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Currently, collaborative and community-based ap-
proaches to natural resources management are be-
ing widely promoted in the United States. They are
manifested in the increasing numbers of partnerships,
consensus groups, community-based collaboratives,
watershed councils, and similar groups that are in-
volved in natural resources management. In this re-
port, the movement is referred to as collaborative con-
servation, but it goes by many different names, in-
cluding community-based ecosystem management,
grassroots ecosystem management, community for-
estry, community-based conservation, and coordinated
resources management.

As the collaborative conservation movement has
grown, a broad body of literature has both informed
and commented upon its expansion. The literature is
diverse, coming from many different disciplines, each
with its own publications, theoretical constructs, and
jargon. This makes for stimulating interactions be-
tween different perspectives but also creates some
degree of confusion. There is no one database or set of
keywords to search, and even the literature that fo-
cuses specifically on collaborative conservation uses a
bewildering range of terms and approaches.

The aim of this document is to bring together a
selected, representative sampling of the literature
to give the interested reader a beginning on which to
base further investigations.

This collection began as a briefing paper for a
workshop of the Consortium for Research and As-
sessment of Community-based Collaboratives , held

in Tucson, Arizona, in October 1999. The workshop
was organized and hosted by the Udall Center for Stud-
ies in Public Policy at The University of Arizona and
the Institute for Environmental Negotiation at the
University of Virginia.  Members of the consortium
were asked to identify the works they felt were most
relevant to discussions of collaborative and commu-
nity-based conservation.  Thus, the initial version of
this review was built from their lists of recommended
sources.

A second, much abbreviated version of this re-
port has been published as an appendix in Across
the Great Divide: Explorations in Collaborative Con-
servation in the American West (Brick et al. 2000)
and incorporates the suggestions of several of the book’s
authors. This final, expanded version brings together
both of these earlier efforts and supplements them
with additional works chosen by the authors.  As such,
this review represents a synthesis of the recommen-
dations of people with a wide range of personal, pro-
fessional, and academic backgrounds.

The review is presented in two sections. The first
section looks at the different theories that have in-
formed the development of collaborative conservation.
While the works cited in this section may not directly
mention collaborative conservation, they all present
ideas that have been used to develop, justify, and un-
derstand it. The second section includes literature that
deals explicitly with collaborative conservation as prac-
ticed in the United States. Some citations are included
several times, so that each section can stand on its
own.

Introduction
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Collaborative conservation draws upon theories of de-
mocracy, international development, and alternative
dispute resolution.  It can be associated with critical
theorists who have developed models of ideal commu-
nication, wildlife managers looking for ways to give
local communities incentives to stop poaching, essay-
ists exploring how we are shaped by the landscapes
we live in, and economic developers searching for sus-
tainable livelihoods for rural communities. The fol-
lowing sections introduce some of the principal lines
of thought that relate to collaborative conservation
and list sources that the interested reader can refer
to to learn more about each area.

International Experiences

Collaborative conservation in the United States has
been referred to as an idea that originated overseas
and is now taking hold in North America. Both “par-
ticipatory development” and “community-based con-
servation” are concepts that are widely used in the
international development arena. Today there is con-
siderable interest in the ways that groups manage
communally held property, and comanagement—
where local people and government agencies share
management responsibilities—is widely promoted.

Participatory Development and Community-
based Resource Management

Over the last few decades, development theorists
have come to emphasize that local participation in
project development is a key element of any success-
ful community development project (e.g. Chambers
1997; Korten and Klauss 1994; Uphoff, Esman, and
Krishna 1998).

Specific interest in community-based natural re-
sources management has grown out of increased
recognition of: 1) local peoples’ direct dependence on
surrounding natural resources, 2) the relevance of
indigenous knowledge of natural resources manage-
ment, and 3) the frequent inability of resource-poor
and/or corrupt national and state governments to ef-
fectively manage natural resources.

Collaborative Conservation In Theory

Since the mid-1980s, there have been many ef-
forts to implement projects that help local communi-
ties manage and benefit from nearby natural resources.
Recent publications provide critical analyses of the
international efforts (Agarwal and Gibson, 1999,
Brosius et. al. 1998).

• Agarwal, Arun, and Clark C. Gibson. 1999. “Enchant-
ment and Disenchantment: The Role of Commu-
nity in Natural Resource Conservation.” World De-
velopment 27:629-649.

• Agarwal, Bina. 2000. “Conceptualizing Environmen-
tal Collective Action: Why Gender Matters.” Cam-
bridge Journal of Economics 24:283-310.

• Asher, William. 1995. Communities and Sustainable
Forestry in Developing Countries. San Francisco, CA:
ICS Press.

• Baland, Jean Marie, and Jean Philippe Platteau. 1996.
Halting Degradation of Natural Resources: Is There
a Role for Rural Communities? New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

• Chambers, Robert. 1997. Whose Reality Counts? Putting
the First Last. London, UK: Intermediate Technology.

• Food and Agriculture Organization. 2000. Community
Forestry Web Site. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<www.fao.org/FORESTRY/FON/FONP/cfu/cfu-e.stm>.

• Getz, Wayne M., Louise Fortmann, David Cumming, Johan
du Toit, Jodi Hilty, Rowan Martin, Michael Murphree,
Norman Owen-Smith, Anthony M. Starfield, and Michael
I. Westphal. 1999. “Sustaining Natural and Human
Capital: Villagers and Scientists.” Science 283:1855-
1856.

• Higgins, Charlene. 1999. “Innovative Forest Practice
Agreements: What Could Be Done That Would Be
Innovative.” Forestry Chronicle 75:939-942.

• Korten, David C., and Rudi Klauss, eds. 1994. People-
centered Development: Contributions Towards
Theory and Planning Frameworks. West Hartford,
CT: Kumarian Press.

• Peluso, Nancy Lee, Matt Turner, and Louise Fortmann.
1994. Introducing Community Forestry: Annotated
Listing of Topics and Readings. Rome, Italy: Food and
Agriculture Organization.
<ftp.fao.org/fo/fon/fonp/cfu/fn-e12.pdf>.

• Poffenberger, Mark, ed. 1996. Communities and Forest
Management. Washington, D.C.: International Union for
the Conservation of Nature.

• Turner, M.D. 1999. “Conflict, Environmental Change,
and Social Institutions in Dryland Africa: Limita-
tions of the Community Resource Management
Approach.” Society and Natural Resources 12:643-657.
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• Uphoff, Norman Thomas, Milton J. Esman, and Anirudh
Krishna. 1998. Reasons for Success: Learning from
Instructive Experiences in Rural Development. West
Hartford, CT: Kumarian Press.

• Western, David, and R. Michael Wright, eds. 1994. Natu-
ral Connections: Perspectives in Community-based
Conservation. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

Common Property Management

Recent research into common property management
systems emphasizes the often effective role local in-
stitutions have played in sustainable natural re-
sources management in virtually all parts of the world.
This research has led to a reassessment of the way
“the tragedy of the commons” has been used to justify
state control of natural resources and to support as-
sertions that community involvement can improve
the management of natural resources.

Researchers are striving to understand why some
management systems, whether formal or informal,
work well while others do not. This has led to the
development of new methods for analyzing manage-
ment systems to identify the rules, institutions, and
incentives associated with successful management
systems (Kenney and Lord 1999; Ostrom, Gardner,
and Walker 1994).
• Baden, John A., and Douglas S. Noonan, eds. 1990. Man-

aging the Commons. Bloomington, IN: Indiana Univer-
sity Press.

• Berkes, Fikret, ed. 1989. Common Property Resources:
Ecology and Community-based Sustainable Develop-
ment. New York, NY: Belhaven Press.

• Bromley, Daniel W., and David Feeny, eds. 1992. Making
the Commons Work: Theory, Practice, and Policy. San
Francisco, CA: ICS Press.

• International Association for the Study of Common Prop-
erty. 2000b. International Association for the Study
of Common Property Website. Cited January 26th,
2000.  <www.indiana.edu/~iascp>.

• Kenney, Douglas S., and William B. Lord. 1999. Analysis
of Institutional Innovation in the Natural Resources
and Environmental Realm. Boulder, CO: Natural Re-
sources Law Center, University of Colorado School of Law.

• McCay, Bonnie J., and James M. Acheson. 1987. The Ques-
tion of the Commons: The Culture and Ecology of Com-
munal Resources. Tucson, AZ: The University of Ari-
zona Press.

• Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evo-
lution of Institutions for Collective Action. New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

• Ostrom, Elinor, Roy Gardner, and James Walker. 1994.
Rules, Games and Common-Pool Resources. Ann Ar-
bor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.

Comanagement

All of these factors have come together in the wide-
spread promotion of comanagement—the sharing of
decisionmaking authority by local resource users and
state and national governments—as a way to man-
age resources.

While much of the common property literature
focuses on indigenous management systems that are
often not recognized by the state, comanagement
focuses on establishing productive partnerships be-
tween resource users, local communities, and govern-
ment bodies. The current interest in collaborative
approaches to managing public lands in the United
States can be seen as a domestic effort at
comanagement (e.g. Paulson 1998).
• Berkes, Fikret. 1991. “Comanagement: The Evolution

in Theory and Practice of the Joint Administra-
tion of Living Resources.” Alternatives 18 (2): 12-18.

• International Association for the Study of Common Prop-
erty. 2000. Comanagement Bibliography.  Cited Janu-
ary 26th, 2000.  <www.indiana.edu/~iascp>.

• International Institute for Sustainable Development. 1998.
An Online Bibliography of Literature Pertaining
to Comanagement. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<iisd1.iisd.ca/ic/info/co-management.htm>.

• Osherenko, Gail. 1998. “Can Comanagement Save
Arctic Wildlife?” Environment 30 (6): 7-13, 29-34.

• Paulson, Deborah D. 1998. “Collaborative Manage-
ment of Public Rangeland in Wyoming: Lessons in
Co-management.” Professional Geographer 50 (3):301-
315.

• Pinkerton, Evelyn, ed. 1989. Co-operative Management
of Local Fisheries: New Directions for Improved Man-
agement and Community Development. Vancouver, BC:
University of British Columbia Press.

• Singleton, Sara. 1998. Constructing Cooperation: The
Evolution of Institutions of Comanagement. Ann Ar-
bor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.

Democratic Theory

Participatory, or direct, democracy has also gained in
popularity in recent decades.  Collaborative conserva-
tion efforts are frequently used as examples of this
form of governance, which is based on the ideal that
all citizens actively participate in government pro-
cesses through active debate. Procedural justice is the
idea that people who participate in rulemaking are
more likely to accept unfavorable outcomes based on
those rules. Social capital—the capacity for citizens
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to work together for the common good—is often identi-
fied as both a prerequisite for and a product of collabo-
rative efforts.

Participatory Democracy

Participatory democracy proponents (Barber 1984;
Morone 1990; Pateman 1970; Press 1994) draw from
aspects of both critical theory and pluralism in their
calls to better involve citizens in policymaking. Moote,
McClaran, and Chickering (1997) identified some of the
basic tenets of participatory democracy theory as ap-
plied to planning efforts: 1) that everyone who might be
affected by or have an interest in the plan be involved;
2) that all interests be encouraged to discuss their needs,
concerns, and values; 3) that the public be involved con-
tinuously through all stages of planning and
decisionmaking; and 4) that decisionmaking authority
be shared among all participants.

Both pluralism and critical theory state that clas-
sic rational decisionmaking processes cannot produce
effective solutions in situations where conflicting goals
and values predominate. But where pluralists rely on
competition between different interests to produce the
optimal compromise (e.g. Rescher 1993), critical theo-
rists call for improved communication among conflict-
ing interests.

Critical theory argues that the ideal of communi-
cative rationality—where people attempt to come to an
understanding among themselves “free from deception,
self-deception, strategic behavior and domination
through the exercise of power” (Dryzek 1990 p. 14; see
also Habermas 1984)—needs to be a part of the
decisionmaking process.

Collaborative groups frequently represent efforts to
incorporate elements of this “ideal speech” into the policy
process. In addition to the claims that effective public
participation is necessary to create more effective pub-
lic policy, some policy analysts assert that one of the
criteria on which all forms of public policy should be
judged is the degree to which their implementation pro-
motes democratic ideals (Schneider and Ingram 1997).

Collaborative efforts, though often focused on nar-
row topics, have been promoted as ways to teach broader
democratic ideals. Some authors have made the link
between democratic theory and environmental man-

agement explicit (e.g. John 1994; Mathews 1996; Shan-
non 1993; Weber 1998, 1999; Williams and Matheny 1995).

• Barber, Benjamin R. 1984. Strong Democracy: Partici-
patory Politics for a New Age. Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press.

• Dryzek, John S. 1990. Discursive Democracy: Politics,
Policy, and Political Science. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

• Habermas, Jurgen. 1984. The Theory of Communicative
Action. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.

• John, DeWitt. 1994. Civic Environmentalism: Alterna-
tives to Regulation in States and Communities. Wash-
ington, D.C.: CQ Press.

• Mathews, Forrest David. 1994. Politics for People: Find-
ing a Responsible Public Voice. Urbana, IL: University
of Illinois Press.

• Mathews, Freya, ed. 1996. Ecology and Democracy. Port-
land, OR: Frank Cass Publishers.

• Moote, Margaret A., Mitchel P. McClaran, and Donna K.
Chickering. 1997. “Theory in Practice: Applying Par-
ticipatory Democracy Theory to Public Land Plan-
ning.” Environmental Management 21 (6):877-889.

• Morone, James A. 1990. The Democratic Wish: Popu-
lar Participation and the Limits of American Gov-
ernment. New York, NY: Basic Books.

• Pateman, Carole. 1970. Participation and Democratic
Theory. Cambridge, UK: University Press.

• Press, Daniel. 1994. Democratic Dilemmas in the Age
of Ecology. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

• Rescher, Nicholas. 1993. Pluralism: Against the Demand
for Consensus. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

• Schneider, Anne L., and Helen M. Ingram. 1997. Policy
Design for Democracy. Lawrence, KS: University Press
of Kansas.

• Shannon, Margaret A. 1993. “Community Governance:
An Enduring Institution of Democracy.” Multiple
Use and Sustained Yield: Changing Philosophies for Fed-
eral Land Management?, edited by the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

• Weber, Edward P. 1998. Pluralism by the Rules: Con-
flict and Collaboration in Environmental Regulation.
Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

• Weber, Edward P. 1999. “The Question of Account-
ability in Historical Perspective: From Jackson to
Contemporary Grass-roots Ecosystem Manage-
ment.” Administration and Society 31 (4):451-494.

• Williams, Bruce Alan, and Albert R. Matheny. 1995. De-
mocracy, Dialogue, and Environmental Disputes.
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
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Procedural Justice

The concept of procedural justice—the idea that people who
participate in rulemaking are more likely to accept unfa-
vorable outcomes based on those rules—has also been in-
fluential as a rationale for increased community involve-
ment in decisionmaking.
• Lawrence, Rick L., Steven E. Daniels, and George H. Stankey.

1997. “Procedural Justice and Public Involvement in
Natural Resources Decision Making.” Society and Natu-
ral Resources 10 (6):577-589.

• Thibaut, John, and Laurens Walker. 1975. Procedural Jus-
tice: A Psychological Analysis. New York, NY: Halsted Press.

• Tyler, Tom R. 1989. “The Psychology of Procedural Jus-
tice: A Test of the Group-value Model.” Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology 57 (5):830-838.

• Tyler, Tom R., Steven L. Blader. 2000. Cooperation in Groups:
Procedural Justice, Social Identity, and Behavioral En-
gagement. Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press/Taylor &
Francis.

Social Capital

The concept of social capital has been rapidly adopted by
many disciplines. Putnam (1995) defines it as “features of
social organization such as networks, norms, and social
trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mu-
tual benefit” (p. 67). Social capital is featured in discus-
sions of collaborative conservation as both a prerequisite
for effective collaborative processes and a potential product
of collaborating.
• Coleman, James S. 1988. “Social Capital in the Creation

of Human Capital.” American Journal of Sociology 94
(Supplement):S95-S120.

• Dasgupta, Partha, and Ismail Serageldin, eds. 1999. Social
Capital: A Multifaceted Perspective. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank.

• Flora, Cornelia Butler, and Jan L. Flora. 1993. “Entrepre-
neurial Social Infrastructure: A Necessary Ingredient.”
Annals of the American Association of Political and Social
Science 529:48-58.

• Flora, Jan L. 1998. “Social Capital and Communities of
Place.” Rural Sociology 64 (4):481-506.

• Kusel, Jonathan. 1996. “Well-being in Forest Dependant
Communities, Part I: A New Approach.” Sierra Nevada
Ecosystem Project: Final Report to Congress, Vol. II. Davis,
CA: University of California, Centers for Water and Wildland
Resources.

• Putnam, Robert D. 1995. “Bowling Alone: America’s De-
clining Social Capital.” Journal of Democracy 6 (1):65-78.

• Rudd, M. A. 2000. “Live Long and Prosper: Collective
Action, Social Capital and Social Vision.” Ecological
Economics 34:131-144.

Public Participation in Planning

Another body of literature looks more closely at how
existing mechanisms of public participation have func-
tioned in environmental and natural resources plan-
ning efforts. Since the 1970s, federal law has man-
dated the inclusion of the public in environmental and
federal lands planning, and there have been several
efforts to assess such participatory processes.

Critics of the planning processes typically used
by land-management agencies have promoted collabo-
rative processes as alternatives or supplements to
hearings, public comment periods, and other existing
means of incorporating the public in planning efforts
(Cortner and Shannon 1993; Richard and Burns 1998a;
Shands 1991; Sirmon et al. 1993; Wellman and Tipple
1990).
• Beckley, Thomas M., and Dianne Korber. 1995.

“Sociology’s Potential to Improve Forest Manage-
ment and Inform Forest Policy.” The Forestry
Chronicle 71 (6):712-719.

• Behan, R.W. 1988. “A Plea for Constituency-based
Management.” American Forests 97:46-48.

• Blahna, Dale J., and Susan Yonts-Shepard. 1989. “Pub-
lic Involvement in Resource Planning: Towards
Bridging the Gap Between Policy and Implementa-
tion.” Society and Natural Resources 2 (3):209-227.

• Brandenburg, Andrea M., Matthew S. Carroll, and Keith
A. Blatner. 1995. “Towards Successful Forest Planning
through Locally Based Qualitative Sociology.” West-
ern Journal of Applied Forestry 10 (3):95-100.

• Cortner, Hanna J., and Margaret Shannon. 1993. “Em-
bedding Public Participation in its Political Con-
text.” Journal of Forestry 91 (7):14-16.

• Fiorino, Daniel J. 1990. “Citizen Participation and En-
vironmental Risk: A Survey of Institutional Mecha-
nisms.” Science, Technology, and Human Values 15
(2):226-243.

• Gericke, Kevin L., and Jay Sullivan. 1994. “Public Par-
ticipation and Appeals of Forest Service Plans: An
Empirical Examination.” Society and Natural Re-
sources 7 (2):125-135.

• Gericke, Kevin L., Jay Sullivan, and J. Douglas Wellman.
1992. “Public Participation in National Forest Plan-
ning.” Journal of Forestry 90 (2):35-38.

• Goergen, Michael T., Donald W. Floyd, and Peter G. Ashton.
1997. “An Old Model for Building Consensus and a
New Role for Foresters.” Journal of Forestry 95 (1): 8-
12.

• Irland, Lloyd C., and J. Ross Vincent. 1974. “Citizen
Participation in Decision Making: A Challenge for
Public Land Managers.” Journal of Range Manage-
ment 27 (3):182-185.
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• Knopp, Timothy B., and Elaine S. Caldbeck. 1990. “The
Role of Participatory Democracy in Forest Man-
agement.” Journal of Forestry 88 (5):13-18.

• McMullin, Steve L., and Larry A. Nielsen. 1991. “Reso-
lution of Natural Resources Allocation Conflicts
Through Effective Public Involvement.” Policy Stud-
ies Journal 19:553-559.

• Mohai, Paul. 1987. “Public Participation and Natu-
ral Resources Decision-making: The Case of the
RARE II Decisions.” Natural Resources Journal 27
(1):123-155.

• Renn, Ortwin, Thomas Webler, Horst Rakel, Peter
Dienel, and Branden Johnson. 1993. “Public Partici-
pation in Decision Making: A Three-step Proce-
dure.” Policy Sciences 26:189-214.

• Richard, Tim, and Sam Burns. 1998a. “Beyond
‘Scoping’: Citizens and San Juan National Forest
Managers, Learning Together.” Journal of Forestry
96 (4):39-43.

• Sample, V. Alaric. 1993. “A Framework for Public Par-
ticipation in Natural Resource Decisionmaking.”
Journal of Forestry 91 (7):22-27.

• Shands, William E. 1991. “Reaching Consensus on
National Forest Use.” Forum for Applied Research
and Public Policy 6 (3):18-23.

• Shannon, Margaret. 1990. “Building Trust: The For-
mation of a Social Contract.” Community and For-
estry: Continuities in the Sociology of Natural Resources,
edited by Robert G. Lee, Donald R. Field, and William R.
Burch. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

• Sirmon, Jeff, William E. Shands, and Chris Liggett. 1993.
“Communities of Interests and Open
Decisionmaking.” Journal of Forestry 91 (7):17-21.

• Wellman, J. Douglas, and Terence J. Tipple. 1990. “Pub-
lic Forestry and Direct Democracy.” The Environ-
mental Professional 12 (1):77-86.

Theories of Collaboration

Collaborative conservation draws on theories of collabo-
ration that have been developed both in the fields of
organizational behavior, public administration, and com-
munity psychology, and through practical experiences
with collaborative processes in business, government,
and nonprofit sectors.

The works of Barbara Gray, which outline a model
to explain when and how collaborative efforts develop,
are perhaps the best known. She defines collaboration
as “a process through which parties who see different
aspects of a problem can constructively explore their
differences and search for solutions that go beyond their
own limited vision of what is possible” (Gray 1989: 5).

Mattessich and Monsey (1992) and London (1995)
both provide succinct introductions to this literature.
Chrislip and Larson (1994) present a model of collabo-
ration that is frequently cited by advocates of collabora-
tive conservation. Selin and Chavez (1995) use these
general theories to explain the stages in the develop-
ment of collaborative groups addressing natural resource
issues.
• Chrislip, David D. 1995. “Pulling Together: Creating a

Constituency for Change.” National Civic Review 84
(1):21-29.

• Chrislip, David D., and Carl E. Larson. 1994. Collabora-
tive Leadership: How Citizens and Civic Leaders Can
Make a Difference. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

• Gray, Barbara. 1985. “Conditions Facilitating
Interorganizational Collaboration.” Human Relations
38 (10):911-936.

• Gray, Barbara. 1989. Collaborating: Finding Common
Ground for Multiparty Problems. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

• Huxam, Chris. 1996. Creating Collaborative Advantage.
London, UK: Sage Publications.

• London, Scott. 1995. Collaboration and Community. Pew
Partnership for Civic Change. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<www.scottlondon.com2>.

• Mattessich, Paul W., and Barbara R. Monsey. 1992. Col-
laboration: What Makes It Work: A Review of Research
Literature on Factors Influencing Successful Collabo-
ration. St. Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.

• McCann, Joseph E. 1983. “Design Guidelines for Social
Problem-solving Interventions.” Journal of Applied
Behavioral Sciences 19 (2):177-192.

• Selin, Steve, and Deborah Chavez. 1995. “Developing a
Collaborative Model for Environmental Planning
and Management.” Environmental Management 19
(2):189-195.

• Waddock, S.A. 1989. “Understanding Social Partner-
ships: An Evolutionary Model of Partnership Orga-
nizations.” Administration and Society 21 (1):78-100.

• Winer, M., and K. Ray. 1996. Collaboration Handbook:
Creating, Sustaining and Enjoying the Journey. St.
Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.

Community Dynamics and Development

In recent decades, the fields of economic and commu-
nity development and planning have increasingly fo-
cused on fostering the basic conditions of successful com-
munities. Collaborative community-based visioning and
strategic planning are being widely applied in efforts to
increase social capital, build community capacity, and
improve the quality of life in communities of all sizes.
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A number of collaborative efforts dealing with natu-
ral resources issues have grown out of community-based
strategic planning efforts, and organizations like The
Sonoran Institute and The Nature Conservancy’s Cen-
ter for Compatible Economic Development promote this
approach. Authors make the link between practical com-
munity development efforts and the pursuit of environ-
mental sustainability explicit (e.g. Ford Foundation
1999; Frentz et al. 1999; Howe et al. 1997; Johnson
1993; Schweke and Weinreb 1997).

On a more theoretical level, rural sociologists have
helped redefine how community well-being is assessed
(Kusel 1996) and increase understanding of the dynam-
ics of poverty, exploitation, and internal colonialism that
many collaborative efforts strive to redress (Freudenburg
and Gramling 1994; Peluso et al. 1994a; Rural Socio-
logical Society Task Force on Persistent Rural Poverty
1993). The volume edited by Lee (1990) specifically ad-
dresses the connections between communities and for-
est resources.

• Community Development Society. 2000. Community De-
velopment Society Web Page. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<comm-dev.org/>.

• Ford Foundation. 1999. Exploring Conservation Based
Development. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<www.explorecbd.org>.

• Frentz, Irene, Sam Burns, Donald E. Voth, and Charles
Sperry. 1999. Rural Development and Community-based
Forest Planning and Management: A New, Collabora-
tive Paradigm. Fayetteville, AR: University of Arkansas
(USDA National Research Institute Project 96-35401-3393).

• Freudenburg, William R., and Robert Gramling. 1994.
“Natural Resources and Rural Poverty: A Closer
Look.” Society and Natural Resources 7 (1):5-22.

• Howe, Jim, Edward McMahon, and Luther Propst. 1997.
Balancing Nature and Commerce in Gateway Com-
munities. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• Innes, Judith E. 1996. “Planning Through Consensus
Building: A New View of the Comprehensive Plan-
ning Ideal.” American Planning Association Journal 62
(4):460-472.

• Johnson, Kirk. 1993. Beyond Polarization: Emerging
Strategies for Reconciling Community and the Envi-
ronment. Seattle, WA: Northwest Policy Center, Univer-
sity of Washington.

• Kingsley, G.Thomas, Joseph B. McNeely, and James O.
Gibson. 1996. Community Building: Coming of Age.
Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

• Kusel, Jonathan. 1996. “Well-being in Forest Depen-
dent Communities, Part I: A New Approach.” Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project: Final Report to Congress, Vol.
II. Davis, CA: University of California, Centers for Water
and Wildland Resources.

• Lee, Robert G., Donald R. Field, and William R. Burch,
eds. 1990. Community and Forestry: Continuities in
the Sociology of Natural Resources. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.

• McGuire, Michael, Barry Rubin, Robert Agranoff, and
Craig Richards. 1994. “Building Development Capac-
ity in Nonmetropolitan Communities.” Public Ad-
ministration Review 54 (5):426-433.

• Moore, Carl, Gianni Longo, and Patsy Palmer. 1999. “Vi-
sioning.” The Consensus Building Handbook: A Com-
prehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement, edited by
Lawrence Susskind, Sarah McKearnan, and Jennifer
Thomas-Larmer. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

• Peluso, Nancy Lee, Craig R. Humphrey, and Louise P.
Fortmann. 1994a. “The Rock, the Beach and the Tide
Pool: People and Poverty in Natural Resource-de-
pendent Areas.” Society and Natural Resources 7 (1):23-
28.

• Potapchuck, W.R., and C.G. Polk. 1994. Building the
Collaborative Community. Washington, D.C.: Program
for Community Problem Solving, National Civic League.

• Roseland, M. 2000. “Sustainable Community Devel-
opment: Integrating Environmental, Economic,
and Social Objectives.” Progress in Planning 54:73-
132.

• Rural Sociological Society Task Force on Persistent Ru-
ral Poverty. 1993. Persistent Poverty in Rural
America. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

• Schweke, William, and Jenni Weinreb. 1997. Building
Healthy Communities: Resources for Compatible De-
velopment. Washington, D.C.: Corporation for Enter-
prise Development.

• Spencer, C. 1999. “Linking Forest Employment and
Forest Ecosystem Objectives in the Pacific North-
west.” Community Development Journal 34:47-57.

• Vargas, C.M. 2000. “Community Development and
Micro-enterprises: Fostering Sustainable Devel-
opment.” Sustainable Development 8:11-26.

• Walsh, J. 1996. Stories of Renewal: Community Build-
ing and the Future of Urban America. New York,
NY: The Rockefeller Foundation.

Sense of Place and Community

A number of scholars have looked at both the role of
community in shaping our sense of social responsi-
bility and interdependence, and the way “sense of
place” informs our relationship to the landscapes in
which we live. Their work has been broadly influ-
enced by theories of democracy and social capital, lit-
erary ideas about how our sense of community and
place shape us, and populist interest in neighborli-
ness and small-town self-governance. Collaborative
conservation is often seen as a natural extension of
this community-based vision.
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• Baden, John, and Donald Snow, eds. 1997. The Next
West: Public Lands, Community and Economy in the
American West. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• Basso, Keith H. 1996. Wisdom Sits in Places: Land-
scape and Language among the Western Apache.
Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Press.

• Berry, Wendell. 1995. Another Turn of the Crank:
Essays. Washington, D.C.: Counterpoint.

• Brandenburg, Andrea M., and Matthew S. Carroll. 1995.
“Your Place or Mine? The Effect of Place Creation
on Environmental Values and Landscape Mean-
ings.” Society and Natural Resources 8 (5):381-398.

• Chavis, David M., Grace M. H. Pretty. 1999. “Sense of
community: Advances in measurement and appli-
cation.” Journal of Community Psychology 27:635-642.

• Etzioni, Amitai, ed. 1995. New Communitarian Think-
ing: Persons, Virtues, Institutions and Communi-
ties. Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia Press.

• Feld, Steven, and Keith H. Basso, eds. 1996. Senses of
Place. Santa Fe, NM: School of American Research
Press.

• Hannum, Hildegarde, ed. 1997. People, Land and Com-
munity. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

• Keiter, Robert B., ed. 1998. Reclaiming the Native
Home of Hope. Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah
Press.

• Kemmis, Daniel. 1990. Community and the Politics of
Place. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

• Ostrom, Elinor. 1993. “A Communitarian Approach
to Local Governance.” National Civic Review 82
(3):226-233.

• Sagoff, Mark. 1988. The Economy of the Earth: Phi-
losophy, Law, and the Environment. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Devolution of Federal Powers

Recent American politics have included efforts to de-
volve federal powers to state and local governments
and to private entities. Devolution of federal
government’s responsibilities to the states has led to
increasing interest in promoting collaboration among
federal, state, and local governments; nongovernmen-
tal organizations; and communities (Kingsley 1996),
though this concept has not been without controversy
(eg. Coggins 1998b).
• Coggins, George C. 1998b. “Regulating Federal Natu-

ral Resources: A Summary Case Against Devolved
Collaboration.” Ecology Law Quarterly 25(4):602-610.

• Kingsley, Thomas G. 1996. “Perspectives on Devolu-
tion.” American Planning Association Journal 62(4):419-
426.

Critiques of Federal Land Management Agencies

Federal agencies are often portrayed as inefficient bureau-
cracies, and many authors promote devolving federal pow-
ers to more local levels or using alternate management
strategies, several of them based in free market approaches
(Fretwell 1999; Hirt 1994; Nelson 1995, 1999; O’Toole 1988,
1999). Some have used criticisms of the agencies as justifi-
cation for the use of alternative collaborative approaches
(e.g. Forest Options Group 1998; Harrington and Hartwell
1999).
• Clarke, Jeanne Nienaber, and Daniel McCool. 1996.   Staking

out the Terrain: Power and Performance Among
Natural Resource Agencies. Albany, NY:  SUNY Press.

• Forest Options Group. 1998. Second Century Options
for the Forest Service. Oak Grove, OR: Forest Options
Group.

• Fretwell, Holly Lippke. 1999. Forests: Do We Get What
We Pay For? Bozeman, MT: Political Economy Research
Center.  <www.perc.org/pl2sum.htm>.

• Harrington, Michael, and Christopher A. Hartwell. 1999.
Rivers Among Us: Local Watershed Preservation and
Resources Management in the Western United States.
Los Angeles, CA: Reason Public Policy Institute. Policy
Study No. 259.  <www.rppi.org/ps/ps259.html>.

• Hirt, Paul W. 1994. A Conspiracy of Optimism: Man-
agement of the National Forests Since World War
Two. Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

• Kingsley, G. Thomas.  1996. “Perspectives on Devolution.”
American Planning Association Journal 62 (4):419-26.

• Nelson, Robert H. 1995. Public Lands and Private
Rights: The Failure of Scientific Management.
Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

• Nelson, Robert H. 1999. “Public Lands: A System in Cri-
sis.” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy 14
(2):64-72.

• O’Toole, Randal. 1988. Reforming the Forest Service.
Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• O’Toole, Randal. 1999. “New Directions for Public
Lands.” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy 14
(2):73-76.

• Political Economy Research Center. 2000.  Political
Economy Research Center Website. Cited January
26th, 2000.  <www.perc.org>.

Sagebrush Rebellion & Wise Use Movement

A number of collaborative efforts exist in political climates
where the sentiments that led to the Sagebrush Rebellion
remain strong, and these have been presented as compro-
mise solutions that recognize a critical role for local voices
without granting absolute local control. At the same time,
some of the strongest criticisms of collaboration come
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from environmental interests who see collaborative and
community-based efforts as generally co-opted by local
interests. Understanding the Wise Use, county su-
premacy, and property rights movements helps make
sense of the political scene in which collaborative con-
servation exists today.
• Arnold, Ron. 1987. Ecology Wars: Environmentalism as

if People Mattered. Bellevue, WA: Free Enterprise Press.
• Brick, Philip D., and R. McGreggor Cawley, eds. 1996. A

Wolf in the Garden: The Land Rights Movement and
the New Environmental Debate. Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

• Cawley, R. McGreggor. 1993. Federal Land, Western
Anger: The Sagebrush Rebellion and Environmen-
tal Politics. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

• Echeverria, John D., and Raymond Booth Eby, eds. 1995.
Let the People Judge: Wise Use and the Private Prop-
erty Rights Movement. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• Helvarg, David. 1994. The War Against the Greens: The
“Wise-Use” Movement, the New Right, and Anti-Envi-
ronmental Violence. San Francisco, CA: Sierra Club.

• Krannich, Richard S., and Michael D. Smith. 1998. “Lo-
cal Perceptions of Public Land Management in the
Rural West: Towards Improved Understanding of
the ‘Revolt in the West.’” Society and Natural Resources
11 (7):677-695.

• McCarthy, James. 1998. “Environmentalism, Wise
Use and the Nature of Accumulation in the Rural
West.” Remaking Reality: Nature at the Millennium, ed-
ited by Bruce Braun, and Noel Castree. New York, NY:
Routledge.

• Switzer, Jacqueline Vaughn. 1997. Green Backlash: The
History and Politics of Environmental Opposition in
the U.S. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Alternative Dispute Resolution

Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) has its roots in
international peacemaking and labor negotiations but
is now commonly used in efforts to resolve environ-
mental and natural resource policy disputes.

Many collaborative efforts started as attempts to
resolve specific conflicts and move beyond the polar-
ized interest politics so prevalent in the natural re-
sources arena. ADR practitioners often emphasize the
role of consensus-based decisionmaking (Jones 1994;
Ozawa 1991), a key feature of many collaborative
groups.

Proponents of collaboration sometimes draw on
the ideas of transformative mediators, who see the
dispute resolution process as an opportunity to build
community capacity and remake the relationships be-

tween stakeholders (e.g. Burgess and Burgess 1996;
Dukes 1993). There is now a broad literature focus-
ing on ADR.

• Burgess, Heidi, and Guy Burgess. 1996. “Constructive
Confrontation: A Transformative Approach to Intrac-
table Conflicts.” Mediation Quarterly 13 (4):305-322.

• Dukes, Frank. 1993. “Public Conflict Resolution: A
Transformative Approach.” Negotiation Journal 9 (1):45-
57.

• Ellickson, Robert C. 1991. Order Without Law: How
Neighbors Settle Disputes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

• Fisher, Roger, and William Ury. 1981. Getting to Yes: Ne-
gotiating Agreement Without Giving In. Boston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin.

• Jones, Bernie. 1994. “A Comparison of Consensus and
Voting in Public Decision Making.” Negotiation Jour-
nal 10 (2):161-171.

• Kunde, James E., and Jill E. Rudd. 1988. “The Role of
Citizens Groups in Policy Conflicts.” Mediation Quar-
terly 20:33-44.

• Ozawa, Connie P. 1991. Recasting Science: Consen-
sual Procedures in Public Policy Making. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press.

• Susskind, Lawrence, and Jeffrey L Cruikshank. 1987.
Breaking the Impasse: Consensual Approaches to Re-
solving Public Disputes. New York, NY: Basic Books.

• Susskind, Lawrence, Sarah McKearnen, and Jennifer Tho-
mas-Larmer, eds. 1999. The Consensus Building Hand-
book: A Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

• Wondolleck, Julia M., Nancy J. Manring, and James E.
Crowfoot. 1996. “Teetering at the Top of the Ladder:
The Experience of Citizen Group Participants in Al-
ternative Dispute Resolution Processes.” Sociological
Perspectives 39 (2):249-262.

• Wood, Julia T. 1984. “Alternative Methods of Group De-
cision Making: A Comparative Examination of Con-
sensus, Negotiation and Voting.” Emergent Issues in
Human Decision Making, edited by Gerald M. Phillips, and
Julia T. Wood. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois Univer-
sity Press.

Environmental Conflict Resolution

Today environmental conflict resolution (ECR) - al-
ternative dispute resolution focused on environmen-
tal issues - is a field unto itself, with a substantial
literature (see Scharf’s 1997 annotated bibliography).
The nascent efforts to evaluate the effectiveness of
ECR efforts offer models for those interested in evalu-
ating other forms of collaborative conservation
(d’Estree and Colby 2000; Innes and Booher 1999; Sipe
1998). Critics of environmental mediation strive to
understand how it fits into the broader political land-
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scape and what the implications are for different in-
terest groups (Amy 1987). Buckles’ edited volume
questions whether conflict interventions undermine
local strategies for conflict management. Some argue
that the very nature of environmental mediation works
in favor of state and industry interests (Modavi 1996).

• Amy, Douglas J. 1987. The Politics of Environmental
Mediation. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

• Bingham, Gail. 1986. Resolving Environmental Dis-
putes: A Decade of Experience. Washington, D.C.: Con-
servation Foundation.

• Blackburn, J. Walton, and Willa M. Bruce, eds. 1995. Medi-
ating Environmental Conflicts: Theory and Practice.
Westport, CT: Quorum Books.

• Buckle, Leonard G., and Suzann R. Thomas-Buckle. 1986.
“Placing Environmental Mediation in Context: Les-
sons from ‘Failed’ Mediations.” Environmental Impact
Assessment Review 6 (1):55-70.

• Buckles, D., ed. 1999. Cultivating Peace: Conflict and
Collaboration in Natural Resource Management.
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

• Carpenter, Susan. 1991. “Dealing with Environmental
and Other Public Disputes.” Community Mediation: A
Handbook for Practitioners and Researchers, edited by
Karen Grover Duffy, James W. Grosch, and Paul V. Olczak.
New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

• Crowfoot, James E., and Julia Marie Wondolleck. 1990.
Environmental Disputes: Community Involvement in
Conflict Resolution. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• d’Estree, Tamra Pearson, and Bonnie G. Colby. 2000. Guide-
book for Analyzing Success in Environmental Conflict
Resolution Cases. Fairfax, VA: The Institute for Conflict Analy-
sis and Resolution, George Mason University.

• Emerson, Kirk, Richard Yarde, and Tanya Heikkila, eds.
1997. Environmental Conflict Resolution in the West:
Conference Proceedings. Tucson, AZ: The Udall Center
for Studies in Public Policy, The University of Arizona.

• Innes, Judith E., and David E. Booher. 1999. “Consensus
Building and Complex Adaptive Systems: A Frame-
work for Evaluating Collaborative Planning.” Ameri-
can Planning Association Journal 65 (4):413-423.

• Merideth, Robert, and Rachel Yaseen. 2000. “Using Role-
Play Simulations to Teach Environmental Decision
Making and Conflict Resolution Techniques.” En-
vironmental Practice 2: 139-145

• Modavi, Neghin. 1996. “Mediation of Environmental
Conflicts in Hawaii: Win-win or Co-optation?” So-
ciological Perspectives 39 (2):301-316.

• Scharf, V. Lee. 1997. Environmental Dispute Resolu-
tion: Annotated Bibliography, Essays and Guide. Un-
published manuscript, available from the author at
<Scharf.Lee@epamail.epa.gov>.

• Sipe, Neal G. 1998. “An Empirical Analysis of Environ-
mental Mediation.” Journal of the American Planning As-
sociation 64 (3):275-285.

• Wondolleck, Julia Marie. 1988. Public Lands Conflict and
Resolution: Managing National Forest Disputes. New
York, NY: Plenum Press.

Ecosystem Management

Early conceptions of ecosystem management emphasized
the need to coordinate natural resources decisionmaking
across different land ownerships and administrative bound-
aries. However, they often did not specify how such coordi-
nation was to occur (Grumbine 1994) or focused specifi-
cally on the legal mandates for coordination (Keiter 1994).

Others have responded by including collaborative ap-
proaches as an essential feature of ecosystem management
(Cortner and Moote 1999; Gunderson, Holling, and Light
1995; Keystone Center 1996; Sample et al. 1995). The con-
nection to ecosystem management is explicit in two re-
cently coined names for collaborative conservation: “com-
munity-based ecosystem management” (Gray, Enzer, and
Kusel 2000) and “grass-roots ecosystem management”
(Weber 2000).
• Cortner, Hanna J., and Margaret A. Moote. 1999. The Poli-

tics of Ecosystem Management. Washington, D.C.: Island
Press.

• Gray, G. J., Maia J. Enzer, and Jonathan Kusel, eds. 2001.
Understanding Community Based Ecosystem Manage-
ment in the United States. New York, NY: Haworth Press
(in press).

• Grumbine, R. Edward. 1994. “What Is Ecosystem Man-
agement?” Conservation Biology 8 (1):27-38.

• Gunderson, Lance H., C. S. Holling, and Stephen S. Light, eds.
1995. Barriers and Bridges to the Renewal of Ecosystems
and Institutions. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

• Keiter, Robert B. 1994. “Beyond the Boundary Line: Con-
structing a Law of Ecosystem Management.” Univer-
sity of Colorado Law Review 65:293-333.

• Keystone Center. 1996. The Keystone National Policy Dia-
logue on Ecosystem Management: Final Report. Keystone,
CO: The Keystone Center.

• Knight, Richard L., and Peter B. Landres, eds. 1998. Steward-
ship Across Boundaries. Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

• Malone, C. R. 2000. “Ecosystem Management Policies in
State Government of the USA.” Landscape and Urban
Planning 48:57-64.

• Sample, V. Alaric, Antony S. Cheng, Maia J. Enzer, and Mar-
garet A. Moote. 1995. Building Partnerships for Ecosys-
tem Management on Mixed Ownership Landscapes: Re-
gional Perspectives. Washington, D.C.: The Forest Policy
Center.

• Weber, Edward. 2000. “A New Vanguard for the Envi-
ronment: Grass-roots Ecosystem Management as
a New Environmental Movement.” Society and Natu-
ral Resources 13 (3):237-259.
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• Yaffee, Steven L., Ali F. Phillips, Irene C. Frentz, Paul W.
Hardy, Sussanne M. Maleki, and Barbara E. Thorpe. 1996.
Ecosystem Management in the United States. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Island Press.

Adaptive Management

Adaptive management—which emphasizes an experi-
mental, iterative approach to decisionmaking—is
closely linked to the idea of ecosystem management.
The public is considered to have an essential role to
play in adaptive management, and collaborative
groups have been promoted as a forum through which
the public can participate in adaptive management
(Kusel et al. 1996a; McLain and Lee 1996).

• Holling, C.S., ed. 1978. Adaptive Environmental Assessment
and Management. New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons.

• Kusel, Jonathan, Sam C. Doak, Susan Carpenter, and Victoria
E. Sturtevant. 1996a. “The Role of the Public in Adaptive
Management.” Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project: Final Re-
port to Congress, Vol. II. Davis, CA: University of California,
Centers for Water and Wildland Resources.

• Lee, Kai N. 1993. Compass and Gyroscope: Integrat-
ing Science and Politics for the Environment. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Island Press.

• McLain, Rebecca J., and Robert G. Lee. 1996. “Adaptive
Management: Promises and Pitfalls.” Environmen-
tal Management 20 (4):437-448.

• Walters, Carl. 1986. Adaptive Management of Renew-
able Resources. New York, NY: Macmillan Publishing
Company.

Watershed Management

While the principles of watershed management are
quite similar to those of ecosystem management, wa-
tershed management has retained its own identity
and focus on the watershed as a unifying concept in
cross-jurisdictional natural resources management.
While not all watershed-management groups are col-
laborative in nature, they constitute a large portion
of the collaborative efforts in the United States. Sev-
eral works related to watershed groups are cited in
the second part of this document.

• Environmental Protection Agency. 1996. Watershed Ap-
proach Framework. Washington, D.C.: EPA Office of
Water. Publication 840-S-96-001.

• Griffin, C.B. 1999. “Watershed Councils: An Emerg-
ing Form of Public Participation in Natural Re-
source Management.” Journal of the American Water
Resources Association 35 (3):505-518.

• Kenney, Douglas S. 1999b. “Historical and
Sociopolitical Context of the Western Watersheds
Movement.” Journal of the American Water Resources
Association 35 (3):493-503.

• Kenney, Douglas S., Sean T. McAllister, William H. Caile,
and Jason S. Peckham. 2000. The New Watershed
Source Book. Boulder, CO: Natural Resources Law Cen-
ter, University of Colorado School of Law.

• Lavigne, Peter M., ed. 1995. Proceedings of the Water-
shed Innovators Workshop. Portland, OR: River Net-
work.
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As interest in collaborative conservation grows, research-
ers are paying more and more attention to what many
are calling a new environmental movement. “Commu-
nity-based,” “consensus,” and “collaborative” all achieved
buzz-word status sometime in the 1990s, and publica-
tions about these topics appear with increasing regu-
larity.

Authors writing about collaborative conservation
come from a wide range of backgrounds and have used
a diverse array of research methods. Some work is
grounded in extensive fieldwork, involving techniques
that range from quantitative analysis of survey data to
participant observation.

Other work explores ideas and issues raised by col-
laborative conservation. Publication venues include law
reviews and journals such as Professional Geographer,
Administration and Society, Environmental Manage-
ment, and the Journal of Forestry. Since 1996, the
Chronicle of Community has provided an excellent fo-
rum for discussions of collaborative conservation in the
western United States. While a growing body of work
appears in peer-reviewed journals, much of the docu-
mentation and analysis of collaborative conservation is
in the gray literature. Some of it is accessible mainly
through word-of-mouth.

This literature addresses a wide range of issues.
Some authors look at specific questions about collabo-
rative processes themselves, while others evaluate how
collaborative efforts affect democratic governance, delve
into the details of legal authorities, or assess power dy-
namics in collaborative groups.

In this review, the literature is divided into a num-
ber of broad categories: 1) overviews, 2) case studies, 3)
classifications and catalogues, 4) criticisms, 5) evalua-
tions, and 6) facilitating and inhibiting factors. Some
works may be mentioned in multiple categories.

Overviews

Overviews of collaborative conservation are found in
several different forms. Below, general overviews are
divided out by type of publication. The next sections
identify overviews that are specific to distinct types of
collaborative conservation.

Popular Press Overviews

Public interest in collaborative conservation has grown
tremendously over the last decade, and overviews of
the movement can be found in the popular news me-
dia (Krist 1998) and specialized publications like High
Country News (High Country News 1999; Jones 1996),
in books that use a number of case studies to promote
collaborative processes (Bernard and Young 1997;
Dagget 1995; Montana Consensus Council 1995), in
political speeches (Kitzhaber 1998), on the Web, in
agency flyers (U.S. Forest Service 1998a), and in a
special issue of American Forests (1998), among oth-
ers.
• American Forests. 1998. “Local Voices, National Issues.”

American Forests 103 (4).
• Bernard, Ted, and Jora Young. 1997. The Ecology of Hope:

Communities Collaborate for Sustainability. Gabriola
Island, BC, Canada: New Society Publishers.

• Dagget, Dan. 1997. “Getting Out of the Cow Business:
Nevada Sagebrush Rebels Shift Gears.” Chronicle of
Community 1 (2):5-15.

• High Country News. 1996. Index to High Country News
Stories on Consensus Groups. Cited January 26th, 2000.
<www.hcn.org/category_index/dir/Consensus.html>.

• Jones, Lisa. 1996. “Howdy Neighbor! As a Last Re-
sort, Westerners Start Talking to Each Other.” High
Country News 28 (9):1,6-8.

• Kitzhaber, John. 1998. Enlibra Speech. Phoenix, AZ.
Speech to the Western Governors’ Association Confer-
ence, December 4th.

• Krist, John. 1998. “Seeking Common Ground.” Ventura
County Star, Dec 14-23.

• Montana Consensus Council. 1995. Solving Community
Problems by Consensus: A Celebration of Success Sto-
ries. Helena, MT: Montana Office of the Governor.

• U.S. Forest Service. 1998a. Pathways to Collaboration.
Washington, D.C.: USDA Forest Service pamphlet FS-623.

Academic Overviews

Researchers’ interest in collaborative conservation is
growing (see Moote et al. 2000). McKinney (1999) and
Fairfax et al. (1999) strive to describe the historical
context of the current interest in collaborative con-
servation in the West. Weber (2000) describes the te-
nets of grassroots ecosystem management, which he
considers a new form of the environmental movement.
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000), Gray et al. ( 2001), and

Collaborative Conservation in Practice
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Brick et al. (2000) give overviews of the movement.
Duane (1997) includes a brief but thoughtful over-
view of the ideas behind collaborative collaboration
and presents a model that identifies four distinct kinds
of conflicts. Selin and Chavez (1995) apply broad-based
collaborative theory to natural resources issues, iden-
tify situations that are conducive to collaboration, and
present a model that identifies distinct stages in the
development of collaborative efforts. Coughlin et al.
(1999) provide an overview of the growth of collabora-
tive conservation, identify the arguments for and
against collaborative approaches, and then examine
how these pros and cons have played out in a number
of case studies.
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munity Research.

• McKinney, Matthew. 1999. “Governing Western Re-
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• Wondolleck, Julia M., and Steven L. Yaffee. 2000. Mak-
ing Collaboration Work: Lessons from Innovation in
Natural Resource Management. Washington, D.C.:
Island Press.

Coordinated Resource Management

Coordinated resource management (CRM), with roots
in work by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS, now
the Natural Resources Conservation Service, NRCS)
in the 1950s, was one of the first models for collabo-
rative natural resources management. Since the
1970s, it has been applied and promoted by the SCS,
the Bureau of Land Management, the Society for
Range Management, and others.

CRM is a consensus process that emphasizes face-
to-face interactions between stakeholders during the
formulation and implementation of management
plans. Anderson and Baum (1988) give an overview
of the process, while Cleary and Phillippi (1993) give
detailed guidance to participants and conveners.
Paulson (1998) describes how CRM has been used in
Wyoming and concludes that while CRM groups have
often helped reduce “overlay conflict” due to misun-
derstandings, they generally have not helped resolve
conflicts where participants’ values and interests
clearly conflict.

Kruse (1995) evaluates the success of CRM pro-
cesses, while Moote et al.(1997) evaluate the degree
to which a CRM process actually incorporated the
tenets of participatory democracy.
• Anderson, E. William, and Robert C. Baum. 1988. “How

to Do Coordinated Resource Management Plan-
ning.” Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 43
(3):216-220.

• Cleary, C. Rex, and Dennis Phillippi. 1993. Coordinated
Resource Management: Guidelines for All Who Par-
ticipate. Denver, CO: Society for Range Management.
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• Paulson, Deborah D. 1998. “Collaborative Management
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management.” Professional Geographer 50 (3):301-315.

Landcare

Landcare is a community-based program developed in Aus-
tralia that has been held up as one of the most successful
examples of collaborative conservation in the developed
world. Campbell (1995) gives an overview of the Landcare
movement and describes a typical Landcare group as “a
voluntary group of (usually rural) people working together
to develop more sustainable systems of land management.”

Ewing (1999) identifies a number of challenges that
Landcare groups have faced, including the difficulty of eq-
uitably delineating membership on decisionmaking bod-
ies, finding adequate funding, and coordinating adminis-
trative processes.
• Campbell, Andrew, and Greg Siepen. 1994. Landcare:

Communities Shaping the Land and the Future. St.
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tershed Management in Victoria, Australia.” Journal
of the American Water Resources Association 35 (3):663-673.

Collaborative Learning

Collaborative learning is a model for participatory plan-
ning and management processes that has been widely used
in Forest Service planning activities in the Northwest. It
draws from communications and systems theory, and pro-
motes an iterative planning process that aims to facilitate
learning by all participants. The emphasis is on learning
and improving the situation rather than reaching consen-
sus.

• Daniels, Steven E., and Gregg B. Walker. 1996. “Collabora-
tive Learning: Improving Public Deliberation in Eco-
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Collaboration and the U.S. Forest Service

Calls for managing public forests by the people and for the
people date back to Gifford Pinchot and the time of the
Forest Service’s establishment. Community forestry advo-
cates in areas adjacent to national forests have actively
pushed for more participatory planning processes (Brendler
and Carey 1998), and many experiments with collabora-
tive management are being carried out on forestlands.

Carr et al. (1998) report on surveys of supervisors of
all the national forests and of 15 interest groups that as-
sessed participants’ opinions of Forest Service collabora-
tive planning efforts. Wondolleck and Yaffee (1994) also
surveyed Forest Service personnel and other participants
in collaborative planning processes, in addition to cata-
loguing 230 partnership efforts, presenting 35 case stud-
ies, and discussing factors that facilitated and/or inhibited
the collaborative processes and their outcomes.
• Brendler, Thomas, and Henry Carey. 1998. “Community

Forestry, Defined.” Journal of Forestry 96 (3):21-23.
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How-to Guides

Several handbooks and guides have been written to
assist people facilitating or participating in collabora-
tive processes. Some focus on specific models of the
collaborative process (Cleary and Phillippi 1993) or
on collaboration involving specific agencies (Ringgold
1998) or specific resources (Luscher 1996; Oregon
State Extension Service 1998), while others provide
more general guidance.
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Case Studies

Case studies provide an excellent window onto collabora-
tive conservation in practice on the ground, and  more are
being written each year. Most case studies describe the
development and outcomes of one or two specific collabora-
tive efforts, while a few describe a number of different ef-
forts (e.g. Cestero 1999; Coughlin et al. 1999; Moseley 1999).

A few case studies are notable for the analytic frame-
works that they apply (e.g. Cestero 1999; Coughlin et al.
1999; Duane 1997; Kenney and Lord 1999; Moore 1994;
Moote, McClaran, and Chickering 1997). Some collabora-
tive groups have received considerable publicity but have
not been the subject of scholarly inquiry, while a few can
count numerous theses and dissertations among the re-
sults of their collaboration. Those presented here are only
a sampling of the many available.
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Larmer. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
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Catalogs and Classification Systems

A few research efforts have gone beyond the simple
case-study approach in their attempts to catalogue
numerous collaborative efforts and analyze their sa-
lient features. Coughlin et al. (1999) recently com-
piled a database with information on 450 collabora-
tive partnerships. The New Watershed Source Book
(Kenney et al. 2000) identifies 346 different water-
shed management groups; includes cases studies and
a statistical analysis for 117 of these; and discusses
the range of contexts, purposes, and institutional
structures that exist among them.

Ecosystem Management in the United States
(Yaffee et al. 1996) identifies 619 ecosystem manage-
ment efforts and includes brief case studies of 105 of
them. Based on this sample, the authors provide an
analysis of the characteristics of the projects, the fac-
tors that have facilitated and inhibited their progress,
and lessons drawn from them that can be applied to
future efforts. In Building Bridges Across Agency Bound-
aries, Wondolleck and Yaffee (1994) take a similar ap-
proach to cataloguing Forest Service partnerships.
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Beyond the Hundredth Meeting (Cestero 1999)
develops a classification system that divides groups
into place-based and interest-based groups, includ-
ing watershed groups, dialogue groups, partnerships,
mediations and negotiations, advisory councils, and
collaborative advocacy groups. Selin and Chavez
(1995) identify four types of collaborative designs: ap-
preciative planning (collaboration limited to informa-
tion exchanges), partnerships, dialogues, and negoti-
ated settlements.

Coughlin et al. (1999) describe a number of dif-
ferent axes along which collaborative groups can be
described, while Griffin (1999) identifies salient char-
acteristics of watershed groups. Kenney and Lord
(1999) apply the institutional analysis and design
approach pioneered by Elinor Ostrom to distinguish
between different types of conflicts and collaborative
institutions.
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ral Resources, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
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source Management.” Journal of the American Water
Resources Association 35 (3):505-518.
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School of Law.
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Center, University of Colorado School of Law.
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ter, University of Colorado School of Law.
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(2):189-195.
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of Excellence in the United States Forest Service.
Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan School of Natu-
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Hardy, Sussanne M. Maleki, and Barbara E. Thorpe. 1996.
Ecosystem Management in the United States. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Island Press.

Criticism

Collaborative efforts are regularly subject to criticism.
Most critics are environmental activists who perceive
collaborative efforts as inefficient and/or dangerous
attempts to assert local, often industry, control over
natural resources (Benson 1998; Blumberg and
Knuffke 1998; Britell 1999; McCloskey 1996; South-
ern Utah Wilderness Association 1994). Kenney’s piece
(2000) provides an excellent overview of these criti-
cisms. Coughlin et al. (1999) identify environmental-
ists’ main criticisms as follows:

Collaborative efforts:
• delegitimize conflict;
• produce lowest common denominator outcomes;
• often include members with unequal resources

such as time, money, information, and nego-
tiation training;

• address issues such as national forest manage-
ment and grazing on public lands through local
collaboration instead of through national dia-
logue;

• consist of stakeholders whose roles may not
be well-defined;

• exclude urban-based environmental groups;
• disempower both national and local majorities

when using consensus-based approaches;
• may circumvent the authorities of the agen-

cies whose role it is to manage resources; and
• co-opt environmental advocates.

Coggins (1998a; 1998b) is a legal scholar who has
expressed similar concerns. Coglianese (1999) argues
that consensus decisionmaking may not be as effective
as is often claimed. Many of these criticisms were fore-
seen by Amy (1987) in his insightful assessment of en-
vironmental mediation. Many critics have singled out
the Quincy Library Group, a collaborative group of for-
esters, environmentalists, and other citizens in north-
ern California who worked through Congress to force
the U.S. Forest Service to address their forest manage-
ment concerns, in their criticisms (e.g. Blumberg 1997;
Blumberg and Knuffke 1998; Mazza 1997).
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Others have observed that typical place-based defi-
nitions of community are overly simplistic (e.g. Bates
1993; Leach et al. 1997), and critics have challenged
community-based efforts on this basis. McLain and Jones
(1997) suggest that the interests of migrant forest work-
ers, transient gatherers, and others who depend on spe-
cific natural resources but do not reside in adjoining
communities are often ignored by community-based
groups.
• Agarwal, Arun, Clark C. Gibson. 1999. “Enchantment and
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Resource Conservation.” World Development 27:629-649.

• Amy, Douglas J. 1987. The Politics of Environmental
Mediation. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.
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Law Review 14:81-112.
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the West.” Rivers 6 (4):281-286.
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Win”10/97; and Essay #12: Negotiate to Win. Cited Janu-
ary 26th, 2000. <www.britell.com/windex.html>.
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• Coggins, George C. 1998b. “Regulating Federal Natu-
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Collaboration.” Ecology Law Quarterly 25 (4):602-610.
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vironment 41 (3):28-33.
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Partnerships. Master’s Project, School of Natural Re-
sources, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
<www.umich.edu/~crpgroup>.

• Kenney, Douglas S. 2000. Arguing About Consensus: Ex-
amining the Case Against Western Watershed Initiatives
and Other Collaborative Groups Active in Natural Re-
sources Management. Boulder, CO: Natural Resources Law
Center, University of Colorado School of Law.

• Leach, Melissa, Robin Mearns, and Ian Scoones. 1997.
“Challenges to Community-based Sustainable Devel-
opment.” Institute of Developmental Studies Bulletin
28(4):4-14.

• Mazza, Patrick. 1997. “Cooptation or Constructive En-
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• McCloskey, M. 1996. “The Skeptic: Collaboration Has
Its Limits.” High Country News 28 (9):7.

• McCloskey, Michael. 1998. “Local Communities and
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Evaluating Collaborative Conservation

There is currently considerable interest in develop-
ing methods to evaluate collaborative efforts, both
to guide future efforts and policies and to allow re-
searchers to compare different processes and identify
variables associated with success. The challenge fac-
ing all evaluatory efforts is in choosing appropriate
criteria and transforming them into measurable vari-
ables.

Definitions of success are inherently normative,
and unambiguous indicators are rare indeed.
Kenney discusses the growing interest in evaluation
(1999a) and then takes a closer look at the arguments
for and against collaboration to assess how they might
form the basis for criteria against which collabora-
tive efforts can be evaluated (2000).

Kenney and Lord (1999) developed a set of crite-
ria that they used to evaluate a set of watershed groups.
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