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Abstract

The role of industry participation in collaborative ecosystem approaches to management initiatives has received limited
attention. We first review the literature describing the role of industry in ecosystem management (EM) collaborations, and
present a framework for investigating the motivations for industry participation. In order to better understand the incentives for
forest industry companies to participate in EM projects, we also conducted a survey of the 38 largest U.S. forestry companies.
These companies collectively own or control over 50 million acres of land. Our survey results indicate that companies’ efforts to
more effectively manage their resources, a desire for positive public relations that may result from EM collaborations, and the
building of partnerships with other stakeholders are the most significant motivating factors. Personal satisfaction on the part of
involved individuals and a perception that EM is an attractive alternative to litigation are also important incentives. Moreover,
companies with larger resource management staffs are more likely to participate in EM collaborations, whereas the size of land
holdings appears to be inversely related with the likelihood of participation.
© 2004 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction embracing the emerging paradigm of ecosystem

management. Ecosystem management represents a

In the United States, environmental managers and
planners are abandoning the traditional species by
species approach to regulation and instead are
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departure from traditional management approaches
by addressing the interaction between biotic and
abiotic components within a land or seascape, while
at the same time incorporating human concerns
through stakeholder collaboration (Szaro et al.,
1998). Because ecosystem management is by defi-
nition a transboundary, interdisciplinary, multi-party
issue, the participation of key parties becomes an
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important component of a successful outcome
(Grumbine, 1994; Westley, 1995; Yaffee et al.,
1996; Duane, 1997).

In recent years, resource-based industries (e.g.,
forestry, agricultural operations, etc.) have been
identified as key stakeholders in effective ecosystem
planning initiatives, since they not only have a large
impact on critical natural resources, but also because
much of the critical habitat in the United States is
located on privately held land (O’Connell, 1996;
Hoffman et al., 1997). While the impacts of industry
participation on the quality of local ecosystem-
oriented plans have been examined (Brody, 2003),
an understanding of what motivates large resource-
intensive corporations to engage in ecosystem man-
agement and the perceived benefits to these organi-
zations has never been clearly articulated.

This study seeks to improve our understanding of
why resource-based industry chooses to engage in
collaborative ecosystem management initiative and
how this business sector can be more effectively
incorporated into the process of ecosystem planning
in the future. Based on a telephone survey of the
largest U.S. forestry companies, as measured by
landholdings, we examine why certain companies are
more receptive to collaborative ecosystem approaches
to management than others and identify some of the
major factors driving resource-based industry to
participate in ecosystem planning efforts. Results
enable us to make conclusions about the motivations
for or perceived benefits and costs of industry
participation in ecosystem management planning
projects. Given the importance of industry actors in
managing ecological systems, a thorough examina-
tion of their role, interests, and impacts makes a
significant contribution to understanding how eco-
system management projects can be more effective in
the future.

The following section examines the importance of
stakeholder participation and collaboration throughout
the ecosystem planning process. The role of industry
in collaborative ecosystem management and the
motivations for industry to participate in ecosystem
management projects is also discussed. Next, sample
selection, variable measurement, and data analysis
procedures are described. Results based on zero-order
correlation and probit analyses identify the motiva-
tions for industry participation in ecosystem manage-

ment and quantitatively analyze the effects of these
motivators on actual participation. Based on the
results, we make recommendations for more effec-
tively incorporating large landholding resource-based
industries into the management of transboundary
ecological systems.

2. Stakeholder involvement in ecosystem
management

The involvement of multiple interests, including
industry, is often considered a key element to
successful ecosystem management and planning.
Participation of stakeholders from the beginning of
a project increases trust, understanding, and support
for ecosystem-based protection (Yaffee and Won-
dolleck, 1997). Furthermore, including key parties
in the decision-making process helps to build a
sense of ownership over a proposal and ensures that
all interests are reflected in the final management
plan (Innes, 1996; Daniels and Walker, 2001).
Organizations and individuals often bring to the
process valuable knowledge and innovative ideas
about their community that can increase the quality
of adopted plans (Moore, 1995; Beierle and
Konisky, 2001). Innes (1996) examined the role of
consensus building through case studies of environ-
mental problems involving multiple issues that cut
across jurisdictional boundaries. All the cases
involved shared power across agencies and levels
of government, and between private and public
sectors. Innes found that collaboration not only
increased trust, communication and the development
of public—private networks, but also resulted in
stronger outcomes or plans that were beneficial to
the resource or to the natural system as a whole. In
a comprehensive survey of ecosystem management
in the United States, Yaffee et al. (1996) found that
participation and collaboration of key stakeholders
was the single most important factor (cited by 61%
of respondents) that enabled projects to reach a
quality outcome. Specifically, collaboration within
and among public agencies and businesses was an
important mechanism for increasing cooperation and
communication, fostering trust, and allowing for a
more effective outcome that met a greater set of
interests.
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2.1. Role of industry in ecosystem management

Most of the literature on stakeholder participation
in planning and ecosystem management is written
primarily from a public sector perspective where the
influence of government or nongovernment organ-
izations is examined. The participation of industry
does not receive a great deal of attention in arguments
for collaborative ecosystem management, despite the
fact that industry has a significant impact on our
natural resource base and that much of the critical
habitat in the U.S. is located on industry-owned lands
(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). Industry land hold-
ings (a subset of privately held lands in the U.S.)
include many important elements of ecosystem
diversity, particularly in the eastern part of the
country, and comprise approximately two-thirds of
the land base of the continental U.S. For example,
57% of forests in the U.S. are privately owned. In
regions such as the southeast, private ownership
comprises up to 90% of the land base. Furthermore,
90% of the more than 1200 listed endangered and
threatened species occur on nonfederal lands and
more than 5%, including nearly 200 animal species,
have at least 81% of their habitat on nonfederal lands
(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). As a result, govern-
ment should encourage industry participation in order
to adequately protect biodiversity (O’Connell, 1996;
Vogt et al., 1997).

Consistent with these findings, Cortner and Moote
(1994) argue that a fundamental requirement for
effective ecosystem management is the coordination
of public and private interests. Hoffman et al. (1997)
suggest that because much of the critical habitat in the
U.S. lies on business-owned land, the inclusion of this
key stakeholder in the decision-making process is
necessary to achieve successful management of
ecological systems. They further assert that involving
business-related stakeholders is the best way to foster
joint gains in environmental protection and economic
growth over the long term.

These arguments are supported by data from Beyer
et al. (1997), who found that the informal participation
of industrial forest stakeholders was one of the keys to
the present and future success of the Eastern Upper
Peninsula (EUP) of Michigan Ecosystem Manage-
ment Project. A partnership composed of eight public
and private landholders collectively manage 2.6

million acres of land in the EUP. Despite varying
resource management goals and activities, group
members have formed a collaborative venture to
facilitate the sustainable management of the EUP
ecosystem over the long term. Most recently, Brody
(2003) tested the impact of resource-based industry on
the quality of local plans associated with managing
ecological systems over the long term in Florida.
Results from this study show that the presence of
industry during the planning process significantly
raises the quality of adopted plans associated with
managing ecological systems.

2.2. Industry motivations to participate in ecosystem
management projects

While past research documents the benefits of
industry participation in ecosystem management,
little research has been done to articulate the
perceived benefits or costs of engaging in such
efforts from an industry perspective. The concept
that corporations should look beyond their organiza-
tional and property lines when conducting business
goes back to Freeman (1984) who introduced the
“stakeholder approach.” This approach involves not
just one, but multiple stakeholders to solve complex
problems. Freeman’s thesis is that an organization or
corporation must consider the interests of non-
government organizations (NGOs), government,
and community groups in its planning. It calls for
a problem-solving approach that includes the input
of many groups. Jennings and Zandbergen (1995)
build on Freeman’s theory when examining the role
of firms with respect to ecological sustainability.
They offer an alternative to the traditional view
focusing on the single organization by proposing that
a system or network of multiple organizations is the
only way to facilitate sustainability over the long
term. A network approach is required because
managing natural systems requires addressing prob-
lems and places that extend beyond the domain of a
single institution. Thus, “individual organizations do
not contribute to sustainability as much as regional
networks or organizations or industries that target
ecosystems” (p. 1023).

Researchers in the field of strategy and manage-
ment have also begun to indicate reasons for corporate
involvement in environmental activities (Arora and
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Carson, 1996; King and Lenox, 2000; Welch et al.,
2000). Sharma and Vredenburg (1998), for example,
argue that proactive corporate environmental strategy
can lead to firm competitiveness. Financial profit-
ability has also been linked to ecologically sustainable
practices (Porter and van der Linde, 1995; Klassen
and McLaughlin, 1996; Judge and Zandbergen,
1998;). Hartman and Stafford (1997) take this concept
one step farther by arguing for “market-based
environmentalism” where industry and business inte-
grate environmental activities with market-driven
goals. For example, eco-labeling is one technique
that may lead to improved financial performance
(Amacher et al., 2004).

Darnall (2002) identifies both external and internal
drivers for participation in voluntary environmental
initiatives (VEI). External pressures comprise all
factors outside an organization that influence its
routines and competencies and include regulations
(Hart, 1995; Henriques and Sadorsky, 1996; Hoff-
man, 2000), market pressures such as costumer
preferences (Arora and Gangopadhyay, 1995; Hoff-
man, 2000), improving stakeholder relations (Khanna
and Anton, 2002), and the media (Fineman and
Clarke, 1996; Rajan, 2001). Internal VEI participation
drivers refer to the specific capabilities of an
organization to sustainable manage natural resources
(Sharma and Vredenburg, 1998). These capabilities
include both human capital characteristics such as
managerial attitudes and individual environmental
champions (Sharma et al., 1999; Cordano and Frieze,
2000; Anderson and Bateman, 2000) as well as basic
proficiency in environmental management practices
(Hart, 1995; Christmann, 2000). Darnall found that
external regulatory pressures were the primary moti-
vator for organizations to adopt an environmental
management system (EMS). Finally, the concept of
leadership associated with sustainability has emerged
out of recent discussions on the “greening of industry”
(Hartman et al., 1999). By steering U.S. industries
down the path of environmental sustainability, firms
can gain a competitive edge on markets that may
emerge in the future as natural resources become
scarcer.

While literature exists on the growing importance
of corporations looking beyond their boundaries and
engage in environmental activities, nothing to date has
been published on a clear rationale for resource-

intensive industries to pursue ecosystem management
when it is not part of their core business. Ecosystem
management involves a unique set of issues and
problems related to sustainability that needs to be
addressed more thoroughly in the scholarly literature.
We build on the research related to environmental
strategy and management to identify a series of
motivators (both external and internal) that will help
explain the reasons for industry participation in
collaborative ecosystem management initiatives.
Based on the literature review above, we suggest the
following 10 motivating dimensions for participation:
(1) effective resource management; (2) direct financial
gain; (3) good public relations; (4) good partnerships
with stakeholders; (5) acquisition of data; (6) technical
assistance; (7) employee satisfaction; (8) reduction of
media criticism; (9) an attractive alternative to
litigation; and (10) an attractive alternative to com-
mand-and-control regulations (Brody and Cash, 2004).
These motivating characteristics serve as a conceptual
framework to quantitatively assess what is driving
major forestry landholders to engage in collaborative,
transboundary ecosystem management initiatives.

3. Research methods
3.1. Sample selection

To analyze the effect of the 10 motivating factors
listed above, we surveyed large forestry companies
and obtained responses related to each factor. A
sampling frame was generated based on a Bank of
America listing of the 50 largest forestry and timber
corporations in North America based on land owner-
ship (Slaybaugh and Gates, 2003). The size of land
ownership ranged from 6000 to 10.4 million acres and
included both forestry product companies and Timber
Investment Management Organizations (TIMOs).
From this list, we were able to contact and interview
38 companies corresponding to a response rate of
76%. These companies directly engaged in forestry
and timber resources activities represent approxi-
mately 60 million acres of ownership, or over 12%
of all commercial forestland in the United States (Holt
and Warren, 1998). We focused on the largest land-
holders because large forestry operations may own
significant portions of ecological systems and there-
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fore have the ability to impact critical natural
resources at the landscape level. Understanding their
motivations to participate in collaborative ecosystem
management initiatives is thus essential to protecting
biodiversity and improving the effectiveness of
management outcomes.

3.2. Data collection

We conducted in-depth telephone interviews with
each participating company in the sample, lasting an
average of approximately 1 hour each. The identi-
fication of the interviewee for each company was
based on several steps to maintain consistency and
eventual comparability among answers. First, we
examined each company’s website to collect basic
ecosystem management and contact information.
Second, we sent an inquiry email to each company
providing them an overview of the study and asking
for specific contact information within the timberland
management department. Third, email inquiries were
followed by phone calls to confirm or further narrow
down an appropriate corporate representative to
administer the survey. Once the interviewee was
identified and willing to participate in the study, the
survey instrument was sent to the respondent before
the telephone interview was conducted (see Appendix
A). This method helped us obtain more accurate,
detailed, and thoughtful responses to our questions.

Because the composition and structure of each
company is slightly different, we interviewed several
types of corporate positions, although all shared
certain relevant responsibilities. The majority of these
positions included managers, vice presidents, or
directors of forestry or environmental operations. We
avoided interviewing marketing or public affairs
officials within each company and instead focused
on individuals with direct expertise in daily operations.

3.3. Concept measurement

Key concepts were measured through the survey
instrument, which included a mix of exploratory and
directed questions requiring a quantitative answer.
Whether or not a company has been involved in
collaborative ecosystem management projects over
the last 5 years was measured as a dichotomous (“yes”
or “no”) variable. We used Likert-type scales to

measure a company’s motivation for engaging in
ecosystem management projects for each of the 10
dimensions listed above where 1 indicates strongly
disagree and 7 indicates strongly agree. Open-ended
questions were also included in the survey regarding
specific ecosystem management activities to allow us
to obtain more in-depth contextual data regarding
each company’s particular management practices. For
example, we asked questions about organizations
owning land adjacent to the respondent’s company,
the specific nature of resource management initiatives,
and why a particular company may have chosen not to
participate in collaborative ecosystem management
activities (Appendix A).

3.4. Data analysis

Analysis of the survey data focused primarily on
quantitative explanatory techniques following two
major phases of analysis. First, we conducted Spear-
man rank correlation coefficients (due to the ordinal
nature of the variables) for respondent’s motivation to
participate and whether or not companies actually
engaged in collaborative ecosystem management
initiatives. Through this procedure, we identified the
most important motivations relating to participation in
ecosystem management.

Second, we analyzed a probit model using the
most statistically significant (p<0.01) participation
motivators along with several contextual control
variables to gain addition insight into the factors
driving large forestry companies to participate in
collaborative ecosystem management projects (since
the dependent variable is dichotomous, ordinary least
squares estimators would not be an appropriate
approach to analysis). Although the use of Likert-
type scale variables as control variables in a probit
analysis is not ideal due to the possible ordinal, rather
than cardinal, interpretation of the scale, the rela-
tively small sample size makes more appropriate
analytical techniques infeasible here. Furthermore, a
comparison of all pairwise Spearman’s rank correla-
tion coefficients to the parametric Pearson’s correla-
tion measures (not shown) lends support to the
necessary assumption that respondents were treating
the scale as interval in nature, as there were no
notable differences between the two measures for any
of the variable pairs. Due to the presence of
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heteroskedasticity in our model, we used robust
standard errors to analyze significance in our probit
model results.

4. Results
4.1. Overview

The sample consisted of large forestry and timber
corporations with significant landholdings. These
companies own or control an average of approx-
imately 1.4 million acres (much of it in large
blocks) and have an average of 251 employees
engaged in resource management activities. Ninety-
two percent of the sample perceives that their
management of natural resources plays an important
role in the ecological well being of the region. The
majority of respondents cite the implementation of
both internal and third party (e.g., Sustainable
Forestry Initiative) environmental or resource stew-
ardship programs to ensure sustainable and environ-
mentally responsible forestry practices. Seventy-one
percent of the companies surveyed discussed the
importance of internal initiatives within their com-
pany, with membership in the Sustainable Forestry
Initiative (SFI) ranking as the most popular certif-
ication system. Internal initiatives consisted of
company stewardship programs, sustainable forestry
principles and guidelines, and overall environmental
management systems. In addition to participation in
certification systems such as SFI, many companies
were also involved in other sustainable forestry
certification systems such as the Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC), International Standards Organization
(ISO 14001), and the Canadian Standards Associa-
tion (CSA). In total, 87% of the companies surveyed
are participating in some type of forestry certifica-
tion system and 13 of these companies were
certified in more than one certification system due
to owning land in multiple locations.

Because these companies play such an important
role in resource management in their ecological
region, they are extremely aware of adjacent property
owners and their activities. Each company in the
sample is part of a fragmented pattern of land
ownership that includes government, NGOs, other
timber companies, and individuals. Over half of

respondents reported that adjacent lands are held by
government organizations and approximately 37%
have individual private landowners as neighbors.

Of the companies surveyed, 74% chose to
participate in collaborative ecosystem management
initiatives over the last 5 years. This result indicates
an overall commitment to the principles and value of
ecosystem approaches to management, at least on the
part of the largest timber companies in North
America. However, 52% of the sample said they
also decided not to participate in at least one
ecosystem management project. These firms cited a
variety of reasons, including unclear objectives of
the project, projects not meeting company manage-
ment philosophies, excessive time commitment
associated with involvement, and the types of
players involved in the project. When companies
chose to participate in an ecosystem management
initiative, it was usually in a formal planning or
decision-making process (72% of the sample),
resulting in an adopted plan or some similar agree-
ment (78% of the sample).

For the majority of the sample, participation in
collaborative ecosystem management resulted in
important benefits for the company, including such
factors as relationship building with other stake-
holders, better management practices, regulatory
predictability and stability, and economic incentives.
Perceived benefits also accrued to other stakeholders
and to the health of the natural resource itself. While
96% of participants indicated they incurred costs, only
19% believed these costs outweighed the long-term
benefits of involvement in collaborative initiatives.
Additionally, all participating companies responded
they would participate in another ecosystem manage-
ment project in the future. Of all the respondents in
the sample, whether they participated in ecosystem
management or not, 89% believe it is a useful process
for industry—government relations because of recip-
rocal relationships and trust developed through
collaboration and decreased regulations resulting from
stakeholders working together on common resource
management problems.

4.2. Correlation analysis

Correlation analysis (Table 1) helped us form a
better understanding of the motivations for the
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Table 1

Background on companies and contextual information

Average number of employees engaged in resource management activities 250.97
Company believes landholdings possess characteristics that distinguish it from other firms 34%
Company management plays an important role in the region 92%
There has been publicity regarding the company’s role in resource stewardship in the last 5 years 92%

8% no publicity

16% about equal positive
and negative publicity
58% mainly positive
18% mainly negative

Publicity overwhelmingly positive or negative

Company involvement in controversial resource management issues 63%
Company participation in an official certification system 87%
The company benefited by participating 87%
The project was successful 87%
The company incurred costs by participating 96%
Company believed costs outweigh the benefits of participating 19%
Company believed other participants benefited by company’s participation 95%
Company believed initial goals and objectives were met by collaborating parties 88%
Company believed any agreement reached by collaborating parties has been or will be implemented 98%
Company believed the health of natural resource/ecosystem has improved as a result of the initiative 81%
Company would participate in a collaborative ecosystem management project again or in the future 100%

forestry industry in North America to participate in
collaborative ecosystem management projects over
the last 5 years. Of the 10 motivating dimensions
analyzed, three are statistically significant at the 5%
level of significance. More effective resource manage-
ment was the motivating factor most strongly
correlated with the decision to participate in collab-
orative ecosystem management initiatives. This result
demonstrates recognition that the critical natural
resources upon which these companies’ core business
rests are regional in nature and may require collective
efforts to maintain economic value well into the
future. The decision to participate seems based in a
desire to collaborate with other parties to manage
resources more effectively and build a solid base of
natural capital.

Positive public relations is also a statistically
significant motivation for participating in ecosystem
management projects. Over 90% of the sample has
received publicity regarding their role in resource
stewardship over the last 5 years, most notably on
sustainable forest management practices and the
management of wildlife. Sixty-three percent reported
they have been involved in controversial resource
management issues in the recent past. Engaging in high
profile, environmentally sustainable practices often
results in favorable media attention and broad level
public support. Positive press can reduce public

opposition to commercial harvesting operations,
increase a customer base, and make it easier to conduct
core business practices (Rajan, 2001).

Finally, establishing good partnerships with stake-
holders is another significant motivator at the 5%
level. As mentioned above, firms are increasingly
recognizing that they lie within a broader network of
interests and interaction with these outside interests is
essential to effective management (Hoffman, 2000).
Developing relationships based on trust and reci-
procity with neighboring landholders can help a
company attain its resource management and financial
goals. There are strong links between the levels of
trust individuals have in others, the investment others
make in trustworthy reputations, and the probability
participants will use reciprocity norms (Ostrom,
1998). In sum, by forming relationships with other
interests, there is a good chance that those interests
will collaborate with each other to reach common
goals down the line. Reciprocity is particularly
important for corporate landholders whose neighbors
are controlling and impacting what can often be
considered the same natural system (Table 2).

Other statistically notable motivators for participa-
ting in collaborative ecosystem initiatives (where
p=<0.1) are personal satisfaction and because this
resource management approach may serve as an
attractive alternative to litigation. Several respondents
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Table 2
Correlations between motivating factors and forest industry
participation in collaborative ecosystem management

Variable name Spearman rank P-value
correlation
coefficient
Good partnerships 0.434 0.00
Public relations 0.411 0.01
Effective resource 0.401 0.01
management
Personal satisfaction 0.272337 0.094
Alternative to litigation 0.256 0.10
Alternative to command 0.202 0.22
and control regulation
Technical assistance 0.182 0.27
Reduce media pressure 0.130 0.44
Financial gain 0.117 0.45
Data 0.111 0.50

commented that ecosystem management “is the right
thing to do” and instills employees with a great deal of
personal satisfaction. Collaboration and consensus
building is becoming a more desirable approach to
dealing with stakeholder conflict than pursuing tradi-
tional legal avenues. Conflict management techniques
can be less expensive, less time consuming, and yield
outcomes that maximize all parties’ interests (Bacow
and Wheeler, 1984; Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990;
Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).

4.3. Probit analysis

We utilized a probit model to gain further insights
on the decision of forestry corporations to participate
in collaborative ecosystem management initiatives.
The probit model estimated here describes firms’
decisions to participate in at least one EM project as
a function of the motivating factors investigated in the
survey. We included the three most significant
motivation variables described above along with the
following contextual control variables: the number of
employees engaged in resource management activities,
the number of acres owned or controlled by each
corporation, and whether or not a corporation thinks
ecosystem management is a useful process regardless
of their experiences (yes or no). Even when controlling
for other variables in the model, effective resource
management remains the most significant predictor of
participation in ecosystem management initiatives.
Not surprisingly, the number of employees devoted

to resource management also has a statistically
significant impact on participation. Companies with a
large staff of resource managers may be more receptive
to the concept of ecosystem health and their property’s
ecological connection to a large natural system.
Another explanation may be that larger firms are
probably just better able to cope with collaborative
initiatives or may be more concerned with activities
that will result in positive public relations. Finally,
companies with larger land holdings may be less likely
to participate in collaborative ecosystem management
projects (although the coefficient on acreage is small, it
is measuring the impact of a small unit of measure-
ment. A small effect per acre of land can add up to a
meaningful difference when summed up over thou-
sands of acres). This may be because large landholding
companies own and control more of an ecological
system and therefore feel less of a need to collaborate
with neighbors to achieve resource management goals.
Furthermore, these companies may own less frag-
mented blocks of acreage with a correspondingly
lower number of adjacent landholders, thereby reduc-
ing the opportunity to engage in collaborative efforts
(Table 3).

Table 3
Factors explaining forest industry participation in collaborative
ecosystem management initiatives

Variable Coeffi- Robust z-Value  Signifi-
cient standard cance
error
Effective resource 0.368 0.177 2.07 0.038
management
Public relations 0.579 0.461 1.26 0.209
Good partnerships —0.060 0.296 —0.20 0.838
Employees engaged 0.022 0.011 2.01 0.045
in resource
management
Ecosystem 0.728 1.345 0.54 0.589
management
considered a
useful process
Acreage of —0.001 0.000 —1.86 0.063
ownership
Constant —5.208 3.091 —1.68 0.092
Number of 38
observations
Wald 7%(6) 10.81
Prob >y 0.0945
Log likelihood —12.001
Pseudo R’ 0.4520
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5. Discussion

Given the evidence supporting resource-based
industry as a key participant in generating effective
ecosystem management outcomes, the involvement of
firms in collaborative initiatives may be vital to
protecting the long-term health and economic viability
of forestlands. The results of this study provide
guidance on how best to engage the forest industry
in these planning and management processes.

First, it is apparent that there is no one single factor
motivating the forest industry to participate in
collaborative ecosystem management. Engaging
industry thus should rely on a multi-strategic approach
using various avenues of influence as opposed to
focusing on one aspect of corporate receptiveness. A
combination of external pressure and internal capacity
building may be the most effective policy for
encouraging industry participation.

Second, results indicate a strong perceived linkage
between collaborative ecosystem management and
effective resource management within corporate land
holdings. This linkage needs to be more thoroughly
studied and articulated among industry players. If it is
confirmed that collaborative ecosystem management
may enable a company to more effectively obtain its
resource management goals, thus resulting in
increased financial performance and corporate com-
petitiveness, then the forestry industry as a whole may
be more willing to participate.

Third, positive public relations and strong rela-
tionships with outside stakeholders appear to be an
important motivation for companies in the sample to
participate in ecosystem management. Companies are
increasingly more receptive to media coverage and
the expectations of their stakeholders (Fineman and
Clarke, 1996; Rajan, 2001). Pressure exerted through
these outside channels may be a viable policy option
for influencing corporate decisions. Finally, collabo-
rative ecosystem management seems to be most
relevant for companies owning acreage within a
more fragmented pattern of land ownership. As
mentioned above, a greater number of landholders
can translate into a more fragmented ecosystem
containing more neighbors. The need and desire for
collaboration is increased in these cases. Given this
result, strategies to engage the forestry industry
should focus in regions where land ownership and

land use patterns are more diverse, such as in
southeastern United States.

6. Conclusion

This study identifies some of the most important
factors motivating the forestry and timber industry to
participate in collaborative ecosystem management
initiatives. Results can provide guidance to planners,
managers, and corporate executives interested in
engaging industry in collaborative resource manage-
ment efforts. The participation of industry can lead to
a stronger ecosystem management outcome as well as
assist corporations in attaining their resource manage-
ment goals. While this study increases our under-
standing of what motivates resource-based industries
to participate in ecosystem management projects, it
should be considered only a starting point for more
extensive research on the topic. Future research
should involve larger samples to increase statistical
power and validity of results. In addition, a range of
industries (i.e., agriculture, mining, marine, etc.)
should be examined to offer a comparative and more
robust aspect to the analyses. Finally, case studies
examining specific companies could yield detailed
contextual information and further insight not cap-
tured through survey methods.
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Appendix A. Industry and Ecosystem
Management Survey

A.1. Company background and resource management

1. How many employees are engaged in resource
management activities?

2. What are the major natural resources on your
property? Do your landholdings have any characte-
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ristics that distinguish it from landholdings of other
firms (for example, certain species, slopes, climates,
etc.)?

3. Does your management of these resources have
an important role in your region?

4. Has there been publicity or public discussion
regarding your role in resource stewardship in the last
5 years? If so, what has the publicity been on? Has
this publicity been overwhelmingly positive or neg-
ative? Can you identify the source the of this media
coverage?

5. What type of organizations own land adjacent to
your property? Business, individual, government,
NGO, other?

6. What environmental or resource stewardship
initiatives exist at your company?

7. Has your company been involved in any
particularly controversial resource management
issues? If so, what efforts has your company been
making to resolve them?

A.2. Participation in ecosystem management and
collaborative decision-making

I would like to ask you a few questions about
collaborative ecosystem management. By this term, |
mean a resource management approach that: (1)
adheres to ecological boundaries (such as, watersheds,
ecological communities, and ecoregions) as opposed
to human defined boundaries; (2) simultaneously
focuses on the interaction of multiple abiotic and
biotic factors; and (3) involves collaboration among
multiple land holders, organizations, agencies, and
other interested parties.

8. Are you familiar with what we mean by
collaborative ecosystem management planning?

9. Has your company been involved in collabo-
rative ecosystem management projects/initiatives in
the past 10 years?

10. Has your company been involved in collabo-
rative ecosystem management projects/initiatives in
the past 5 years? What project(s)?

Please answer the following questions, by refer-
ring to the project(s) you just identified in the last
question:

O What was your firm’s role (initiator, collaborator,
respondent, observer, etc.)?

O Did your involvement in ecosystem management
entail collaboration with other landholders, or was
it solely within your property’s boundaries?

O What were the primary motivating factors that
caused you to participate in an ecosystem project/
initiative?

11. In the past 10 years, has your organization
decided not to participate in a collaborative ecosystem
management program that it had the opportunity to
participate in?

O If yes, what project(s)?

B Why did the company choose not to
participate?

O If no, has the company ever declined an oppor-
tunity to participate in a collaborative ecosystem
management program?

B Why?

I want to read you a series of statements regarding
what might be motivating factors that motivate your
firm to participate in collaborative ecosystem manage-
ment projects or initiatives. Please tell me the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement by
using the following scale where 1=strongly disagree;
2=disagree; 3=somewhat disagree; 4=neither agree
nor disagree; S=somewhat agree; 6=agree; and
7=strongly agree:

O Participation allows us to more effectively manage
our resources

O Participation provides us with a financial gain

O Participation is good public relations

O Participation helps us establish good partnership
with our stakeholders (Who are your stake-
holders?)

O Participation provides us with data we might
otherwise not collect

O Participation provides us with technical assistance
we might otherwise not develop

O Participation provides employees with a great deal
of personal satisfaction

O Participation tends to reduce media pressure

O Participation is a more attractive alternative to
litigation

O Participation is a more attractive alternative to
command-and-control regulations
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O Finally, do you think there are other motivations
for participating that companies find important that
I have not mentioned?
W If so, what are those motivations?

A.3. Results of ecosystem management participation

12. Was the ecosystem management project part of
a formal planning process or more informal in nature?

13. Did your participation in an ecosystem manage-
ment project result in an adopted plan, memorandum,
or some other agreement? Please explain.

14. Do you believe that your company benefited by
participating? If so, why?

15. Do you believe that the project was successful?

16. Do you believe that your company incurred
costs by participating? Did those costs outweigh the
benefits of participating? Why?

17. Do you believe that other participants benefited
by your company’s participation?

18. Do you think initial goals and objectives were
met by collaborating parties?

19. Do you believe that any agreement reached by
collaborating parties has been or will be implemented?

20. Do you think the health of natural resource/
ecosystem has improved as a result of the initiative?

21. Would you participate in a collaborative
ecosystem management project again or in the future?
Why or why not?

A.4. Conclusions and opinions

22. Regardless of your company’s experiences
with ecosystem management, do you think that it is a
useful process for industry—government relations?
Why or why not?

23. What do you see as the critical resource
management issues for your company over the next
25 years? Are these different than for the industry as a
whole?

24. Have you been certified by or participated in a
third party sustainable forestry certification process
(for example, the Sustainable Forestry Initiative)? If
so, which one(s)?

25. Are there other people within your firm or other
companies you think would be helpful to talk with?

26. What do you see as the role of academia in
resource management disputes?

27. Do you have anything else you would like to
add?
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