
literature we evaluated linked the trustworthingissension of credibility with risks to
professional credibility and the claim that consgion science should be objective
(Table 2, Cluster 1, Appendix A). This suggests fgrafessional credibility depends on
accepting the premise that conservation scienceldfoe an objective enterprise
uncoupled from social values. As noted above, heweny momentary condition of
credibility results from complex sociopolitical messes that operate recurrently
(although not necessarily consistently), and thatsacially constructed (Aristotle, 1991;
Burke, 1966; McCroskey, 1997). Despite the relatiops identified in Cluster 1, the
professional literature characterizes conserva@mence as intersubjective (Figure 2A,
Appendix B), and as the basis for environmentaicgdFigure 2B, Appendix B). These
close connections indicate an understanding ththt danservation science and
environmental policy include sociopolitical aspetiat extend well beyond the material
world into humans’ relationships with Earth (TaBleCluster 5, Appendix A). A more
complete understanding of how credibility develshsuld enable conservation
scientists to more effectively build on this awaesn by explicitly emphasizing the
appropriate dimensions of credibility when using®ervation science to shape

environmental policy.
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Understanding the multidimensionality of credilyilénd recognizing it as an
emergent property, rather than as a static emstityuld help conservation scientists make
conditionally appropriate choices for legitimizitige various roles they play. Returning
to the example of conservation biologists commumgawith stakeholders who have
varied, even oppositional, interests in manageme@olden-cheeked Warbler habitat,
the role of advocate would likely be completelygpeopriate, while the role of
advising/reporting may be acceptable. An awareakksman egocentricity helps to
explain why credibility may be enhanced by emphagifzrustworthiness and goodwill
over expertise. Downplaying their expertise is ofag conservation biologists can
signal respect for ranchers’ local experientialwtealge, which is especially important
if the ranchers are feeling nervous about potentralds into their property rights (T.
R. Peterson & Horton, 1995). Conversely, if conagon biologists think their findings
indicate that the species has made significardestrioward recovery, they may decide
to step into an advocacy role, suggesting thautlse Fish and Wildlife Service downlist
the species to threatened. In this situation, awasen biologists might want to
emphasize their expertise, and complement this wiitations that they are unbiased,
or trustworthy. For this stakeholder group anchis situation, the biologist’'s goodwill
may be less relevant.

Conservation biology is about more than materialitye its very existence
depends on symbolic realities that emerge fromadlgatonstructed values (Naess,
1986; Soulé, 1985). M. N. Peterson et al. (2013-10Q) argued that, “To do proper

justice to these values in the public sphere reguinetoric and public processes that are
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honest about human politics and human relationshitpsbiodiversity”. With a more
nuanced understanding of credibility, conservabmiogists are better equipped to
recognize existing terministic screens and to re&ahem in ways that better meet
stakeholder expectations. Reconceptualizing crigtgilais a sociopolitical process that
produces only fleeting moments of stability, anenthhecognizing the
multidimensionality of credibility, will not do awawith the scientist—advocate paradox
within conservation biology, but it will help consation professionals negotiate it more

effectively.
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CHAPTER 1l
VOICE AS AN ENTRY TO AGRICULTURALISTS' CONSERVATION IST
IDENTITY: A CULTURAL INVENTORY OF THE YELLOWSTONE RIVER

OVERVIEW

We explored the communicative construction of aseovationist identity among
primary producers by excavating the voices of fasaad ranchers operating along the
Yellowstone River (Montana, USA). We used a culturaentory research approach to
discover and then listen to the voices our infortaised to construct their conservation
identity. These agriculturalists talked about tlegiological and social responsibilities
when identifying themselves as conservationistscestribed the obligations and
anxieties associated with protecting individuabrgses and system processes of the
watershed. For these agriculturalists, conservarahproduction are intricately linked,
and enable them to provide a sustainable reso@se for future generations. Insight
from these voices enhances understanding of wiséisability could mean to those
who self-identify as producers.
INTRODUCTION

If I sold this ranch, | would lose my identity...| dd think the town of

Terry needs another town drunk. That's probably aibuld be...You just

create some sort of identity from the land (GilbgHorton, & Hall,

2006, segment 2, 3)

Identity is built upon an understanding of selfttisecomprised of how
individuals view themselves, how individuals thiothers view them, and how

individuals think they compare to others (Owenalgt2010). These views emerge from
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social interactions creating person-based ideatitidnich include meanings about a
person’s particular traits and qualities; role-lskentities, which include meanings
people attach to themselves while performing aqaar role; and socially-based
identities, which include meanings that reflect hmawople categorize themselves as
similar to some (in-group) and different from othéout-group) (McGuire, Morton, &
Cast, 2013; Stryker & Burke, 2000). Strong conrmegiwith group identity occur when
individuals’ person and role identities closelylito their group identity. Individuals
have multiple identities that are based on vargresips and roles to which they belong
or perform and are hierarchically arranged actsmgtandards to organize and motivate
actions in social structures (Kim, 2013; Owensle810). The more salient the
identity, the higher it is positioned in the hiexay; the more likely it will be played out
across different social situations (Cgho & Arikan, 2012) and exist in harmony or
opposition to other identities (Owens et al., 2010)

There are many ways to approach identity. In thisla, we focus on how
identity is intertwined with culture, “the learnsgstem of traditions, symbolic patterns
and accumulated meanings that foster a particalasesof shared identity-hood,
community-hood and interaction rituals among thgregate of its group members”
(Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2013:763). Individuals drawach of their cultural identity
from particular places (Carbaugh & Cerulli, 20183 dhis connection provides a basis
for choosing how to interact with natural resouraed with other resource users.
Cultural identity has been suggested as one wapaérstanding how individuals view

and respond to natural resource conservation psli@fl. N. Peterson et al., 2002).
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Conservationist identity develops out of an amalgton of cultural identity
with the animals, plants, and other dimension$eflaces where people live, work,
and play (M. N. Peterson et al., 2002). As pathaf process, natural resource systems
such as watersheds, provide basic componentsiohtii@an residents’ conservationist
identities. Recognizing landowners have multipkeniities (McGuire et al., 2013;
Sulemana & James, 2014), researchers have exploredonservationist identity
influences landowners’ perspectives about natunsewation on their land. McGuire et
al. (2013) describes conservationist identity abraeing environmental concerns and
balancing these with production goals. Although s@uathors claim that, among
primary resource users, the conservationist iderstisecondary to the good producer
identity which is based on high input, high outpt@duction systems (Burton, 2004)
others have found that the conservationist idebtiances production and conservation
roles (McGuire et al., 2013). Sometimes consermatadentity even means prioritizing
environmental protection over production. For exeEanpgulemana and James (2014)
found that farmers who considered themselves ceasenists also believed protecting
the environment was more important than producfldrey suggested farmers’
conservationist identities guided their views relyjag ethical practices for
environmental management (Sulemana & James, 2014@r researchers have found
that the more farmers felt they were capable oeonng nature, the more they saw
themselves as conservationists (Lokhorst, HooRulite, & de Snoo, 2014). All of this
research is unified in its conclusion that, fompairy natural resource users such as

farmers and ranchers, conservationist identity atedirelations between conservation
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and production. Synthesizing this research hasi$eth define conservationist identity as
a sense of connection to nature that emerges thriotegration of conservation and
production intentions and actions.

Voice is important in understanding conservatiomsntity.As numerous
researchers have noted (Peeples & Depoe, 2014¢&erz004), voice is not just
individuals speaking in a public forum about poight contentious environmental
issues, but also an expression of individualsimlistve viewpoints about the natural
environment and their interactions with naturabreses. Voice allows individuals to
provide accounts of their lives; explain the ethad@ices they make; and describe their
emotional attachments to people and places. Thrauglprocess, individuals articulate
and acknowledge the obligations and anxietiesvaidi with others in a changing natural
environment (Peeples & Depoe, 2014). Environmesgaimunication scholars have
suggested a variety of ways of approaching voixereling beyond human voice. These
voices may be in the form of internatural or hunaaimal communication (Carbaugh,
2007; M. N. Peterson, Peterson, & Peterson, 20@¢;, R013) that explores the
interaction among and between natural communitiessacial groups; or
communication with the living organism, Earth (Sten, 2011); or attending to the
corporeal experience of the nonhuman world (Salyail1). Human voice takes
various forms in environmental management, whathganizations supporting industry
(Bsumek, Schneider, Schwarze, & Peeples, 2014;&kettenger, 2012), coalitions
fighting against environmental regulations (Pee®2€€5), or community-based

organizations that attempt to provide voice to peappacted by environmental
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injustice (Chen, Milstein, Anguiano, Sandoval, &Udsen, 2012; Klassen &
Feldpausch-Parker, 2011). Some human voices suatp@silturalists or
recreationalists, are less organized and lesg/likan either industry or environmental
organizations to be heard in formal hearing praegssgarding management of natural
resources (Hall, Gilbertz, Horton, & Peterson, 20IL3R. Peterson & Horton, 1995).
Regardless of whose voice is involved, environnler@enmunication scholars
(Senecah, 2004) encourage listening and respactedponding to that voice, lest it be
marginalized or silenced.

Human Voice as a Window to Identity

Human voice is more than a medium for speech;atdslogical and ideological
process that goes beyond the individual to produeaning that enables cultural and
political life (Phillips & Carvalho, 2012), as indduals not only provide an explanation
of their life and circumstances but also articutaer person-based, role-based, and
socially-based identities. Voice provides a wagdasolidate and organize the milieu of
social interactions that influence how individuedsistrue their identities in relation to
the natural resources that matter to them.

In this essay, we listened to the voices of agticalists operating along the
Yellowstone River (Montana, USA) to learn how tleenstructed and lived out their
conservationist identity. Unlike the voices of telaly well funded wise-use groups
(Peeples, 2005) or corporate organizations (Pl&=&enger, 2012) that mimic the
voices of environmental advocates, these agri@litis’ voices were unlikely to

circulate among government officials within fornmearing processes or in the broader
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public sphere via slick marketing campaigns (Klas&d-eldpausch-Parker, 2011; M.
N. Peterson et al., 2007). Because agriculturalisises were not neatly collapsed into
preexisting ideological frames, we explored howrtbelloquial expressions of human-
nature relationships (Marafiote & Plec, 2006) retibel and shaped their identity to
clarify how agriculturalists reconciled productiatith what it meant to be a
conservationist. We used a functional definitiondantity, emphasizing meanings
agriculturalists attached to themselves when tlegfopmed particular roles associated
with conservation of the natural environment. Intigalar, we focused on roles that
reflected social and ecological responsibilities@dturalists claimed they used to
measure their relative success and failure in ptiotg the river and other watershed
resources.

Context

Watershed management provides an opportunity ttyshis communicative
process. The scale of watershed management ramgesoical to international levels,
involving diverse and competing human and non-huosans (Cronin & Ostergren,
2007; Flanagan & Laituri, 2004; Rickenbach & Re2@)?2).

Montana’s Yellowstone River is the longest undammegt in the contiguous
United States. It flows 670 miles from its souncerellowstone National Park
(Wyoming) through scenic Paradise Valley, Montand ghen easterly through
Montana’s productive irrigated agricultural landsts confluence with the Missouri
River just inside the North Dakota border (McKen@ieunty) (Hall et al., 2012).

Approximately 84% of the riparian lands are prikatevned (Hall et al., 2012) and
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provide home sites for vacation homeowners angation opportunities for agriculture
producers. Additionally, its scenic amenities attratirees and recreationalists. The
river’s floodplain is experiencing moderate to sigant land-use changes including
increased recreational pressure upstream (flyrigghiriverfront development to
accommodate suburban growth in Billings, Montand @ownstream ranch land
purchased for leased hunting. Many Montanans fedrunplanned riverfront
development and growth of the recreation industrgdten the attractive qualities of the
river (Hall et al., 2012; Herring, 2006).

A free-flowing, meandering river with diverse ecs®ms, the Yellowstone
River can appear serene. Yet, during the spring¢Maune) the river is prone to
flooding because of melting snow from the mount#éitational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration), and during the winteonths, river debris snags floating
chunks of ice that form temporary dams (Nationa¢&uc and Atmospheric
Administration). The floods that occur when wateeidlows the riverbanks to by-pass
the dam exacerbate stream-bank erosion.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulatesian corridor activities
under the authority the Rivers and Harbors Act&39 (Rivers and Harbors Act, 1899)
and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Fet@fater Pollution Control Act,
1972). The Corps works in conjunction with staterages (e.g. Montana Department of
Environmental Quality), county conservation diggjand county floodplain
administrators to review and grant bank modificagp@rmits to stabilize stream banks to

prevent erosion. The floods of 1996 and 1997 chéniger channels; caused large-scale
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erosion; and destroyed human structures, pastarerapland. Subsequently, over 100
permits for bank stabilization structures weredil®y private landowners and
subsequently granted by the Corps. Environmengadishtested the permits, arguing that
bank stabilization structures intensify erosiongbeans elsewhere on the river and
degrade fish habitat (Kudray & Schemm, 2006). suecessful lawsuit, the court ruled
that the Corps must improve how they consider theutative effects of bank
stabilization on the integrity of the riverine egstem (Brown, 2000). In 1999, the Corps
placed a moratorium on stabilization projects umtither research could determine the
“potential environmental and ecological consequemdéehannel modification” (Auble
et al., 2004:1). An interdisciplinary cumulativdesits study with funding from the
Water Resources Development Act (Water ResourceslD@ment Act, 1999) was
initiated to understand how human activities afteetriver and to recommend voluntary
management practices designed to promote a healdrysystem.
METHODS

We used a cultural inventory research approach @iall., 2012) to learn
whether and how people living along the Yellowst&ueer identified themselves as
conservationists. This approach relies on partidipaice as a window into identity. For
this paper, we focused on how agriculturalists troicged a conservationist identity for
themselves. To provide a point of contrast, we alded them to describe fellow
producers who were not conservationists (Hall e28l12); those who formed an ‘out-

group’ in this context (McGuire et al., 2013; Steyl& Burke, 2000).
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Study Area

Since, people connect to place in significant astimg ways that influence their
identity (Hall et al., 2013), we interviewed agticwalists along the entire length of the
river. To create a purposive sample, we divideditrex’s reach into five geographic
segments delineated by topographic and culturédréiices (Gilbertz et al., 2006). The
first geographic segment (segment 1) included tbatiha counties of Prairie, Dawson
and Richland; along with McKenzie County, North D&k This segment is dominated
by a broad, relatively slow-moving river that sesam expansive farming community
and is important habitat for paddlefish and Padtisrgeon. The second geographic
segment (segment 2) included Treasure, Rosebu@astér Counties, and shares
characteristics with other warm water fisheriesl$b has significant agricultural
presence. The third geographic segment (segmewa3)limited to Yellowstone County
and has a sizable urban population (Billings, MoajaThis stretch of the river includes
important out-takes near the town of Laurel, Moatémdivert water to irrigation
projects further east and has experienced losgrafudtural bottomlands to urban
development. The fourth segment (segment 4) ind&leeet Grass, Stillwater, and
Carbon Counties. The river in this area is fast-imgwand supports a cold-water fishery.
In this segment, agricultural lands near the rarerbeing converted to home sites for
retirees and vacationers. The final segment (segf)ewas Park County. This segment
of the river leaves Yellowstone National Park (Wyong) and enters Park County at
Gardiner, Montana. It flows in a northerly directiand is fast-moving. It supports a

cold-water fishery that is well-known for its flishing potential (Gilbertz et al., 2006).

37



Informant Directed Interviews

We identified agriculturalists who were affecteddhanges in stabilization
permits, those interested in and likely to paratgin riparian planning, and those
directly impacted by management changes (Hall.e2@l 2). Members of local
Conservation Districts, the Yellowstone River Camagon District Council, and the
Yellowstone River Conservation District Council’edhnical Advisory Committee
helped recruit informants (Gilbertz et al., 2008 used snowball sampling to obtain
additional names of potential informants (LindlofT&ylor, 2002). We sorted the
resulting names by county to ensure that we includsrmants from every county that
borders the river. We selected at least 10 indadsloperating in each of the five river
segments, ending up with a total of 86 informants.

We used informant directed interviews (M. N. Patarst al., 2002; T. R.
Peterson et al., 1994) to enable informants to i@t own voice and share with us their
self-descriptions of their identities as consensasts. Because we did not want to co-
opt this process, we traveled to informants’ casito conduct interviews in a one-on-
one setting so they could control both the macibraitro aspects of the conversation
(Bsumek et al., 2014). The interviews were appratety 45 minutes long and allowed
the informants maximum opportunity to fully expldireir individual perspectives. To
minimize collapsing their voices into predetermirfieines for conservation (Bsumek et
al., 2014), we followed our informants’ lead sodaas they continued talking about their

connection with the river. We audio-recorded thenviews and made detailed field
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notes immediately after each interview. We thendcaibed the interviews to provide a
verbatim record.

Interview Transcript Analysis

We began our analysis of the interview transcigpisied by a combination of
techniques for fragmenting and reformulating thead€orbin & Strauss, 2008; Hall et
al., 2012). We wanted to document how agricultataldescribed their conservation
roles in the management of the river and watersWeddused the following process for
interviews in each geographic segment. We begadédmnyifying phrases, words, and
stories that clearly articulated each informantamideas. Based on these main ideas,
we identified important themes. Based on frequai@ppearance and connectedness
between frequent themes we created a compositeatlreoutline. We then supported
each theme with individual informants’ quotes te@ the narrative structure created
by the informants. We maintained vernacular qudditykeeping local phrases, terms,
and axioms intact. To test our assessment of #rae¢k’ importance, we examined our
informants’ responses to the final question oniberview protocol which asked them
to summarize their thoughts on what was most ingmbito them regarding management
of the Yellowstone River. We compared those sadfitdied themes in their answers to
our emergent themes so that our final outline aely reflected agricultural voices in
each segment. Since, we knew our analysis woultteerepresentation of these
people, we continued to critique our claims by agkif any of our informants read this,
would they agree that it was their voice describuingat they experienced, thought, and

believed (Gilbertz et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2012)
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Because we wanted to learn how agriculturaliststiied as conservationists,
we selected text to create categories that captumecepts related to their roles in
conserving the river’'s natural resources (M. NePsn et al., 2010; T. R. Peterson et
al., 1994). The categories of identity-related thlikt emerged from this process were
production-ecological responsibility (agricultupabduction is connected to ecological
responsibility), and production-social responsipi{agricultural production is connected
to social responsibility). We added a third catggorprovide contrast; characterization
of people our informants believed were not condermests. Lewicki et al. (2003:23)
described characterization frames as statemendsiloiag how people “understand
someoneelseto be; that is, Who at&ey?” In this case, agriculturalists used
characterization to clarify what differentiated thé&om non-conservationists. During
this process, we used constant comparison (LinkdBuba, 1985) to challenge the
formulation of categories and to document and amaigeas about categories as they
emerged and were refined.

We used NVivo 10.0 qualitative software (QSR In&tional, Doncaster,
Victoria, Australia) to code the text. Sentencesee as the unit of analysis, with the
same sentence being coded in multiple categoriefitimore than one. We continued to
use constant comparison to challenge the categiui@sg the coding process to
document and analyze how the text was coded.

RESULTS
Using the process described above resulted in @ié&rate utterances where

agriculturalists talked about what being a condgraest meant to them.
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Ecologically Responsible Conservationists

In 76% of the utterances, agriculturalists talkbdu their ecological
responsibilities when identifying themselves asseswmationists. Agriculturalists
described themselves as protectors of soil, watet wildlife. The statement, “through
the Conservation District, we have tried to buibdne receding banks and put willows
in, to stop the erosion” (segment 1, 80) illustsatee desire to protect soil.
Agriculturalists also voiced their intention to prot water quality and quantity.
Examples include statements such as, “I reallyal®be in protecting the river as far as
pollution goes. [For example], | haven't gone rigptto the stream bank and sprayed
weeds” (segment 4, 158) and “I have sprinkler atign so | don’t have any waste”
(segment 4, 158). Protecting wildlife from diseasa component of agriculturalists’
conservationist identity. For instance, the sergefwe encourage them to hunt because
| don’t want to be overrun with deer. Every timeauyet the deer overrun you, it just
seems like they get some disease that kills thethdyhousands” (segment 1, 113)
illustrates their concern with wildlife disease.riglturalists also wanted to protect and
promote what they believed was healthy wildlife plagion growth, as illustrated in the
statement, “we don't allow any bird hunting. Théyrls] raise their young down by the
barn” (segment 3, 122). They also described therasels ecologically responsible
conservationists who chose not to interfere witturad ecological processes. An
agriculturalist discussing the natural flow of tineer stated, “I'm not sold on whether
we should try to engineer the river with rip-raphink you got to let them [streams]

have their natural habitat” (segment 4, 85).
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Socially Responsible Conservationists

Not only did agriculturalists identify themselvesecologically responsible, but
they also included social responsibility withinith@onservationist identity. They talked
about social responsibility in 35% of the utteraCehey tended to express social
responsibility as being accountable for protectegpurces for their neighbors. For
example, the following statement illustrates a sesfgesponsibility for contributing to
the security of others living along the river, “theer was affecting [the neighbor]
tremendously. When we got done [stabilizing thentpank], it turned the river away
from their property. Now they feel safe and secisegment 3, 65). Agriculturalists
also explained that they felt accountable to ayeagardizing their neighbors’ property.
The statement, “I just think that there needs tsdmae careful planning when stream
bank stabilization is done to make sure that yeupaotecting your property but not
jeopardizing someone else’s” (segment 5, 102) detnates this consideration.

When our informants described their intentionsaf@guard the natural
environment for others, they often included providresponsible public access to the
river. They identified themselves as caretakers mioaitor access to the river, its
resources, and allow admittance to other consemvatinded people. For instance, this
statement characterizes the safe-guarding respliysittve have had people ask to fish
here. | figure if they are good enough to ask, t#weygood enough to use the river”
(segment 4, 109). Agriculturalists opposed theaicpce of providing public access for
neighbors to outsider landowners who refused adoed® river. One informant

explained, “you can go to a Montana farmer andhianmot to the New York boys or
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the Californians, and ask permission to go hundinfishing, and nine times out of ten
you’re going to get that authorization” (segment B7). Finally, agriculturalists
depicted themselves as protecting Montana’s opacespfrom residential development.
The statement, “without [our] cropland, insteadraiwing hay, we’d be mowing lawns”
(segment 5, 9), illustrates this sentiment.
Irresponsible Non-Conservationists

In 30% of the 219 utterances, agriculturalists abtarized people who were not
conservationists. They differentiated these pebpla themselves by describing various
irresponsible behaviors. Our informants descrildnton-conservationists as farmers
and ranchers whose management practices are otilyated by personal profit. For
example, “they want to farm it right to the edgétfee river]” (segment 2, 58) and “that
guy, across the river, he’s . . . looking at praduction only” (segment 2, 42). Their list
of non-conservationists included greedy huntinglgsithat take “as many big bucks
off” (segment 2, 155) a property as possible, isoderate jet boat drivers that are
“disturbing all natural habitat” (segment 4, 124nd government officials whose poor
decisions to release flood waters change “the wtlwdenel of this river completely”
(segment 2, 84). Our informants perceived thesplpeas creating ecological problems
for the entire watershed. The statement, “the @ggmblem that is going to be faced on
the Yellowstone is ignorance of the natural procasd bad practices” (segment 3, 23),
sums up agriculturalists’ concerns about ecolotyigalesponsible non-conservationists.

They also characterized non-conservationists hy sloeially irresponsible

behaviors. One informant told us, “to get on mygtaw list, you leave a bunch of
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garbage, [and you are] not taking care of the latitht’'s how you get on the bad list”
(segment 2, 143). They added to the “naughty lisgthical hunters that throw “their
puny antelope and deer off on our place and [gpayetther, bigger deer and antelope”
(segment 2,151), neighbors who deny public acceg®sting, “No Hunting,” ‘No
Fishing,” and ‘No Trespassing” signs (segment8), @nd people who are “messing
with the river above us” (segment 4, 90). Thesesponsible behaviors were
characterized as harmful to the human communitygatbe river.
DISCUSSION
Conservation and Production Relationship

Increasing awareness of agriculturalists’ contidmsg to the degradation of
natural resources has led to consideration of hmvservationist identity reconciles
relations between conservation and production. Mafdhe literature describes
production in opposition to conservation (BurtoiW&lson, 2006; Groth, Curtis,
Mendham, & Toman, 2014; Sulemana & James, 2014keder, the voices of
agriculturalists along the Yellowstone River delserproduction and conservation as
interwoven processes that require each other. Aaugto the story they tell,
conservation serves as the lynch pin between revganeration and personal
connection with the land. One agriculturalist sfateonservation is just pretty
important” (segment 2, 147).

These agriculturalists insisted that conservati@eiices are necessary to protect
the reciprocal relationship they have cultivatethwhe land and the river. Statements

such as, “if we don’t take care of our land, it wdake care of us” (segment 2, 31) and
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“take care of this river and it'll take care of Usegment 3, 161), illustrate this
reciprocity. Agriculturalists described the rivex the lifeblood of their land-based
agricultural operations; the river supplies wateirtigate cultivated crops and drinking
water for livestock such as cattle. These cropsliaedtock generate income that
enables them to remain agricultural producers. Adpiiralists identified hard work and
sacrifice as necessary to maintain the relationgfop example, one agriculturalist
commented, “I ended up irrigating and putting up0d, bales [of hay] by myself. That is
hard work” (segment 3, 7). Another interpreted di@eras eating “a lot of noodle soup.
And maybe drive not too nice a vehicle” (segmer)Z0 money can be spent on
tractors and irrigation sprinklers to work and othise care for the land.
Agriculturalists contended that protecting the peacal relationship between
themselves and their river is integral to theirlgqyaf life. The relationship affords
them a way of life that they value deeply. One iinfant stated, “I'm not going to retire
from a job that | really love doing” (segment 2, Others told us they are fortunate to
provide their families with a lifestyle that ke€fysds out of trouble by providing
wholesome activities and a lot of good hard wod€gment 5, 1). Agriculturalists also
explained the importance of inheriting a way o# lihat can be passed on to future
generations. As one agriculturalist stated, “thefe relationship that forms working
with the land...It becomes part of your characterheltomes part of your soul. I think
“of the legacy and the heritage. Our kids undedsthat formative influence on their
character. This place defines who they are” (segeB). They recognized that

outsiders have difficulty understanding their wéyife. One agriculturalist summed it
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up by telling us about an incident when, “a veryaliley man called us and said anytime
we are ready to sell the ranch, he had a blankkdhneus desk drawer. It was an insult.
It was just money. They knew nothing of the hertagothing of the lifestyle ...You
can’t sell who you are” (segment 5, 41).
Ecological Responsibility

Cognizant of the interdependence of productiona@mdervation, agriculturalists
explained their activities must be ecologicallyp@ssible. Although they shared the
same basic values, they did not necessarily supip@dame conservation practices.
Some agriculturalists focused on protecting indraildresources, some on protecting
system processes, while others tried to balandegron of the individual resource with
system processes. For example, some agricultgralgéted strong support for bank
stabilization techniques to prevent soil erosione@laimed, “the best way to fix the
erosion is to slope the bank and put rocks orefjrfgent 1, 87). However, some
agriculturalists opposed any stabilization techaiaecause they believed bank
stabilization interferes with system processes.gxample, one agriculturalist stated,
“What do | do about the erosion? ...Stand back, anay the bank” (segment 2, 94).
Others tried to protect both the individual reseuaad the system processes. One
agriculturalist commented, “I think that you cowldot control some of that [erosion],
not to change the river completely. But just giva little guidance” (segment 4, 84).

Regardless of focusing on individual resourcesystesn processes,
agriculturalists explained that they want to adyiygarticipate in decisions regarding

management of the watershed. For example, agrralits discussed hunting as a
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means to control wildlife populations. As was nogeadlier (segment 1, 113; segment 3,
122), they took the responsibility for deciding whgpe of wildlife people may (i.e.
deer), or may not (i.e. birds) hunt on their laAdriculturalists were more than willing
to participate in state agency hunting programs siscBlock Management, that allow
landowners to manage hunting activities and mothitaters. One agriculturalist
commented, “I like the Block Management. [Huntdraye to sign up, and | know who
is on my property” (segment 1, 109). The prograloved this agriculturalist to monitor
not only the number of hunters on his property,dis to identify specific individuals.

All of our informants based their conservationdgntity on being ecologically
responsible. However, each one of them chose t@dstrate this responsibility
differently. Additionally, the availability of meamgful choices for putting their sense of
ecological responsibility into action via appropeiavatershed management techniques is
vital to these agriculturalists.
Social Responsibility

Agriculturalists explained that the intertwinedatsbnship between production
and conservation requires them to be socially nesipte neighbors. As one
emphatically stated, “I don’t care who you are—y@ugot to be a good neighbor”
(segment 2, 32). For these agriculturalists, soeighiors are identified by proximity;
they are located across the river or share a pippee. Agriculturalists frequently
interact with these neighbors, and are carefutmoteate problems for them when
implementing conservation practices. One agricaltsirstated, “I think it's [bank

stabilization] a good approach as long as it daesash out the neighbor on the other
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side” (segment 2, 105). Some of the agriculturgliseéighbors are located further
downstream. Although they may not meet or intefi@cjuently with these neighbors,
agriculturalists still take their needs into corsation. One agriculturalist said, “I hope
to see more sprinklers [and] less drain water badke river....That is a good thing for
us and a good thing for everybody downstream” (sadi, 222). Finally, some
informants even described more generalized Montsidents and visitors from other
states and countries as neighbors. These neigtlborst necessarily live near or
downstream of agriculturalists and they rarelg\vér, have any direct interaction.
However, our informants explained that as consemats, they have a social
responsibility to protect the natural resourcegii@se neighbors’ enjoyment. One
example of this is permitting public access tortker for recreational purposes. An
agriculturalist stated, “There are a lot of locabple that use it [the river]. We have had
people ask to fish here that come from BillingspfNana]” (segment 4, 109). Another
example is protecting open space for visiting nleays. One agriculturalist commented,
“The tourists are coming because of the scenerytfadecreation. Frankly, [I think]
part of the beauty of the land are these big utegpoanches” (segment 4, 150).

The temporal definition of neighbors toward whomi@agturalists expressed a
sense of responsibility was also extensive. Neighban include future generations of
people that will own riverfront land, recreate amear the river, and visit Montana for
the scenic views. Although the agriculturalistsiwet did not expect to interact with
these neighbors, they contemplated how their ptefsnactions will impact these

future generations. One agriculturist captured s$bistiment with the statement, “I can’t
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imagine anything that | can pass on to future Angers, future family, future friends,
generations down the road, as a resource as magntifas the Yellowstone River, intact,
for generations to come” (segment 2, 77).

As conservationists, agriculturalists expresseensa of social responsibility to
their neighbors whether these neighbors live ise&lproximity or not. Regardless of the
spatial or temporal circumstances, agriculturaksislained they are accountable to their
neighbors, and their production and conservati¢iniies must reflect that
responsibility.

Interaction among Ecological and Social Responsiliiles

Agriculturalists who lived and worked along the Melstone River expressed
their belief that being a conservationist requiaetkrtain type of ecological and social
responsibility. Although the two responsibilitie® doth important, our informants
maintained that they must first be ecologicallyp@ssible so that natural resources
thrive to provide a foundation for their socialpeasibility. They explained that
protecting natural resources enables them to shase resources with their present day
and future neighbors. The following statements wapthe interaction of these
conservationists’ ecological and social responsigsl. An agriculturalist stated, “We
own it, but somebody else is going to have it scagednd | want to leave it in as good a
shape as it was when | got here, if not bettergrfsent 3, 11). Another commented, “I
think we can put [ourselves] in a position thateae protect that river as a resource and

it can be there for generations to come” (segmeaA0p
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However, sometimes these agriculturalists feellaatl. Their conservationist
identity requires them to carry out both resporisiks and yet, they explained that to be
ecologically responsible may seem to require thetmetsocially irresponsible. For
instance, one agriculturalist explained the dilenahaanting to minimize soil erosion
but not wanting to jeopardize the neighbor. Heestaterosion [happens] on the banks.
You hate to lose areas of the ranch, but [if yau]siructures in the river, and try to push
the river over, you effect somebody else” (segnerdi01). Not only did agriculturalists
explain their perception of tension between thesponsibilities when they make
choices but they also explained that the people ltlage characterized as irresponsible
non-conservationists create additional dilemmasépiculturalists who are struggling to
fulfill both ecological and social responsibilitidsor instance, one informant explained
that some landowners refuse to allow any huntintheir property. These landowners
close their land to hunting which contributes tp@xential deer population increases.
As an ecologically responsible conservationistexgained, “we want to thin out the
deer. [But] too many [new owners] don’t allow hungti How do you get control of the
habitat, [the] deer and game?” (segment 5, 45)itAuhadlly, less available land for
hunting also means that an agriculturalist who ioomets to allow hunting receives even
more requests from hunters for public access. #acally responsible conservationist,
he wants to provide this public access. Howevacesmore of the people desiring
hunting opportunities are funneled into his propdme now has the dilemma of

allowing too many hunters on his land; both moretéats than are needed to control the

50



deer population, and more hunters than are ap@tedor the sense of self-in-place
(Cantrill & Senecah, 2001; Carbaugh & Cerulli, 2Dh& hunters seek.

Their explanations of how these responsibilitieskitogether and sometimes
conflict suggest that for these agriculturalistenlans and other components of nature
are intricately linked. Their self-described needbé both ecologically and socially
responsible stewards of the natural environmentoshsinates strong awareness of
internal contradictions, along with a determinatiorwork through the contradictions in
the best way they can.

Imagining Sustainability as Constructed by Agriculural Conservationists

The cultural inventory approach allowed us to hstie voices of landowners
involved in production agriculture, as they expéadrhow they constructed a
conservation identity for themselves. Like all hunsigthe agriculturalists we
interviewed constructed identities and stories withhich those identities could
perform, to make sense of their complex relatignstith Earth (Butzer & Endfield,
2012; Hall, Lazarus, & Swannack, 2014). Their veicenstructed, expressed, and
organized tales about living with the Yellowstongdr, including judgments regarding
which actions are appropriate and inappropriatgpfoducers who identify themselves
as conservationists and want to sustain their wisidife along the river for both present
and future neighbors.

In a milieu where ecological and social systemeraatt in complex ways, these
agriculturalists explained they have obligationsustain the land community, including

humans, soils, waters, plants, animals, and othraponents (M. N. Peterson et al.,
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2007). They explained that, by fulfilling their dogical and social obligations, they help
protect the river and other watershed resourcesuiment and future members of this
community. Furthermore, agriculturalists describiegr anxieties regarding changes in
the land community that cause their ecological soaal responsibilities to conflict;
thus creating difficulty in living out their consetionist identity.

Sustainability provides a vision that includes ctewgonstructions of identity
such as those voiced by our informants. In its tdesaisense, sustainability seeks to
reconcile social aspirations with ecological lin(@arewitz, Clapp, Crumbley, Kriebel,
& Tickner, 2012), and directs research toward tloelpction of useable knowledge for
transitioning human patterns of living toward meustainable trajectories (Miller et al.,
2014). The tremendous effort needed to power ttraasitions is unlikely to materialize
unless the proposed transitions are meaningfuétegqmns who are embedded in the
problem context, are affected by probable outcormued,identify themselves as having
significant connection with a place (or places)xamth (Carbaugh & Cerulli, 2013;
Talwar, Wiek, & Robinson, 2011; Wiek, Ness, SchweiRies, Brand, & Farioli, 2012).
The voiced identities of agriculturalists in thellde/stone River watershed offer one
means for identifying shared values and viable g&thintegrating divergent social and
ecological values into planning for a more sustal@duture.

When we listened to the voices of these agricuigisathat live, work, and play
in the watershed, we heard them explain how huraemstricately linked with their
places. Through their stories, we gained insigbuakhe interwoven relationship

between conservation and production that sustatisibdividual resources and system
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processes of the watershed. Through understananigléntity they have articulated,
environmental communication scholars could imagie& ways to encourage
sustainable development (Lindenfeld, Hall, McGred&ka, & Hart, 2012). These
agriculturalists have articulated a particular vahyntegrating ecological and social
responsibility, along with production, that coulel eneralized to other natural resource
management efforts that hope to develop more siik ways for humans to inhabit

Earth.
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CHAPTER IV
NEGOTIATING THE DEMOCRATIC PARADOX: CIVIC LEADERS’
APPROACHES TO GOVERNANCE OF THE YELLOWSTONE RIVER
WATERSHED

OVERVIEW

We focused on how community leaders of the YellowstRiver watershed
described their perspectives of governing in am ekkanging ecological and social
environment and explain best management practorelé watershed. We used a
cultural inventory research approach to learn wéredimd how local decision-makers
along the Yellowstone River recognized and negadighe democratic paradox. These
local civic leaders talked about the importancenahaging conflict when negotiating
tension between protecting individual rights andkimy for the common good;
embracing multiple and diverse viewpoints abouternshed management;
acknowledging that change drives the paradox. BExagithe democratic paradox
provides a window into the dynamics of the demaciatocess and suggests ways to re-
imagine public participation in ways that providena meaningful engagement
opportunities for all participants in the demoaradrocess.
INTRODUCTION

Two things come to mind right now. Although | b&kein personal property

rights...I believe, too, that...not everybody is gotogget everything they want.

It just has to be that way (Gilbertz et al., 208€gment B, 1).

Present-day western democracy is grounded in theepos of liberty and

equality(Mouffe, 2000, 2005). The concept of liyetnphasizes individual freedom and
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limiting government power to secure that freedorilevthe concept of equality focuses
attention on the importance of enabling everyonieltg participate in decisions that
ultimately lead to the laws and policies that goveociety. Chantal Mouffe (2000)
theorizes that these two strands of thought reptesparadox within contemporary
democracy that is both difficult and important egotiate. Failure to recognize the
centrality of this irreconcilable paradox encousageactices that attenuate democracy
and lead to either autocracy, where a single iddiai or party controls all important
political matters, or mobocracy, where lawlessra@gtschaos prevail. Either eventuality
jeopardizes both individual rights and communitpd@¢Mouffe, 2000).

Lack of opportunity for meaningful participationtime democratic process has
been linked to increased public apathy, and evaiilitp, toward environmental policy
(Depoe, Delicath, & Elsenbeer, 2004). Senecah (R@@ues that participatory
processes often fail because they do not providenmgful voice for citizens. Other
critiques of the participatory process have focusedonsensus and collaboration.
Toker (2004) advocates for abandonment of consdressesd approaches and Walker
(2004) critiques the United States Forest Servimssstance to using collaboration in
the public participation process. Examining the deratic paradox provides a window
into the dynamics of the democratic process andestg ways to re-imagine public
participation in ways that provide more meaningfugagement opportunities for all

participants in the democratic process.
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The Democratic Paradox

Mouffe (2000) describes politics is an “ensembl@maictices, discourses and
institutions which seek to establish a certain pete organize human coexistence in
conditions that always are potentially conflictugd 101). Under the current democratic
model, she cautions that in striving for equalityftict is squelched as a rational
thinking is imposed over passions; homogeneouzecisihip is privileged over
heterogeneous citizenship; and consensus is enapldasver dissent. Her fear is citizens
perceive that the democratic process as nothing mthan a “mechanism for choosing
and empowering governments and has been redueedaimpetition between elites”
(Mouffe, 2005, p. 120). This combination resultanfilled citizens that question
whether they have any real means to effect chdrgedh their participation in the
democratic process.

Pluralistic Democracy

Mouffe (2000) offers pluralistic democracy as aeative to the current
democratic model to negotiate the paradox. Forglaralism is linked with the
acceptance of conflict that is irreconcilable ameradicable. Acceptance of conflict
within the political system provides an opporturidy passions to be an integral
component in the democratic process. Mouffe (2@0d}fends that the failure to accept
the expression of passions as part of contempademocracy grows out of a misplaced
assumption that rationalist modes of thinking hiawgely displaced others within

modern society. She reminds readers that passienseavasive not only in individuals,
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but also in politics, where they provide the basaterial used in the formation of
collective identities (Mouffe, 2000).

Recognizing the ineractibility of conflict encouesmgsociety to make room for
passions, discourages an over emphasis of homagesed highlights the importance
of pluralism. There are at least two understandofgduralism (Mouffe, 2000). One
form is polytheism of values, with multiple valussme of which are defined in direct
contradiction to others and most importantly caithee be reconciled nor even exist
concomitantly. She contrasts this form with libgyiralism which emphasizes
harmonies—perhaps discordant or in a minor key—sbllita variety of harmony based
in multiple value-based viewpoints. The key isifatividuals to explore issues from
multiple viewpoints, which should enable them talime that multiple values may
interact within a system, without the necessitalbfnembers of that system subscribing
to all the same values (Alvarez, 2010; Mouffe, 2000

Finally, Mouffe (2000) critiques contemporary demamy’s tendency to move
contentious issues of public interest to the noblpisphere to achieve consensus. She
cautions this move marginalizes or even removeflicbaltogether from the decision-
making process taking this process away from tlopleeand giving it to judges and
courts. Although she agrees consensus is necessegytain points, she stipulates it
must be complemented by dissent. A “well-functigndemocracy calls for a
confrontation between democratic political posiipand this requires a real debate

about possible alternatives. Consensus is indesgsaary but it must be accompanied
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by dissent” (Mouffe, 2000, p. 113); democracy’s malbjective must be managing
dissent.

Mouffe (2000, 2005) refers to dissent as antagmsinflict that is based on a
pluralism of values that cannot be resolved. Antégjac conflict can morph into two
forms. In its purest form, antagonistic confliccenceptualized as a division between
people; some are viewed as friends while otheespfiponents, are viewed as enemies.
The crux of the conflict is lack of common grourasbd on shared principles of freedom
and equality. Conflict expressed as antagonistimiscompatible with sustainable
democracy as the divisions it creates leads tentacts such as war (lvie, 2007) or
terrorist attacks (Alvarez, 2010). However, antasgimconflict can be expressed as
agonism. In this form of conflict, the opponenséen as an adversary versus an enemy
(Holmes, 2012; Mouffe, 2000). The adversary apgdiadiows opponents legitimacy in
holding different positions from ourselves. Agonismables adversaries the ability to
agree there will be dissent about different posgithat are not reconcilable.

For Mouffe (2000), the agonistic form of conflistinore compatible with a
sustainable democratic model that has a primarmgotibe to create institutions that
provide space that permits dissent and construdfigolitical identity that can never be
“fully constituted, and it can only exist througtultiple and competing forms of
identification” (Mouffe, 2000, p. 56).

Identities are constructed through social intecaxticomprised of conflicting
ideologies and experiences which form the basiswf people categorize themselves as

similar to some (“us”), and different from othefthém”) (McGuire et al., 2013; Stryker
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& Burke, 2000). The “us-them” idea has importanplications for democracy. Mouffe
(2000) advocates that the goal of democratic psoe40o construct the ‘them’ in such a
way that is no longer perceived as an enemy teebayed, but as an ‘adversary’, that
is, somebody whose ideas we combat but whosetoglgfend those ideas we do not
put into question”(pp.101-2).

In this essay, we used Mouffe’s concept of the daatec paradox to discover
whether and how the paradox is evident in the dycsaof the democratic process as
seen through the eyes of local civic leaders. htiqdar, we focused on how community
leaders of the Yellowstone River watershed desdribeir perspectives of governing in
an ever changing ecological and social environraadtexplain best management
practices for the watershed.

Management of Yellowstone River (Montana) Watershed

The scale of watershed management ranges fromttaaternational levels,
involving diverse and competing human and non-huosans (Cronin & Ostergren,
2007; Flanagan & Laituri, 2004; Rickenbach & Re2@D2). The Yellowstone River
watershed management provides an opportunity ttyshe democratic paradox.

Montana’s Yellowstone River is the longest undammnegr in the contiguous
United States. It flows 670 miles from its souncerellowstone National Park
(Wyoming) through scenic Paradise Valley, Montand ghen easterly through
Montana’s productive irrigated agricultural landsts confluence with the Missouri
River just inside the North Dakota border (McKenZeunty) (Hall et al., 2012).

Approximately 84% of the riparian lands are prikatevned (Hall et al., 2012) and
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provide home sites for vacation homeowners angation opportunities for agriculture
producers. Additionally, its scenic amenities attratirees and recreationalists. The
river’s floodplain is experiencing moderate to sigant land-use changes including
increased recreational pressure upstream (flyrigghiriverfront development to
accommodate suburban growth in Billings, Montand @ownstream ranch land
purchased for leased hunting. Many Montanans fedrunplanned riverfront
development and growth of the recreation industrgdten the attractive qualities of the
river (Hall et al., 2012; Herring, 2006).

A free-flowing, meandering river with diverse ecs®ms, the Yellowstone
River can appear serene. Yet, during the spring¢Maune) the river is prone to
flooding because of melting snow from the mount#éitational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration), and during the winteonths, river debris snags floating
chunks of ice that form temporary dams (Nationa¢&uc and Atmospheric
Administration). The floods that occur when wateeidlows the riverbanks to by-pass
the dam exacerbate stream-bank erosion.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulatesian corridor activities
under the authority of the Rivers and Harbors Ad899 (Rivers and Harbors Act,
1899) and the Federal Water Pollution Control Aaderal Water Pollution Control
Act, 1972). The Corps works in conjunction withtetagencies (e.g. Montana
Department of Environmental Quality), county conséion districts, and county
floodplain administrators to review and grant bamddification permits to stabilize

stream banks to prevent erosion. The floods of E3#651997 changed river channels;
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caused large-scale erosion; and destroyed humastgtes, pasture and cropland.
Subsequently, over 100 permits for bank stabilmastructures were filed by private
landowners and subsequently granted by the Corpgtdimentalists contested the
permits, arguing that bank stabilization structunésnsify erosion problems elsewhere
on the river and degrade fish habitat (Kudray &&um, 2006). In a successful lawsuit,
the court ruled that the Corps must improve how ttensider the cumulative effects of
bank stabilization on the integrity of the riverieeosystem (Brown, 2000). In 1999, the
Corps placed a moratorium on stabilization projects further research could
determine the “potential environmental and ecolalgtonsequences of channel
modification” (Auble et al., 2004:1). An interdiptinary cumulative effects study with
funding from the Water Resources Development Acat@i/Resources Development
Act, 1999) was initiated to understand how humaiviies affect the river and to

recommend voluntary management practices designgbiote a healthy river system.

METHODS

We used a cultural inventory research approach @tall., 2012) to learn
whether and how local decision-makers along théoWeitone River recognized and
negotiated the democratic paradox.
Study Area

Since, community leaders have to negotiate betwempeting demands of river
user-groups, (Hall et al., 2013), we interviewechlccivic leaders along the entire length
of the river. To create a purposive sample, weddigithe river’'s reach into five

segments delineated by topographic and culturédreifices (Gilbertz et al., 2006). We
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began segmenting the river at the northern entremtiee Yellowstone National Park
(Gardiner, Montana). The river flows in a northediyection through Paradise Valley
and is fast-moving. Near Livingston, Montana thesriturns easterly. It supports a cold-
water fishery that is well-known for its fly fishgrpotential. This segment (segment A)
included Park County. The next segment (segmebeBins at the northeastern edge of
Park County and flows through Sweet Grass, Stilwatnd Carbon Counties. The river
supports a cold-water fishery. In this segmenticagiural lands are being converted to
home sites for retirees and vacationers. Segmamtl@ed Yellowstone County that
has a large urban population (Billings, MontandjisTstretch has important out-takes
near the town of Laurel, Montana to divert wateirtigation projects further east and
has experienced loss of agricultural bottomlandgb@an development. The next
segment (segment D) began at the Big Horn Rivieutiary and ended at the Powder
River tributary. Itincluded Treasure, Rosebud &oudter Counties. This segment of the
river has characteristics of warm water fisheriebas significant agricultural presence.
The last segment (segment E) begins at the Powder ®butary and ends at the
confluence of the Missouri River (North Dakota).id hver segment included the
Montana counties of Prairie, Dawson and Richlat@hgwith McKenzie County, North
Dakota. This segment is dominated by a broad,ivelgtslow-moving river that serves
an expansive farming community and is importanttaalor paddlefish and Pallid

sturgeon (Gilbertz et al., 2006).
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Informant Directed Interviews

We defined community leaders as full-time residefthe municipalities and
counties that were located between the confluehtigeoyellowstone River (Gardiner,
Montana) and Missouri River (North Dakota). The=adlers were either elected or
appointed by the elected officials and includeg maayors, council members, and
planners; county commissioners and planners; ahticpnorks managers. We focused
on counties and cities that were affected by chaungstabilization permits, those
interested in and likely to participate in riparganning, and those directly impacted by
management changes (Hall et al., 2012). We seamuligd records to obtain contact
information for civic leaders in these stretcheshefriver (Gilbertz et al., 2006). We
used snowball sampling to obtain additional nanigtential informants (Lindlof &
Taylor, 2002). We sorted the resulting names bytoto ensure that we included
informants from every county that borders the riv¥e attempted to select at least 10
individuals in each of the five river segments,iagdip with a total of 68 informants.

We used informant directed interviews (M. N. Patarst al., 2002; T. R.
Peterson et al., 1994) to enable informants to th@it own voice and share with us their
perspectives on whether and how democratic goveeaperates along the
Yellowstone River. Because we wanted to meet dornmants in places that were most
comfortable for them, we traveled to informantsunbes to conduct interviews in a
one-on-one setting so they could control both tlenmand micro aspects of the
conversation (Bsumek et al., 2014). The interviex@se approximately 45 minutes long.

We allowed the informants maximum opportunity thyfexplain their individual
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perspectives. To minimize collapsing their voia@®e ipredetermined frames for
conservation (Bsumek et al., 2014), we followediatormants’ lead so long as they
continued talking about governance in the waterstAsglaudio-recorded the interviews
and made detailed field notes immediately afteheaterview. We then transcribed the
interviews to provide a verbatim record.

Interview Transcript Analysis

We began our analysis of the interview transcigpiisied by a combination of
techniques for fragmenting and reformulating thead&orbin & Strauss, 2008; Hall et
al., 2012). We wanted to document how local ciegders describe their governing
approaches to management of the river and waterStiedised the following process
for interviews in each geographic segment. We bégyadentifying phrases, words, and
stories that clearly articulated each informantamideas. Based on these main ideas,
we identified important themes. We used frequeri@ppearance and connectedness
between frequent themes to build a composite fisabent themes. We then supported
each theme with individual informants’ quotes te@ the narrative structure created
by the informants. We maintained vernacular qudditykeeping local phrases, terms,
and axioms intact. We used responses to the fuedttpn on the interview protocol,
which asked informants to summarize their thoughtsvhat was most important to
them regarding management of the Yellowstone Riegpyovide internal validation of
our judgment about thematic importance. We comptreches drawn directly from
answers to the final question with our emergentnéneto provide additional validation

for the themes we had identified as most import@imtce, we knew our analysis would
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create a representation of these community leaderspntinued to critique our claims
by asking, if our informants would recognize thesices in the themes we had identified
(Gilbertz et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2012).

Because we wanted to learn what civic leaders\edigvas important about
watershed governance, we selected text to cretdgarées that captured concepts
related to their leadership roles (M. N. Peterdoa.e2010; T. R. Peterson et al., 1994).
The categories that emerged from this process wdigdual rights versus the common
good (private rights versus what is good for thelig), plural perspectives (diverse
viewpoints about watershed management), and changgent and future changes in the
watershed). During this process, we used constanparison (Lincoln & Guba, 1985)
to challenge the formulation of categories anddouinent and analyze ideas about
categories as they emerged and were refined.

We used NVivo 10.0 qualitative software (QSR In&tional, Doncaster,
Victoria, Australia) to code the text. Anecdotesssd as the unit of analysis, with the
same anecdote being coded in multiple categorigéitiimore than one. We defined
anecdote as a brief account of an incident thaadse action that was happening and
individuals doing the action. The length of the @lwe ranged from three to twelve
sentences. We continued to use constant compaasdrallenge the categories during
the coding process to document and analyze hovegtevas coded.

RESULTS
The process described above resulted in 290 sepamatdotes where local civic

leaders discussed watershed management.
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Individual Rights versus the Common Good

In 62% of the anecdotes, local civic leaders thiklBout negotiating tension
between protecting individual rights and working flle common good as they made
decisions about watershed management practicesh&se community leaders, priority
afforded to individual rights or to the common godied.

Some community leaders strongly believed in priyatgperty rights and
disagreed with any interference, especially fromgbvernment.

| still believe very strongly in property rightal still think that if you

own it, and if somebody wants to cross, and ifyl Halet you

cross...That's up to [the landowner]. | don't thiflat the government

should step in and say we’re going to pass a |laivdays that you have to

give access to that private land.....I just don’idaad that's right

(segment 1, 38).
As this passage suggests, individuals, based aminldevidual rights, should have the
ability to decide who can enter and remain on tpeperty and this decision should
remain with the individual and not left to the distion of the government. This
sentiment was expressed about more than publicsatogrivate property. One example
is individuals’ rights to protect property from gron. One local civic leader stated,
“Erosion is very serious, and, because of the l@vgsalmost impossible to protect your
land....The Greater Yellowstone Coalition and ...enwin@ntal groups sued
because...[the bank stabilization method] was sumdpseining the river....They
didn’t care about the landowner losing his progefsggment D, 10). Community
leaders also emphasize individual rights when disiclg zoning regulations. One local

civic leader explained, “Right now, we’re kind ofthe mode of not a lot of zoning

because we don’t want to put a lot of restrictionghe property” (segment D, 43).
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Similar concerns were expressed about infringingndividuals rights to develop
property. One community leader stated, “The govemirhas to be careful that controls
don’t go overboard... [And] start infringing on prieadevelopment rights” (segment C,
66). This infringement concern was not only resérfiag the present property owner but
also for future development. A local civic leadenonented, “I don’t agree with
conservation easements because it takes away Wer pbthe future generations to
make a decision... [about] further subdivision” (segnB, 40).

Although community leaders’ conversations were alomdividual rights, local
civic leaders also stressed serving the interddteeccommon good:

[Landowners] do not have the right to...do anythimgytwant.... [In

one] situation, where [a fellow wanted] a subdmsi[there was a] big

petroglyph on the site... [and this] conservativenplag board... [was]

saying, ‘The guy owns the land and he should be tabtio what he

wants with it.” Now, wait a minute....This is a cultliresource. It

belongs to all of us.... [We can] force this guy toalcultural resource

inventory, which would be really expensive....But [tan also] register

this site with the State Historical Society and...a@wteed restriction on

the lot (segment C, 36).
This anecdote demonstrates that even though indilschave rights, those rights should
not extend to making all decisions about cultural aatural resources that belong to the
people, especially if those decisions harm or dgdtiose resources. This idea of
looking out for the common good extended into otbercs. For example, local civic
leaders stressed that flood plain regulation wasoimant for the safety of the public.
One community leader commented, “[The] flood plaidinances, people forget that it's

not just because somebody wants to keep you @adro€ place...It has to do with loss

of life” (segment D, 42). Civic leaders also expkd they have an ecological and social
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responsibility to the river and people downstredmy cannot allow individual rights to
supersede those of the public. One community lesaidr “I think the river is
threatened....We need to update our regulations. &#d to look at them and revisit
them” (segment A, 22). Another civic leader comneent\We also respect the fact that
the river is going to flow where the river deematti needs to go. And if you build
homes in the floodway...you are probably going towet.... if we are going to do
subdivisions,...we need to make sure that peoplesafeeand that they don’t affect this
river (segment C, 28). A civic leader added, “Wehdwe minimum standards for the
flood plain by state law. One of those is publialkie and safety; you can’t permit
something if it is a public health and safety tiirésegment B, 19).

Some community leaders explained they carefullartee individual rights and
the common good:

We just need to balance regulations and rights..hiRigw [the

community is] so anti-regulation.... [but] we needrmeffective

regulation. We need rules...that have some teeththihgs that are in

place...we need help enforcing (segment A, 34).
As this anecdote suggests, balancing individudltsigvith concern for the common
good is not an easy task; the balance is aidechfoyament of regulation. One
community leader stated, “If we don’t have regulasi we're going to have development
right next to the river. | think development is therse of the two evils, so we wind up
accepting the regulation (segment D, 23). Anotlngc teader commented, “I hate to
say it, but the usage is going to have to be lidni¥ou can’t just send 200 boats a day

down that river....it will have to be limited or orparmit basis” (segment A, 9). Civic

leaders explained that planning is necessary fo\With the balancing act. One
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community leader stated, “[We need a] collaboragilaa that ensures varied use for all
users, just so there was adequate planning to ssldheof the needs fairly for all”
(segment D, 25). Planning helps civic leaders peefix growth and helps keep the
balance. A local civic leader explained, “[you’tg}ing to promote survival of the
community, we want the power plant and...150 new.jobBlow does that impact the
farmers, the users of the resource? How doesitiat the recreation? Sit down and
give it serious consideration (segment D, 30).
Plural Perspectives

Community leaders talked about diversity of viewpsiin 36% of the anecdotes.
They acknowledge that perspectives about watenstaghgement issues are diverse.

One of [the local groups]...are loyal to their comntyrbut they are
‘opposed.” Whatever the issues are, they are ‘agghas. [Then] you
have a definite environmental group....| think theg helpful in the
sense that they create a perspective.....The otbapdhat shows up is
not organized...but would be what | would call thetNe Montanan’
group. The first two groups include native Montag\asut they also
include folks that aren’t....[The] third group tendsbe the people that
have lived here year-in and year-out for decaddsey .tend to be the
don’t-get-in-my-way-I-won’t-get-in-your-way sort dblks. They aren’t
hyper-environmentalists or hyper-development peopléhere is a stark
contrast between those that have been here forgjemes and those that
haven't....They tend to be more in the middle. Thewld be the folks
that wouldn’t want to see you cut down all the $réa& the sake of cutting
down all the trees....They kind of have this balanaepdroach, whereas a
lot of times the ones that you hear from are orettteemes: you
shouldn’t cut down any trees, or you should giveantieense and a
chainsaw and let me cut down whatever | want (seg®g39).

The multiplicity of viewpoints is captured in thbave anecdote. As community leaders
contemplate how best to govern the Yellowstone Riagershed, they encounter

individuals that support various “causes” whetlm@se causes are oriented towards the
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environment or development; they interact with wdiials that differ in membership
organization to promote their “cause”. Variety edwpoints and extremity of those
viewpoints stem from their citizenship; individuabgy or may not be natives to
Montana. Community leaders explained they deal tethery complex stew of
interests” (segment A, 35) because of varied ugbefiver. One civic leader
commented, “This is a diversified county, and weddiversified use of the river,
too....agriculture, the recreation and the industeg(ent E, 29). Other community
leaders described pluralist views as oriented a#ipe and negatively but nevertheless
important to acknowledge. One local civic leadatexd, “People have to realize that
there are two sides to every story, maybe one gmuoelpad, but there’s two sides. |
learned a long time ago when | was working thadd to listen to both sides” (segment
C, 75).
Present and Future Change

In 56% of the 290 anecdotes, community leaderetb##bout changes in the
river, changes in its management, or both.

We're lucky that we had a 100-year flood along Yedowstone back in

'97 and '98. There were photos taken at that tsoethe photos help

substantiate where the [flood] boundaries weret iEhallowable

evidence when trying to determine where a floodhpk You can use

historical records...water lines... [and] anecdotatistbabout where the

flood was. In this case, we’ve got pretty good ewnick of where it

was....It's useful to use the photos. Many of the snapre created in the

'70s and '80s, and there hadn’t been a 100-yeadflo.Also, the river

has shifted quite a bit. The Yellowstone is a tgpgraded stream, it

really is a very dynamic stream [that] can shifitgja bit, and it has
(segment C, 87).
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This anecdote illustrates how civic leaders recogtiat policy regarding flood
plain designation is contingent on the river’s badames during times of high and low
water. Community leaders are concerned policy doé¢saccount for the meanderings of
the river. One civic leader stated, “[When] a rickannel has changed....there gets to be
a gray area [where] one part of the law will saysdéand is public, and then you've got
landowners that actually have deeds to islands.t][eren’t always islands”(segment
D, 28). Other community leaders are concerned p@icreated without regard to
changes in the river. When discussing construgtiaose proximity of the river, one
civic leader commented, “l [am] in favor of [a] batk [policy]....when you start
building along that river... you've got to proteceth....now you're forced with making
decisions that are contrary to the natural flowhefriver (segment C, 69).

Community leaders explained that the “river expere changes as more people
build near the river. One local civic leader comibeen“The experience of floating the
river changes dramatically if you have houses dh bmles of the river....How do we
encourage understanding that there is the poggibfliosing...the culture of
Montana?...How can we articulate that?” (segment4}.,, Bnother community leader
expressed concern about changes such as thesdiighe riparian areas, “The new
people want to hunt from the rocking chair on tbech....[their] house,...[water] well,
...septic, all ...in the riparian areas...People commgant to have their house in there
(segment D, 6). Finally, local civic leaders ackitexdge that future changes will
potentially alter the river and watershed. One comity leader stated, “A future issue is

how much traffic that river can stand. When | wasdawe never thought much
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[recreational use]. There wasn’t any guides, now lyave hundreds of them” (segment
A, 51). Another civic leader explained that withadge comes tough choices about
water use and commented, “There is a potentiakimgointo the future, for...coal
generation plants that use high levels of water...dunestion becomes..."How can water
be used?’ Right now, there aren’t tough choicesdeiade. Everyone gets what they
want around here” (segment D, 33).

Interactions among the Themes

We need to find a way to protect the river assetabse there is getting

to be more and more and more of us. And we all \aapiece of the river

for our own private purposes and...you can't do thttink we need to

do some planning on the river before you destrogtwbu love....By

taking a look and starting to appreciate...what en&nedous resource the

river is....And | think you have to work together egriculture, and

recreation, and industry. | don't like to see tithex/or options being

thrown around. No one ever benefits by that (seqiGed7).

This anecdote illustrates how change makes théotebgtween individual rights
and the common good more visible. In this anecdbtecommon good is at risk of
being subordinate to individual rights of ownersbffprivate property. As this notion of
using the river for private purposes is acknowledgeltiple perspectives about river
management are brought to the forefront and incagteulture, recreation, and

industry. Community leaders explained that thisaigit can cause policy to be

suspended as these dynamics are negotiated. Fopkxan civic leader commented:

They are...completing a study in the valley tryingdeestablish the
actual flood plain....[One set of designations a#d¢ia lot more land
area than what they had anticipated...and ... kickied [@f
property]...into the flood plain and....nobody reallgmis to be in the
flood plain...because you can’'t do any building.... DtQ is involved,
and the Corps, and FEMA as an insurance part... k&t ceally know
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[when they will make the final determinations]idtstill pending. | would
guess within the next two to four years....Not hawanigpod plain
[defined]...we have no idea what to expect from ytearear, especially
since we have been in a seven- to nine-year dranghis area (segment
A, 16).

DISCUSSION
Individual Rights versus the Common Good

It's a real tussle sometimes between property sightd community

values and who owns community resources. The rikerjt or not, is

fundamentally and primarily a community resourcéhwiery private

sector edges, and that dynamic is not going toxgyaThe problems

[are] there and the conflicts are only going tensify (segment A, 26).

When community leaders talked about negotiatingitenbetween protecting
individual rights and working for the common gotitg crux of that tension was
conflict; a recognition of the incompatibility aberty and equality. Community leaders
identified “conflict between private ownership dpdblic] access”(segment C, 59),
industry growth completing for a water resourcecanflict with the Ag users”
(segment D, 30), a “most contentious situation”aaning the discharge water from
coalbed methane production (segment D, 21), “lamsiwviisherman conflicts” (segment
A, 6) over interpretation of the high water marlspatial boundary allowing
recreationists river access regardless of streammweédrship (Montana Fish, 2005), and
the endangered species Pallid sturgeon as a “ga@dme of a conflict” (segment C,
50) as decisions are made about moving “fish updarweh the river from the different
diversion structures” (segment C, 50).

For some local civic leaders, conflict stirs emopsiavhich impede decision

making. One community leader explained how decsslmsed on facts were in jeopardy
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due to emotions. The civil leader stated, “[you]aget caught up in the emotion, rather
than...facts ... [when making] the decision that'stfog betterment of the community.
...If you get caught up in the emotional decisiorm) walk away and say, ‘What did |
just do?’ (segment C, 76). For other community é&eadconflict moves decision-making
into the legal court system that may or may not enak accurate decision. For example,
a community leader discussed water rights explgithat the Montana’s state
constitution stipulates individuals do not own wabait they do own the right to use
water. The civic leader stated, “a full court decpgefines] who is first, and ...how
much water can they take... the older basins higtasyshown that sometimes you have
to [go to court] more than once because they [sbudver get it quite right” (segment
C, 5).

Conflict also highlights power shifts. Sometimes gower shifts privileges
individual rights. However, it is the new holdertbé power that concerns local civic
leaders. For example, landowners give permissiothi®public to hunt their land or
cross their property to access the river. But witthange of ownership, that access may
be denied. One community leader stated, “I haea semajor change in ownership
along the river. We [now] have private landownerthwa lot of money....buying up
large tracts of land....we’ve got different peoplevnmontrolling what’s going on,
and...[they are ] going to lease it to somebody fgmreation] to maximize
dollars....Access is going to be a major problemrfsag E, 39). Local civic leaders are
also concerned that power will shift from localfédleral control. For them, this is

undesirable because as they explain, federal dardually does not consider the unique
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circumstances of the local area. One civic leati#ed, “these federal mandates tend to
get scary because, at the federal level, theyemegifted at the one-size-fits-all style of
regulation” (segment D, 39).

Local civic leaders offered several approachestidg with the conflict.
Working together was a common approach offered\ng teaders. For example, one
community leader stated, “you don’t force thingsvdgeople’s throats. You sit and
work with them and you work on a solution to gedanhe (segment C, 77). Providing
opportunities to participate in decision-makingqass was also suggested. One civic
leader commented, “You have to be open and reeepdipublic comment—you have to
be empathetic without necessarily having to ag(segment A, 25). Local community
members explained that they must consider altetmatewpoints and looked for
commonalities to deal with conflict and perhaps edmconsensus. One community
leader stated, “I really believe in people respertthers’ thoughts, and not doing things
just because the law is on their side...There ispitadolem that can’t be solved if we
work on it and reach a little consensus” (segmer&)Bvhile another local civic leader
explained, “There are just a whole lot of peoplewhn’t see anything but black and
white. The rest of us see grays...Thankfully ...theee'smajority that have seen the
grays for periods of time....There’s a general coasgerhat things ought to be better”
(segment C, 74).

Plural Perspectives
When local community leaders of the YellowstonedRmwatershed discussed

diverse viewpoints about watershed management,atieyowledged this diversity is
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necessary but does add complexity to the decisiaking process. Complexity stems
from layers of government agency jurisdiction argatontradiction of rules and
policies. One civic leader discussing flood plagesernance commented, “The
interesting thing is the Corps of Engineers andvloatana State definitions of the flood
plain are different....The boundaries...aren’t the safgegment A, 16). Another
community leader noted that giving consideratioaltowiewpoints added complexity.
The civic leader stated, “Are we willing to cut dacal economy for the Pallid
sturgeon? If you're from Missoula you'll have afdrient answer than if you're from
Miles City. The problem is...the sturgeon...and thadises issues are not State
[issues]. Even though the state is supposed to gedaih@se streams, the Federal
government has to be part of it” (segment C, 13).

Local civic leaders also explained collecting dsgeviewpoints can take time.
One community leader stated, “Slow is a relativente..If it's a very complex project,
[one] that you've never heard of before, ...you heogo to the State or some other
agency to help make a determination...that this jslet takes a while” (segment C, 4).
Another civic leader commented, “I wish [the Cogb€ngineers] were more
accessible....We're having a problem on Bridger Cretk some people not complying
with...stream regulations, and took them a long timpay attention” (segment B, 25).
Present and Future Change

When local civic leaders talked about present toreuchanges, they explained
that uncertainty about ecological and social charmghlighted the importance of

planning. Whether they dealt with changes sucloasl$, more development, or
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different and increased recreational uses of trex rlocal community leaders explained
planning helped provide flexible guidelines to m@sgibly manage change. One
community leader commented, “The growth policy [@aled by the Planning
Board]...essentially tries to forecast growth andwlfor some flexibility. The City
Council’s role is to become aware of responsibtengin versus cancerous
growth....Recreation would be included in that'gigent D, 38). Planning also helped
provide guidelines that enabled some stabilityiAcdeader stated, “there will come a
time when zoning will be needed.... So, if you bugpgerty in a certain area, you can
kind of predict some stability” (segment B, 50).

Local community leaders also talked about wantimg) meeding accurate,
updated, and innovative information to help with flanning process. One community
leader stated, “What is lacking for me in my joljilsormation about] the state-of-the-
art [ideas].... | was amazed when Gallatin County..ip@ mechanism where voters
voted to tax themselves to buy view sheds.... Whahwias explained, it made me wish
| knew some of the current best practices (segi@eB8). For these civic leaders,
information helps set priorities “that the [localnemunity] can then start working on
incrementally” (segment D, 36).

Interactions among the Themes

Local civic leaders of the Yellowstone River waltesg explain that

acknowledgment of current or future change is resrggo responsibly govern the

watershed. The mismatch of scale of change botphdeatly and spatially challenges
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their ability to create and enforce policies foeg #rological and social changes. These
changes happen more rapidly than policy changes.

Although multiple changes were spoken about, comiyleaders’ discussion of
flood plain policy captures and reflects the irddies of negotiating these changes on
this mismatch of scale. Local civic leaders exmdithat floods rapidly change the
topographical features of the flood plain. Howewr important information source, the
flood plain maps are static. One local communiadkr noted, maps are not site-
specific, “they are this blanket...They don’t takeconsideration difference in
topography. When they were done, it was basedfommation what was from 1982”
(segment B, 42). The discrepancies between the arapspecific sites makes it difficult
to define the flood plain as was noted earlier lhgcal civic leader who explained how
various agencies defined flood plain boundariefedhtly. Definitional discrepancies
and redefinition of the flood plains calls into gtien what can and cannot be done with
property and sets the scene for potential contsyvever individual rights versus the
common good. A community leader commented, “They.arcompleting a study in the
valley trying to re-establish the actual flood pldt has been fairly controversial....[One
set of designations affected] a lot more land #nea what they had anticipated....it
kicked a lot [of property]...into the flood plain andnobody really wants to be in the
flood plain...because you can’t do any building....@e flip-side, [an area] above
Emigrant was in the flood plain [before] and whieeyt redid [the designation] it was out

of the flood plain....So, which one do you go by $dment A, 16).
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Even though local civic leaders face uncertairftgytcontinue to govern the
watershed, relying on local knowledge as they awadlated information. One
community leader stated, “FEMA has told us theyposlucing new maps....We are
holding our breath, actually. This has only beemgaon for five years....but being a
local, I understand this place floods, this placegh’t...So, even if it doesn’t say so on
the flood plain map, [sometimes | know it's] nog@od place to build” (segment D, 46).
Envisaging Pluralistic Democracy for Watershed Goveance

Pluralist democracy offers local community leadeeraodel for governing the
Yellowstone River watershed; a way to negotiateddm®ocratic paradox. This
negotiation can be messy as multiple viewpointsarsidered. One local civic leader
commented, “[We, the county] are trying to constifacilities that are safe for the river,
in terms of fish habitat, etc., but [also] tryirggdrotect the agriculture users.... Some
people say they don’t care about Ag, they care i@ viability of the river.’...I
understand that can be messy, but | can’t thirdkngthing that isn’t [messy] when you
are doing grassroots planning. You can’t exist vaeuum” (segment B, 28).
Acknowledgment of existence outside of a vacuunviges opportunity for agonistic
conflict; creating a symbolic space where dissgmincouraged so that differing
viewpoint are expressed and passions are evidentl@bate about what changes to
current situations would foster improvement in Wegershed. When local civic leaders
embrace agonistic conflict, they encourage the “am@l the “they” to view each other as
adversaries versus enemies and granting legitirteaegich other’s views. One civic

leader commented, “[I] even suggest [to agriculists] that they become members of
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environmental groups... Or, at least go to their wehlmnce in a while and look at their
mission [statement]” (segment A, 36).

It is important to know adversaries’ perspectivesrder to foster a
complementary relationship: what each adversaoysrand does could complement
what another adversary may not know and do. A loeaimunity leader explained how
this could work in a contentious endangered spestigation involving intake diversion
structures and multiple “adversaries” that includdéderal government agency,
agriculturalists, environmentalists, and recreatimts. Agriculturalists in the lower
Yellowstone river area use intake diversion strreguo divert a portion of the river
flow from its natural course to provide water forgation purposes. The structures
block river channels and affect distribution andveraent of the endangered pallid
sturgeon $caphirhynchus alb)¢r ellowstone River Conservation District Council,
2007). Modifications of the intake structures weeeded to enable fish passage. The
civic leader stated, “I...explain[ed] to [the agritubl community] that “You need to
listen to the Feds on this deal....It doesn’t cost gnything, and you get your diversion
structure rebuilt... The fish get to pass around it.efBrwill come a point...where you
will pay for that structure [for fish passage].. ybu don’t want that then you need to be
at this discussion [and say] that’s an appropuaeeof Federal dollars.” An
environmental community will agree with that... Theneationalists on that river...there
shouldn’t be an issue there. They both, the recmaist and the environmentalist, want

the Ag guy out there” (segment C, 50).
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Healthy democracy builds in ways to change theesyst.ocal civic leaders
emphasize vigilance in working with watershed eitig and not assuming “that
problems will solve themselves. The only thing thappens with that passage of time
is... [various] sides of the issues become more @&t@adn their positions and less
willing to look at the common elements of interg&@gment A, 37). In their leadership
positions, local civic officials can encourage agbta pluralism by legitimizing
perspectives of heterogeneous citizens of the ¥Wslone River watershed and placing
citizens inside the borders in which moral valueg aules of fairness apply (Clark,
2001). Dissent is necessary to negotiate the termowveen liberty and equality. One
local community leader stated, “If one takes a lablwhere we were in the '50s and
'60s, and where we are today, one would have tdhstythere’s no need for
pessimism....Have we done enough? Probably not.tBuduld be unbelievable if we
hadn’t done anything....If private property rightsrevéotally valid and you could do

anything you wanted to do, it would be pretty awf{segment C, 54).
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

My dissertation research focused on how negotiaifanultiple identities
impacts decisions regarding conservation and ioteras with others. Influenced by
cultural factors, people’s identities were basedhanroles they perform and the various
groups to which they belong. | adopted a critio&tipretative lens to explore how
conservationist identity emerged from roles of @aation professionals as they
promote biodiversity conservation (Chapter Il),iaglturalist producers as they talked
about BMPs, for the Yellowstone River (Chapter, lfipnd local community leaders that
explained their governance of the Yellowstone Rwatershed and negotiated tensions
between individual rights and the common good (@dvaly).

From these studies, | learned that conservatiamtityds negotiated in multiple
ways. Conservation scientists talked about the rtapoe of being credible when
identifying themselves as conservationists. Howethery typically discussed credibility
as a static entity lacking dimensionality (expertisustworthiness, and goodwill); they
identified expertise or trustworthiness as impdsthat rarely mentioned goodwill. It is
important that conservation scientists accountiferemergent quality and
multidimensionality of credibility to enable therdwance biodiversity conservation
more effectively. Agriculturalists talked about ithecological and social responsibilities
when they identified themselves as conservatioaistsdescribed the obligations and
anxieties associated with protecting individuabrgses and system processes of the

watershed. For these agriculturalists, conservat@hproduction were intricately
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linked, and enabled them to provide a sustainaseurce base for future generations. It
is essential to understand what sustainabilitydtoutan to those who self-identify as
producers. Finally, local community leaders exmdithe importance of negotiating the
democratic paradox when identifying themselvesoaservationists. For these local
civic leaders, it is important to encourage agonsiuralism to effectively govern the
Yellowstone River watershed.

What has been learned about these various conserv@déntities offers general
principles that can be applied to similar groupslaed in conservation across the
United States. Additionally, these principles pde/a framework to explore
conservation identities of other groups such asestionists or residentialists that
recreate or build along the Yellowstone River t@grits scenic amenities. This insight
enables a better understanding how the negotiafiamnultiple identities impacts

decisions regarding conservation and interactiatis ethers.
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APPENDIX A

Table 1.Categories and sub-categories used for thematlgsamaf publications = 136; 1976—
2012) discussing the scientist—advocate paradox.

Definition

Category Subcategory
Credibility Expertise
Goodwill
Trustworthiness
Conservation Intersubjective
science
Objective

Environmental Natural science
policy process

Social and natural science

Risk Biodiversity
Scientific credibility
Sustainability

Role Advise and/or report

Advocate

Conservation biologists’ sfaized knowledge

Conservation biologists’ care for natural
resources and society

Conservation biologists’ integrity

Conservation science is in pad@ad process
that includes values and argumentation

Conservation science is evidence-basedse

Environmental policy is based amynatural
science

Environmental polidyased on natural science
and important social aspects (economics, law,
politics)

All aspects of variety in theiling world
Conservation biologists (mmlability/standing)
Ecosystems and their functions

Educate in the policymeand/or provide data
results

Support a preferred policy/practice
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Table 2 Iterative oblique component cluster analysis ltedar thematic analysis variables for
publications N = 136; 1976-2012) discussing the scientist—advquatadox (proportion of total
variance explained by variable clustering = 0.5%B2e Table 1 for category and subcategory

definitions.

Cluster Category Subcategory R? own cluster R’ next closest

1 Credibility Trustworthiness 0.657 0.014
Risk Scientific credibility 0.625 0.058
Conservation Objective 0.364 0.041
science

2 Credibility Expertise 0.645 0.050
Role Advise and/or report 0.638 0.109
Risk Sustainability 0.189 0.023

3 Risk Biodiversity 0.629 0.015
Credibility Goodwill 0.629 0.034

4 Environmental  Natural science 0.612 0.002
policy
Role Advocate 0.612 0.036

5 Conservation Intersubjective 0.632 0.044
science
Environmental Social and natural science 0.632 0.081

policy
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APPENDIX B

(A) Dimensions of credibility
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Figure 1. Mean (95% CI) proportion of evaluated text codedrduthematic analysis as
(A) credibility— goodwill, credibility—trustworthinessr credibility—expertisg(B) risk—
scientific credibility, risk—biodiversityor risk—sustainability and (C)role—advocater
role—advise and/or report
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(A) Conservation science

0.25

0.20
0.15
0.10

0.05

Mean proportion of text

0.00
Objective Intersubjective

(B) Environmental policy

0.25

0.20
0.15
0.10

0.05

Mean proportion of text

0.00
Natural science ~ Social & natural
science

Figure 2. Mean (95% CI) proportion of evaluated text codadng thematic analysis as
(A) conservation science—objectigeconservation science—intersubjectiaad (B)
environmental policy process—natural sciemc@nvironmental policy process—social
and natural science.
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