. - . . . . T
STTESN A TR







53
i3

,.
e
|









T

3 1293 01801 7479

LIBRARY
Michigan State
University

This is to certify that the
thesis entitled

Strategic Planning of Fisheries Communications: An
Internal Assessment of the Michigan Department
of Natural Resources Fisheries Division's
Needs and Priorities
presented by

Kelly Carter-Matthews

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

M.S. degree in Fish. & Wildl.

Major professor

Date _ December 17, 1998

0-7639 MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution




PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE
=~

NG, 2 8 2000

EN

o~

198 C/CIRC/IDateDue.p65-p. 14




STRATEGIC PLANNING OF FISHERIES COMMUNICATIONS: AN
INTERNAL ASSESSMENT OF THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES FISHERIES DIVISION’S NEEDS AND
PRIORITIES

by

Kelly Carter-Matthews

A THESIS

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

MASTERS OF SCIENCE

Department of Fisheries and Wildlife

1998




ABSTRACT

STRATEGIC PLANNING OF FISHERIES COMMUNICATIONS: AN INTERNAL
ASSESSMENT OF THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
FISHERIES DIVISION’S NEEDS AND PRIORITIES

by
Kelly Carter-Matthews

Natural resources agencies are struggling to understand how their management and
communication activities can meet the demands of diverse stakeholders while maintaining
allegiance to their conservation and stewardship missions. The purpose of this study was to
identify the Michigan Department of Natural Resources Fisheries Division’s communications
needs and priorities as perceived by Fisheries personnel. A total of 75 Division employees
participated in eight focus groups (77 % of invited staff, 32.9 % of the study population).
Participants ranked youth, general anglers, the general public, youth anglers, schools, and
riparian landowners as priority target audiences to target for communications. Highest-ranked
desired outcomes to achieve with communications related to developing a citizenry well
informed about fisheries management and biological/ecosystem processes, motivating interest
and action (e.g., stewardship behaviors), and encouraging positive public attitudes toward the
Fisheries Division. Perceived needs were: a communication strategy, a long-term commitment
to and support for integrating communications in fisheries management, and training to improve
personnel communication skills. In addition, results demonstrated that there were differing
needs between employee groups (e.g., hatcheries, research, field operations), and between
supervisors and non-supervisory personnel. The outcome of this research is a communication
strategy designed to guide Division decision-making and planning. Integrated into fisheries
management decision-making, strategic communications can help achieve management

objectives that are responsive, predictive and proactive in an ever-changing environment.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

An Overview of Natural Resources Communications Problems

Natural resources agencies are struggling to understand how their management activities
can meet the demands of an increasingly diverse constituency while maintaining allegiance to their
conservation and stewardship missions. Changing demographics and social environments across
the United States are influencing fish and wildlife use and the ways in which many natural
resources are managed. Agencies attempting to respond to these and other changes will need to be
able to communicate effectively with their various publics. Recognizing the importance of
communications within natural resource management and understanding how this function is
supported throughout management processes will be vital to responsive and proactive management
in the next century.

Before discussing problems and issues associated with fisheries communications, it is

important to clearly define what is meant by communications in this study.

What are Natural Resources Communications?

Advances in technology mean that vast amounts of information can be made available in a
variety of ways to a multitude of people with just the push of a button. Yet, the quick and
quantifiable transfer of information does not necessarily equate to effective communications.
Webster (1989: 298) defines communication as “the imparting or interchange of thoughts, opinions

or information by speech, writing or signs.” In their text, Public Relations and Communications for

Natura] Resource Managers (1981), Fazio and Gilbert describe communications as the successful

transmission of thoughts or ideas, without significant distortion, so that understanding is achieved.
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They believe that the key element of this definition is understanding—that communication takes
place only when a thought is reconstructed in the mind of the person intended to receive the
communiqué very much the same as it occurred in the mind of the original sender. Webster’s
inclusion of the term “interchange” also alludes to two-way communications—whereby the receiver
has an opportunity to communicate with the sender. The receiver’s response (or non-response) can
be an important mechanism for judging the effectiveness or accuracy of the communication process.

In natural resources management, there are many approaches to communications,
including: public relations, advertising, marketing, legislative action, citizen participation,
information and education, interpretation and public affairs. These approaches are clearly for the
purpose of some communication objective: to inform, persuade, promote and/or involve.
Inadvertent forms of communications need to be recognized as well. The routine, day-to-day
contact most natural resources employees have with the public while answering the telephone,
greeting office visitors, driving the organization’s vehicle, or performing job duties in the field are
also significant forms of communications. Internal or other professional interchanges are important,
too.

Fazio and Gilbert (1981) list three essential steps for the effective practice of
communications within natural resources management: identifying and working with publics,

research, and planning.

Identifying and Working With Publics
Constituents of Natural Resources

Prior to the 1970s, fish and wildlife management professionals concentrated much of their
communication efforts toward traditional resource users such as anglers, hunters and trappers

(Bennett et al. 1978; Decker et al. 1996b; Hendee and Schoenfeld 1973; Knight and Gutzwiller
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1995). These users fit one definition of a “constituency’": a group of people (constituents) who
authorize or support the efforts of others (professionals) to act on their behalf (Webster 1989: 314).
In response, resource management professionals have attended to user groups’ interests through
their decisions and actions, predominantly managing for consumptive uses— the harvest of game
species and other resource commodities such as commercial fisheries, timber and minerals.

By the late 1960s and early 1970s, public interest in the environment had grown, and this
interest began to influence management of natural resources through policy-making legislation such
as the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, National Environmental Policy Act, and the Endangered
Species Act. The first Earth Day in 1970 further demonstrated that people other than traditional

consumptive users had interests in wildlife and a reason to be considered beneficiaries of

management (Decker et al. 1996b).

Other Users of and Interests in Natural Resources

While the focus of natural resource management has primarily benefited users such as
hunters, anglers, and trappers, (the so-called “consumptive” users), the orientation of U.S. residents
has shown a consistent pattern of increased interest in non-consumptive activities (e.g., hiking;
wildlife, bird and fish watching) (USFWS 1989, 1991, 1996). These non-consumptive users and
other interested groups may represent a greater proportion of the national perspective when
compared with consumptive recreational use of natural resources. A recent national survey, for
example, demonstrates that while only 18% of U.S. residents fish, twice that (36%) participate in
“non-consumptive wildlife-associated recreation” (USFWS 1997). In fact, decreased angler license

sales in many regions of the U.S. suggest that the traditional base of the fisheries agency

Constituency is diminishing (USFWS 1997).
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Attitudes toward consumptive recreation and certain wildlife management methods are
beginning to have an effect on the way natural resources are managed. Public attitude surveys and
tracking polls, for example, reveal that existing management policies are not supported by a
majority of the public. In many states, utilitarian values are being challenged by those holding
appreciative or environmentalist views. Increasingly, these groups are influencing management

policy through legislation and public referenda aimed at banning hunting and trapping of particular

wildlife species (Deane 1990; Loker and Decker 1995; Yozwiak 1994).

Using Research in the Communication Function of Natural Resources Management

Human Dimensions Research

As public values pertaining to natural resources and their use continue to diversify and
change, conflicts will grow and the need to understand the social or human dimensions of fish and
wildlife management will become increasingly important. This field of human dimensions research
is described by Zinn and Manfredo (1992 as cited in Manfredo et al. 1995: 54) as “an area of
investigation which attempts to describe, predict, understand and affect human thought and action
toward natural environments and to acquire such understanding for the primary purpose of
improving stewardship of natural resources.” Decker and Lipscomb (1991 as cited in Decker and
Enck 1996) state that the purpose of human dimensions research is to understand and clarify diverse
Perspectives on natural resources management programs and issues and systematically incorporate
such insight into decision making. Recent human dimensions research has examined the needs of
diverse interests groups and how this information can assist with responsive resource management
(Decker et al. 1996a; Decker et al 1996b; Decker and Enck 1996).

Decker et al. (1996b) believe that the philosophy of resource management should evolve to

include a broad range of interests and recommend a stakeholder approach to decision-making. This
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approach is different from the “customer” or “constituent” user-pay resource management
philosophy because it includes all individuals and groups who may be affected by or can affect
management decisions and programs. Decker and Enck (1996: 61) believe that an understanding of
human behavior and values will result in “public involvement processes that yield better
information for management decision making and, hopefully, better and more broadly accepted
management decisions.” By adopting a stakeholder approach, natural resource management will

be more effective and more adaptive and dynamic in recognizing and dealing with current, new and

future needs (Decker et al. 1996b).

The Role of Marketing Research in Communications Management

Since the late 1970s, many fisheries professionals have advocated that insight gained from
human dimensions research be applied in a marketing approach designed to target specific
population segments with recreational opportunities (Bennett et al. 1978; Ditton 1995; Duda et al.
1989; Duda 1993; Pajak 1994; Scheffer 1976; Thorne et al. 1992). This type of approach to
marketing (e.g., “social marketing”) has been defined by Kotler (1982: 490) as “an activity directed
at satisfying public needs and wants through the design of specific products and services....to
advance a social cause, idea or behavior.” From a natural resources perspective, these products and
services, such as fish and fishing opportunities, are the outcomes of resource management. From a
communications viewpoint, marketing fisheries products and services would entail the development
of specific communication activities targeted to specific population segments and designed to meet
diverse interests and needs.

More recently, Kotler et al. (1996: 23) have described how marketing can be integrated into
decision-making as a social and managerial process “by which individuals and groups obtain what

they need and want through creating and exchanging products and values to others...for the purpose
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of achieving organizational objectives.” This approach represents communications or marketing as
more than just providing services and products targeted to specific audiences, but as a resource

management tool with which to achieve organizational and communication objectives.

Planning for Communications

Only a few examples are available that clearly integrate communications as a natural
resources management tool used by state agencies. In Minnesota, the Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife (MN Div. of F& W) recognizes the utility and value of integrating marketing and
communications into resource management. Applied as a management tool, the MN Div. of F&W
integrates marketing and communications-based management on an agency-wide basis. human
dimensions and communications specialists help the agency to identify key issues which need to be
communicated to various publics, or to identify communications which will assist with resource
management and decision-making. Their commitment to communications-management is seen in
the mission of the Communications Program of the Minnesota Division of Fish and Wildlife: “to

make focused, proactive communications an integral part of improving the Division’s management

effectiveness” (emphasis theirs) (MN Division of Fish and Wildlife 1994: 1).

Once Minnesota fish and wildlife management and communication needs and priorities are
identified, specific communication objectives guide the development of activities (e.g., programs,
products and services) and specific marketing plans (the implementation and promotion of
activities). Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR) marketing coordinator, Bill
Chiat (1988: 4), writes that “public agencies which approach marketing correctly realize that the
end result is not to justify the existence of the agency.” Rather, he suggests that the end result is to
restructure the way the agency does business with its stakeholders by better meeting their

expectations. Chiat advocates marketing by claiming that it allows natural resource agencies “to




wany meet chabien ]

L Semmanzes Minnc

2husiness. !
oz hagtwhat we d.

fm fish and w-

e ienves and the

Ltinding for e
2o Decher 108y

Voo id Strateg ey, Pey
2 hemen strate;

1)';_7[ . mprove mana

K g
S for resoyr,

! g-'ewar:h-m\qd

SR

7sive, ang Pre

g e
Hdtions g, A

‘\\ [hc nUm[\‘r an

Tigm
ey Mrease £y
Ry Man;
" Eh I I
Dbl |
§ aii\*cia".xlﬁ
T, )
SRR iIN
Wb
| tthe Beepy
R NERS



successfully meet challenges ahead of time rather than continually playing catch-up” (Chiat 1988:
4). He summarizes Minnesota’s marketing approach as “a philosophy, an attitude, a perspective—a
way of doing business. Marketing means putting a customer focus to all aspects of the DNR:

th inking about what we do and how we do it from the customer perspective” (1988: 7).

Many fish and wildlife professionals believe that an improvement in communications
between agencies and the public will create more support for natural resource programs and
additional funding for resource management agencies (Decker et al. 1987; Decker et al. 1996b;
Shanks and Decker 1989). In his paper addressing public acceptance of resource management
policies and strategies, Peyton (1987) suggests that improving communications and developing
public involvement strategies can increase public acceptance of management decisions, decrease
disruption, improve management plans, represent a broader range of values, and develop citizen
responsibilities for resources. When integrated into decision-making, human dimensions and
marketing research-based communications can enable resource managers to make decisions that are

more responsive, and predictive and proactive in an ever-changing environment.

Communications as a Natural Resources Management Tool

As the number and diversity of constituents and their demands in natural resource
management increase, fisheries management is increasingly becoming the management of people:
resolving conflicts, managing for recreational satisfactions and multiple uses, enabling and
incorporating public involvement into management decisions and other activities. Human
dimensions specialists agree that the effectiveness of natural resource management rests in large
Part on the extent to which human dimensions insights have been incorporated.

With the exception of a few state agencies (e.g., Florida, Minnesota and Wyoming),

Planning and integrating research-based communications within the management process has been a
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challenge (Amend 1993; Crowe 1983; Decker and Enck 1996; Decker et al. 1996b; Decker et al.
1 989, Madson 1992). Case (1989) calls the integration of communications into management

decision-making a “management mix,” and challenges natural resource agencies to ask themselves

the following questions:

1. How important are communications in natural resource management?
2. How well are we addressing the communications function?, and

3. How can we do better?

One problem identified is that the communications process is typically structured as a
separate agency function. As a consequence, human dimensions and communication specialists
often have little involvement in management decisions aimed at responding to social trends or
issues (Adams et al. 1988; Case 1989; Decker et al. 1989).

Another problem cited is that managers have been slow to recognize the value of using
communications as a management tool (Case 1989; Crowe 1983; Madson 1992; Schmidly et al.
1990). Studies reveal that resource professionals believe that communications are of major
importance in the management function (Adams et al. 1988; Mather et al. 1995; Parrish et al. 1995;
Wilde et al. 1996). Several natural resources communication planning specialists, however, have
noted that the communication function is not adequately supported. A national study of information
and education (I&E) divisions—the typical “home” for agency communications—within state
Natural resource agencies found that I&E divisions received 2.7 percent of the total reported agency
budgets and were staffed by 2.6 percent of the total personnel (Adams et al. 1988). The same study
found that 21 percent of all I&E personnel had duties related to the production of the agency
Magazine and other publications, and 53 percent of all I&E program dollars were dedicated to these

functions. Adams et al. (1988) questioned the effectiveness of state I&E efforts based on their
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orientation to short-term objectives and a heavy reliance on potentially outdated communication

techniques.

To put this information into some perspective, Madson (1992) reported findings on a study

by Paul and Taylor (1986 as cited in Madson 1992) which examined 101 of the nation’s best
performing businesses. They defined “best performing” as a combination of increased labor
productivity, increased capital productivity, creation of new jobs and increased stock prices. Out of
the 101 businesses, Madson chose 20 whose products and/or services were offered to the general
public. All showed excellent productivity and return on investment ($38.9 billion). And all
businesses made major commitments ($9. 2 billion or 23.7%) to promotion, sales, advertising and
public relations— one function Madson regards as “information and education,” (though only a part
of 1&E).

Case (1989: 633) believes that in addition to insufficient resources (staff and funding),
existing agency organizational structure has resulted in communications being the “weak link” in
resource management. Decker et al. (1989) suggest that research in organizational behavior and
management theory may provide innovations in resource management essential for integrating
human dimensions knowledge and the communication process. They suggest that an understanding
of agency culture may influence how human dimensions is accepted as part of every day agency
business. This knowledge also can help agency and professional organization leaders better
understand changes occurring in their organizations, adapt organizational procedures to facilitate
change, design mechanisms to improve communication among all organization members, and

anticipate needs and expectations of changing organization members (Decker et al. 1996a).
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Strategically Planned Communications

Identifying and adapting to change is what strategic planning is all about. Rosenau (1982)
defines classic business management strategic planning as a comprehensive system (which includes
feedback loops) consisting of these questions: (1) who are we? (mission formulation) (2) where are
we? (inventory/assessment); (2) where do we want to go? (vision); (3) where should we go?
(priority planning and alignment); (4) how do we get there? (operational planning); and, (5) how did

we do? (evaluation).

In comparison, Rosenau (1982) illustrates strategic communications planning as

determining:
e what is being communicated, and to whom
e what needs to be communicated
e what ought to be communicated, and to whom
o the communication processes to accomplish objectives, and
[ ]

how well the communication reached the intended audience and achieved communication
objectives.

Thus, strategic business planning and planning for communications are parallel processes (Table 1-
).

Ideally, communications planning should include a process for aligning communication
objectives with agency mission and goals. Aligned communications are those which clearly
identify and prioritize objectives and audiences with agency and division missions (Vaske et al.
1995). This pattern of thinking and planning along all communications lines and throughout the
€ntire management process is what defines strategically planned communications. Strategically

INtegrating communications, human dimensions and marketing research will enable management

10
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Table 1-1. Applying the classic business management strategic planning framework to strategic
communications planning (adapted from Rosenau, 1982).

Planning Framework

The Classic Business Management Strategic

Strategic Communications Planning

Where do we want to go? (vision)

How well did we do? (evaluation)

Where are we now? (inventory/assessment) - - - = - - -------

Where should we go? (priority planning & alignment) - - - - - -

How do we get there? (operational planning) - -----------

What is being communicated and to whom?
What needs to be communicated?

What ought to be communicated, and to
whom?

What communication processes do we use?
How well did the communication reach the
intended audience/ achieve communication
& organizational objectives?

decisions which are responsive, representative of diverse publics, predictive of trends and emerging

issues, and proactive in policy, communications objectives and services (Decker and Enck 1996).

In addition, the importance of internal communications among agency employees should

not be overlooked. Ken Norrie, of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, warned that no amount

of communications effort with external publics will compensate if internal publics are ignored

(Norrie 1993). Channels for communications among agency managers, researchers and educators,

for example, need to be opened or created in order to adequately address needs identified by all or

to enable collaboration of efforts. Issues important to fisheries managers need to be agreed upon

and prioritized and more importantly, effectively communicated to researchers or communication

specialists and educators attempting to address, work together and solve these concerns (Mather et

al. 1995). Decker (1985) proposes that fisheries management must be based on effective and

efficient communications—and states that “good internal communications is required of an agency

before good external communications can be expected, because every individual in an agency is a

spokesperson for it.”

11
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C ommunications Planning in Michigan

Organizations charged with resource management in Michigan have recognized the need
for communication planning. Both the MDNR Surface Water Quality Division and the Great Lakes
F ishery Commission have produced documents designed to assist with communications planning
(the Information and Education Strategy for Michigan’s Non-point Source Pollution Program [no
date] and the Communications Strategy for the Great Lakes Fishery Commission [Cole-Misch

1992]). The documents, however, largely refer to operational planning and omit much of the
process essential in strategic planning described by Rosenau (1982).

Based on what the research indicates, communications lacking essential elements seen in a
strategic approach may not work, either for citizens or for the resources. The potential lack of
success is likely due to several factors: (1) approaches are not built upon current research in
marketing or intervention strategies to affect client/customer behavior (Winett 1992); (2)
approaches do not incorporate the important step of formative research or evaluation in their
implementation plans (Rice and Atkin 1989); (3) approaches are not strategically planned, lacking

one or more elements in strategic planning as described earlier (Rosenau 1982); and (4) approaches
are not integrated into resource management processes (Crowe 1983; Decker et al. 1989; Madson
1992; Schmidly et al. 1990).

Strategic planning specialists Migliore et al. (1995) believe that the consequence of
focusing on “the plan” rather than the process results in a plan which is inflexible to environmental
change and lacks long-term utility. Without a foundation based on research, strategic planning
Specialists suggest that subsequent operational planning (including the message, action plan and
implementation) is like shooting an arrow without aiming at the target. Migliore et al. (1995) and

Hay (1990) state that strategic “aim” is necessary for effectively focusing actions representative of

real issues and public needs.

12
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C ommunications Planning Within the Fisheries Division of the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources

The Fisheries Division of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has
specified in its mission a need to foster and contribute to public stewardship of natural resources
through a scientific understanding of fish, fishing, and fishery management (MDNR Fisheries
Division 1997). Current Fisheries Division communication activities serve to address the
information needs of the public through: print material (e.g., brochures), personal communications
(e.g., answering telephone and in-person inquiries), electronic media (the Weekly Fishing Report
via the telephone and internet), Division attendance at regional sport shows (e.g., Michigan United
Conservation Clubs’ “Outdoorama” ), and participation in and coordination of fishing events (e.g..
fishing derbies). Public involvement strategies (e.g., Great Lakes Fisheries Advisory Committees,
MDNR Listening Sessions) may reach some non-angling audiences, as well. Still, the Division
recognizes that its current communication activities are “poorly targeted for their intended
audience and there is no consistency of format or style” (MDNR Fisheries Division, 1997: 69).

As with other fisheries agencies in the nation, the MDNR Fisheries Division focuses much

Of its communication efforts on anglers. In fact, the Division views recreational fishing as “the
largest and highest-valued use of the state’s fishery resources” (MDNR Fisheries Division 1997: 4).
Y et, anglers represent but a small proportion of Michigan residents (18%) (USFWS 1996).
Furthermore, as a public trust agency, the Division has an obligation “to meet the needs of broad
Public interests” (MDNR Fisheries Division, 1997: 6).
In its recent strategic plan, the Division has recognized that its publics are diverse and that
1t needs to be more responsive to the needs and interests of these publics in its management and
Ccommunications processes (MDNR Fisheries Division 1997). Yet, while the Division is currently

engaged in an ongoing strategic planning process to identify its mission, programs and “key results”

13
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(desired outcomes to achieve through specific Division activities) for fisheries management, aligned
communication objectives based on human dimensions and marketing research, have yet to undergo
similar strategic planning. For example, in its most recent Strategic Plan, the Division describes the
following communication needs (MDNR Fisheries Division 1997):

e to educate interested publics including youth (1997: 20);

e to create opportunities and programs designed to make fishing easily available to urban
residents, those less affluent, women and children (1997: 35);

e to develop communications to address the needs of people participating in appreciative
activities and animal rightists (1997: 52); and,

¢ to develop fishing recruitment efforts targeted at anglers from different demographic
and socio-economic groups (1997: 53).

Text outlining specific communication *“‘key results,” however, does not address the
communication needs the Division has stated that it desires to address. In other words, there are no
key results to address appreciative and animal rightists interests nor non-traditional audience
recreational opportunities as proposed in the Strategic Plan (MDNR Fisheries Division 1997).
Further, Division resources such as staff and funding are not clearly allocated for the
accomplishment of communications objectives (MDNR Fisheries Division 1996 and 1997).

Before the Division can become more responsive to its diverse publics, a better
understanding of perceived public interests and needs regarding fisheries communications is
needed. Publics and issues are dynamic. To accomplish these tasks, the Division seeks to develop
a communications strategy model to assist with determining ongoing communications needs
(internal and external), communications processes and activities with which to respond to these

needs (MDNR Fisheries Division 1996 and 1997).

14
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Problem Statement, Research Needs, Research Objectives and Questions

The MDNR Fisheries Division seeks to improve and enhance its communications products,
processes and strategies. The Division has recognized a lack of research-based information and
coordination of its communication activities conducted on many levels within the Division (MDNR
Fisheries Division 1997). This information and coordination is needed in order to assist the
Division in making optimum investments of time, staff and financial resources in using
communications as a management tool.

The purpose of this study was to identify the DNR Fisheries Divisions’ communications
needs and priorities. To accomplish this, focus groups were conducted using open-ended
questioning and group discussion aimed at exploring personnel perceptions toward the current
fisheries communications situation, and what personnel desired as the Division’s future

communications situation.

Research Objectives, Questions and Hypotheses

This study was based on the following research objectives, questions and hypotheses:

Objective 1: Describe the Division’s current communications situation as perceived by Fisheries
Division personnel.

Research Questions:

- What communications does the Fisheries Division currently provide?

- What audiences are being reached with current Division communications?

- What are people requesting of the Division?

- What are the Division’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats in
planning, developing and implementing fisheries communications?

15
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Objective 2: Describe the Division’s future or desired communications situation as perceived by
Fisheries Division personnel.

Research Questions:
- What trends exist that may be influencing who the Division ought to consider
when targeting future Fisheries communications?
- What audiences ought to be targeted with future Fisheries communication? Who
is the Division serving?
- Which audiences ought to be a priority for future Fisheries communications?
- What are the desired outcomes of future Fisheries communications?
a. Desired knowledge outcomes
b. Desired behavioral outcomes
¢. Desired attitudinal outcomes
- Which outcomes ought to be a priority for future Fisheries communications?
Hypotheses:

1) Perspectives of the MDNR Fisheries Division’s communication situations, needs and priorities
vary with regards to personnel’s occupational status (e.g., supervisors and non-supervisors).

2) Discrepancies or gaps exist between what MDNR Fisheries Division personnel described as the
Division’s current communications situation and the desired communications situation.

When planning communications, the internal needs and priorities of all personnel are
important if personnel buy-in and active participation is to take place. Thus, the opinions, needs
and priorities of al] personnel need to be examined and considered.

The Division recognizes that the current communication activities are “poorly targeted,”
ind that there are specific communication needs that ought to be addressed (e.g., educate interested
ublics, create opportunities and programs designed to make fishing easily available to urban
esidents). Yet, the current strategic planning does not address these communication needs with
bjectives designed to achieve “key results” or outcomes. Witkin and Altschuld (1995: 9) describe

eed as “a gap or discrepancy between a present state and a desired, future state.

16
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Organization of This Chapter

Effective and efficient fisheries communications (both internal and external) rely upon a
planning process which is strategic—one which takes into consideration current activities (i.e.
which consider the question: “what is being communicated and to whom?”") and desired activities
and outcomes (“‘what ought to be communicated?”), as well as implementing communications
(“what are the best communication processes to achieve management objectives?”). This literature
review contains two major sections. The first section describes research on the variables associated
with the process of planning an overarching fisheries management and communications strategy.
The second section provides a theoretical research-based foundation for identifying “best
communication processes” (€.g., products and services designed to reach speciﬁyaudiences and

achieve certain outcomes).

Strategic Planning - What is it?

Exactly what is planning, and how can it be made strategic? Planning consultants
Goodstein, Nolan and Pfeiffer (1993) describe planning as the process of establishing objectives
and choosing the most suitable means for achieving these objectives prior to taking action. Russell
Ackoff, professor at the Wharton Business School and strategic planning consultant, refers to
Planning as «... anticipatory decision-making ... a process of deciding... before action is required”

(1981). Goodstein et al. (1993: 3) define strategic planning as the process by which guiding

17
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members of an organization envision its future and develop the necessary procedures and operations
to achieve that future.
Steiner (1979: 11), author of numerous texts and articles, offers the following
comprehensive description of strategic planning as:
“... establishing basic objectives and goals which management wishes to achieve in
the future. In conjunction with goal setting is an examination of present trends of
the enterprise, future environmental possibilities and their relationship to firm
activities, and a variety of external and internal affairs that have a bearing upon
both the goals sought and the manner in which the enterprise wishes to achieve
them. Alternative courses of action are examined and the enterprise chooses those
policies, plans, or strategies to achieve the objectives sought.”
Glueck, characterizes the planning processes as follows:
“A strategy is the means used to achieve the ends (objectives). A strategy is not
just any plan, however. A strategy is a plan that is unified: it ties all the parts of the
enterprise together. A strategy is comprehensive: it covers all major aspects of the
enterprise. A strategy is integrated: all the parts of the plan are compatible with
each other and fit together well and relate advantages of the firm to the challenges

of the environment. A strategy begins with a concept of how to use the resources
of the firm most effectively in a changing environment” (1980: 9).

In an article published by The Harvard Business Review, Mainer (1968: 40) claims that a
strategy should always be stated “in terms of the relationships between the organization, its
resources and capabilities, and its total environment, suppliers, technologies, and government,” as
well as other related economic and non-economic environmental variables.

Marketing researchers Peter and Donnelly (1986) provide this simple description of
strategic planning: a large plan or blueprint for the entire organization, providing an over-arching
context for identifying general approaches or major directions for planning activities. Marketing
specialists Kotler et al. (1996) take these definitions of strategic planning and assume a customer-
based orientation for achieving an organization’s objectives. They describe strategic planning with

a marketing twist as “marketing management” and define it as follows:

18
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“Marketing management is the analysis, planning, implementation and control of

programs designed to create, build and maintain beneficial exchanges with target

buyers for the purpose of achieving organizational objectives” (Kotler et al. 1996:

29).

Many common elements exist among the above definitions of strategic planning, including
the ideas that strategic planning is anticipatory, or future-oriented, and is based on the establishment
of goals and objectives oriented to the organization’s internal and external environments.

Goodstein et al. (1993) suggest that although an organization may delineate mission statement,
strategic goals, critical success indicators, functional objectives, and so on, successful strategic
planning is characterized by the process of self-examination, confrontation of difficult choices and
setting of priorities.

In fact, most strategic planning specialists agree that the focus of strategic planning should
be on the process of planning, and not the plan that is produced. Strategic planning consultants
agree that the process of strategic planning enables organizations to adapt to changing
environmental forces in order to maintain a proper fit between the organization’s objectives, skills
and resources and the demands of its changing environment and opportunities (Kotler et al. 1996;
Migliore et al. 1995). They suggest that the key difference between plans and the process of
planning is that plans involve identifying and describing specific outcomes or activities, whereas
Strategic planning involves a matching process between an organization’s internal resources and its

external opportunities. While both the process of planning and product/activity plans are
Necessary, the distinction between the two is important: one aims to identify and describe the
Organization’s vision and to set priorities based on information about its environment, while the
other (product or activity plans) aims to implement or operationalize that vision. Another difference
is that the process of planning includes evaluative and modification feedback loops, whereas a

Product/activity plan may not.
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What is the Strategic Planning Process?

Most business and marketing professionals agree that the fundamental phases of the
strategic planning process include: formulating or reviewing the mission, regularly analyzing the
organization’s internal and external environments, identifying strategic issues, establishing goals
and/or objectives, examining strategies or activities and resources, and monitoring and evaluating
the planning process or specific activities (Figure 2-1).

According to marketing management specialists Kotler et al. (1996), an organization which
plans strategically will have market alternatives identified and will be making conscious choices
concerning to which market it may (or should) be offering products and services that will ultimately
help to achieve organizational goals. The function of the strategic marketing process is to help
make these choices based on (1) priorities identified, (2) an assessment of the organizational
environments, (3) an assessment of the organization’s strengths and weaknesses matched against
outside environmental opportunities and threats, and (4) an alignment with the organization’s
mission (Goodstein et al. 1993; Hay 1990; Migliore et al. 1995; Peter and Donnelly 1986). How
these four choices relate to the process of strategic management and communications planning are

outlined below.

20
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Strategic Planning
- Operational Questions -

|

“Who are we?”

|

“Where are we?”’

“Where do we
want to be?”

“How will we
get there?”

“How well did
we do?”

Formulate or
/’ Review Mission

o

Strategic Communications
- Operational Questions -

Phase 1.

Phase 2.

Internal External
Environmental

Analysis

|

Environmental
Analysis

" 4

Identify Strategic
Issues (e.g., through gap
analysis)

Phase 3.

Objectives

4

Phase 5.

Examine Strategies/Tactics
(activities) & Resources

'
-

Phase 4. ?
( Establish Goals &

Phase 6.
( Monitor & Evaluate

r———_\
“Who are we?”

What is being

communicated?”

/———'_\
“What ought to
be communicated

and to whom?”

“What needs to be
communicated

and to whom?”

/-——'\
*What are the best
communication

processes?”

TR
“How well did
we reach our

\_ audience?” /

Figure Chapter 2 -1. A basic strategic planning model (adapted from Peter and
Donnelly 1986; Goodstein et al. 1993; Hay 1990; Kotler et al. 1996; Lorange 1979).
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Phase 1: Mission Formulation or Review

Both business (including profit and not-for-profit) and marketing planners agree that a
mission statement should address the organization’s fundamental reason for being and describe
the functional roles that the organization is going to play in its environment (Goodstein et al. 1993;
Hay 1990; Migliore et al. 1995; Peter and Donnelly 1986). Goodstein et al. (1993) and Bryson
(1998) suggest that how the organization envisions the future should provide insight into
developing and critiquing its mission. Goodstein et al. (1993) recommend that an organization

consider the following questions when formulating its mission:

What function(s) does the organization perform?

For whom does the organization perform this function?
How does the organization go about filling this function?
Why does this organization exist?

The key operational question during this first phase of strategic planning process is “Who are we?”
(Figure 2-1).

The key difference between a traditional business orientation toward strategic planning and
a more recent marketing management approach lies in how an organization answers the above
questions to formulate its mission statement (Peter and Donnelly 1986; Goodstein et al. 1993). The
first question, that of what functions are performed, has traditionally been answered by business
Planners according to the product or service their organization provided. Fisheries managers
accustomed to strategic planning from a traditional business orientation, for example, might be
heard saying “we manage fish” or “we provide opportunities for fishing.” Levett (1960 as cited in
Goodstein et al. 1993) called this nearsighted view of mission formulation in terms of the goods or
services provided “marketing myopia.” In contrast, the marketing management approach to

mission development is focused on markets rather than on products and services; consequently,
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mission statements switch from an internal to an external focus (Chiat 1988; Goodstein et al. 1993;
Hay 1990; Kotler et al. 1996). This market-focused philosophy echoes Chiat’s (1988)
recommendation for natural resources communications: that mission focus should be based on the
needs that the organization is seeking to satisfy, not on the physical product or service that the
organization is offering at present.

Thinking about what needs the organization is attempting to fill for customers or
stakeholders should make the organization more sensitive to a clear initial identification of those
needs and a continual monitoring of those needs. As needs change, need-conscious organizations
are more likely to develop new goods and services to meet the emerging needs of their customers
and stakeholders and are less likely to become outdated and decline in function and utility
(Goodstein et al. 1993).

This leads to the second aspect of mission formulation: identifying the *“‘who,” that is,
which market or segment of the market the organization is attempting to serve. Most planners agree
that no organization can be everything to everyone. Mission formulation requires a clear
identification of what portion or segment of the total potential customer base the organization has as
its primary market. The process of dividing a market into distinct groups of buyers (or stakeholders
and users) who might require separate products or services, and deciding on the means of reaching
those buyers is called market segmentation (Kotler et al. 1996).

Hay (1990: 167), specializing in non-profit business planning, suggests that a “service-
marketing match” can help to identify effective strategies to answer “how” organizations may fulfill
their mission. This would involve focusing on characteristics of the organization’s customers or
stakeholders, such as specific demographic and psychographic descriptors and matching programs,

Services and products that serve the needs and interests of specific stakeholders.
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Phase 2: Internal and External Environmental Analysis

Strategic planning specialists agree that an analysis of the organization’s internal and
external environments provides planners and decision-makers with information about what is
occurring both within the organizational and external environments to make informed decisions
about how they will conduct business. The environmental analysis may even lead an organization
to revisit its mission based on information about who its customers or stakeholders are. In general,
the operational question asked during this phase of strategic planning is still “With whom are we
communicating?”’ But, it should also include a new question “What is being communicated?”
(Figure 2-1). Overall, the two questions should aid in identifying and monitoring the current
communications situation.

The environmental analysis is often conducted by identifying emerging opportunities and
threats in the organization’s external environment as well as the organization’s internal strengths
and weaknesses for meeting these opportunities and threats (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et al. 1993;

igliore et al. 1995). This type of analysis is called a SWOT analysis (for strengths, weaknesses,

pportunities and threats).

The Internal Environmental Analysis

Thompson and Strickland (1995) define a strength as something the organization (or
embers of the organization) is good at doing or a characteristic that gives it an important
pability. A strength can be an individual skill, important expertise, a valuable organizational
source or competitive capability, or an achievement that puts the organization in a position of
arket advantage. A strength can also result from alliances or cooperative ventures with a partner

ving expertise or capabilities that enhance a company’s competitiveness. Michigan’s
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computerized database of fishing license holders would likely be considered a strength for
implementing fisheries communications.

A weakness, on the other hand, is something the organization lacks or does poorly (in
comparison to others) or a condition that puts it at a disadvantage. A weakness may not necessarily
make an organization vulnerable competitively, depending on how much that characteristic matters
in the marketplace. Biologists lacking public relations and other communications skills might be
considered a weakness in providing fisheries communications.

Once the organization’s strengths and weaknesses have been identified, the two lists are
evaluated from a strategy-making perspective. Some strengths are more important than others
because they matter more in determining performance, in competing successfully and in forming a
powerful strategy. Likewise, Thompson and Strickland (1995) say that some internal weaknesses
can prove fatal, while others are either not significant or can be easily remedied. Thompson and
Strickland (1995) and Kotler et al. (1996) recommend that a company assess its strengths and

eaknesses by constructing a strategic balance sheet—showing which strengths are competitive

ssets and which weaknesses are competitive liabilities (Figure 2-2). Kotler et al. (1996)
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Sample Strategic Balance Sheet

Performance

Importance

Organizational
Competencies

Marketing

Organization’s reputation
Market share

Product quality

Service quality

Pricing effectiveness
Distribution effectiveness
Promotion effectiveness
Personnel effectiveness
Innovation effectiveness
Geographical coverage

Finance
Cost/availability of capital
Cash flow

Financial stability

Products and/or Services
Facilities

Economies of scale
Capacity

Able dedicated personnel
Ability to produce on time
Technical skills

Organization
Visionary capable
~ leadership

Dedicated employees
Entrepreneurial orientation
Flexible/responsive

Minor
Strength  Neutral

Minor

Weakness Weakness Hi

Med  Low

BT T e s R TR, SRR A YT T T T TR
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Figure Chapter 2 -2. Sample strategic balance sheet for analysis of organizational strengths
and/or weaknesses (adapted from: Kotler et al. 1996).
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recommend that internal managers or outside consultants review the organization’s marketing,
financial, manufacturing and organizational competencies. Each factor is rated on its
“performance,” i.e. whether it is a major strength, minor strength, neutral factor, minor weakness or
major weakness. Next, each factor is rated on its “importance,” i.e. how important it is to achieving
the organization’s mission, goals and objectives. By completing the balance sheet, members of the
organization will know what areas need strengthening. For example, organizations with
weaknesses in areas that are considered important will not be want to make the necessary changes

that will achieve a balanced state of competence and capabilities.

The External Environmental Analysis

Opportunities and threats can be discovered by monitoring a variety of political, economic,
social and technological forces and trends (PESTs) (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et al. 1993; Migliore
etal. 1995; Jacobson 1997). In addition to monitoring PESTs, various stakeholder groups,
including customers, competitors, or collaborators, should be monitored. Bryson (1988) and
Goodstein et al. (1993) suggest that typical products and services offered, typical marketing
strategies, competition, and market segmentation patterns also be identified.

In appraising opportunities, Thompson and Strickland (1995) state that opportunities most
relevant to the particular organization are those that offer important avenues for profitable growth,
those where an organization has the most potential for creating a competitive advantage and those
through which the company has the financial and personnel resources to pursue. Kotler et al. (1996:
64) call this “market attractiveness and success probability.” They state that the organization’s
Success probability depends on whether its business strengths not only match the key success

requirements for operating in the target market but also exceed those of its competitors. The
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increased participation in fishing among women could be considered an opportunity in fisheries
communications.

In addition to providing opportunities, the organization’s external environment may pose
threats to its well-being. Kotler et al. (1996: 64) define an environmental threat as follows: a
challenge posed by unfavorable trends or developments that would lead, in the absence of defensive
marketing action, to sales or profit deterioration. This particular definition works best when
viewed from a for-profit orientation rather than from the not-for-profit position of fisheries or other
natural resources agencies. The external environment can still pose threats to not-for-profit
organizations, however. An example of a threat to fisheries management might be the loss of
funding revenues due to social, political or economic trends. For example, many fisheries
marketers and human dimensions researchers have noted that the decline in the population growth
rate among whites—who currently represent over 90% of licensed anglers—is likely to affect
management funding dependent on these license sales (Murdock et al. 1996) .

Additionally, Thompson and Strickland (1995) state that threats often stem from
competitive forces as well as from economic, technological, social and political circumstances. The
idea of competition should not be novel to resource managers. Just as for-profit businesses have
competitors, resource agencies providing services, such as recreational opportunities (e.g., fishing)
compete with other leisure activities, the public’s sense of “access” to recreational activities
(psychological access in addition to physical access), and other constraints or barriers associated
with outdoor activities. In fact, research indicates that lack of time, other recreational activities and
family obligations are factors mentioned most often as reasons why people either quit fishing or fish
less often than in the past (Harrington Market Research 1991; The NPD Group 1985; Ritter et al.

1992). Additionally, other agencies, private-for-profit or non-profit organizations may offer similar

services, products or programs that do pose as competitors by duplicating effort. Communication
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planners will want to address these competing factors appropriately when deciding to continue with
existing programs or to develop special programs, services or products aimed at attracting public
support for resource management decisions and uses.
Kotler et al. (1996) recommend that major threats and opportunities be assembled to create

a picture of the environment’s overall attractiveness. They describe four possible outcomes. An
ideal business is high in major opportunities and low in major threats, a speculative business is
either high or low in both major opportunities and threats. Finally, a troubled business is low in
opportunities and high in threats. Thompson and Strickland (1995) believe that market opportunity
is a big factor in shaping an organization’s strategy. They further state that an organization cannot

match strategy to its situation without first identifying each relevant opportunity and appraising the

organization’s growth potential in each.

Making Strategic Sense of the SWOT Analysis

There is a critical difference between having attractive opportunities available and having
the necessary competencies, or strengths to succeed in these opportunities (Kotler et al. 1996). In
fact, Thompson and Strickland (1995) describe the matching process of the SWOT analysis as more
than just an exercise in making four lists. The SWOT analysis involves evaluating strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats and drawing conclusions about the attractiveness of the
organization’s situation and the possible need for strategic action.

Most businesses are involved in a variety of different management objectives which result
in different programs, products and services that are offered. Kotler et al. (1996) describes two

business portfolio evaluation models—the Boston Consulting Group model and the General Electric

model—as tools useful in objectively analyzing and classifying an organization’s potential or
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capabilities. The purpose of these models is to allocate funding appropriately (i.e. build, hold or

divest) for how the organization wishes to proceed with management objectives.

The Boston Consulting Group Growth/Share Matrix: The Boston Consulting
Group (BCQG), a leading management consulting firm, developed the growth/share matrix to help
classify what programs an organization specializes in and what products and services it offers
(Figure 2-3) (Kotler et al. 1996). The vertical axis indicates the annual growth rate of the market
(e.g., the annual increase or decrease in fishing license sales), while the horizontal axis represents
relative market share compared to that of the largest competitor. Each circle represents a product
or service offered by the business and is assigned to the matrix based on profitability or value
(represented by the size of the circles). The position of the circles on the matrix serves as a
measure of the organization’s strength in the relative market. A relative market share of 0.1
means that sales are only 10% of the leading competitor’s sales volume, and 10 means that that
particular program, product or service is the leader and has 10 times the sales of the next
strongest organization in the market.

The matrix works by plotting the products and services offered by the organization in one
of the four cells according to the organization’s growth rate and market share (Figure 2-3). Plotted

as circles that represent earnings (larger circles bringing in a greater volume of company
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Figure 2-3. The Boston Consulting Group growth/share matrix
(source: Kotler et al. 1996).

earnings), each program, product or service can be examined relative to each other to determine the
balance of a organization’s investments and potential earnings.

Programs which are unclear operate in high-growth markets but have low relative market
shares and usually require a lot of cash to get started or to maintain (represented by question marks
im the matrix). Kotler et al. (1996) state that, typically, most new business activities can be

described as question marks because market attraction (how many people will want the new
program, productor service) and effectiveness of these ventures are uncertain. If the question-mark
business is successful, it becomes a star. Stars represent high-growth market leaders but still require

Substantial funds to keep up with high market growth or competitors. A star becomes a cash cow
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when its annual growth rate drops but it still has the largest relative market share. As the market
leader, the cash cow produces lots of cash for the company and helps to finance the stars, question
marks and dogs, which tend to be cash hungry. Dogs describe organizational programs, products
and services that have weak market shares in low-growth markets. They typically generate low
profits or may even consume more management time and funds than all other activities and result in
a net loss.

Having plotted its various businesses in the growth/share matrix, the organization then is
able to determine whether its business portfolio is healthy or balanced. Kotler et al. (1996) states
that an unbalanced portfolio would have too many dogs or question marks and/or too few stars and
cash cows. Balancing a business portfolio involves deciding how the organization should prioritize

or alter its organizational programs, products and services based on market return and potential.

General Electric Multi-factor Portfolio Matrix: Kotler et al. (1996) recommend that
decisions about products or services an organization provides should not be determined on market
share and growth rate or potentials alone, but should take business strengths, core competencies,
and weaknesses into consideration as well. To assist with decisions about what programs,
Products or services to continue (either by expansion/growth or by maintaining the current status),
General Electric (GE) pioneered the multi-factor matrix to help to rate each program, product or

Service in term of market attractiveness and organizational strengths (Figure 2-4).
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Business strength
Strong  Average Weak

High s

Medium B

Market
attractiveness

C

Low

Zone
A B Buildinvest:  Increase the market share. Appropriate for question marks whose shares
have to grow to become stars.

B[] Maintain/hold: Preserve the market share. Appropriate for strong cash cows ifthey are o
continue to yield a large positive cash flow.

C n Divest: Increase the cash flow by eliminating the product/service. Appropriate for
weak cash cows whose future is dim and from whom more cash flow is needed.
Divesting can also be used with question marks and dogs.

FigureChapter 2 -3. General Electric's strategic

business-planning grid (adapted from: Kotler et al.
‘ 1996).

The GE matrix is divided into nine cells and three zones. The zones change diagonally

m the upper left corner down to the lower right corner of the matrix, with zone A being where
market is most attractive and business strengths are high, while zone C shows business
aknesses and low market attractiveness and zone B lies in the middle. The GE matrix provides
ormation for deciding what program areas (products and services) in which an organization
zht to invest or maximize based on both market attractiveness and organizational strengths. At
same time, the GE matrix helps to point out areas where the organization is operating under
k conditions and ought to divest.

Clearly, the two marketing models described here are designed with for-profit businesses in

d. In natural resource: however, the pts of “earnings,” “market share” and
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“market attractiveness,” could be considered in human dimensions terms such as user
“satisfactions” and “motivations,” public support of management decisions and programs, rate of
participation in fishing or fish viewing, and the funds generated through license sales and other
revenues. The key here is that market information should help guide decisions about what products
and services an organization provides to maintain the market share, or in not-for-profit terms, public
support.

Kotler points out that the application of the marketing analytical models seen in Figures 2-3
and 2-4 should include a forecasting of the expected position of each program area over the next
three to five years. This would include analyzing where each product or service is in its life cycle

(question mark, star, and so on).

Organizational Culture: Effective environmental analysis requires that careful
attention be paid to those issues that have high potential impact on the future success of the
organization. Taken together, internal environmental factors, such as the organization’s
distinctive strengths and weaknesses, its history and members’ attitude are sometimes referred to
as agency “culture.”

Strategic planning specialists agree that the organization’s culture influences the entire
management philosophy (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et al. 1993; Hay 1990). Culture guides the
Organization’s members in decision making and, consequently, it also affects how time and energy
are invested, which facts are examined with care and which are summarily rejected, which options
are looked favorably upon from the start, which types of people are selected to work for and in the

Organization, and how practically everything else is done in the organization (Goodstein et al.

1993). The culture of the organization will either facilitate or hinder both the strategic planning
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process and the implementation of the plan. For these reasons, organizational—and more
specifically, natural resources agency—culture will be explored in more detail.

Organizational culture has been defined by Goodstein et al. (1993) as a social system
based on a central set of beliefs and values. In an analysis of natural resource agencies, Kennedy
(1985) found that agency culture provides social groups with patterns of thinking, feeling, and
behaving that are transmitted from person to person and from generation to generation. How and
why culture is developed is described by Schein (1990) as: (a) the way an organization learns to
cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration (b) that has worked well
enough to be considered valid and, therefore, (c) is taught to new members as the (d) correct way to
perceive, think, and feel. More generally, culture is viewed as “the way we do things around here”
(Deal and Kennedy in Goodstein et al. 1993).

When attempting to address, plan and manage for change, Kennedy (1985) recommends
that a profession must understand itself—especially its strengths and weaknesses. Goodstein et al.
(1993) say that a misunderstanding or distortion of one’s professional culture, strengths and
weaknesses can influence the realism of the entire planning process. They advise that organizations
with a culture that ordinarily avoids confronting harsh realities will find the need for objective soul-
searching in the internal and external analyses (e.g., the SWOT analysis) phase of the process
difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. The willingness to admit that a weakness can and does exist
is itself a cultural issue. One purpose in the next strategic planning phase, Identifying Strategic
Issues, is to determine the discrepancies (or identifying the “gap”) between “what is” and “what
ought to be” between the organization’s existing culture and the culture necessary to achieve the
organization’s success (Goodstein et al. 1993). Goodstein et al. warn, however, that a common

error that planners make is the belief that their own culture can be adjusted to the strategy, rather
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than the other way around. They further state that changing a culture takes time, and strategic

planning should deal primarily with the here and now.

Natural Resource Agency Culture

Gill (1996) describes the overarching utilitarian culture of natural resources management as
having evolved nearly a century ago when over-harvest of resources led to a philosophy of
conservation or wise, sustainable use. At nearly the same time, licenses and other user regulations
were initiated. As Gill describes the situation, license fees effectively married public servants to
special interests, resulting in a management culture of resource use by and for paying interests.

The importance of recognizing and understanding agency culture is essential when
resource management agencies consider their response to larger public interests. Gill (1996)
recommends that resource management must recognize what its culture is and how it may be
different from the public that agencies are commissioned to serve and represent. Evidence exists
that wildlife agency biologists have attitudes and values which are different from those of the
general public and the clients served by the biologists (Peyton and Langenau 1985); it is likely that
differences in values also exist between fisheries managers and users as well. Though complex and
sometimes difficult, it is imperative that both public and professional values and viewpoints be
weighed throughout the decision-making processes (Amend 1993).

An example of the cultural differences between agency personnel and publics is seen by the
recurring public challenge of specific recreational harvest activities and resource management
practices. Human dimensions research has served to document many of these changing public
attitudes. Yet, when faced with this information, wildlife professionals often argue that the public is

“wrong” and attempt to re-educate them back to “proper” wildlife values (Kennedy 1985). Along
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these lines, Kennedy (1985: 571) describes wildlife management culture as:
“a wall that defends the vested interests at the expense of the larger public interest
creating a defensive, Bastille-mentality that views itself and dissenting publics as a
contest of right and wrong, the informed vs. the uninformed, the rational vs. the
emotional.”
Most strategic business and marketing managers believe that an environmental analysis or
monitoring process can uncover a variety of important factors, both internal and external to the

organization, that would otherwise have been overlooked but that need to considered as part of the

strategic planning process.

Phase 3: Identifying Strategic Issues
Planning specialists agree that strategic planning should focus on achieving the best “fit”
between an organization and its environment. Though mentioned rarely in the literature, a gap
analysis is one way of finding this “fit” (Goodstein et al. 1993; Lorange 1979). Goodstein et al.
f]993) describe a gap analysis (in evaluation literature, this is often referred to as a needs
ssessment) as an identification of discrepancies or gaps between the current performance of the
rganization and the desired performance required for the successful realization of the strategic
lanning process. They say that a gap analysis is:
“an active process of examining how large a leap must be taken from the current

state to the desired state—an estimate of how big the ‘gap’ is. The analysis
provides the answer to the question of whether the skills and resources at hand are

sufficient to close the gap—to achieve the desired future within the proposed

period (Goodstein et al. 1993: 261).”

A gap analysis compares data generated during the internal and external environmental
nalyses and determines (through careful consideration) what discrepancies or gaps exist between

€ two. It should be a focused effort that involves the simultaneous study of the organization’s

ternal strengths and weaknesses and of the external opportunities and threats that may positively
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or negatively affect the organization in its efforts to achieve a desired future (Goodstein et al. 1993).
Overall, the operational questions to be considered during the gap analysis phase are: “What are the
discrepancies or gaps between the internal and external environments?” “Can these gaps be closed,
given all the other things the organization is seeking to do?” and, “Is there alignment between the
mission and what the results of the environmental assessment/monitoring suggest ought to be the
organizational strategic issues/priorities?”” (Goodstein et al. 1993) (Figure 2-1). This is where the
Strategic Balance Sheet (Figure 2-2) and the two marketing models—the Boston Consulting
Group’s growth/share matrix and the GE multi-factor portfolio matrix—may be useful in answering
the operational questions.

The outcome of the gap analysis phase should help to identify the strategic (or priority)
issues the organization can and should pursue to achieve organizational goals and objectives
(Bryson 1988). Additionally, this process may illuminate specific strategies to use to close each gap
identified.

Goodstein et al. (1993) and Lorange (1979) agree that a gap analysis is a critical step in the
strategic planning process. In fact, Goodstein et al. (1993) recommend addressing the following
additional questions that can help point out issues or priorities that may be of importance to the
organization:

1. How does the desired strategic profile compare with the current one?

2. How do planned objectives fit with existing ones and with the organization’s resources,
both current and planned, to bring them in line?

3. How does the organization measure “success” (e.g., what are the indicators of success?).
What is the organization’s current level of success? What does the current level of
success indicate about its capacity to meet new objectives?

4. What are the organization’s current strategies and what do they indicate about its
capacity to execute new ones?

5. How different is the organization’s existing culture from the one required to achieve its
desired future situation?
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The Market Opportunity Identification Model: In order to make decisions about
strategic issues, an organization might use another marketing model—the product/market
expansion grid. Peter and Donnelly (1986) state that there are two ways to achieve management
objectives: better management of what the organization is presently doing and/or finding new
things to do. In either of these approaches, the organization will also need to decide whether to
concentrate on present customers, or seek new ones, or both. Marketers describe these strategic
choices as a product/market matrix (Figure 2-5) (Kotler et al. 1996; Peter and Donnelly 1986).
This matrix provides another model for analyzing how an organization can determine if it is
capable of closing the gap between “what is” and “what ought to be.”

The product/market matrix is a tool used to determine whether existing products should be
expanded to: (1) penetrate existing markets, or (2) enter new markets and (3) whether new products
should be developed to satisfy existing markets (product development), or (4) be diversified to
attract new markets. The beauty of the matrix, Donnelly and Peters point out, is that it helps to
identify strategic alternatives available to an organization for achieving its objectives. It
demonstrates that an organization can grow in a variety of ways by concentrating on present or new

oroducts and on present or new customers.

Existing New
products products

3. Product
development

Existing 1. Market
markets penetration

New 2. Market
markets development

Figure 2-4. Market opportunity identification through the
product/market matrix (source: Kotler et al. 1996).

39



a4 Estab

(Goals are
RAINE AL
xiiadinthe g

TR CONN

A QUesle

imivated (1o
ETIIT sug

s While o

he Strate:
TN 1y her
1 IMmenta! ang

Fogv addres,

Xz &eordine

M,

2liorg

an

help pr

magemem. (

X T importan‘

M.. k.
Qi |

he Oz

N .
g 3

- Etum;’

\

Llore e

Sy hap.
|

s
d .:\q{;.:\n) a



Phase 4: Establish Objectives and/or Goals

Goals are long-term, broad statements of intent about management while objectives are
clear, concise, written statements outlining what is to be accomplished in key priority areas (as
identified in the gap analysis or through other approaches), over a certain time period, in measurable
terms that are consistent with the overall purpose of the organization (Migliore et al. 1995). The
operational question for this phase of strategic communications planning is “What needs to be
communicated (to achieve organizational objectives and mission), and to whom?” (Figure 2-1).
Bryson (1988) suggests that the organization develop a “best” or “ideal” picture of how it envisions
its future. While some strategic planning specialists suggest an organization develop this vision
early in the strategic planning process, Bryson (1988) and Goodstein et al. (1993) believe that the
organization is better equipped to envision a realistic picture once the combination of the
environmental and gap analyses phases have been underway. Additionally, the strategic issues it
chooses to address (identified during the gap analysis phase) will then guide how it would look and
behave according to this vision.

Migliore et al. (1995) and Peter and Donnelly (1986) say that organizational goals and
objectives help provide direction and establish long-term priorities. In addition to establishing goals
for management, objectives should be established for communications, marketing, research and so
on. The important consideration for all objectives and goals is that they are aligned with each other

and with the organizational mission.

Phase 5: Examining Strategies, Tactics (Activities) and Resources
Migliore et al. (1995) describe operational plans as very detailed and designed to spell out
Wwhat needs to happen to implement the strategic plan. These are the specific programs and

Communications activities (e.g., products and services) the organization engages in to “get the job
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done.” Goodstein et al. (1993) add that operational plans are dependent on and contingent to the
process of resource allocation, for, without adequate staff and funding, “getting the job done” will
likely be impossible. Thus, the operational question to ask during this phase is “What are the best
communication processes?” (Figure 2-1).

Peter and Donnelly (1986) state that this later phase of the strategic planning process
facilitates the development of operational plans for each product or service offered by the
organization. This is because after following the process of strategic planning, the members of the
organization will know exactly where they wish to go in reference to the communications activities
engaged in by the organization. Armed with this knowledge, managers can develop objectives,
activities and tactics which are consistent and aligned with the organization mission and objectives,
and considerate of the organizational culture, strengths and weaknesses.

Many planning specialists agree that operational plans need to be developed in multiple
areas used to support the overall strategy. These include the areas of management or operations,
communications (including internal communication), finance, and staff. Each of these more
detailed plans is designed to specify what needs to happen in a given area to implement the strategic
plan (Migliore et al. 1995; Goodstein et al. 1993). Each of these plans should reflect the
organizational objectives and needs to involve budgets, marketing plans, and timetables. After
these multiple-area plans have been separately developed, they need to be integrated into a
comprehensive whole. In other words, the first task is to develop a specific operational plan for
each organizational element, then the second task is to knit them together into a seamless whole
resulting in full alignment with the organization mission and vision (Goodstein et al. 1993).

This phase will be reviewed in more detail in the literature review section titled: Deciding

What the Best Communication Processes Are: Designing Strategic Communication Activities (pp.

45).
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Phase 6: Monitoring and Evaluation

The effectiveness of the communication program, products, services or the processes by
which these are implemented requires some sort of monitoring of activities. This includes the
monitoring of timetables and personnel activities, and the feedback of results which reflect the
organization’s performance in reaching its objectives (Shadish et al. 1979). The operational
questions asked during this phase is “How well did we reach our intended audience and/or achieve
our organizational and communication objectives?” (Figure 2-1).

Evaluation consultants agree that evaluation or feedback techniques should be formulated
when the planning or program first begins as part of the planning process (Beech and Dake 1992;
King et al. 1987; Shadish et al. 1991; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 1992).
Without an evaluation system in place, the organization has no way of knowing if either the
planning process or the resulting action plans are effective, and is unlikely to implement an
evaluation process after the fact.

Evaluation can take place at several phases during strategic planning process: initial
analysis of the organization and its internal and external environments (called formative
evaluation); feedback loops integrated throughout the entire planning process to determine its
effectiveness (called process evaluation); and evaluation of the specific impacts of actions or
operational strategies (called either impact, outcome or summative evaluation). More specifically,
four types of program evaluation are as follows (Shadish et al. 1991):

1. Formative evaluation: undertaken to test materials and ideas and to understand target
audiences and communication issues before a project is started. Formative evaluation
provides information useful in the development of the program.

2. Process evaluation: monitoring of program activities useful to program
implementation staff and administrators. Process evaluation is most often used to
modify and improve a program before too many resources have been allocated.

3. Outcome evaluation: short-term results of the program can be measured using outcome

evaluation.
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4. Impact/summative evaluation: longer-term results may vary from short-term, so impact
evaluation can be used to measure the ultimate outcome and value of the program.
Outcome and impact evaluation can provide information to program administrators and
other stakeholders about the continuance of the program.

What is the Purpose of Strategic Planning?

According to Goodstein et al. (1993), the single most important reason for doing strategic
planning is that it provides a framework for action for managers and others in the organization to
assess situations similarly, discuss the alternatives for action in a common language, and decide on
actions (based on a shared set of values and understandings) that need to be taken in a reasonable
period of time. Strategic planning, they contend, also helps the organization develop, organize, and
use a better understanding of the environment in which it operates, of its customer or
stakeholders—current and potential—and of its own capabilities and limitations.

Strategic planning provides an opportunity on at least an annual basis to make adjustments
to current events and actions, as well as toward trends suggestive of the future, occurring in both
the internal and external environments (Goodstein et al. 1993). Planning consultants agree that this
enables managers to develop scenarios of the future and helps the organization adapt to changing
environments and take advantage of opportunities created by change. Strategic planning is seen as
an objective means of establishing priorities, of providing a clear assessment of market position and
direction for the allocation of organizational resources (Goodstein et al. 1993; Hay 1990; Migliore
etal. 1995).

Migliore et al. (1995) and Goodstein et al. (1993) agree that strategic planning involves a
shift in focus from crisis management and “fire fighting” to a proactive consideration of the future
and “down-board” thinking such as that seen in the board game, chess. It allows an organization to

take charge of its own destiny and create its own future rather than passively waiting for the future

to arrive (Goodstein et al. 1993: ix).
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Strategic planning also gives a sense of direction to staff members and provides a basis for
gaining their commitment. The vision that can be gained during the planning process can also
instill a sense of loyalty among personnel and stakeholders. Strategic planning specialists agree that
staff who participate in the process and implementation of strategic planning are more likely to see
themselves as part of the larger whole and to understand the purpose of the organization in a unified
manner. This can be important when individuals or organizational units are accustomed to being
isolated from many of the functions of the organization (Migliore et al. 1995). Finally, strategic
planning can help to reduce competition or duplication of effort and gain a sense of perspective in
relation to the entire organizational mission, vision and purpose (Migliore et al. 1995).

How can strategic planning be useful in resource management marketing and
communications? Salwasser et al. (1989: 265) provide the following conclusion:

“Biologists care for wild animals and their habitats. To do a better job of

protecting or producing wildlife they need more research, more technology, more

people to inventory, plan, evaluate, and carry out projects; i.e., they need bigger

budgets. How do biologists get bigger budgets? They create more happy

customers: a simple positive feedback loop.”

Salwasser et al. (1989) further point out that customers (or stakeholders), rather than resources, may
be the most important factor in making fish and wildlife conservation more competitive with other
uses of land and waters. Thorne et al. (1992) advise that strategic planning and market information

alone will not tell an agency what management decisions to make, but it will provide clues to guide

decisions.
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Deciding What the Best Communication Processes Are: Designing Strategic
Communication Activities

Definitions and an Example from Minnesota Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

By completing the strategic planning process just described, Peter and Donnelly (1986)
state that members of the organization should know exactly what they wish management and
communication activities (i.e. products and/or services) to accomplish. Minnesota’s Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife (MN Div. of F& W) is used as an example for approaching communication
activities planning.

The MN Div. of F&W defines communications as “the process of exchanging information
between the Division and its various user groups” (emphasis theirs) (MN Division of Fish and
Wildlife 1994: 8). The Division categorizes its communications planning according to the outcome
(or goals) the Division desires to achieve: public information (the dissemination of facts from the
Division to its various user groups); education (the dissemination of information in a planned,

systematic manner to build awareness and shape attitudes [emphasis theirs]; public relations (any

activity that affects how various user groups feel about the Division). Other common natural
resources communications goals include interpretation (an education activity aimed to reveal
meanings and relationships through the use of objects, experience and illustrative media) and
persuasion (influencing attitudes, beliefs or behavior change, i.e. developing resource stewards)
(Fazio and Gilbert 1981).

In its communications strategic planning process, the MN Div. of F&W recognizes that
natural resources communication activities are often based on how to get information to users
(posters, news releases, videos, etc.). The Division calls this “tool-driven communications” (MN
Div. Of Fisheries and Wildlife 1994: 8). Strategic communications planning, the Division

recommends, should be based on “objective-driven communications” —a new approach toward
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communications activities based on what an organization wants to accomplish with
communications. This is because different communications tools (or combination of tools and/or
strategies) are needed to effectively accomplish different communications objectives, such as those
which are intended to inform versus persuade. Vander Stoep and Roggenbuck (1996) suggest that
communication activities should be based on their effectiveness and appropriateness for achieving

specific management and communication objectives.

Research-based Communications

Identifying objectives and goals is the first step in deciding on management and
communication strategies. In order to know which “tools” to use to accomplish particular
communication and management objectives, a research-based understanding of social and
communications science is needed. Fisheries managers consult the research on fish and habitat
dynamics to make their management decisions. Similarly, there is a body of social [science]
research which can be applied to increase the effectiveness and appropriateness of the design and
use of specific communication activities or “tools” to achieve management objectives and goals.

According to several studies, resource agencies typically use passive communication
channels such as brochures, posters, news releases, videos and magazines to communicate with
their publics (Adams et al. 1988; ). Research indicates, however, that these communication tools
may be effective at informing or developing awareness and knowledge among various publics, but
are probably not as effective in changing public behavior (Ajzen 1992; Fishbein and Manfredo
1992; Rice and Atkin 1989; Selnow and Crano 1987; Slater 1992). Most natural resources
managers agree that encouraging and enabling citizens to become resource stewards is primarily a

behavioral objective or outcome included within their agency mission. According to Benson and
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Pomerantz (1990), in contrast to passive communication channels, learners can be actively engaged

by using curricula, facilitator training, public involvement strategies and educational programs.

Research on and Theories of Behavior Change

Researchers believe that an understanding of communications and behavior change theory
will help in developing and implementing communications strategies—especially outreach and
education services and products—which will affect public behavior (Hungerford and Volk 1990).

Hungerford and Volk (1990) state that much of the design of information and education
services and products (e.g., outreach programming, print material, videos, etc.) has been based on
the assumption that we can change behavior by making people more knowledgeable about the
environment and related issues. This linear way of thinking looks something like the model in
Figure 2-6.

Researchers and practitioners, however, observe that changing public behavior involves
much more than just imparting knowledge or creating a level of awareness (Fishbein and Ajzen
1980; Hungerford and Volk 1990). Research by Hungerford and Volk (1990) and Hines et al.

(1986-87) reveals that in addition to knowledge and awareness, many entry-level, ownership and

Information > Knowledge > Awareness > Behavior Change or Action

Figure 2-5. Traditional, linear behavioral change model (adapted from
Hungerford and Volk, 1990).
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empowerment variables influence how people behave (Figure 2-7). Entry-level variables include
environmental sensitivity (an affective construct describing an empathetic perspective toward the
environment), knowledge of ecology, and attitudes about the environment. Ownership personalizes

environmental issues, creating individual ownership of the problem or issue. People acquire

| Situational

Action skills
factors

Knowledge of
action strategies

Knowledge of

issues
Attitudes -
] Intention - Responsible
to act environmental
Personality behavior
Locus of control factors B

Personal

responsibility —

Figure 2-6. The Hines Model of Responsible Environmental Behavior (adapted from Hines et al.

1986-87). Attitudes and knowledge of ecology are entry-level variables; in-depth knowledge,
personal responsibility are ownership variables; action skills, locus of control and knowledge of

action strategies are empowerment variables.
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ownership when they understand an issue in great depth and identify with it personally.
Empowerment enables people to sense that they can make changes and resolve environmental
issues. The acquisition of skills in action strategies and the belief in one’s ability (locus of control)
help people become empowered.

Many researchers contend that the “gateway” to the learning and behavioral processes
consists of attitudes, values and beliefs—also collectively known as the affective domain
(Crompton and Sellar 1981; Fishbein and Ajzen 1980; Hines et al. 1986-87; Hungerford and Volk
1990; Iozzi 1989). Fishbein and Manfredo (1992) suggest that in order to change or reinforce
behavior change (or even the intention to act), one must change or strengthen the attitude toward
performing that behavior and/or the subjective or social norms associated with the behavior (Figure
2-8). The analogy “you can lead a horse to water but you can’t make it drink”
illustrates this theory. The horse may know that the water is there, but it just isn’t thirsty—
therefore, the horse does not intend to drink. This analogy can be generalized to the fisheries arena:
A person may know that a fishing license is required to fish legally— the person may even be aware
of the consequences of poaching. But, if the person’s attitudes and values are such that they believe
that fishing regulations are an infringement on their personal rights or they have a negative attitude
toward the MDNR—the agency responsible for regulating fishing— then
these and other attitudes will likely have some influence on their behavioral intention to purchase a

fishing license.
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The person’s beliefs that
the behavior leads to
certain outcomes and their
evaluations of these
outcomes

Attitude toward
the behavior

Relative importance of
attitudinal and normative
considerations

Intention

Behavior

Person’s belief that
specific individuals or
groups think he should
or should not perform
the behavior and their
motivation to comply
with the specific
referents

Subjective norm

Figure 2-7. A Theory of Reasoned Action: factors determining a person's behavior (arrows
indicate the direction of influence within hypothesized relationships) (source: Manfredo 1992
adapted from Ajzen and Fishbein 1980).

It is important to note that the affective domain does not work independently from the

cognitive (e.g., knowledge, skills and abilities) domain. On the contrary, knowledge is one of the

basic stepping stones towards responsible environmental behavior. Hines et al. (1986-7: 3) found

that “those individuals with greater knowledge of environmental issues and/or knowledge of how to

take action on those issues were more likely to have reported engaging in responsible environmental

behaviors...”

Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) contend that the development and implementation of education,

information and intervention programs are rarely grounded in these kinds of theoretical
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considerations. Viewing the above models on behavior change, it becomes clear why it is difficult
to identify or develop any single strategy to influence public behavior. This is because so many
variables influence a person’s decision-making processes or attitude or behavior change.
Hungerford and Volk (1990: 14) suggest that agencies should incorporate several critical education

components to maximize opportunities to change behavior in the environmental arena:

1. teach environmentally significant ecological concepts and the environmental
interrelationships that exist within and between these concepts;

2. provide carefully designed and in-depth opportunities for learners to achieve some level
of environmental sensitivity that will promote a desire to behave in appropriate ways;

3. provide information and experiences that will result in an in-depth knowledge of issues;

4. provide information and experiences that will teach learners the skills of issue analysis
and investigation as well as provide the time needed for the application of these skills;

5. provide information and experiences that will teach learners the citizenship skills needed
for issue remediation as well as the time needed for the application of these skills, and;

6. provide an instructional setting that increases learners’ expectancy of reinforcement for

acting in responsible ways, i.e., attempt to develop an internal locus of control in
learners.

Environmental and Outdoor Education Influences on Behavioral Change
Environmental education can be defined as a lifelong, interdisciplinary approach to
understanding our biophysical and socio-cultural environments as well as the issues and problems
associated with those environments (Matthews 1989). The goal of environmental education is to
enable the development of knowledge, skills and attitudes necessary to understand and appreciate
the inter-relatedness among people, their culture, and their surroundings and to develop solutions

for environmental problems, in part by adopting a sense of stewardship and responsibility for the
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Earth (UNESCO 1978). Thus, environmental education includes cognitive (e.g., knowledge and
awareness about ecology or environmental systems), affective (e.g., attitudes, values, beliefs,
appreciation of the environment) and normative (e.g., morals and ethics related to the environment)
components (Hungerford and Volk 1990).

Studies by lozzi (1989) and Crompton and Seller (1981) indicate, in contrast to
information-only approaches (e.g., brochures, mass media, etc.), that experiential outdoor and
environmental education offer great potential for affecting attitude and behavior change. They
found that outdoor learning environments can provide stimulation which can strongly influence a
person’s “environmental sensitivity.” It appears that environmental sensitivity is often a function
of an individual’s contact with the outdoors in relatively pristine environments either alone or with
close personal friends or relatives—not often associated with formal education. Of particular
interest to natural resources outreach and education planners are studies indicating that hunting,
fishing and other outdoor activities are important life experience variables encountered by
environmentally sensitive individuals (Scholl 1983; Tanner 1980). In addition to first-hand outdoor
experiences that engage learners, other important variables include: opportunities and reinforcement
of activities over long periods of time, access to role models and instruction which develops a sense
of ownership and empowerment (Crompton and Sellar 1981; Hungerford and Volk 1990; Ramsey
etal. 1981).

It should be noted that theories of behavioral change and communications can also be
applied in other areas of communications such as for developing effective public involvement
Strategies or for conflict resolution (Peyton 1987). Whatever the objective, Vander Stoep and
Roggenbuck (1996) recommend that a combination of communication strategies (e.g., information,

education, persuasion) be used in order to be effective with diverse publics and circumstances.
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Theories Explaining the Communications Process

In addition to theories on changing public behavior, theories about the process of
communications—variables influencing actual message transmission—are important to understand
and can help the communications specialist or planner make informed decisions about the audience,
media, issues at hand, and goals for the communication piece or program. To make
recommendations for improving fisheries communications, understanding theoretical components
involved in the communication process is essential.

Berlo (1960 as cited in Selnow and Crano 1987) identified four elemental components
inherent in nearly all communication scenarios: a Source, Message, Channel and Receiver (SMCR).
Selnow and Crano (1987: 16) describes the SMCR model as: a source who sends a message through
some kind of channel to a receiver. In lay terms, this concept could be translated to mean “who
says what, how, and to whom.” Nearly every communication activity, no matter how simple or
complex, involves these four components.

Source factors are characteristics of the communicator, either observed or inferred (e.g.,
age, race, gender, mannerisms, dress and others—assuming the source is personal). Two source
factors, credibility and attractiveness have been studied extensively and appear to have a significant
influence on the acceptance and persuasiveness of a message (Ajzen 1992).

In addition to source factors, are characteristics of the receiver or audience to whom the
message is addressed. Ajzen (1992) states that any attribute or combination of attributes of the
receiver may provide a context contributing to the effectiveness of the message. The message or
information can be communicated face-to-face, in writing, or by audio or video tape. These are the
various channels by which messages are communicated. Message factors involve the ways in

which information is communicated to the audience such as delivery style (the use of humor,
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music, etc.) types of appeals, inclusions and omissions, organization of the material included and
quantitative aspects such as length and repetition as well as many sub-categories.

Selnow and Crano (1987) describe the SMCR process as working like this: In the first step,
a person receives information and obtains knowledge about a topic. The level of knowledge
acquired from the information is based on the completeness of the information, attention of the
receiver to the message (i.e. the receiver may selectively disregard information), or a combination
of both. Other factors that influence the receiver’s interpretation of the information occur when the
receiver holds misconceptions or when their knowledge base is formed from incorrect information.

Second, the receiver responds to the message, issue or event based on the attitudes held
toward elements in the message and toward the message source. Selnow and Crano (1987) suggest
that one way of increasing the success of communications is to elevate the perceived importance (or
salience) of an issue. This can be done by showing the audience how the matter relates directly to
them and cultivate within the audience a perception of personal relevance and concemn for the topic.
In sum, increase the salience of the message. This is similar to the “ownership” variable described
by Hungerford and Volk (1990).

Berlo’s SMCR model has been expanded, and today theorists agree that situation factors
and the destination of the communications should also be considered as components of the
communication process (Ajzen 1992; Rice and Atkin 1989). Ajzen describes situation factors as
distractions (from noise or when the receiver is preoccupied) and forewarning (as when information
early in the message delivery cues the receiver about an influence attempt). Forewarning can raise
receiver barriers or defenses to receiving the communication. Rice and Atkin (1989) describe
destination as the type of target behavior toward which the communication is aimed, such as
immediate versus long-term knowledge, attitude or behavior change. By including these

components in the process, communication theorists believe that communications can be designed
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based on the situation factors influencing the audience and the desired communication outcome or
objective (Ajzen 1992).

Ajzen and Fishbein (1975 as cited in Manfredo 1992) address the importance of source
credibility in their Model of Persuasive Communication Process (Figure 2-9). They describe how
message content, audience beliefs and source credibility interact and may influence a change in the
audience’s beliefs or behavior. In fisheries management, for example, a communication message
might be designed to inform (create an understanding or new belief among) anglers about the
importance of properly disposing live bait. Live bait released into a body of water may disrupt the
forage base, predator-prey relationships and other ecosystem processes. As the model implies
(Figure 2-9), no matter how convincing the message, the credibility of the information source may
influence the audience members’ actual belief outcome. Rice and Atkin (1989) suggest that when
the public does not believe the source to be credible, using intermediaries (community leaders, other
trustworthy individuals or organizations) can help to reach target audiences effectively.

Audience-based communication strategies, like marketing described earlier, are designed
around characteristics associated with the target group the communication is attempting to reach. In
an age of information overload, in which there is competition for attention, communication
specialists have found that in addition to the importance of source credibility, the success of the
communication relies on the salience or relative importance of the communication message or issue,
and whether the receiver supports or opposes the issue (Rice and Atkin 1989; Selnow and
Crano 1987). These factors can best be addressed in a specific target audience approach. This way,
messages (programs and services) can be designed with specific source, message, channel, receiver

and situation characteristics in mind as they relate to the communication objective.
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Figure 2-8. Model of the Persuasive Communication Process (source: Manfredo 1992,
adapted from Ajzen and Fishbein 1975).

In order to apply marketing principles within fish and wildlife management, Thorne et al.
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information, they say, is similar, but consists of research-based information about constituent [or
stakeholder] wants and satisfactions. Discovering constituents’ wants and demands requires
collecting data about characteristics, behaviors, perceptions, attitudes and participation rates related
to fish and wildlife interests and recreation. Thorne et al. (1992) say that armed with information
about current and prospective clients, the organization can tailor products and services to satisfy the
desires of the clientele. More importantly, this information can be used by the agency to anticipate
changes in customer [or stakeholder] needs, wants, and perceptions, enabling proactive
communication and management strategies rather than crisis-based, reactive management (Chiat

1988; Goodstein et al. 1993; Migliore et al. 1995).

Summary of Literature Review

Strategic planning is a systematic process of establishing or re-examining the agency’s
mission, assessing the internal and external environments, identifying strategic issues and priorities
for action, establishing goals and objectives, deciding on specific tactics and activities, and
monitoring or evaluating this process or the activities that are a result of this process.

The problem with the application of communications in resource management is that
communications planning often happens in the “tactic and activity planning” phase only. The result
is that tactics and activities are determined before identifying the organizational and communication
outcomes to be achieved with communications, before using the best research-based information
available to clearly identify the issue or problem to be addressed, before identifying who should be
targeted or reached with a communication campaign, or, before examining if members in the
organization have the skills or resources needed to plan, develop, implement and evaluate an

effective communications program.
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When applied strategically, however, the integration of marketing and human dimensions
information can help resource managers and communicators clearly determine what issues are a
priority and what communication outcomes managers desire to seek based on what’s happening in
and around the agency. The information gained through this process can then help guide what
communication tactics to use or activities to conduct.

Communication professionals suggest that in determining what tactics or activities to use to
approach a particular issue or objective, an understanding of behavior change and communication
theories, and principles of environmental education is needed. Additionally, information should be
gathered about the Source, Message, Channel and Receiver (SMCR) components including the
target audiences’ affective and cognitive domains relative to the particular communication
campaign.

Together, the systematic approaches of the strategic planning process and resulting
communication activities can help to address the natural resources interests and needs of an ever-
changing society, while helping resource managers achieve their conservation and stewardship

missions.
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Chapter 3
METHODS

Overview of Methods

The purpose of this study was to identify the MDNR Fisheries Division’s communications
needs and priorities. To accomplish this, I conducted a needs assessment (addressing phase two of
the strategic planning process, see Figure 2-1) using a focus group method aimed at exploring
personnel perceptions about the Division’s current fisheries communications situation, including its
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats toward providing communications, and what

personnel desired as the Division's future communications situation (Figure 3-1).

What is a Needs Assessment?

Witkin and Altschuld (1995: 4) broadly define a needs assessment as:

“a systematic set of procedures undertaken for the purpose of setting and
making decisions about program or organizational improvement and allocation
of resources. The priorities are based on identified needs. It can be viewed as
a series of procedures for identifying and describing both present and desired

states in a specific context, deriving statements of need and placing the needs
in order of priority for later action.”

Witkin and Altschuld (1995: 9) describe need, when used as a noun, as “a gap or

discrepancy between a present state (what is) and a desired, future state (what ought to be). The

need is neither the present nor the future state; it is the gap between them.” When need is used
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as a verb, it points to what is required or desired to fill the discrepancy— the solutions, or a means
toan end. This difference is important—because a needs assessment should not focus on solutions,
but on the ends to be attained (i.e. on “what ought to be” versus “how to get there”). The needs
assessment findings, nevertheless, can help to establish guidelines and criteria for selecting the
means or solutions.

A needs assessment then, seeks to determine such discrepancies, examine their nature and
causes, and set priorities for future action. It is conducted to gain information and perceptions of
values as a guide to making policy and program decisions that will benefit specific groups of people
(Witkin and Altschuld 1995). Witkin and Altschuld (1995) claim that the overall intention of a
needs assessment is to lead to action, change and improvement that directly benefit the individuals
or organization having the need. Thus, the needs assessment serves as an aid to decision-making
by clarifying what needs exist and how important certain needs are. It presumes that choices will be
made among competing alternative solutions and/or actions (Witkin and Altschuld 1995).

Witkin and Altschuld (1995) state that some purposes of needs assessments are (a) laying
the groundwork for designing a new or improved program of service or education, (b) restructuring
an organization in light of better understanding of its goals, (c) setting criteria for hiring and training
personnel, or (d) determining possible solutions to a complex problem. In light of the current
situation at the MDNR (e.g., the administrative split of natural resources responsibilities, early
retirement, new Office of Information and Education), it is likely that this needs assessment will

function in several of the above areas.

Primary Data Collection for Needs Assessments: Focus Groups & Telephone Interviews
According to Buttram (1990), primary data for a needs assessment can be gathered by using
a group process, specifically focus group interviews. Aside from administering surveys, group

processes are the most widely used method for gathering opinions and data for needs assessments
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(Buttram 1990). Krueger (1994) notes that needs assessments using quantitative surveys often
provide only a portion of the desired information and omit critical factors. Furthermore, needs
assessment surveys tend to identify concerns that already have achieved some level of awareness
within an organization or community. A qualitative approach such as that offered through open-
ended questioning and/or a focus group discussion process, on the other hand, can identify less
salient concerns.

Focus groups can be used for needs assessment, before planning (including strategic
planning), during program design, or for market research (Krueger 1994). Krueger states that the
goal in focus group research is to understand reality. Because of the inductive nature of focus group
research, attention is directed to discovering the manner and way in which respondents perceive a
problem. As a result, the researcher develops a clear idea of how the issue is understood by
respondents. If the focus group research has been carefully conducted and appropriately analyzed,
then the user should be able to make generalizations to other respondents who possess similar
characteristics (Krueger 1994). The qualitative nature of focus group data, Krueger (1994)
continues, is typically welcomed by decision-makers because the results are presented in a concrete
and understandable manner. Minnis et al. (1997) report that focus groups are a useful human
dimensions research tool and note the increasing use of the focus group method in research on
natural resources management and policy issues.

I chose to use a focus group method to assess the current communications situation because
it allowed the gaining of insight on Fisheries Division personnel perceptions of the current and
desired state of Fisheries communications, and the Division’s communication needs and priorities.
Such insight and discovery are best accomplished with the use of open-ended questions such as
those used in focus group discussions (Buttram 1990). Researchers agree that the resulting data
provide descriptive information, rich in detail and depth, and useful in planning and decision-

making (Buttram 1990; Morgan and Krueger 1993; Krueger 1994).
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The elements of a focus group include: the facilitator, multiple respondents, interaction
among the respondents and the use of a discussion guide composed of open-ended questions
(Krueger 1994). Using a discussion guide developed to address specific topic areas relevant to the
needs assessment questions, the focus group facilitator (the person leading the focus group) can lead
the discussion toward specific topics and probe into areas “discovered” earlier during the focus
group or previous focus groups (Morgan and Krueger 1993). Furthermore, the interaction among
the group participants encourages them to talk freely in response to both the facilitator and each
other.

Focus groups are usually composed of 8-15 willing members of a target group which are
homogeneous in relation to certain relevant characteristics (Krueger 1994). Participants are
recruited, but are not briefed in detail concerning the specific nature of the study (Krueger 1994).
Several groups are conducted to counteract the possibility that the dynamics of one particular group
will cause misrepresentation or misinterpretation of the results. Further, the quality of the results of
focus groups depends on the effectiveness of the presentation of concepts for discussion and on the
qualities of the facilitator (Krueger 1994). For these reasons, it is important to carefully select and
train facilitators and develop a discussion guide for use in the focus group interviews. The
discussion guide includes topics to be discussed, directions for facilitators, and ideas for probing
questions (Morgan and Krueger 1993). Groups are usually video or audio-taped, and transcripts of

the conversations are developed for analysis purposes.

Study Population

The Fisheries Division is composed of diverse personnel. While a large proportion of
personnel are biologists and fisheries managers, there are also accountants, computer technicians,
receptionists and others in the Division who contribute to the management of the State’s fisheries.

In January, 1997, Fisheries personnel were organized by Division Units representing Program
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Areas outlined in the Strategic Plan as follows:

Administration (n=7)
Field Operations (n=92)
Hatcheries (n=55)
Program Services (n=26)
Research (n=48)

These units operated out of the MDNR Lansing headquarters, one of the district offices (Baraga,
Bay City, Cadillac, Comstock Park, Crystal Falls, Escanaba, Gaylord, Grand Rapids Jackson,
Livonia, Mio, Newberry, Plainwell, Roscommon, Shiawassee, and Waterford), field offices
(Harrietta and Grayling), warehouses (Roscommon and Rose Lake), hatcheries (Harrietta,
Marquette, Oden, Platte River, Thompson and Wolf Lake), the Wolf Lake Fish Laboratory, the
Alpena, Charlevoix, Hunt Creek, Marquette and Mt. Clemens Fisheries stations, and the Ann Arbor
Research facility.

The study population consisted of 228 MDNR Fisheries Division personnel employed as of
29 January 1997. The study population included 204 classified permanent employees (CPE), as
well as the Division’s 24 seasonal creel census clerks. I determined that gaining input from creel
clerks was essential to assessing the Division’s fisheries communications needs and priorities,

because of the level of public contact experienced in their jobs.

Research Design
Sampling to Obtain Homogeneous Focus Groups

At first glance, the organizational structure of Division personnel appears to be
homogeneous. Closer examination of the personnel list', however, revealed that each of the
organizational Units was represented by personnel with varying Michigan Civil Service

classifications and job responsibilities. For the purposes of this study, it was necessary to develop a

Personnel list obtained from Anita Simon (Division Secretary), on 18 February, 1997 and dated
29 January 1997.
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system of classification from which to draw samples in order to recruit participants for each focus
group.

Using the personnel list and Division organizational charts (Appendix B), I re-classified
Fisheries personnel based on Civil Service job classification, Division-level responsibilities and
supervisory function (Table 3-1). In addition to understanding how personnel with different jobs
and levels/status within the Division perceived fisheries communications needs, I was interested in
assessing the extent to which Fisheries personnel with a long history of employment with the

Division differed from personnel with less work experience or length of service. At the

Table 3-1. Homogeneous groupings of Fisheries Division personnel.

Homogeneous Employee Civil Service Number of Personnel
Groups Within the MDNR Classification Levels Re-classified to
Fisheries Division Employee Groups

Early Retirees 12-18 26
Administrative Support 6-E10 22

Creel Clerks E7-E8 24
Management Personnel 14 - 15 21
Program Services PI1-13 13
Hatcheries E6- P11 37

Field Operations/Research - P11-13 35
Supervisors

Field Operations/Research - E6-EI10 52
Non-supervisors
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time, state government agency employees were being offered an early retirement option, and,
consequently, I was able to obtain a list of Fisheries personnel eligible for early retirement.” From
this list, I developed an employee group which I called “Early Retirees” (n=25).

For this study, I also wanted to re-classify administrative support personnel (e.g., receptionists,
typists, accountants, etc.) separately from other Division personnel. I had two reasons for making
this distinction: (1) educational background differs among administrative support personnel
(trained in non-biological, administrative, communications or clerical fields)

as compared to most other Division personnel (trained in the biological sciences); and, (2) many of
the administrative support personnel provide a “front-line” communications role in the Division
through their respective job responsibilities (e.g., answering telephones, staffing reception desks,
providing various written correspondence), thus providing a unique perspective on fisheries
communications needs and priorities. 1 called this employee group “Administrative Support”
(n=22).

Another important personnel group to distinguish was the creel census clerks. Along with
Division receptionists, the role of creel clerks is to interface with the public. Hired on a seasonal
basis, creel clerks survey Great Lakes and inland anglers for the purposes of collecting angling
catch and effort data used in various Fisheries Division studies. Creel clerks report to supervisors
from either the Field Operations or Research Units. Sorted as a distinct employee group, I called
these personnel “Creel Clerks” (n=24).

Finally, to assure that no supervisors were assigned to participate in focus groups with
personnel whom they supervise, I identified remaining supervisory staff from the personnel list.
One supervisory group, the Division Management Team, is made up of individuals who
collaboratively manage and advise the Division Chief on decisions about the Division’s facilities,

budget and personnel (n=7) (MDNR Fisheries Division, 1997). I believed that a focus group

2 List of personnel eligible for early retirement obtained from Anita Simon (Division Secretary),
on 18 February, 1997, and dated 23 December 1996.
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comprised of these management personnel would differ from field and other personnel in perceived
fisheries communication needs. To better represent how this team would be restructured after the
loss of personnel due to early retirement, I added personnel classified at level 14 (by Michigan Civil
Service) to this employee group. I called this group of individuals “Management Personnel”
(n=21).

Sorting out Administrative Support and Management personnel from the personnel list left
the Program Service and Hatchery Units, each composed of homogeneous personnel (meaning that
no supervisors from these Units remained on the list). I called these employee groups “Program
Services” (n=13) and “Hatcheries” (n=38). The remaining Units, Field Operations and Research,
however, were each composed of biologists with supervisory and non-supervisory responsibilities.
I decided to combine these two Units to form one supervisory level employee group called “Field
Operations/Research - Supervisors” (n=33) and another called “Field Operations/Research - Non-

supervisors” (n=52).

Focus Group Sampling

The assignment of Fisheries Division personnel to homogeneous categories resulted in
eight employee groups. According to Krueger (1994), multiple focus groups with similar
participants are needed to detect patterns and trends across groups. Using a random numbers table
(McCarthy 1978), I randomly selected personnel from these homogeneous employee groups to
invite to participate in one of eight focus groups on the topic of fisheries communications.

To allow for personnel choosing to decline the focus group invitation and “no-shows”
(personnel who reply that they intended to participate in a focus group session, but for some reason
did not attend) and to ensure the desired 8-12 participants in each focus group session, I over-

sampled from most groups. Program Services personnel and Creel Clerks were the exceptions.
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After re-classification of personnel to homogeneous employee groups, the Program Services
employee group was small (n=13).

Recruiting, scheduling and organizing the Creel Clerk focus group session posed several
logistical problems. Creel clerks were distributed across both the upper (U.P.) and lower (L.P.)
peninsulas of Michigan, making it impossible to schedule one two-hour focus group session without
the cost of providing meals and over-night accommodations. Additionally, since creel clerks are
seasonal personnel, they were not on the Division payroll at the time I conducted the focus groups.
[ thought that it would be inappropriate to ask clerks to volunteer more than half a day away from
other responsibilities they may have had (i.e. employment elsewhere). Therefore, with the advice of
Natural Resource Manager, Bernie Ylkanen (personal communication -12 March 1997), 1
determined that one focus group session offered in a central L.P. location combined with telephone
interviews would be adequate to provide for creel clerk responses to focus group questions. To

encourage participation, creel clerks were offered compensation for round-trip mileage to the focus

group site. The employee group for the Creel Clerk focus group session was, therefore, limited to
clerks operating in the northern half of the L.P. (n=12), while clerks representing Michigan’s U.P.
(n=6) and southern L.P. (n=6) were recruited to participate in one of five telephone interviews (see
Telephone Interviews).

Most sampled personnel were first contacted by letter (Appendix B) and invited to
iparticipate voluntarily in a “fisheries communications” focus group (Table 3-2). In the invitation, I
i’equested that personnel telephone or e-mail their intent to participate by a specified date. 1
Followed this initial invitation with one telephone call when this reply date had passed.

Creel clerks were the exception to this invitation design. Due to time constraints with the

mpending creel census season, it was necessary to telephone creel clerks to invite them to

articipate in the focus group. 1 followed the telephone call with a written invitation immediately

ereafter.
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Table 3-2. Focus group invitation protocol, timeline and session location.

Initial Follow-up Supplemental Focus Group
Focus Group Invitation Invitation Invitation Session
Session
Method Date | Method Date | Method Date Location Date

Early Retirees letter  2/19/97 | call 2/27/97 | call 2/27/97 | Traverse 3/4/97
City

Administrative letter  2/19/97 | call 2/27/97 | call  2/27/97 | Traverse 3/4/97

Support City

Hatcheries letter  2/19/97 | call 2/27/97 | call ~ 2/27/97 | Traverse 3/5/97
City

Field Operations | letter  2/19/97 | call 2/27/97 | call  2/27/97 | Traverse 3/3/97

& Research - City

Supervisors

Field Operations | letter  2/19/97 | call 2/27/97 | call 2/27/97 | Traverse 3/4/97

& Research - City

Non-supervisors

Management letter  3/19/97 | call 3/23/97 | call ~ 3/23/97 | Lansing 3/25/97

Personnel

Creel Clerks call 3/13/97 | letter  3/19/97 | n/a n/a Gaylord  3/27/97

Program Services | letter  4/9/97 call 4/16/97 | n/a n/a Lansing  4/21/97

The initial focus group invitations resulted in three to ten affirmative replies per focus

group. Concerned with the possibility of no-shows further reducing focus group participation, I

chose to conduct a supplemental sample for six of the eight focus groups (the exceptions being

Creel Clerk and Program Services). I chose not to conduct a supplemental sample for the Creel

Clerks or Program Services focus groups because these two employee groups were too small.
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Fisheries annual Inservice Training Program offered a convenient and cost-effective
context within which to conduct several focus groups composed of personnel from all regions of
Michigan. Therefore, I conducted five focus groups during Inservice Training in Traverse City,
Michigan on 3-5 March 1997. Because focus groups were scheduled at the same time as some of
the Inservice Training sessions and meetings, each of the five focus groups was carefully scheduled
so that participants were less likely to miss training offered for their specific employee group (e.g.,
clerical staff were scheduled for a focus group during a different period than computer software
demonstrations) and, thus, more likely to attend a focus group.

I chose Gaylord, Michigan as the location to host the Creel Clerk focus group session on 27
March 1997. Finally, two focus groups were held in Lansing, Michigan: Management Personnel,
conducted as part of the scheduled team meeting on March 25 1997; and, the Program Services

focus group, mainly composed of Lansing staff, was conducted on 4 April 1997.

Discussion Guide

I developed a discussion guide with specific questions and suggested probes designed to
solicit participant responses relevant to the research questions (Appendix C). This guide was
prepared to make sure that essentially the same information was obtained from each focus groups. |
used open-ended questions that were carefully sequenced to capture the richness of participants’
experiences in their own terms without predetermining their perspectives through prior selection of
questionnaire categories (Patton 1987).

Several reviewers commented on drafts of the discussion guide, including MDNR
personnel: John Robertson (then- Chief, Fisheries Division), Dennis Conway (Fisheries
Communications Specialist), John Schrouder (Natural Resources Manager), Bernie Ylkanen
(Natural Resources Manager), Bruce Matthews (Chief, Office of Information and Education), and;

Shari Dann (Assistant Professor in the Department of Fisheries & Wildlife, Michigan State

University).
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Participant Information Forms

I collected biographical information (e.g., number of years employed in the Division, level
of education) about study participants by using a form that doubled as participant registration for the
focus groups (Appendix D). I distributed these forms at the beginning of each focus group. As did
the invitation letter, the registration form included information about the voluntary nature of this
study and participant confidentiality. A statement on the form informed participants that they
could choose to not answer any questions on the form or during any part of the study. While study
participants were not required to complete the background form, no participants refused nor

withdrew from any focus group or telephone interview.

Study Participant Consent, Anonymity and Confidentiality

All focus group and telephone interview sessions were audio tape-recorded; however, no
names or specific job titles or descriptions were used in the transcription of these recordings.
During focus group participant recruitment, I informed the subjects that the focus groups were to be
tape-recorded and that anyone who objected had the opportunity to decline to participate in the
study.

All focus group participants were assured of confidentiality and informed of their rights to
choose whether or not to participate in the research project. This information was provided three
separate times (on the invitation letter, on the focus group registration form and verbally at the
beginning of each focus group session). Furthermore, individuals had the opportunity to decide not
to participate at any point of the study without penalty. The Michigan State University Committee
on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS) approved all the primary data methods used

during this study (Appendix A).

71



Additional St
Jn add1t
employed diser
cases which off
Strauss and Con
the abiliny 10 us
qases were: (]

Michigan.

Telephone Ir

| conc
Tepresentatiy e
mmaly contag
communicatio
voluntary and
ch schedule
Rgistration fi
mail the infon
wing the ise

focus groups,



Additional Study Participants and Data

In addition to the stratified random sampling of Division personnel described above, I also
employed discriminate sampling, a strategy where the researcher deliberately selects additional
cases which offer insight, verification, or the opportunity to refine categories (Henderson 1991;
Strauss and Corbin 1990). Henderson (1991) states that the number of cases is less important than
the ability to use the selected cases for interpretation and verification. In this study, the additional
cases were: (1) telephone interviews of creel clerks representing the U.P. and southern L.P. of

Michigan.

Telephone Interviews

I conducted five telephone interviews with a discriminate sample of creel clerks: three
representatives of Michigan’s U.P. and two L.P. inland creel census clerks. These creel clerks were
initially contacted by telephone and invited to participate in a telephone interview about fisheries
communications. At this time, clerks were informed that participation in the interview was
voluntary and that interviews were to be audio-recorded. Clerks who agreed to participate were
each scheduled for one 45-minute telephone interview. Clerks were then mailed a participant
registration form (complete with confidentiality and voluntary participation clauses) and asked to
mail the information sheet to the Fisheries Division Lansing office. All interviews were conducted
using the discussion guide. Data handling and analysis followed the protocol established with the

focus groups.
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Administration
Focus Groups

Consistency in data collection is important (Krueger 1994); therefore, I chose to
facilitate all focus groups myself. I followed guidelines outlined in Krueger (1994) and Morgan
(1993) and drew upon experiences from participating in similar group process discussions.

I began each focus group by explaining the purpose of the discussion, reviewing the basic
ground rules for the focus groups, and asking participants to introduce themselves. To make sure
that participants understood my use of the term “communications,” I provided a brief definition
and asked if clarification was needed.

Once introductions were completed, | turned the groups’ attention to the discussion
questions. A recorder (recording responsibilities provided alternately by Michelle Niedermeier’
and Melissa Middleton®) noted participant comments on newsprint. These notes were displayed,
providing opportunities for ongoing participant reflection and additions during the focus group
discussion.

I solicited participant perceptions toward fisheries communications by posing specific
questions and, when necessary, by using probes provided in my discussion guide. Probes were used
to clarify questions, to solicit more detailed responses, and to solicit comments from all participants.
Not all questions or probes were used in each focus group session due to participants volunteering
responses related to discussion questions. Additionally, because focus groups were organized into
homogeneous groups of Fisheries Division personnel, discussions in each focus group often
consisted of unique concerns or interests relating to the specific jobs or Unit responsibilities of

participating respondents. As a result of this within-group homogeneity, some focus groups spent

* Michigan State University graduate student in the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife.

* Field Representative, Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Program with the Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality ,and former Michigan State University graduate student
from the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife.
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more time with certain topic areas than others (either out of interest or because I needed to spend

more time probing when responses were not forthcoming).

The Use of Common Fisheries Language

I encouraged participants to respond to questions from their particular perspectives. To
facilitate this, I structured questions and probes that used language common to Fisheries personnel,
and the recorders wrote on newsprint respondents’ actual statements, verbatim, as much as possible.

Fisheries Division language and common phrases and words were identified during the first
focus group, and, when recurrent, were used consistently throughout the remaining focus groups.
For example, in the first focus group, respondents began to list very specific knowledge outcomes
they wanted the public to understand about fisheries biology. Several respondents listed knowledge
of fish life history, limiting factors, food webs, predation and so on. One respondent, noticing a
theme in the statements, provided the broader term “biological processes.” In this manner, the
focus group respondents came up with their own term or statement that aggregated several ideas or
statements. The recorders, attempting to keep up with this exchange, did not hesitate to ask for
clarification or to ask whether the newsprint notes represented what was being said during the
discussion. Likewise, participants offered corrections and clarifications when they saw their ideas

misrepresented on the newsprint or when their responses were not noted accurately.

Identifying Priority Ideas

After focus group participants discussed what they perceived to be the Division’s current
communications situation (identifying current communication activities and audiences reached) and
the desired future communications situation (identifying desired communication outcomes and
target audiences communication activities for future activities to reach), I asked them to vote on
what they perceived to be the Division’s communication priorities. This was conducted using a

modified nominal group process (Delbecq et al. 1975).
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Using the newsprint notes for reference, | asked participants first to review the lists of target
audiences and desired behavioral, attitudinal and knowledge outcomes. Groups then had the
opportunity to discuss the newsprint notes, gain general agreement on the meanings of statements,
and provide clarification where needed. Next, some groups chose to aggregate similar ideas and
statements. I then asked that individuals cast two votes for what each perceived to be a priority for
the Division to consider in its future communications planning. Due to a low number of identified
desired behavioral and attitudinal outcomes, each Hatchery employee was allotted only one vote.

At this point, it is important to note that I did not ask that each group arrive at consensus
when identifying priorities. Instead, this was an opportunity to offer individual perspective. Morgan
(1993) points out that the purpose of focus groups is not to arrive on consensus around a particular
topic, but to identify a variety of needs to be addressed, some shared by the entire group and some
particular to one or more individuals in the group. Morgan (1993) indicates that the final list of
priorities, however, is reflective of the study population vantage point. According to Buttram
(1990), by convening multiple focus groups on the same topic, needs identified by individual
groups can be validated. Researchers call this methodological triangulation (Buttram 1990; Jick

1979).

DATA ANALYSIS
Data analysis was guided primarily by the study objectives and subsequent questions
asked during data collection. Krueger (1994) states that the key to good qualitative analysis is a
systematic approach. Thus, the process I used was a deliberate and planned categorization of
questions while first designing the discussion guide and subsequent coding of responses to help
aggregate the qualitative data into meaningful patterns.
In addition to note-taking, all focus groups were audio-taped, and all tapes and newsprints

were labeled for later reference. Tapes were transcribed by Office Services at Michigan State
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University and stored electronically. Transcripts ranged from 36 to 55 pages long (single-spaced,
10 font, Times New Roman).

Analysis of qualitative data depends on the means by which the data and other information
have been stored or recorded. Krueger (1994) states that transcript-based analysis is the most
rigorous strategy for analyzing focus group data. Transcripts of audio-taped focus groups combined
with field notes and other background data provide the researcher with a means of revisiting the
focus groups and hearing/reading actual participant responses. Additional information about
participants (e.g., the biographical information collected on the focus group registration form) can
be gathered and used during analysis to group or type responses according to specific participant
characteristics.

I began data analysis by reviewing each focus group session tape, transcript and
corresponding newsprints notes. During this first review, I checked accuracy, corrected
transcription errors or filled in where the transcriber was unclear about technical language, and |
typed up the newsprint notes. At this time, | also deleted focus group participant names from the

transcripts in order to maintain confidentiality.

Data Management and Handling

Richards and Richards (1994: 446) describe the management of qualitative textual data as a
process of recognizing categories in the data, the generation of ideas about them, and the
exploration of meaning in the data (emphasis theirs). Because the categories and meanings are
found in the text or data records, this process demands management methods that support insight
and discovery, encourage recognition and the development of categories, and store them and their
links with data.

One traditional method of managing qualitative textual data involves manually coding and
retrieving data. Coding consists of labeling passages of the data according to what they are about

(coding or indexing), then providing a way of collecting identically labeled passages (retrieving)
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(Richards and Richards 1994). Richards and Richards (1994) note that the coding and retrieval
process of qualitative data analysis is the most widely recommended technique for the management
of rich and complex records.

Richards and Richards (1994) state that the ability to retrieve all the text about a certain
topic or topics (codes) strongly supports the development of new insights. Computer software
packages have been designed to help make coding and retrieving complex textual data easy, fast
and efficient. I choose the Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing Searching and Theory-
building (NUDeIST version 4.0) computer software to assist with handling and analyzing my
textual data (QSR Research Pty. Ltd. 1997). After saving the electronic transcripts as text files, I
separately imported each transcript into the NUD*IST program, treating each focus group as a

“case” in preparation for coding.

Coding

Coding is the process of marking or noting text and developing categories or subjects of
text. As the researcher comes across an idea or phenomenon, a label is attached. When the idea or
phenomenon reappears, the label is once again attached.

The first step in coding involves developing criteria about coding categories. Figuring out
what ideas or phenomena fit together or “converge” is described by Guba (1978 as cited in Patton
1987: 153) as a systematic classification of “recurring regularities” in the data. These regularities
represent patterns that can be sorted into categories. Convergence is accomplished when sets of
categories have been saturated so that new sources lead to redundancy and when clear regularities
have emerged. Guba states that closure is brought to the process when novel ideas or phenomena
have been exhausted or when ideas become “divergent.”

Richards and Richards (1994) suggest that the decision process required while coding data
is a contribution to theory building. First, decisions are made about what is a category of

significance to the study, what questions are being asked, what concepts developed, what ideas
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explored, and whether these categories should be altered, redefined or deleted during analysis.
Second, decisions about what text segments are relevant involve some theoretical consideration.
Third, the viewing of segments from many documents on one topic or selected topics always offers
a new way of seeing data. According to Richards and Richards (1994), this is the major claim of
the code and retrieve method to support analysis, and researchers using it clearly engage in the
theory construction. Moreover, they state that coding and retrieval of text supports the pursuit of
patterns by comparison of text segments on topics from different sources (i.e. did the managers or
supervisors have different ideas about communication outcomes than did non-management, non-
supervisory personnel?). They state that such questions may be crucial for locating patterns.

While reviewing the study data (transcripts, audio-recordings and field notes), I determined
that the topic areas developed in the discussion guide (e.g., current communication activities,
current audiences reached, etc.) could serve as initial coding categories. Using these coding criteria,
I electronically coded each focus group separately, coding data as I read through the transcript.

NUDeIST software uses hard carriage returns to distinguish text units and thus, each hard
carriage return is the smallest “codable” text unit (QSR Research Pty. Ltd. 1997). In my study, the
focus group narrative was transcribed by separating respondent, moderator and recorder statements
with hard carriage returns. These statements, interpreted by NUD-IST as text units, consisted of the
simple (single words) to the complex (entire sentences or paragraphs). A passage from one focus
group transcript offers an example of how NUD-IST interprets text units. Each passage separated
by a space is interpreted by NUDeIST as a text unit:

“What kind of trends are you aware of that might be affecting some of the audiences
you’ve listed here?

Like, angler trends?
Population trends that might be occurring in Michigan.

I think one of the things that I’ve noticed is that our users or anglers are becoming
older.

Okay.
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I think that’s pretty much pretty universal. As far as the largest groups.

Certain groups, certain special interest groups are becoming more vocal and influential
and not necessarily they’re the largest but they’re carrying a lot more influence.

Well, what we’ve got a lot of is people that are leap-frogging areas that they feel are
overwhelmed and crowded in, say in Wisconsin, and the Chicago people and Madison,
Milwaukee, all that are just, are just kind of moving up to as the realtor calls it the next
frontier which are the areas in Michigan that are just north of those congested areas. So
in other words, increasing fishing pressure and then user conflicts and people feeling
the nonresidents are taking all of the fish and not paying enough for their license and
then jet skis and all of the normal conflicts you run into when...

So, you’re saying, ‘user allocation trends and then some even geographical migration
trends’?

I think you see more, push towards non-angling type of development, you know, the
use of the waters just for recreation that doesn’t include fishing whereas it always
seemed to, used to be fishing. If there was a lake involved it was for fishing but now
there’s lots more of like you say the jet skis, the sailing, the other boats and everything
else.

Another trend that I’m noticing a lot more now is the phone call that’s more like instant

gratification. I’ve got a short weekend. 1 want to go somewhere I can fish” (Focus
group 1: lines 625-648).

Code Retrieval

After coding the focus group transcripts, all the text on one particular idea or phenomenon
(code) can be retrieved, further coded or analyzed. Sophisticated software programs, such as
NUD-IST, have the ability not only to retrieve all coded text quickly, but also to cross-reference
codes enabling the researcher to view and analyze co-occurance and non-co-occurance of codes
between many documents (or cases, such as separate focus groups) or within one document. This
level of data handling and management is possible because NUDeIST uses an index system made
up of “nodes” to organize coded text. Storing textual data at nodes can be compared to the

traditional technique of copying coded text onto index cards (hence, the term “indexing system”),
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and organizing the different cards (code ideas or phenomena) into different piles (QSR Research

Pty. Ltd. 1997).

1 used the NUDeIST option of organizing the index system into a hierarchy or “node tree”
to represent the organization of code ideas and phenomena into categories (Figure 3-2). Each node

served to organize coded responses around the focus group topic areas relevant to

“FISHERIES COMMUNICATIONS”

lﬁajecﬁve T. “Where are we now?” l [ Obiective2. “Whiere do we want to be?” g

Audiences ——  Target Audiences

Activities [ trends

Requests a. population

= @ who fishing related
b. what b. attitudes

Issues c. issues

miscellaneous
Strengths internal

Individual personnel-level
Division-level
Department-level

Weaknesses
Individual personnel-level

b— priorities

——  Desired Outcomes.
f—knowledge

a. anglers

Division-level impacts

Department-level Sisheries management
fishing

Opportunities b. non-anglers

¢. misconceptions
d. priorities
behavior
a. anglers

b. non-anglers
<. priorities
attitudes

a. anglers
b. non-anglers
¢. priorities

Threats

Figure 3-1. The NUDeIST indexing system or “node tree” depicting the organization of code
categories based on topic areas provided in the focus group discussion guide. Bold italicized

text rep: d-level coding, while non-italicized text

P first-level coding.
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my research questions and objectives. The first level of coding (represented by non-italicized text
in Figure 3-2) was based on the focus group discussion guide questions, while the second-level
coding represents sub-categories which were a result of themes that emerged from the focus groups.
Additionally, while undertaking initial coding, I coded respondent quotes which appeared
representative of major themes I was observing during preliminary analysis. I also determined that
I could use respondent quotes to support data interpretation.
NUDeIST designers state that the node tree not only offers a taxonomy of concepts and
index codes, but also represents conceptual relations, thus assisting with theory building.
Additionally, NUDeIST offers the ability to electronically “chase back” the coded text to the

original document passage and view the ideas and statements in context (QSR Research Pty. Ltd.

1997).

Corpiling and Organizing Data Tables

I examined initial coding by reviewing each node report and using a highlighter pen to
isolate relevant coded words or phrases from remaining “garbage” text. I then generated lists of
these highlighted code ideas or phrases, using respondent phrases verbatim as much as possible. 1
began with the first focus group and continued in consecutive order to the eighth, grouping similar
ideas together. Very little aggregation of focus group responses was needed because respondent

ideas or phrases first generated were used thereafter in subsequent focus groups. I then typed these
Statements or ideas, noting the focus group that made the response (e.g., “target audiences: women”
—FGi [the first focus group conducted]). When the same or similar statement was identified by
another focus group, then that focus group number was added to the original listing (e.g., “target
audiences: women” — FG1; FG3; FG4, and so on). In this manner, frequencies across focus groups

Were identified and statements reported by single focus groups were retained.
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I compiled initial summary tables using the lists described above. Tables were organized
by frequency, meaning that statements or ideas identified by multiple focus groups were listed first,
while statements or ideas reported by individual focus groups were listed later in the table.
Compiled in this manner, the tables enabled me to evaluate patterns observed within individual
focus groups as well as across focus groups, and to determine the range of ideas as well as the
dominant ideas that participants had offered (Cartwright 1953; Folch-Lyon and Trost 1981;
Richards and Richards 1991).

Actual frequency of statements per focus group was not determined. Krueger (1994: 61)
points out that an analysis error sometimes made in focus groups is “to assume that what is
frequently mentioned is of greater importance. A far less risky approach is to include a specific

question to allow the participants to comment on what they consider to be most important.” This
was achieved in my focus groups by providing opportunities for participants to prioritize ideas
identified during the focus group discussion.

To determine whether there were patterns across particular focus groups (e.g., all

supervisory-level focus groups or all non-supervisory focus groups), I created another set of tables

that aggregated personnel groups most similar to each in consecutive order on the tables (see

Results).
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to identify the MDNR Fisheries Division communications
needs and priorities as perceived by Fisheries personnel, and to apply several marketing analysis

models in analyzing the results and for recommending a communications strategy.

Organization of Results

I begin this chapter by first describing the response rates of the eight focus groups, followed
by a brief description of participant background information gathered from the focus group
registration forms.

I then describe focus group results, organized by research objectives and questions. |
present the results of each research question by first describing ideas or themes that were common
among all or most of the eight focus groups convened. I then note concerns or points that were
unique to particular focus groups, and where applicable, I note differences between supervisory and
non-supervisory-level personnel perceptions toward fisheries communication. Additionally, many
ideas that reflect the views of only one or two participants in a group demonstrate particular insight

and deserve mention. 1 have included quotes to help illuminate typical or common ways in which

Participants responded.
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Results of Focus Group Administration

Eight focus groups were conducted between March and April, 1997. Of the 228 Fisheries
Division personnel employed at the time, a total of 121 were randomly selected and invited to
participate in the focus groups (Table 4-1). With the first invitation to participate in a “fisheries
communications” focus group, 109 Fisheries employees were sampled and 61 respondents agreed
to participate, while 26 declined. I followed this initial invitation with a telephone call “reminder,”
which resulted in an additional six affirmative responses and ten declines, for a total of 67
affirmative responses (61.5% of initial sample) and 36 declines (33% of initial sample) and six
(5.5%) who were still unable to be reached (non-respondents).
To achieve the desired 8-10 participants per focus group and to off-set potential no-shows,
a supplemental sample of personnel was invited to participate in six of the eight focus groups
(exceptions being Program Services and Creel Clerks). The supplemental sample resulted in an
addi itional eight (67% of the supplemental sample) affirmative responses and four (33.3% of the
supplemental sample) who declined to participate.
Of the 40 employees who declined invitations to participate in the focus groups, nine
(22.5% of those declining to participate) stated that they had conflicting job responsibilities (e.g.,
were teaching at Inservice training or were required to attend a concurrent meeting), five
reéspondents (12.5%) indicated that they were unable to participate because they were not attending
Inservice training where many of the focus groups were held, five (12.5%) were on personal leave,
tWo (5.0%) stated that they would like to participate, but the focus group location was too far from
their home/office, two (5.0%) were on annual leave, and one (2.5%) had retired. In total, more than
half of those who declined to participate in the focus groups (60%, or 24 of the 40 declining to
Participate) had one of the “excused absences” listed above. It is conceivable that others declining

the focus group invitations had similar “excuses” that restricted them from
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participating, but these individuals did not offer further information about their reasons for non-
participation. When personnel who offered an excused absence were removed from the sample, an
adjusted affirmative response (those who agreed to participate) rate of 77.3 percent was

achieved (Table 4-1). Sixteen percent (16.5%) of fisheries personnel declined the focus group
invitation (without an excused absence), while non-response was 6.2 percent (n=6) of the adjusted
sample (n=97). A survey to detect any non-response bias was not conducted.

In total, 75 MDNR Fisheries Division employees (32.9% of study population, N=228)
attended. From all selected to participate in the focus groups, there was one no-show (1.3% of
participants) due to illness, while one participant who originally declined the invitation to attend,
ended up participating. Among all focus groups, there was a final attendance rate of 100%, or 99%

of affirmative response.

Fisheries Division Personnel Background

Nearly all focus group participants (73 of 75, or 97%) filled in some portion of the

participant background information form (Appendix E). Of the 228 Division personnel who were
included in the study population, 79.4% (n=181) were male, and 20.6% (n=47) were female. This
percentage was closely represented in Division personnel focus group participation (72% of

participants were male, while 28% were female). It should be noted, however, that the

Administrative Support employee group was 99% female (n=19). Thus, the Administrative Support
focus group was composed entirely of women (n=9), representing nearly half of the females
participating in this study.

A tabulation of participating Fisheries personnel’s level of education revealed that most
were college graduates (71.2%, n=52). Graduates had diverse college majors, but a Fisheries major
was reported most often (35% of all majors reported, n=18), and nearly as many Division personnel

reported majoring in Fisheries and Wildlife Management (n=15, or 29% of all majors reported).
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Nineteen other majors (53% °of all majors) reported by focus group participants included a similar
emphasis in science: Biology, Aquatic Biology, Aquatic Ecology, Entomology, Zoology, Natural
Resources Management, Environmental Science and Sociology. Other emphases included:
Economics, Resource Development and Agriculture Communications, Urban Planning, Elementary
Education, Human Resources Management, Industrial Engineering, Wood Products Engineering,
Journalism, and Packaging.
Five percent of participating Fisheries personnel with a college degree reported completing
some graduate-level courses, and one-fourth (25%) had either a masters or Ph.D. degree (Table 4-
2). Personnel nearing retirement age (Early Retirees) and those working in research had the highest
Ievel of education.
Over one-fourth (29%) of participating Fisheries personnel did not have a college degree.
Of those without degrees, nearly three-fourths (71%) reported having taken some post-secondary

education courses, while 29% reported their highest level of education achieved was a high school

diploma.

—————

S
I\’kljors do not add to 100 percent due to respondents having had multiple majors. Fifty-one
Tespondents reported college majors.
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Table 4-2. Level of education among MDNR Fisheries Division focus group participants
(n=73).

R
t
% % with % % with % %
MDNR Fisheries High Some College Some Masters Ph.D.
Division Personnel School College Graduate  Graduate Completed Completed
[ Groups Graduate Course
Work
 Early Retirees 18.0 9.0 64.0 9.0
Research - 40.0 40.0 20. |
Supervisors E
!
Research -Non- 25.0 25.0 50.0 ﬁ}
Supervisors \
|
Management 60.0 20.0 200 |
Personnel |
Field Operations - 85.7 143 |
Supervisors '}1
|
1
Field Operations - 40.0 60.0 i
Non-supervisors ‘\
Program Services 37.5 25.0 12.5 25.0 \\
\\
Hatcheries 222 333 44.4 ‘
l
Creel Clerks 25.0 375 375 \\
|
Administrative 20.0 40.0 30.0 10.0 o
Support \\
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Focus Group Results

The objectives of this research were to identify the Division’s current and desired
communication situation, as perceived by Fisheries personnel, to make recommendations for a
communication strategy designed to guide the Division in its on-going communication planning.

To address hypothesis one, I have noted when supervisory and non-supervisory-level focus
groups differed in their perceptions toward the Division’s communications. Supervisory-level focus
groups were composed of the following employee groups: Management Personnel, Early Retirees,

Field Operations/Research -Supervisors and Program Services. Non-supervisory-level focus groups
were composed of the Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors, Hatcheries, Creel Clerks and
Adm inistrative Support focus groups. All tables presented in this chapter are organized by

group ing supervisory and non-supervisory-level focus groups separately.

Current Fisheries Communication Activities

Focus group participants described 29 communication activities the Fisheries Division
currently provide (Table 4-3). The most frequently reported job-related communication activities
Division personnel listed on the participant background information forms were correspondence
(ie., writing letters, answering the telephone), encounters in the field, public presentations and
Division publications. This was corroborated in the focus group discussions, when each focus
8TOUp reported that daily contact with diverse audiences consisted of various forms of

correspondence, such as telephone calls, letters and office visits.
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Activities that were identified by most focus groups were:

sport show booths,

media relations,

Division participation on advisory committees and task forces,

public encountered while working in the field,

presentations for school groups,

meetings and presentations with sport and fishing organizations,

the Division and Department web pages,

various Division outreach education activities (e.g., angling skills education,
fisheries management demonstrations),

e public meetings/listening sessions.

Most Fisheries personnel recognized that some part of their job involved communications
(either with the public or with other professionals internally at the MDNR or in other agencies).
Several times, focus group participants began introducing themselves with the disclaimer
“communications aren’t really part of my job...” and then proceeded to list several areas where, in
fact, they were involved in some form of public or internal communications.

Study participants listed as a current/on-going activity one-on-one contact with the public
during field work and outreach activities, such as presentations to sport and fishing groups. A few
participants believed that the one-on-one contact they experienced with various publics was an

important part of their job:

“It’s the one-on-one contact that is probably some of the more important stuff we do
because of the extremely lasting impression of it.” (Field Operations/Research -
Supervisors: 306°)

“Pretty much everything we do is some sort of communication out to the public,
especially out in the district offices because we are where they can come in any time
and ask for information.” (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors: 99)

“General contact? I think that we have more contact with the public than almost

anyone else in the Division wearing a uniform.” (Creel Clerks: 58)

® All Fisheries Division personnel quotes are referenced to numbered lines in each of the eight focus
group transcripts. Each transcript was labeled according to the participating employee group
(e.g., Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Early Retirees, Creel Clerks).
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Although the following statement was not the norm when personnel described their job

uties, one Early Retiree participant had this to say about the role of communications in his job:

“Communications? That’s what I do for a living. That’s basically what my job is.
My motto for success: talk to lots of people every day, be real nice, and give good
service.” (Early Retirees: 101).

In examining differences between focus group responses, | found that personnel in the
rogram Services focus group reported little one-on-one contact with the public. This employee
roup primarily worked out of the Lansing office and likely did not experience much field-related
ublic contact or walk-in traffic.

Respondent differences were also observed between participating supervisory-level
ersonnel (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Early Retirees, Management Personnel and
rogram Services), and non-supervisory-level personnel (Field Operations/Research - Non-
ipervisors, Hatcheries, Creel Clerks and Administrative Support). Three-fourths of non-
ipervisory-level focus groups and half of the supervisory-level focus groups identified partnering
ith agencies and interest groups on projects as an activity in which the Division provides
)mmunications. All supervisory-level focus groups identified “briefing policy makers” as a
rrent Fisheries Division communication activity, whereas non-supervisory personnel did not.

Compared with most Fisheries personnel, creel clerks reported that they believe they are

t well informed or connected with formal communication activities the Division currently

rticipates in or otherwise provides.

“I sometimes wonder if the Department realizes how much the pepple in this room
really are out there doing such a great thing. I don’t thmk thqy utilize us enough by
not giving us enough information on some of the topics, that if they knew that they
would get nothing, no [census] information at all except for all these people who are

dedicated and go the extra mile.” (Creel Clerks: 1655)
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The Division’s Fishing Guide was identified by only one focus group (Hatcheries) as a

current communication tool. The Division prints 1.5 million copies of the Fishing Guide to

distribute to all licensed anglers and, as one Hatcheries focus group participant recognized:

“The Fishing Guide is one of the biggest communication devices we have.”
(Hatcheries: 343).

As with the Fishing Guide, several other fisheries communications activities which the

Division supports (with FTEs and resources) were not widely recognized by Division personnel,

including the following:

the state fair,

the hatchery interpretive center and tours provided by other State hatcheries,
1-800-ASK-FISH, and

Free Fishing Weekend.

Audiences Reached by Current Fisheries Communications

Focus groups listed a total of 33 audience types that they perceived current fisheries

communications are reaching (Table 4-4). Most focus groups listed groups and individuals having

an interest in either fishing or other related aquatic resources uses (including the management of

fisheries) as well as those predisposed to fisheries interests and fishing. The audiences commonly

identified included:

fishing-related businesses,

general anglers or outdoors people (e.g., sport show attendees, public encountered in
the field),

fishing and sport groups (organized anglers),

office and hatchery visitors,

citizen advisory groups, and

regulators.

Members of the media and schools were also listed by most focus groups.
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When asked, “who is the Fisheries Division serving?” several focus groups responded similarly:

“Lots of times the squeaky wheel gets the grease and maybe we cater a lot to groups
like Trout Unlimited...”

Yeah. Specialists. Because they’re small in number but they’re big in voice.”
(Hatcheries: 369-373).

“...our current existing constituency group, our current core...are general anglers.”
(Management Personnel: 1451-1461).

“Anglers.” (Management Personnel: 325)

“Sportsmen. The guy that goes out fishing.” (Hatcheries: 367).
“Fishermen.” (Program Services: 166).

“Angler groups” (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors: 416)

“Just regular fishermen” (Administrative Support: 249)

“Anglers. Anglers, and then all the public in the State, all the people.” (Field
Operations/Research - Non-supervisors: 287)

There was much similarity in focus group responses in identifying the above list of
diences. Creel Clerks, however, only identified people that they encountered while working in
 field—at various Great Lakes ports—as Fisheries Division’s current audiences. While this is a
row view of the Division’s audiences, Creel Clerks did, however, provide much detail in their

cription of who they see accessing or fishing the Great Lakes (e.g., seniors, families, charter and

nmercial fishermen). Clerks reported that they see many repeat anglers:

“And you see the same people. Seventy-five percent of the people you see, you see on

a daily basis.” (Creel Clerks: 258).

cribing the audiences seen over the course of the creel season, one Creel Clerk participant had

to say about Great Lakes anglers:
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“As the year goes, it starts out with my local people, very local, small boat fishery public.
Your Joe Blow got out of the factory, came down to go fishin’. As the year progresses,
you can see it changing from the inflow of tons of families, when the school year gets out
and it gets a little warmer. There are also older people out too, when it get warmer. You
see middle-aged folks with cash and big boats come to fish for salmon and spend a lot of

money.” (Creel Clerks: 567-662)

Differences between supervisory and non-supervisory personnel were observed. More
su pervisory than non-supervisory focus groups listed regulators, governing officials, commercial
fishing operations, watershed councils, conservation groups and other professionals as audiences
currently reached by fisheries communications. Management Personnel reported that current
comm unication activities were reaching schools (in the form of “presentations’), and Early Retirees
listed neither schools nor youth as audiences being reached via current communication activities.
Program Services and Administrative Support personnel did not identify “people

encountered while in the field.” This is likely because these personnel do little or no field work.

Public Requests for Information or Assistance

In total, focus groups identified fourteen audiences or groups who request various forms of
information of the MDNR Fisheries Division (Table 4-5). Most focus groups reported fishing-

related requests, such as:

e fishing information (e.g., how to fish and where to fish),
e fishing access information (access with and without a boat), and

e fish stocking information.
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ost focus groups reported that these requests were made by the “general public,” although it
pears that most of the requests listed above are more likely to be attributed to the general angling
blic (Table 4-5). Media promotion of fishing season openers combined with fishing reports of
whing runs or “hot action” were perceived to lead to more specific requests related to species,
i and water body conditions. Creel Clerks and Administrative Support personnel reported

uests for fishing information more than other focus groups; however, three of four management

el focus groups recognized that, while this information may not be requested of them, others in

Division handle these inquiries.

Other commonly identified requests were for:

e fisheries management information,

e other Department information (e.g., MDNR permits, how to contact conservation
officers, wildlife information and animal nuisance complaints, etc.),

e information about what Fisheries personnel working in the field are doing, and

e presentations.

Division research or study results and information about fisheries management projects

> reported to be popular requests made by the following audiences:

the general public,

lake associations,

watershed groups,

sport/fishing organizations, and
other natural resources professionals.

nnel reported that these various public and private institutions requested Division personnel to
de a presentation on study results or fisheries management:

e lake associations,

e watershed groups,

* sport/fishing organizations,
¢ schools, and

¢  Chambers of Commerce.

“I get about a request a month from elementary school teachers.

At least once a month. It’s usually like once a week.” (Field Operations/
Research - Supervisors: 268-274)
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Administrative Support, Creel Clerks and Management Personnel reported requests for
hatchery tours by schools and teachers. Lake associations, watershed and sport/fishing
organizations and citizen advisory groups request updates and information on various projects in
vhich the Division/Department is a partner. These organizations also ask for MDNR permission
ind advice on habitat improvement projects and studies they are undertaking. Additionally,
ersonnel reported that these groups request study results and population survey information.

Members of the media interview Fisheries Division personnel and request additional
nformation or verification for stories. The media also follow up on press releases initiated by the
)epartment or Division.

Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisory, Creel Clerks and Program Service personnel
ported that people they encounter while conducting field duties typically ask “what are you
0ing?” whereupon personnel provide information. Both Field Operations/Research focus groups
ported that these encounters often result in the public wanting general fishing and fish plant
formation. Field personnel also reported requests for general Departmental information (e.g.,
rious permits, wildlife, parks and hunting information). Creel Clerks, in particular, reported that

e public expects clerks to know a variety of Departmental information:

“I could sum it up by saying that the public wants to know everything that concerns
the DNR.” (Creel Clerks: 234)

“If it flies, crawls, walks, dies, we’re supposed to know all about it.” (Creel Clerks:
360)

Supervisory-level personnel were more likely to have legal and policy-related requests than

1-supervisory-level focus groups.
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Strengths Toward Planning, Developing and Implementing Fisheries Communications
Focus group responses were grouped into three overarching categories of strengths:
Department-level, Division-level, and individual, personnel-level strengths (Table 4-6).
Department-level Strengths: Five focus groups (mostly supervisory) listed the new
Office of Information and Education (OIE) as a strength with the potential for developing and
providing fisheries communications (Table 4-6). Focus group participants expressed that the OIE

could assist with establishing a unified mission, vision and voice for the Department:

“It seems that the I&E office could cross a lot of Divisions and come up with
something fairly unified...I&E efforts could stretch across Divisions, sort of a
networking of communications.

Right. I&E could work it out not only from the Department to the public, but within
the Divisions.” (Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 1622-1672)

Two supervisory focus groups (Management Personnel and Program Services) indicated
that cooperation among various Departments and agencies was a strength in developing and
providing fisheries communications. Management Personnel and Field Operations/Research -
Non-supervisors reported that public support for scientific fisheries management was demonstrated
by the passing of proposal G in 1996. Management Personnel suggested that the popularity to be an
“environmentalist” helped with regard to public support of natural resources management. Training
OPPortunities, specifically focused on cross-training between Divisions, was listed as a strength by a

fon-supervisory focus group.
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Division-level Strengths: Focus groups listed many indicators that they perceived to be
strengths in planning, developing or implementing fisheries communications:

Division leadership is “good and supportive”,
sound, science-based information or data collected as a result of research is a strength
to be tapped in fisheries communications,

e specific personnel are particularly talented at conducting “I&E” functions— however,
participants reported that these efforts have often gone untapped, unrewarded or
unsupported (by leadership or resource support),

[

. He takes salmon eggs to schools. It’s really cool. It’s actual
hands-on right where they can watch them [the salmon eggs/fry] day to
day. They get all excited when they take the fry out to the stream and
they get to plant them themselves.” (Hatcheries: 314-318)

“Some people are really good at it [communications]. and
are both wizards at it. You watch those guys deal with the public, they are
just fabulous at it. But, both are extremely patient people. They are
willing to put up with a lot of inane questions. That’s hard ...you have to
pick the right people to do that sort of job. Not every fish biologist is cut
out for that.” (Program Services: 1057)

e technology (e.g., computerized data bases, internet access, web pages), and

“We know who our license buyers are and we can contact them, that’s a
strength.

It’s a data base of anglers...that’s all it is.

Yeah. But compared to industry, they would give their right arms for a
database on who bought their equipment or their product the previous year.
We are in an enviable position.” (Management Personnel: 1314-1320)

e track record of working with various partners and groups.

Although these strengths were listed by supervisory and non-supervisory focus groups,
only supervisory personnel reported that Michigan’s bountiful and quality fisheries resources was a

strength with regards to future fisheries communications. Similarly, supervisory personnel
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identified the Division’s “participatory management style,” the Division’s Strategic Plan, and
cooperation among Division units as strengths, while non-management Fisheries personnel felt

differently (see Weaknesses, page 120).

“I think that our management system has improved, it is certainly more open to the
average employee to have input into the decision-making process than it was when |

first started here.” (Program Services: 904)

Non-supervisory personnel listed inservice training workshops, discussion sessions and other
training opportunities as strengths.

Individual Personnel Strengths: Most focus group participants reported that
professional expertise and knowledge among Division personnel were strengths upon which to
build fisheries communications. This was stated in the context of Fisheries Division personnel
having the required knowledge and expertise to perform effective fisheries management, but could
also be perceived as personnel having the necessary background to assist with communication
strategies (e.g., identifying priority communication issues, writing and editing materials, developing
and providing public presentations, etc.). Additionally, most focus groups reported that they
perceived themselves as being enthusiastically dedicated to their jobs and to the overarching
Division responsibilities of fisheries management. Relating this enthusiasm for their jobs with
fisheries communications, most personnel reported a positive willingness to provide

communications.

“Well, the greatest strengths we have is our employees and their willingness to

communicate and share their knowledge base.” (Management Personnel: 1294)
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Three focus groups reported that, collectively, personnel enthusiasm resulted in a united effort

toward fisheries management within the Division and the Department.

“I’ve always thought that internally, we have been a very supportive group, that there
is a lot of support for each other within the Division.

Yeah...there is definitely an esprit de corps to the Division and to an extent, the
Department. I think that everyone is in this...to help the resource.” (Program
Services: 918- 920)

“I think one of our strengths is that it seems that our Division is pretty well united.”
(Field Operations/Research - Non-supervisors: 1323)

Early Retirees reported that Division personnel have, as a strength, the ability to be
objective when making management decisions (making decisions based on science, versus acting

on emotions).

Weaknesses Toward Planning, Developing and Implementing Fisheries Communications
Many more weaknesses than strengths were identified with regard to planning, developing
and implementing fisheries communications (Tables 4-7 through 4-10). In fact, some focus groups
reported weaknesses that contradict strengths other focus groups listed above. Personnel
perceptions of weaknesses are organized into four groups: Department-level weaknesses, Division-
level weaknesses, internal communication weaknesses and individual personnel-level weaknesses.
Department-level Weaknesses: Personnel listed 18 weaknesses or problems at the
Department-level (Table 4-7). Six focus groups reported a lack of long-term commitment and

support in terms of management decisions and allocation of resources to the function of

communications.
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“The Office of I&E? It rises and falls...like a Phoenix.” (Early Retirees: 2471)

“It has not been a priority...You’d have to give something up.

Yeah. We need I&E to be a priority and a staff.

But, not at the expense of the existing staff...

That'’s right...

See, that’s the dilemma.

Choices. It is a dilemma.

And right now, with our body count limitations...” (Early Retirees: 2425-2513)

“There seems to be a lot of support for communications until it gets down to the
dollar and then it disappears totally. I can’t tell you the arguments and discussions
I’ve seen about that. Everybody is in total support of communications until it gets
down to dividing up the money and then it’s as if it never existed. Every year.”
(Program Services: 1097)

“I think it’s a lack of a commitment by management.” (Hatcheries: pg. 39)

“It’s competing priorities. 1f you are going to give somebody $100,000 to go out and
handle a project or do a communication effort or are you going to not hire the people
to do this project over here, you know. And it is turf and it is internal politics, but
communications, in my viewpoint, has failed every single time to be successful. So,
to say that there is support? There appears to be an illusion of it, I haven’t seen the
reality of it.” (Program Services: 1102)

“We like to say it’s a priority but we don’t follow it up with the actions in personnel
and expertise in those particular areas and dollars to go with it.

We know what needs to be done. We just haven’t done it.” (Field
Operations/Research- Supervisors: 1852-1854)

“I think it’s the direction of the program. No one has said a major component of the
fish program is going to be education.” (Early Retirees: 2381)

More specifically, five focus groups indicated that current communications lacked strategy (i.e.
lacked clear communication and management objectives and priority issues, audiences and
messages). During the focus group discussion, Management Personnel participants returned to this

subject repeatedly, and Program Services participants also commented:
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