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ABSTRACT

STRATEGIC PLANNING OF FISHERIES COMNIUNICATIONS: AN INTERNAL

ASSESSMENT OF THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

FISHERIES DIVISION’8 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 enwronment.
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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

Nat

 

 

ural 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 zmderslanding—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 forjudging 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. lntemal 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 ofNatural Resources

Prior to the 19705, 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. l996b; 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 19605 and early 19705, 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 ofand 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 US. 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 US. 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 US. 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 ofthe 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 [£an (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 ofMarketing Research in Communications Management

Since the late 19705, 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; Thome et a1. 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 ofNatural Resources (MNDNR) marketing coordinator, Bill

Chiat (1988: 4), writes that “public agencies which approach marketing correctly realize that the

end result is not tojustify 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 meetng their

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

thinking 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 a1. 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 a1.

1 989; Madson 1992). Case (1989) calls the integration of communications into management

dec ision—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 a1. 1988; Mather et al. 1995; Parrish et al. 1995;

Wilde et al. 1996). Several natural resources communication planning specialists, however, have

I10ted that the communication function is not adequately supported. A national study of information

and education (1&E) divisions—the typical “home” for agency communications—within state

natural resource agencies found that 1&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 1&E personnel had duties related to the production of the agency

magazine and other publications, and 53 percent of all 1&E program dollars were dedicated to these

functions. Adams et al. (1988) questioned the effectiveness of state 1&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&5).

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

0f 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:

- what is being communicated, and to whom

0 what needs to be communicated

0 what ought to be communicated, and to whom

o the communication processes to accomplish objectives, and

0 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-

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

entire management process is what defines strategically planned communications. Strategically

'ntegrating communications, human dimensions and marketing research will enable management

10
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Table [—1. Applying the classic business management strategic planning framework to strategic

communications planning (adapted from Rosenau, 1982).

 

The Classic Business Management Strategic Strategic Communications Planning

Planning Framework

 

Where are we now? (inventory/assessment) ------------- What is being communicated and to whom?

Where do we want to go? (vision) -------------------- What needs to be communicated?

Where should we go? (priority planning & alignment) ------ What ought to be communicated, and to

whom?

How do we get there? (Operational planning) ------------ What communication processes do we use?

How well did we do? (evaluation) ------------------- 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 13an 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

a1. 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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Communications 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

Fishery 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

l992; Schmidly et al. 1990).

Strategic planning specialists Migliore et al. (1995) believe that the consequence of

f0Cusing on “the plan” rather than the process results in a plan which is inflexible to environmental

change and lacks long-tenn utility. Without a foundation based on research, strategic planning

Specialists suggest that subsequent operational planning (including the message, action plan and

inlplementation) 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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(Tommunications Planning Within the Fisheries Division ofthe Michigan Department of

.N'atural Resources

The Fisheries Division of the Michigan Department ofNatural 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 intemet), 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

Ial‘gest and highest-valued use of the state’s fishery resources” (MDNR Fisheries Division 1997: 4).

Yet, 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

DUblic interests” (MDNR Fisheries Division, 1997: 6).

In its recent strategic plan, the Division has recognized that its publics are diverse and that

it needs to be more responsive to the needs and interests of these publics in its management and

Communications 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):

0 to educate interested publics including youth (I997: 20);

0 to create opportunities and programs designed to make fishing easily available to urban

residents, those less affluent, women and children ( I997: 35);

o to develop communications to address the needs of people participating in appreciative

activities and animal rightists (I997: 52); and,

o to develop fishing recruitment efforts targeted at anglers from different demographic

and socio-economic groups (I997: 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 byFisheries Division personnel.

Hypotheses:

1)

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 fiiture Fisheries communications?
a. Desired knowledge outcomes

b. Desired behavioral outcomes

0. Desired attitudinal outcomes

Which outcomes ought to be a priority for future Fisheries communications?

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).

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 all personnel need to be examined and considered.

The Division recognizes that the current communication activities are “poorly targeted,”

1nd 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

rbjectives designed to achieve “key results” or outcomes. Witkin and Altschuld (l 995: 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” (e.g., products and services designed to reach specifiy’audiences 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

ACl(Off, 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”

(1931). Goodstein et al. (1993: 3) define strategic planning as the process by which guiding

17



.

I
I

I,

ewe-rs at in or?”

f: xii-ere that tutu:

ltcrner l i9

;":':'7'zensi\e dtKg

"... esiéhiw

in: {Uih‘rc'
m:- cntcii‘r‘ ‘

attit itlci a:

5, ti”. tht L—' I
mam Ail“V.

‘
.

l

P‘nt 83- F“:

A '

Urdt‘e‘h. Chi!"

“Astra-g} i

justan} pier.

Wit‘r'pfhé it“.

enterprise. \

each other an

ofthe em irur

ofthe firm in

 
lrananztict

“2:53 fluid iii“ 2"
.

..

ants and capabr'

3224‘"

‘

a ...:ct related e

laketi'r“ re:

-,
|



members of an organization envision its future and develop the necessary procedures and operations

to achieve that future.

Steiner (1979: l 1), 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. Altemative 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

orgarrization’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

'5 that the process of planning includes evaluative and modification feedback loops, whereas a

PTOduct/activity plan may not.

19
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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?”

 

Phase 1.

 

 

I
 

 

‘Where are we?” I
I

 

“Where do we .

want to be?”

 

“How will we

et there?” C  
 

“How well did

we do?” K

Phase 3.

 

Identify Strategic

Issues (e.g., through gap

analysis)
 

Phase 4.

Establish Goals &

Objectives

#

Phase 5.

 

)
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(activities) & Resources

Iv
Phase 6.

( Monitor & Evaluate

 

Formulate or

Review Mission \

Phase 2.

Internal External

Environmental Environmental

Analysis Analysis
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Strategic Communications

- Operational Questions -

 

I “Who are we?” I

“What is being

communicated?”

“What ought to

be communicate

 

 

and to whom?”

 

 

   
    

 

   
  

 

    

‘What needs to be

communicated

and to whom?”

 

“What are the bes

communication

processes?”

Glow 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).

21



1:: Statement

:nxifinal role

1:. W). \Iijiw

3..- ;,V. '5‘

flimtg'w’. (iii!

13‘

..x: "rn; and cr:

raiser tire full-or

0 II hat

' FOI’ \\

. HO“ 1

° “in r

“ iii-7396171 mart

was :0 fonU

;:~;:estir:in.tiat ' '
.

\

iii-1» '

. ‘2, d“‘-

up
{ding

“}:j o-

U ml Ska}

Q~.
. 5d: . ~.

“8
IT.

'

“Kmi’i
a].

19%

‘:‘ ”fir I

ruined "I ’

‘h : 1636i”

-Pmer  



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 I986). 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 fiJnction?

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 I988; 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 ofthe 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 ofthe organization’s customers or

Stakeholders, such as specific demographic and psychographic descriptors and matching programs,

sewices 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 Anafisis

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

iving 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 ( l 995) 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 a1. (1996)
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Sample Strategic Balance Sheet

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

1 Visionary capable

‘ leadership

Dedicated employees

Entrepreneurial orientation

Flexible/responsive

 

    

     

 

 

 

Performance Importance

Major Minor Minor Major

Strength Strength Neutral Weakness Weakness Hi Med Low
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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 Extml Environmental Analysis

Opportunities and threats can be discovered by monitoring a variety of political, economic,

social and technological forces and trends (PESTs) (Bryson I988; Goodstein et al. 1993; Migliore

et al. 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 enviromnent 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

1eSS 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 (BCG), 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 olTers

(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 ofcompany
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Figure 2-3. The Boston Consulting Group growth/share matrix

(source: Kotler et al. 1996).

Gamings), 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

in 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,

Pr0ducts 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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:1“? High ‘

=

O

3 .3

I- t

E g Medium B
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Low '  

Zone

A I Build/invest: increase the market share. Appropriate for question marks whose shares

have to grow to become stars.

B Ci Maintain/hold: Preserve the market share. Appropriate for strong cash cows ifthey are to

continue to yield a large positive cash flow.

 

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-plarming 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

1 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

ght to invest or maximize based on both market attractiveness a_nd organizational strengths. At

same time, the GE matrix helps to point out areas where the organization is operating under

ak conditions and ought to divest.

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

d. In natural resources management, however, the concepts 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 ofthe 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 ((1) 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: Identifi/ing 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.

{1993) 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 perfonnance 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

:talyses and determines (through careful consideration) what discrepancies or gaps exist between

1e two. It should be a focused effort that involves the simultaneous study ofthe 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

aroducts and on present or new customers.

Existing New

products products

 

     3. Product

    
 

 

Existing 1. Market

markets penetration development

New 2. Market

 

markets development

Figure 2-4. Market opportunity identification through the

product/market matrix (source: Kotler et al. 1996).
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Phase 4: Establish Objectives and/or Goals

Goals are long-tenn, 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 ge_eg§ 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-tenn 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

What 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 deveIOp 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 ofthe 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; US. 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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

et al. 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. Thome 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 Exampleflom Minnesota Division ofFisheries and Wildlife

By completing the strategic planning processjust 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 ofthe 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 (I990), 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 ofBehavior 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 I990).

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
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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 I980; 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 itjust 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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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 (I980) 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:

I. 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 Iozzi (1989) and Crompton and Seller (1981) indicate, in contrast to

infonnation-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

et al. 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 concern 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 I989). Ajzen describes situation factors as

distractions (from noise or when the receiver is preoccupied) and forewaming (as when information

early in the message delivery cues the receiver about an influence attempt). Forewaming 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 I992) 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, Thome et al.

(1992) suggest that the agency and managers have fundamental market information to understand

target audiences’ needs, wants and satisfactions. They remind us that successful wildlife

management starts with information about populations and habitats. Fundamental market
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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. Thome 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

to an 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 Collectionfor 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 I994).
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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 theirjobs.

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 ofemployment 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-elassified to

Fisheries Division Employee Groups

Early Retirees 12 - 18 i 26

Administrative Support 6 - E10 22

Creel Clerks E7 - E8 24

Management Personnel 14 - 15 21

Program Services P11 - 13 13

Hatcheries E6 - P11 37

Field Operations/Research - P11 - 13 35

Supervisors

Field Operations/Research - E6 - E10 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.2 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. 1 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 afier 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=l3) 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=1 3).

Recruiting, scheduling and organizing the Creel Clerk focus group session posed several

logistical problems. Creel clerks were distributed across both the upper (UP) 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.

I 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 LP. (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

 
articipate voluntarily in a “fisheries communications” focus group (Table 3-2). In the invitation, I

equested that personnel telephone or e-mail their intent to participate by a specified date. I

ollowed 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. I 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. I

used open-ended questions that were carefully sequenced to capture the richness of participants’

experiences in their own terms without predetennining 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 ofthe 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 ofthese 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 oftheir 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 ofthe 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).
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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 UP. and southern LP. of

Michigan.

Telephone Interviews

I conducted five telephone interviews with a discriminate sample of creel clerks: three

representatives of Michigan’s UP. 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, I turned the groups’ attention to the discussion

questions. A recorder (recording responsibilities provided alternately by Michelle Niedermeier3

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

 

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

4 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 Langugge

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, I 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

r979).

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 I

typed up the newsprint notes. At this time, I 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 (NUD-IST 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

pattems 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.

NUD-IST 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 NUD-IST 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 ofthe 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. I want to go somewhere I can fish” (Focus

group 1: lines 625-648).

Code Retrieval

Afier 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 NUD-IST 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).

I used the NUDOIST 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 COMMUNICATION S"

 

     
Objective 2. “Where dd'we‘ want to be?”

 

 

 

Audiences -—- Target Audiences

Activities trends

Requests 21. population

a. who fishing related

b. what b. attitudes

Issues c. issues

miscellaneous

Strengths L— internal

Individual personnel-level priorities

Division-level

Department-level —— Desired Outcomes

Weaknesses -— knowledge

Individual personnel-level a. anglers

Division-level impacts

Department-level fisheries management

fishing

Opportunities b. non-anglers

c. misconceptions

Threats d. priorities

— behavior

a. anglers

L b. non-anglers

c. priorities

attitudes

a. anglers

b. non-anglers

c. priorities

Figure 3-l. The NUD-IST 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 represents second-level coding, while non-italicized text represents 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 ofthemes 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.

NUDOIST 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, NUD-IST 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)

Compiling 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. I

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

idetas 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”

“ PG I [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” - FGI; F63; F64, 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 ofstatements 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. I

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

iCleas that reflect the views of only one or two participants in a group demonstrate particular insight

and deserve mention. I 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. Ofthe 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 affinnative 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

additional eight (67% of the supplemental sample) affirmative responses and four (33.3% of the

supplemental sample) who declined to participate.

Ofthe 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

respondents (12.5%) indicated that they were unable to participate because they were not attending

mservice training where many of the focus groups were held, five (12.5%) were on personal leave,

tW0 (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 ofthe 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=l81) 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=l9). Thus, the Administrative Support 
focus group was composed entirely ofwomen (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% 5of 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 PhD. degree (Table 4—

2). Personnel nearing retirement age (Early Retirees) and those working in research had the highest

level 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.

\

5

Majors do not add to 100 percent due to respondents having had multiple majors. Fifty-one

respondents reported college majors.
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Table 4-2. Level of education among MDNR Fisheries Division focus group participants

(n=73).

 

  

 

 
 

  

  
 

  
 

 

 

   
 

0/o 0A) With 0/0 0/0 With 0/0 0/o

MDNR Fisheries High Some College Some Masters Ph.D.

Division Personnel School College Graduate Graduate Completed Completed

Groups Graduate Course

. Work

j Early Retirees 18.0 9.0 64.0 9.0

hResearch - 40.0 40.0 20. Ti:

Supervisors {j

iesearch -Non- 25.0 25.0 50.0 i

Supervisors

id
1

._ li

Management 60.0 20.0 20.0 i

:ersonnel
ii

Field Operations - 85.7 14.3 11

SUpervisors
id

1
_ 1

Field Operations - 40.0 60.0 1'

Non-supervisors
ii

fiagram Services 37.5 25.0 12.5 25.0 i:

Fateheries 22.2 33 .3 44.4 i

I ll
Creel Clerks 25.0 37.5 37.5 W\

4 1

Administrative 20.0 40.0 30.0 10.0 T

Support j
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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 ofthe Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors, Hatcheries, Creel Clerks and

Administrative Support focus groups. All tables presented in this chapter are organized by

grouping 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

(i-e-s 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

group 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),

0 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 ofthe more important stuffwe do

because of the extremely lasting impression of it.” (Field Operations/Research -

Supervisors: 3066)

“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)   
 

6 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 pe0ple every day, be real nice, and give good

service.” (Early Retirees: 101).

 

 

In examining differences between focus group responses, I 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-

ipewisors, 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

immunications. 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 ifthe Department realizes how much the people in this room

really are out there doing such a great thing. I don’t think they uttllze us enough by

not giving us enough information on some ofthe toplcs, that ifthey 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,

l-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 oftimes the squeaky wheel gets the grease and maybe we cater a lot to groups

like TroUtUnlimited...”

Yeah. Specialists. Because they’re small in number but they’re big in voice.”

(Hatcheries: 369-3 73).

“...our current existing constituency group, our current core...are general anglers.”

(Management Personnel: 145 1-1461).

“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

nrnercial 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).

 

:cri bing 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 ofthe 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

supervisory 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

communication 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 Requestsfor 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:

0 fishing information (e.g., how to fish and where to fish),

O fishing access information (access with and without a boat), and

0 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

rwning runs or “hot action” were perceived to lead to more specific requests related to species,

rr 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

31 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:

o fisheries management information,

0 other Department information (e.g., MDNR permits, how to contact conservation

officers, wildlife information and animal nuisance complaints, etc),

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

o presentations.

Division research or study results and information about fisheries management projects

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

o the general public,

0 lake associations,

0 watershed groups,

0 sport/fishing organizations, and

0 other natural resources professionals.

)nnel reported that these various public and private institutions requested Division personnel to

ide a presentation on study results or fisheries management:

0 lake associations,

- watershed groups,

0 sport/fishing organizations,

0 schools, and

0 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

which the Division/Department is a partner. These organizations also ask for MDNR permission

and advice on habitat improvement projects and studies they are undertaking. Additionally,

)ersonnel reported that these gr'oups 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

oing?” 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.,

rrious pemiits, 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

I-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 lnforrnation and Education (0]E) as a strength with the potential for developing and

providing fisheries communications (Table 4-6). Focus group participants expressed that the 0113

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

PYOViding fisheries communications. Management Personnel and Field Operations/Research -

Norl-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

0PPOI‘tunities, specifically focused on cross-training between Divisions, was listed as a strength by a

non-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,

0 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),

 

6‘

. 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 fly 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 ofjob. Not every fish biologist is cut

out for that.” (Program Services: 1057)

 

   
0 technology (e.g., computerized data bases, intemet 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)

   
0 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

109



 

 

idfflllfléd W [)1‘

cooperation amC

difiereritl) l 536 i

"I think

ai'eragf

first so

 

hon-supenisor

training oppon

lndivi

professional ei

build fisheries

hating the req

also he percei‘

strategies (eg

and proViding

pereehed
the

Dix'ision
resp

fisheries
com

communicati

 



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 I

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 theirjobs 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. If 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: I 852-1854)

“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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“We need to identify those messages, the information that we want out there. We’ll

want to prioritize that as a Division and then try to find the most efi‘ective means

of getting it out there.” (Management Personnel: 313)

“Well our problem is that we try to target all audiences instead of focusing on a few

audiences that we can best serve.” (Management Personnel: 1330)

“We use the same [communication] tool for everything.” (Management Personnel:

1342)

“We’ll have to be very careful how we present information and what messages we

deliver. Especially with what we want them to know. It is way beyond the fisheries

management issues.

Right. They are really broad-based, value-based.” (Management Personnel: 1575)

“Well, the problem here is that we have limited resources here and the Department is

talking about initiating a major information and education initiative and they are liable

tojust go off in a different direction than what we see as the direction we ought to be

going. So, you know, there is a potential here for them to drain our resources in the

process and then we are not going to be able to reach the audiences as we want to. So

somehow, we have got to reconcile where we are heading with where the Department

is also headed.” (Management Personnel: 1704)

“...the question that people are going to ask is ‘why did you spend the money on this

self-promotion and advertisement.’ You got to be really careful with your messages

because you can really hang yourself.” (Program Services: 1145)  
 

In addition to lack of Departmental commitment to communications, five focus groups

pointed out that lack of support and resources (e.g., FTEs, funds, and tools) jeopardized the 0131’s

ability to function effectively.

 

 

“The Office of Information and Education as a strength toward developing

communications? It’s like a staff oftwo.” (Early Retirees: 2493)

 

Three focus groups (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Early Retirees and Program

Services) reported a lack of direction and support for communications from the Govemor’s office
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and legislators, while another three (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Management

Personnel and Hatcheries) indicated a lack of direction or support internally, within the Department

and/or Division.

 

“It comes back to staffing. It comes back to direction. It comes back to I&E ability.

Yeah, but it’s an attitude higher up that told us we won’t do it. That it’s not our

responsibility.

I think probably we have the interest but we don’t have the support... Legislative

support.” (Early Retirees: 2387-2397)

It’s been implied, but I think that you have to put this down: the Department of

Management and Budget and the Govemor’s office. Because, they’re the ones that

are presently constraining the program.” (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors:

2156)

“There seems to be no direction from above.” (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors:

2026/)

“There is not always top down support. There’s talk about it, especially at these pep

rallies, but we leave here and it’s right back to the same old thing.” (Hatcheries:

1837)  
 

Half of the focus groups (Field Operations/Research Non-supervisors, Creel Clerks and

Program Services and Management Personnel) reported that there was too much focus on

traditional constituents (hunters and anglers) within Department and Division communications and

management practices.

 

“Most of our communications are with anglers already. It’s the other groups that

we’re really falling short on and we have very little communications with them and,

with them are probably the biggest gains we can have in anything we do—with

support or funding or whatever.” (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors: 1507)

“We were essentially speaking to the choir when we were talking to these groups

[anglers] previously instead of targeting our audiences.” (Management Personnel:

1636)
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“We tend to speak presently to the people who already demonstrate pretty high skills

in those areas that we want to encourage. We are not speaking to the people who

aren't already at least most of the way there.” (Management Personnel: 1640)

“A lot of times where we ‘advertise’ or where we put our ‘punch’ it’s at sport shows or

places like that. To me it seems kind of goofy. you know, because those people are

already into it. They take the fly-swatter and their ruler and leave, you know?” (Creel

Clerks: 984)

 
 

More supervisory than non-supervisory-level focus groups reported a lack of commitment

and support for communications, while participants in non~supervisory level focus groups listed

logistical weaknesses in the Department’s communications (e.g., telephones).

Division-level Weaknesses: A “laundry list” of 43 Division -level weaknesses were

reported (Table 4-8). Weaknesses in actually planning or providing fisheries communications were

reportedly attributed to:

o a lack of funds,

0 a decrease in personnel (due to the early retirement program),

0 a lack of personnel with communications expertise, and

0 lack of follow-through or commitment to fisheries communications in the Fisheries

Division’s strategic planning document/process.

Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Early Retirees and Hatcheries focus groups reported that

the MDNR Fisheries Division Strategic Plan does not clearly identify fisheries

communication objectives and that the activities listed lacked resources to support follow-though

toward communication efforts.

 

 

“In the Strategic Plan there actually are a bunch of items about

communications with the public, but it’s a fuzziness, sort ofwithout priorities.

Absolutely. And to what degree do those items even happen?

Right. It’s unclear.” (Field Operations/Research —Supervisors: 2144-2152)
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Most focus groups identified a lack of funds as a weakness in Division and individual

support and ability to provide fisheries communications. Two supervisory-level focus groups

(Early Retirees and Program Services) noted, however, that funds were not actually lacking.

Rather, the weakness was in not allocating Fisheries funds toward communications. The following

passages from the Early Retirees focus group serve as cases in point:

 

“Let’s talk about funding: Given the fact that we have a passage ofthe game and fish

fund, a new license package, we have new sources of money from litigation. If you

consider those, do we have the financial resources? I’m asking a question. I’m not

sure. I think what we’ve got more than that, we have public support.” (Early Retirees:

1898-1900)

“I think we’ve got the money to do it. We’ve got a $22 million budget. We choose

not to spend $22 million on developing a communication program but we could do it,

I mean, the bucks are there. We have the financial resources. It’s that we’re choosing

not to.” (Early Retirees: 2080-2088)

“I think one of our weaknesses might be not allocating Sport Fish Restoration dollars

to aquatic education.

well, again, it’s a choice.” (Early Retirees: 2094-2096)

“We’ve been through this exercise before No one is willing to fund it.” (Program

Services: 1 169)   
Three-fourths more supervisory than non-supervisory focus groups reported that the Division’s

pattern of hiring biologists to “be everything and do everything” was a weakness in providing

fisheries communications.

 

“I don’t think that we have the [communications] expertise in-house

I mean, they hire fish biologists to be managers, supervisors and communicators.”

(Early Retirees: 21 82-2186)

“. . .we are not trained as educators...” (Early Retirees: 2547)
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“I guess we may not have the appropriately trained people. Like, we don’t have 21

Webmaster. You know, we don’t have the right kind of positions to do the things we

need to do.” (Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 1467)

  
 

 Participants in the Early Retirees and Program Services focus groups indicated that the

lack of commitment in terms of resources such as funds andjob positions was due to an inflexible

staffing structure in the Division:

 

“I guess maybe a weakness is that we don’t have the flexibility to alter the Division’s

structure as it needs to be, as it may need to be altered, or, you know, when necessary.

We lack flexibility... I suppose, it’s partly related to turnover of employees. (Field

Operations/Research - Non-supervisors: I479)

  
 

Three groups noted that the ability to reach (target) various audiences was a weakness.

Early Retirees and Management Personnel, in particular, reported that access to urban-metro

)ublics was a weakness in fisheries communications:

 

“I think that we can sit around this table and say that we realize that we’re limited in the

amount of access we have in metro areas of the state. But I don’t think that we’re

communicating that message effectively within the agency, to the people responsible

for that activity. That’s the legislature, Parks and Recreation, Forest Management...”

(Early Retirees: 1373)

“Well, it’s congressional support or the state representatives’ support. The one time we

did that they came to us and said ‘NO, you will not do this.” That’s the Department of

Education. You will not go into the schools.” (Early Retirees: 2383)
 

“And then there are the unorganized anglers which is the biggest and the hardest group

to reach. We’ve never succeeded in contacting unorganized anglers.”

(Management Personnel: 421)  
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Individual personnel weaknesses: While most focus groups identified a lack of time and

personnel, non-supervisory—level focus groups reported that when it came to providing fisheries

communications related to their jobs, there was a “conflict of duties” and a “lack of supervisory

support” (Table 4-9).

 

“I’ve noticed, and the others here probably can back me up on this: we have our duties

to do; on the weekend, there’s only one person there and you have duties to complete

your work day. But, at my hatchery, some days it’s a steady stream of people rolling in

the door and they all want a tour; you’re the tour guide. ..We really aren’t set up to

really deal with the public, you know?” (Hatcheries: 76)

   

The following non-supervisory personnel perceptions of Division and individual-level

weaknesses contradict strengths listed earlier by supervisory personnel regarding a “united and

9,

cooperative Division. Non-supervisory personnel reported a lack of information sharing between

supervisors and staff, and between the Lansing and field offices. They also reported feeling

“isolated” in field offices and that the “participatory management style was indecisive and slow to

react.” Creel Clerks repeatedly voiced a lack of supervisory or Division-level support for the role

they play in fisheries management:

 

“How are you supposed to answer public questions when you don’t know anything

that the Division or Department is doing?” (Creel Clerks: 2051)

“I think to sum it up for me would be [needing] the support from the people in the

office.” (Creel Clerks: 185) f

“I get one call from my supervisor all summer and it’s because of a complaint fiom

some angler.” (Creel Clerks: 1735)

“In our free time at Fisheries Inservice training, we got together ourselves to learn

how to fill out the new creel forms. They didn’t even have a training session planned

to teach us this. That’s how inconsequential they look at us.” (Creel Clerks: 1777)

“I equate it with sending the sheep to the wolves. They send us out there and we’re

attacked by the wolves out there and they [supervisors] never check.” (Creel Clerks:

1657)   
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Additionally, in contrast to what supervisory personnel reported as a strength in the

Division, non-supervisory personnel reported that they lacked a “voice” and felt “muzzled” by the

executive office.

 

“. . .we at times have been discouraged from doing that [providing fisheries

communications] and told to go through a spokesperson

...we’ve been told that it's [communication] not our job. I

Well, but I think the Department wanted to put a muzzle on the everyday employee

to have one person who is allegedly the spokesperson.

You [individual Fisheries employees] don't have a voice.” (Field Operations/-

Research - Non-supervisors: 1390- 1420)

  
 

Weaknesses in internal communications: Focus group participants listed thirteen internal

weaknesses they believed have an effect on the Division or Department’s ability to can out

communications (Table 4-10), including the following:

o a poor internal communications network,

 

“I think we have a very poor internal communication system which, in turn,

makes it difficult to communicate with the public.” ( Program Services:

864)

“Within Fisheries Division, [cooperation/communications] is pretty good.

But, you get outside of the Division and, at my level, I don’t know anybody

in the other Divisions. . .there is better communications at the field level.

Right.

Exactly.

Than in Lansing. In Lansing, there are definitely brick walls between the

Divisions.” (Management Personnel: 1445-1453)   
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o cooperation and resources and/or information sharing between Divisions,

 

“I think that in Lansing, there needs to be more cooperation. I’m not sure it is

a problem in the field. My experience with the field staff is that they work

pretty closely together and I think the Lansing staffs do not.” (Program

Services: 1087)

“When we had a strong field organization or regional organization, I think the

Divisions worked together much more. I don’t see that as much now— inter-

divisional within the Department, I think that’s decreased.” (Early Retirees:

2310)

   
o a lack of information sharing between supervisors and subordinate personnel, and

between Lansing and District and or field offices, and

 

“When I got this letter about ‘fisheries communications,’ I thought: ‘how can we

communicate with the public? We can’t even communicate amongst ourselves.”

(Hatcheries: 1379)

“See, a lot of us here pretty much work at a hatchery, so we don’t have the

opportunity to see what the Division, other Divisions are doing.” (Hatcheries:

1388)

“I get most of my information out ofthe newspaper.” (Creel Clerks: 64)

“...when I go to the office, it’s like I got to pull teeth out ofthem to get copies of

the fish plants.” (Creel Clerks: 147)   
o the split of authority and management between the MDNR and the Michigan

Department of Environmental Quality.

The Program Services focus group mentioned problems of “turf’ within the Department

a . . . . . . . . .
"d With other agenc1es and partners as weaknesses 1n prov1d1ng F1sher1es communications.
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 “. . . it [allocation of resources to communications] is turf and it is internal

” (Program Services: 1 102)

 

politics

 

 
In examining differences in responses between focus groups, I found that non-supervisory -

leve I focus groups listed over twenty percent more Division-level and individual-level weaknesses,

and nearly three-fourths more internal weakness than did supervisory-level focus groups. Among

Cree l Clerks and Hatcheries personnel, there was much discussion on problems with uniforms.

Part ic ipants in Creel Clerks and Administrative Support focus groups pointed out that the Livonia

and Traverse City field offices were difficult to reach via the telephone. Personnel reported that

members of the public call MDNR telephone extensions and complain that phones are not answered

at e ith er ofthese offices.

 “We are shooting ourselves in the foot in Livonia because it’s the southeast, it’s an

urban area. We have all these people we want to recruit. We have a phone system

that people can’t get through. They can’t talk to anyone. They get so frustrated that

they just hang up.” (Administrative Support: 1318)

“They have to make three of four long-distance phone calls and they get real upset

with that. After awhile, they say ‘forget it—l’m going elsewhere.” (Administrative

 
Support: 718)

 

 

Administrative Support personnel suggested that other telephone problems were attributed to the

VagUe way MDNR telephone numbers were listed in the phone books. They reported that

u . .
nanSwered telephones IS an Internal problem as well.

126



 

 

Opportunitie

Dix'isit

into topics or 3

These trends 0

fisheries comr

demographic.

llables 4-1 1 1

 

.\

Dunna ll



Opportunities and Threats: Trends Awareness

Division personnel identified several trends and emerging issues that may provide insight

into topics or audiences fisheries communications ought to address with communication efforts.

These trends or emerging issues can be viewed as opportunities to pursue or threats to offset with

fisheries communications. Personnel perceptions of trends are organized into four categories:

demographic, impacts on fisheries management and fishing, public attitudes trends, and conflicts

(Tables 4-11 through 4-14). Overall, most focus groups reported the following patterns or trends.

0 people moving north and the subsequent land development of northern Michigan,

“So many people moving north, they want to get away from some ofthe

congestion in southeast Michigan and if that trend carries out, we could end up

with some of the similar kinds of things in 10, 20 years down the road [and

these people] being dissatisfied with the dream they had... unless it’s managed

better, with user conflicts.” (Administrative Support: 607)

 
o the development of riparian corridors,

landowner issues (e.g., land use, development, public access to waterways),

animal rights sentiments, increased user conflicts (particularly catch and release versus

harvest fishing7, angling versus non-angling groups, and commercial versus tribal

fishing),

decreased public access, increased crowding and fishing pressure, and

increased public distrust ofMDNR policies and management practices.

“Distrust, distrust comes through lack of communication over the years.”

(Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 928)

 

7\

lDUring the focus groups, the response “catch and release versus consumptive or harvest anglers”

without elaborating further.
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Conflicts with other specific stakeholder groups were listed as well (Table 4- 14):

landowners: public versus private lakes,

tribal and commercial fishing versus recreational fishing,

riparian development versus conserving fisheries habitat,

gear specialists versus generalist anglers, and

canoeists versus fly anglers.

Five groups (all of the supervisory-level focus groups plus Creel Clerks) reported what they

described as a “new wave in technology” that appeared to impact leisure interests and

fish ing/fisheries management expectations. Two groups specifically mentioned “techno-fishing”

(the use of electronic or specialized gear to improve fishing success) as a trend. This trend appears

to correspond with other identified trends, such as:

0 competition for leisure time,

0 less leisure time, and

o unrealistic fishing and fisheries management expectations.

 

“You can't just take, take, take and then bitch you don't limit out every

time, you know. People have to be realistic. lt is fishing, not catching.”

(Creel Clerks: 793)

“People expect more from us.

That’s true. Expectations are higher.” (Hatcheries: 577)

“The trends in technology have increased greatly in terms ofthe success of

the individual. If you look at the equipment that’s on the market for the Great

Lakes fishing...

That raises expectations though in terms ofwhat people are doing.

(Management Personnel: 704-706)   
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The Program Services and Hatcheries focus groups identified several internal issues that

they perceived could impact fisheries management and communications. Both groups reported that

there was a trend in pro-business politics from the Governor’s office that hindered the ability of the

MDNR to manage the state’s resources. More generally, three focus groups (Program Services,

Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors and Hatcheries) reported that natural resource

management is becoming more political.

 

“The agency's decision-making processes which haven't always been based on

science and, even still have political constraints. (Field Operations/Research —Non-

supervisors: 1240)

“Yeah, well, there’s the political reality of how politics affect our division and what

we do, and that's another thing.” (Hatcheries: 389)

“I think it's really important that the public realizes that natural resources are here

forever, you know, and we have to go with political whims which are short-term

solutions a lot oftirnes.” (Hatcheries: 762)

“There are so many politics in fisheries. I mean the political pressure and where fish

is stocked or where it is not, or who gets what fish, is really quite tremendous. Do

you think, I wonder ifit’s instant gratification mode that puts more pressure, political

pressure on us to stock where they want us to stock?” (Program Services: 293)   
 

Differences in responses between supervisory-level and non-supervisory level focus groups

were observed. In addition to the reported “revolution in technology,” a trend in “power vacations”

whereby people want “everything” (easy access to the best amenities resulting in high satisfaction

experiences) out of their short weekend getaways was reported by two supervisory focus groups

(Field Operations/Research - Supervisors and Management Personnel).

 

"A trend is high competition for recreational time. I mean, so many more

opportunities are available.” (Management Personnel: 568)
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“I believe that there is a trend towards shorter vacations and, therefore, more intensive

use of free time. So, [recreational] opportunities must be more readily available,

easier to access if you will. It comes down to a choice between two items, you are

going to take the one that’s the easiest to get to and the fastest to get to.” (Management

Personnel: 688)

“Power fishing, power vacations. They want to know right when and where [to fish].”

(Field Operations/Research -Supervisors: 650)

  
 

A related attitude trend reported by supervisory-level personnel was the desire for instant

gratification.

 

“Another trend that I'm noticing a lot more now is the phone call that's

more like [a request for] instant gratification: ‘ I've got a short weekend. I want to go

somewhere I can fish.’ (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors: 648)

“I think there's a trend for immediate gratification. I think people

want to come up and catch big fish without [much effort].” (Early Retirees: 750)

“I think one of the problems you have is the instant gratification mode. People want it

and they want it now. . .they want to drive up, park their vehicle, take two steps in the

river, catch a trophy, put it in their trunk, drive home and be home in time for dinner.

And they don’t want to work for it anymore.” (Program Services: 279- 289)  
 

Supervisory-level personnel also reported that the public was more vocal than in the past, and that

urbanization and sub-urbanization is becoming a trend.

Non-supervisory-personnel fi'om the Field Operations/Research - Non-supervisory and

Hatcheries focus groups provided the following insights:

o “transferred urbanites” (people who have moved to rural Northern Michigan) do not

understand their impacts on rural or riparian lands,

 

“Tons of urbanites from southern Michigan and others moving up north that

haven’t really been in a less developed area and don’t understand the impacts of

what they’re doing.” (Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 377)
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o the public is becoming increasingly distrustful of government and for fisheries

research,

the public does not forget past MDNR “mistakes,” and

policy makers not understanding biological processes or natural resources management

needs and practices.

Participants in the Early Retirees, Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors and Hatcheries focus

groups believed that the public was more knowledgeable (e.g., species specialists and public

referenda avenues) than they had been in the past.

 

“The public is more knowledgeable, l think, on a lot of issues. They’re way beyond

us. You know, we can’t keep up with them on certain issues.” (Early Retirees: 845)

  
 

In addition to personnel perceptions of trends occurring in Michigan, focus group participants listed

many items that could be “opportunities” for the Division to pursue with regard to planning,

developing and implementing fisheries communications, for example:

 

“Right here in Traverse City at the salmon harvest weir there’s a tremendous number

of fish and people come down to watch the [egg-take] operation. We haven’t tapped

into that at all.” (Early Retirees: l 128)

“The unorganized anglers-- which is the hardest group and the biggest group to reach.

If we could just figure out, we’ve never been successful in contacting unorganized

anglers.

We have all their addresses.

We have all their addresses, we are one of the few organizations that sells something

to the people who give us their names and addresses each year.” (Management

Personnel: 421-425)  
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Focus groups listed many opportunities for improvement in intemal communications, such as:

 

“There’s a need to know what their fellow staff are doing... what projects they are

working on.” (Administrative Support: 1565-1575)

“Internal communications and cross-training, information sharing will help us to

Speak more intelligently.” (Administrative Support: 1776)

  
 

Five focus groups recognized that there are certain people in the Fisheries Division that are

particularly talented in public relations, outreach education and other communication functions.

Thus, there exists the Opportunity to tap into this strength.

 

“We have a lot ofvery talented people. They have capabilities I don’t think we’ve

begun to tap in some areas, only because we’re not aware ofthem. I think there’s

maybe technicians and others out there that have great capabilities and we’rejust not

awareeofwhat all they can do.” (Administrative Support: 1369)

“We need to encourage those people within the Division who aren’t afraid ofpublic

speaking, and it doesn’t matter to me what their title is, technician, biologist, if they

aren’t afraid ofany type of public speaking, we need to encourage that more.” (Field

Operations/Research —Non-supervisors: 1372)

  
 

Field Operations/Research Non-supervisors suggested working with existing and potential

partners, such as sport fishing organizations (e. g., Trout Unlimited, Bass Masters) to enhance the

Division’s communication efforts.

  

“I think that there’s a lot of opportunity for working with those groups who are very,

very loaded with people who are interestedin volunteering and helping.” (Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 780)
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Most focus groups recognized that communications, including non-formal communications (e.g.,

public contact in the field), were an opportunity to promote a positive image of the Fisheries

Division.

 

“There’s distrust, but distrust lessens quite a bit with more contact. That’s one of the

biggest pluses of our Great Lakes creel census program—it’s that they still want that

contact because they’re still telling that creel clerk their feelings.” (Field

Operations/Research -Non—supervisors: 922)

“Sometimes when you go out and people find out that you work for the DNR, you

don’tjust get fish questions. You get a lot of questions and that’s a real opportunity

to promote who we are or to get infomtation front other Divisions [to the public].”

(Administrative Support: l 774)

  
 

A Program Services focus group participant believed that fisheries management could benefit

greatly by supporting communications:

 

“. . . it is a matter of priority. When it comes down to it, we claim that

communications are important, but when it actually comes down to what we’re

spending the money on, we are going to spend it on what we like to do. You know, it’s

kind of scary opening up your mind, you know, bringing in additional resources to help

[with communications] because you feel like you are giving something up and you

don’t understand that you are really gaining twice as muclt [in the long run].”

(Program Services: 1 140)

 
 

Audiences the Division Ought to be Targeting With Ful'ure Fisheries Communication

Personnel perceived that fisheries communications ought to be targeting or reaching a

variety of audiences, which were categorized as: demographic groups, angling groups, other

interested groups or resource users, and state and local governments (Tables 4-15). Many of the
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mentioned target audiences are a reflection of trends Division personnel identified as occurring in

Michigan. Overall, Management Personnel and Early Retirees identified the most comprehensive

lists of target audiences.

Demographic groups: Participating Division personnel reported that young and old alike

should be targeted with some sort of fisheries communications. Michigan youth were identified by

all focus groups, while seniors were recognized by seven. Five focus groups indicated that schools

were viewed as an important group with which to continue communicating, three of which were

supervisory-level. Five focus groups indicated that women should be reached. Less than half of the

focus groups listed much more specific target audiences: minorities, handicapped anglers, single

parents, and non-users (reportedly urban, southeast Michigan residents).

Angling Groups: Recognizing that current communication activities tended to reach the

organized angling sector, most Division personnel indicated that general non-organized anglers also

needed to be reached.

 

“Well, there are anglers who we are not communicating to because they might not be

associated with a specific organized group. For example, the general walleye

fishermen of Saginaw Bay—we have trouble reaching. Our only access is through the

media and though organized groups. Inland panfish fishermen are very difficult [to

reach].” (Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 332)

“There are the unorganized anglers which is the hardest group and the biggest group

to reach. . .we’ve never succeeded in contacting unorganized anglers.” (Management

Personnel: 421)

  
 

Catch and release anglers were thought to need targeted communications by six of the eight focus

grOUps. Five focus groups listed young anglers as a target audience. Only half of the focus groups

“Sted fishing-related businesses, and fewer focus groups (three) identified organized angling groups

as a target audience for future fisheries communications.
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Other Interested Groups or Resource Users: Riparian property owners were identified

by seven of eight focus groups, three of which were supervisory-level. Five focus groups believed

that the Division ought to target “other aquatic resource recreationists” with fisheries

communications.

 

“We need to also communicate with people who are involved in non-consumptive use

of natural resources. . .non-consumptive use has gone up significantly whether it is

bird-watching and fish-watching is also popular in some areas. That’s another major

clientele that is significantly increasing.” (Program Services: 192)

“Well, those fish out there belong to everybody. There’s a lot of public that don’t fish

at all.” Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 624)

  
 

Watershed groups/councils were recognized by three groups and an additional group listed lake

associations. One respondent had this to say about targeting communications toward lake

associations:

 

“I hope people are working with lake associations. We have thousands of lakes in

Michigan and I’ll bet you we have a thousand lake associations at least. And, when

it comes to user conflicts on inland lakes, lake associations are the only group that is

so prolific and so thoroughly covered in the state that they could probably do some

networking with townships and local governments and set up zoning for resolution

of user conflicts. That’s their most powerful role and some ofthem haven’t even

come to that realization yet.” (Management Personnel: 237-24 1)

   
Only Management Personnel identified farm-riparian property owners as a target audience.

They believed farmers to be an important group to target:

 

“... farmers probably are the most influential group when it comes to habitat [impacts]

of any single group in Michigan.” (Management Personnel: 992)
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State and Local Government: Only supervisory-level focus groups listed state and local

units of government as audiences for targeted fisheries communications. Supervisory-level

personnel likely have the most contact with these constituents in carrying out their job

responsibilities.

 

“I think you can talk also on a state and national level—your legislators. They have to

understand the importance of aquatic resources. Many ofthem have no understanding

or no interest. A group that we have probably been pretty remiss in attempting to

understand and have them understand us is judges. I think we never paid much

attention to them and as we get more and more into various regulatory arenas, what

you find out is most judges are completely ignorant of natural resources issues. They

are ruling on things they have no understanding of and they have profound

implications on how we do business.” (Program Services: 245-253)

“We need to increase our legislature awareness of things that we do so we can get

support on laws and protection avenues that we need to take.

I think that it’s important to add—to educate the legislative ofiicials on down. . .There

isn’t anyone in this room that doesn’t realize the impact and importance of it as it

relates to our jobs, and we’ve failed miserably at this.” (Field Operations/Research -

Supervisors: 9962-981)  
Priority Target Audiences

In all but one focus group“, participants individually voted for audiences they believed the

Division ought to be targeting in future fisheries communications (Table 4—16). All votes were

tallied resulting in the following top priority audiences (most individual votes received):

youth (21 votes, 16% of total votes),

general anglers (15 votes, I 1% oftotal votes),

general public (14 votes, 10% of total votes),

youth anglers (14 votes, 10% of total votes),

schools (13 votes, 10% of total votes), and

riparian landowners (l 1 votes, 8% of total votes).

k

8 Due to an oversight in focus group facilitation, participants in the Program Services focus group

did not have the opportunity to vote for priority target audiences.
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Personnel voting for audiences they believed ought be the Division’s priority in upcoming ’

communication efforts overwhelmingly favored Michigan youth. Out of the top five target

audiences chosen, three separate young audiences were listed: youth, young anglers and schools.

Each voting focus group prioritized at least one of the youth-oriented categories, with two focus

groups voting twice for a youth audience. Young anglers received the greatest cross-section of

preference, receiving votes from four focus groups. Hatchery personnel voted four to one (12:3) for

youth versus the next highest ranking audience, general anglers. In total, young audiences received 5

36% of all votes.

Personnel also indicated that fisheries communications should broadly serve “general

anglers” and the “general public.” General anglers and the general public received votes from three I

 focus groups. Summed across all focus groups, the general public and youth anglers tied as the

third audience for whom to target with future fisheries communications. Early Retirees and

Management Personnel favored the “generalist” approach (voting for general anglers and the

general public), while non-supervisory fisheries personnel from three focus groups (Field

Operations/Research - Non-supervisory; Hatcheries and Administrative Support) were somewhat

more specific in choosing general anglers over the general Michigan population as a whole.

More than half the focus groups (four of seven) voted for riparian landowners to be a target

audience for future fisheries communications. Only young anglers were favored within as many

focus groups. Hatchery personnel gave riparian landowners their second highest rank (albeit, tied

with two other audiences). Riparian landowners ranked fourth (of seven) among Field

Operations/Research - Supervisors and third among Field Operations/Research-Non-supervisors,

while Administrative Support ordered riparian landowners last (tied with two other audiences)

among their seven audience priorities.

Most focus groups spread their votes across various audience groups. The Management

Personnel focus group was the most diverse in choosing target audiences, spreading one or two
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votes across eight audience groups. Hatchery personnel voting exhibited the most partiality, with

youth receiving more than half their votes (55%).

Desired Knowledge Outcomes

Knowledge of Fisheries Management (Table 4-17): All eight focus groups wanted the

public to know what the MDNR Fisheries Division is and what it does.

 

“I would like people to know who we are. I think a lot ofthe general public don’t

have a clue who the DNR is and specifically what Fish Division does.” (Early

Retirees: 903)

“You know, a lot of people don’t even know the Fisheries Division exists.” (Program i

Services: 1040) J ' 
   

Most focus groups wanted the public to know why fishing regulations are necessary and how

regulations are determined. Most focus groups were also interested in increasing public knowledge

of the natural biological processes of fish and ecosystems, and in increased recognition that fisheries

management is based on the scientific study of fisheries.

 

“I sometimes think they don't understand why we have the rules. You know, creel

limits or times of the year. If [the regulations] say you’re not supposed to fish for these

fish at this particular period because ifyou do that's when they're spawning, you know.

People sometimesjust don't understand that and that would make them more open to

those things if they knew why.” (Creel Clerks: 1321)

“We need to educate them about the interactions of all the species in the lake because

one thing affects the other, the life cycle, the food chain, food webs. . .natural

processes.” (Creel Clerks: 1146)
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Knowledge of Impacts on Fisheries Resources (Table 4-18): Five focus groups wanted

the public to understand how the public can play a role in fisheries management and how they can

be stewards of fisheries resources.

 

“I would love to see the public recognize us as people who can help them be stewards.
resource stewards. . ,and why they as individuals, need to become stewards of the
resources.” (Management Personnel: 821 and 841)

 
  

A few groups wanted the public to understand how the following activities impact fisheries

resources:

0 riparian development (this knowledge is needed particularly among non-angling

riparian landowners),

 

“I think as far as non—angling publics and people moving into areas and

building and developing, that we should be able to explain to them the

characteristics ofthe area they’re moving into and why it’s that way and what

happens if you change [the habitat]. A lot of people are buying property along

streams and they want a nice view, so they cut all the vegetation along the

stream so they can see it and what that does is impact a lot of lake populations,

it increases erosion, impacts fish populations. You know. there’s a whole

sequence of events that happen because of what they did, unknowingly, you

know, unknowingly.” (Field Operations/Research -Non- supeivisors: 517)

  
 

0 overuse of aquatic and fisheries resources, and

0 economic choices related to land development, businesses and industries.
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Angling Knowledge (Table 4-19): Five focus groups believed that the Division ought to

provide more basic angling information, such as:

o where to fish (including urban access, access with and without a boat, barrier-free

access), and

0 how to fish (including information for novice anglers, minorities, women and urban

residents).

Three focus groups wanted the public to understand Michigan’s fishing heritage.

 

“[a desired knowledge outcome to] somehow help in preserving the fishing heritage.

It's a behavior if you're getting them out there fishing and that's preserving the heritage

but, it crosses over. You can also get people accepting and having a knowledge that

there was a fishing heritage they don't have to fish. Heritage is important, I think.”

(Early Retirees: 1 199-1203)

  

Michigan’s angling and fisheries heritage was highly salient among Creel Clerks, who began and

ended their discussion of desired knowledge outcomes on the topic of Michigan’s fishing heritage.

Non-anglers’ Knowledge of Fisheries Resources (Table 4-20): Most focus groups

wanted the non-angling public to understand that development of riparian corridors can have

negative impacts water quality, fish and other aquatic species.

 

“There’s a lot of information that I think we’d like to direct toward landowners, like

information about how to manage for riparian lands, what things they can do to

improve the river corridor, not taking all the trees or mowing the lawn down to the

river’s edge type approach—that some screening is nice and that it also helps to protect

the river.” (Program Services: 453)
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Correction of General Misconceptions About Fisheries (Table 4-21): Focus group

participants identified several misconceptions they perceived the public to have regarding fishing

and fisheries management. In general, focus group participants reported that the public lacks an

understanding of the biological processes of fisheries and aquatic systems. The most widely

identified (five focus groups) public misconception reported was that fisheries are not limited

resources.

 

“Another misconception is that there is unlimited number of fish in Michigan, in any

given lake, is a bottomless pit, there are no limits to the resource.” (Management

Personnel: 1087)

  

 
Four focus groups reported that one public misconception is that all MDNR personnel are

either conservation officers or work in a fish hatchery.

 

“We either raise fish or arrest people.” (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors:

1213)

“You know, even in a small town, I tell people I’m with the Fisheries Division and

they say ‘what hatchery do you work at.’ You know, that’s their concept of what

Fisheries does.” (Management Personnel: 911)

  
 

Several misconceptions about fisheries management concemed stocking or the role of stocked fish

in Michigan’s aquatic systems. For example, the concept “they don’t understand that planting fish

doesn’t necessarily make for better fishing” was heard from many groups (Administrative Support:

738).
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Focus groups reported that the public lacks an understanding that:

all fish do not come from a hatchery,

fish stocking must be biologically justified (is dependent on suitable habitat and

forage),

o fisheries management does not depend on stocked fish alone, but should consider fish

and habitat conservation and natural reproduction, and

0 there exists a need to regulate and manage fisheries resources (e.g., to manage for

exotics or declining native aquatic species).

 

“They figure that you can do whatever you want to the environment and then

just go to the hatchery and throw more fish in. That you can re-engineer the

fisheries.” (Field Operations/Research ~Supervisors: 1187-1 189)

“There is a misconception that we can introduce any exotic species here that

the public has an inkling for, like large mouth bass to stripers, and we can

ignore native fishes that do well here.” (Management Personnel: 1089)

“Anglers think that all we have to do to provide fishing is to just stock fish,

rather than protection of natural resources and protection of habitat. More

of a manmade situation.

Yep. There’s more reliance on management. (Management Personnel: 570-

574)

“There’s pressure for stocking, when it’s not biologically justified. People

need to understand the importance of naturally reproducing fish populations

where you get the genetic diversity and so forth, which leads to stronger,

healthier fish populations.” (Program Services: 289)   
Panicipants from the Program Services and Field Operations/Research - Supervisors focus groups

recognized that the Division is responsible for some public misconceptions, for example:

 

“Stocking fish equals good fishing. It is the simplest [misconception] and we are the

own cause of that. We did that to ourselves.” (Program Services: 646)

As an agency, one of the easiest ways for us to teach groups of people or children or

show them anything is to take them to either a hatchery and give them a tour or to an

egg tank facility and give them a tour. So, we propagate the idea that all fish come

from hatcheries. . .So, we’re not good ourselves at giving the right impression to people

on that.” (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors: 1153)

—   
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The Program Services focus group highlighted confusing regulations as a cause for public

misconceptions:

 

“I think that there is no question that we cause a lot of confusion due to the way we

write regulations, where we’ll take one sport species and we’ll say ‘hey, they are

spawning now, so we are going to open up the season and let you get ‘em’ and then,

‘hey, another species is spawning now, so we are going to close the season on that

particular species.’ And the public says ‘what?’ and it has a domino affect right down

to their ethics and attitude and everything else. . .because there is confusion out there as

to why we do things.” (Program Services: 648)

   
Few differences in responses between supervisory and non-supervisory level focus groups

were observed. Supervisory-level personnel indicated that lake association members should have

understanding of biological processes related to a healthy lake ecosystem. Non-supervisory

personnel (Field Operations/Research - Non-supervisory, Hatcheries and Creel Clerks) reported the

public misconception that general tax dollars fund fisheries management. Regarding impacts, Early

Retirees indicated that they wanted the public to know that “stewardship means considering long-

terrn needs and benefits.”

Priority Desired Knowledge Outcomes

Focus group participants voted for the desired public knowledge that they believed ought to

be the outcomes from the Division’s future fisheries communications (Table 4-22). All votes were

tallied resulting in the following top five desired knowledge outcomes (most individual votes

received).
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After receiving or participating in Division-sponsored communication programs, audiences

should:

know what the MDNR Fisheries Division is and does (31 votes, 21% oftotal votes),

understand the “big picture” of ecosystem processes and resource management (26

votes, 17% of total votes),

0 understand biological processes of aquatic systems and organisms (21 votes, 14% of

total votes),

0 understand the impacts of various aquatic resource use and/or misuse and the resulting

costs and/or effects (14 votes, 9% oftotal votes),

- understand or have an awareness of Michigan’s unique and bountiful fisheries

resources (14 votes, 9% of total votes), and

0 understand that aquatic resources are limited (9 votes, 6% of total votes).

Seven out of eight participating focus groups reported that the public should have an

understanding of what the Fisheries Division is and does. “What the Fisheries Division is and

does” received the highest (or tied for highest) votes from three focus groups (Early Retirees, Creel

Clerks and Hatcheries).

In addition to receiving a high number of votes as a desired outcome, “knowing what the

Fisheries Division is and does” was a salient concept among most participating Fisheries personnel.

For instance, when asked to identify desired knowledge outcomes for fisheries communications,

“What the Division is and does” was the first mentioned outcome by Field Operations/Research -

Non-supervisory, Early Retirees and Hatchery personnel; second by Field Operations/Research -

Supervisory and Administrative Support; third by Program Services personnel, while Management

Personnel and Creel Clerks identified “what the Division does and why” later in their discussion of

knowledge outcomes. Further, several other knowledge outcome statements relate to a public

understanding of the Division: the reasons for regulations, fisheries management is based on

science, and that fisheries management is moving toward watershed and ecosystem management

approaches.

“Understanding the big, ecosystem picture of fisheries processes and fisheries

management” was favored by five of eight focus groups, with Early Retirees Field
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Operations/Research - Non—supervisors and Administrative Support giving it their highest (or tied

for highest) communications priority.

A similar category, “understanding biological processes of aquatic systems and organisms,”

was ranked third among desired knowledge outcomes for fisheries communications. Yet, three

focus groups (Field Operations/Research - Supervisors, Program Services and Creel Clerks) ranked

that this category highest for desired knowledge outcomes, with Field Operations/Research -

Supervisors favoring this category nearly twice as much as any other category.

Tied for the fourth desired knowledge outcome were: “understanding impacts of various

resource use or misuse and the costs and benefits ofthese impacts,” and “knowledge of Michigan’s

bountiful aquatic resources.” Hatchery personnel ranked “understanding impacts” as their highest

priority. More specifically, three focus groups chose “knowledge of business and industrial

development impacts,” while two focus groups voted for “riparian development as public impacts

on fisheries systems” (these votes were added to the more general “understanding impacts”

category).

Awareness of Michigan’s bountiful aquatic resources was ranked high among the focus

groups that identified it as a desired knowledge outcome. This outcome tied for first priority among

Creel Clerks personnel, while Field Operations/Research -Supervisors and Program Services gave it

their second highest number of votes.

Finally, both Field Operations/Research groups and Management Personnel wanted the

public to understand that fisheries are limited. Field Operations/Research -Supervisors ranked this

category highest among the knowledge outcomes.
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Desired Behavioral Outcomes

Participant responses to what desired behavioral outcomes they wanted fisheries

communications to impact were sorted into two categories: desired behavioral outcomes for anglers

and non-anglers.

Anglers (Table 4-23): Most Division personnel wanted fisheries communications

(particularly from the media) to influence anglers to become involved in fisheries management and

stewardship of fisheries resources, including public advocacy for fishing and sound fisheries

management.

 

“I want the public to not only to be advocates with regard to becoming involved in

fisheries management decision-making, but to be advocates to other members of the

publics and peers. In other words, to spread the word about Michigan’s fisheries and

fishing opportunities.” (Management Personnel: 914-918)

 
 

When asked to define stewardship, focus groups responded with the following:

 

“A good steward doesn’t thinkjust for his own short-temi needs. He thinks for the

long-term benefit of the resource. That’s what I view as stewardship.” (Early

Retirees: 1662)

“By everything from catch and release [fishing], to participating in decisions about

licensing of dams. participating actively in watershed initiatives. Becoming involved.”

(Management Personnel: 862)

  
 

165



5
6
x
,
9

T
a
b
l
e
4
-
2
3
.
M
D
N
R

F
i
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
’
5
p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
o
f
d
e
s
i
r
e
d
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s

f
o
r
f
u
t
u
r
e
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
A
n

i
n
d
i
c
a
tt
e
s
t
h
a
t
t
h
e
f
o
c
u
s
g
r
o
u
p
(
s
)
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
d
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
l
i
s
t
e
d
i
n
t
h
e
r
o
w
s
.

A
N
G
L
E
R
B
E
E
A
V
I
O
R

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  1 F01 -

F
i
e
l
d
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
Z

-
E
a
r
l
y
R
e
t
i
r
e
e
s
;
F
0
3

-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
;
F
G
4

-
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
;
F
G
5

-
F
i
e
l
d

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
N
o
n
-
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
6

-
H
a
t
c
h
e
r
i
e
s
;
F
G
7

-
C
r
e
e
l
C
l
e
r
k
s
;
F
6
8

-
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
.



 

167

T
a
b
l
e
4
-
2
3

(
c
o
n
t
’
d
)
.

 
A
f
t
e
r
p
a
r
t
r
c
z
p
a
t
m
gm

a
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
a
u
d
i
e
n
c
e
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
e
x
h
i
b
i
t
t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r

F
G
]
2

F
G
2

F
G
3

F
G
4

F
G
5

 
F
G
6

F
G
7

  c
o
n
t
a
c
t
t
h
e
M
D
N
R
/
F
i
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n

f
O
i
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

f
e
w
e
r
t
o
u
r
n
a
m
e
n
t
s

p
r
o
m
o
t
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
c
c
e
s
s

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
a
n
g
l
i
n
g
a
m
o
n
g
u
r
b
a
n

r
e
s
i
d
e
n
t
s

v
i
s
i
t
h
a
t
c
h
e
r
i
e
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
p
o
a
c
h
i
n
g
&

o
t
h
e
r
fi
s
h
&

g
a
m
e

v
i
o
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

p
o
l
i
c
e
t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

d
i
v
e
r
s
i
f
y
t
h
e
i
r
c
a
t
c
h

  

 
 ><

 
 

 
 

 
      

 

  

2
F
G
l

—
F
i
e
l
d
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
2

-
E
a
r
l
y
R
e
t
i
r
e
e
s
;
F
G
3
-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
;
F
G
4
-
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
;
F
G
S
-

F
i
e
l
d

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

—
N
o
n
—
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
6

-
H
a
t
c
h
e
r
i
e
s
;
F
G
7
-

C
r
e
e
l
C
l
e
r
k
s
;
F
G
S
-

A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

 

 

 
 

 



 

 

Additionally, many specific outcomes were listed that relate to stewardship of fisheries resources:

0 anglers limiting their take,

“I feverybody didn't get their limit on salmon out here they were disappointed

and maybe with better technology and people know how to fish better then maybe

in the future it's going to have to be two or three salmon a day instead of five.”

(Field Operations/Research -Supervisors: 886)

“Limits and their limits.” (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors: 799)

“Limit their creel.” (Field Operations/Research Non-supervisors : 555)

public participation in habitat improvement projects, andC

0 public minimizing personal impacts on fisheries resources.

Four focus groups wanted anglers to become a mentor and teach and encourage others to fish.

Three focus groups wanted anglers to share fisheries resources with other anglers and other

recreationists.

“l don't know exactly how to say it but I think we'd like people to learn to be more

accepting, like, one angler needs to be able to accept another angler group. We'd like

everybody to learn to live together and share the pie.” (Field Operations/Research-

Supervisors: 809)

“And also maybe the understanding that they have to share the resource with other

users.”(Field Operations/Research—Supeivisors: 1383)

‘ And that there is a limited amount, there's just so much water and access and so it has

to be shared.” (Administrative Support: 603)

Non-anglers (Table 4-24): Compared to desired behavioral outcomes for anglers, there

were fewer responses to the question “What behavioral outcomes would you want non-anglers to

have as a result of fisheries communications?” Four focus groups, represented predominantly by
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non-supervisory-level personnel, wanted riparian landowners and farmers to minimize their impacts

on watersheds and fisheries resources, and to participate in habitat improvement projects. Both

supervisory and non-supervisory-level personnel wanted non-anglers to share aquatic resources and

to cooperate with other diverse users. The desired behavioral outcomes, “environmental

stewardship” and “ethical recreation” for non-anglers were reported by only one focus group.

There were few other differences in responses between supervisory and non-supervisory level

personnel.

Priority DesiredBehavioral Outcomes

Focus group participants voted for the desired behavioral outcomes that they believed ought

to be a priority for the focus ofthe Division’s future fisheries communications (Table 4-25). All

votes were tallied, resulting in the following top five priority desired behavioral outcomes (most

individual votes received):

public resource stewardship (27 votes, 22% of total votes),

cooperation among recreational, tribal and commercial anglers and other resource users

(22 votes, 18% oftotal votes),

public involvement in resource management or stewardship activities (18 votes, 14% of

total votes),

mentoring - angler recruitment (14 votes, 11 % of total votes), and

outdoor writers/reporters as advocates for sound fisheries management and fishing (13

votes, 10% of total votes).

Participating Division personnel ranked “stewardship” as the highest priority for desired

behaviors resulting from fisheries communications. In fact, all of the remaining behavior categories

may be interpreted as behaviors which a Steward for fisheries resources may display. Field

Operations/Research -Supervisors, Early Retirees and Administrative Support each gave

stewardship their highest vote.

Four focus groups (both Field Operations/Research groups, Administrative Support and

Early Retirees) wanted to promote cooperation among angler groups and other users; “public

  

170

 



171

T
a
b
l
e
4
'
?
5
-
'
S
u
m
m
a
r
y
9
f
M
D
N
R

F
l
S
i
l
C
i
i
c
s
D
i
V
i
S
i
O
l
l

D
C
l
'
S
O
l
'
I
I
I
C
l
V
o
t
e
s
f
o
r
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
y
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s
a
s
a
r
e
s
u
l
t
o
f
f
u
t
u
r
e
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s

C
O
m
I
I
I
U
I
I
l
c
a
t
I
O
I
'
I
S
.
E
a
c
h

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
f
o
c
u
s
g
r
o
u
p
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
c
a
s
t
t
w
o
(
2
)
v
o
t
e
s
.

d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
p
u
b
l
i
c

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
s
t
e
w
a
r
d
s
h
i
p

  co
o
p
e
r
a
t
e
w
i
t
h
o
t
h
e
r

a
n
g
l
e
r
s
(
r
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
,

t
r
i
b
a
l
,
c
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l
a
n
d

o
t
h
e
r
a
q
u
a
t
i
c
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e

u
s
e
r
s
)

2
2

 

d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
p
u
b
l
i
c

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t

i
n
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

1
8

 

m
e
n
t
o
r

-
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e

i
n

a
n
g
l
e
r
r
e
c
r
u
i
t
m
e
n
t

l
4

  p
r
o
m
o
t
e
t
h
e
M
D
N
R

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
l
y
(
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r
l
y

o
u
t
d
o
o
r
w
r
i
t
e
r
s
/
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
r
s

a
d
v
o
c
a
t
e
f
o
r
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
fi
s
h
i
n
g

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
1
3

 

 



 

involvement in resource management” was viewed as a priority among many focus groups, though

not as strongly among supervisory-level personnel. Public involvement opportunities targeted

toward anglers was described in six different desired behavioral outcome statements. Non-

supervisory personnel were particularly interested in promoting or enabling the public to become

involved in habitat improvement projects.

Mentoring , or passing on the fishing tradition, was stated in the context of teaching anglers

and supporting angler recruitment. Mentoring was favored by four focus groups (represented by

supervisory-level personnel in addition to Creel Clerks). Management Personnel and Hatcheries

were the only focus groups to identify outdoor writers as a means to help the Division provide

fisheries information, or to help pass on fishing traditions; each ofthese groups ranked this category

very high.

DesiredAttitudinal Outcomes:

Personnel responses toward desired attitudinal outcomes were sorted into angler and non-

angler categories (Tables 4—26). Most personnel wanted the public (anglers and non-anglers) to

respect and trust the MDNR

“That’s where the lack of trust is so true, because when they ask you a question, they

want a positive answer. They want the answer that they want to hear and if you say

anything else, they feel that you’re doing a snowjob on them.” (Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 455)

“Distrust? Distrust comes through lack of communications over the years.” (Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 928)

“There have been many times when I’ve seen people actually think that there’s a plot

You know, what we do in ourjob is plot to ruin their fishing.” (Field

Operations/Research -Supervisors: 1245)

 (cont’d on page 175)

172

 

 



173

A
N
G
L
E
R
A
T
T
I
T
U
D
E
S

I
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
a
n
d
t
r
u
s
t
/
c
o
n
fi
d
e
n
c
e
o
f
M
D
N
R
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
r
o
n
a
l
s&

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

x
x

 T
Q
b
i
e
4
—
2
6
.
M
D
N
R

F
i
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
’
s
p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
o
f
d
e
s
i
r
e
d
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
i
n
a
l
o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s
a
s
a
r
e
s
u
l
t
o
f
f
u
t
u
r
e
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
A
n

“
x
”

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s
t
h
a
t
t
h
e
f
o
c
u
s
g
r
o
u
p
(
s
)
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
d
w
i
t
h
t
h
e
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

l
i
s
t
e
d

i
n
t
h
e
r
o
w
s
.

 

><

 

gases:

 
 

 

a: a: x4e x at

x

   
   

a
p
p
r
e
c
i
a
t
i
o
n
t
o
w
a
r
d
'
t
h
e
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
o
f
fi
s
h
i
n
g
t
h
a
t
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
d
o
e
s
n
o
th
a
v
e
t
o
b
e

V

m
e
a
s
u
r
ee
d
i
nc
a
t
c
h
i
n
g
fi
s
h
o
r
t
h
e
s
i
z
e
o
rn
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
fi
s
h

 
 

 
h
a
r
v
e
s
t
i
n
g
fi
s
h
i
s
“
o
k
a
y
”

 
 

 

 

 1
F
0
1

-
F
i
e
l
d
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
Z

-
E
a
r
l
y
R
e
t
i
r
e
e
s
;
F
G
3

-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
;
F
G
4

-
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
;
F
G
S

-
F
i
e
l
d

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
N
o
n
-
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
6

-
H
a
t
c
h
e
r
i
e
s
;
F
G
7

-
C
r
e
e
l
C
l
e
r
k
s
;
F
G
8

-
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

 



T
a
b
l
e
4
-
2
6

(
c
o
n
t
’
d
)
.

A
f
t
e
r
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g
i
n
a
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
a
u
d
i
e
n
c
e
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
e
x
h
i
b
i
t
t
h
T
T
F
W

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

.
.

.
g

‘
e

g
a

V

  
     

 

F
G
Z

F
G
3

F
G
4

F
G
S

F
G
6
,

 
    
  
  

N
O
N
-
A
N
G
L
E
R
S

 

 
  

a
c
c
e
p
t
a
n
c
e
,
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
&

t
o
l
e
r
a
n
c
e
o
f
d
i
v
e
r
s
e

u
s
e
r
s
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
a
n
g
l
e
r
s

r
e
s
p
e
c
t
a
n
d
v
a
l
u
e
t
o
w
a
r
d
a
q
u
a
t
i
c
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
t
h
e

i
n
t
r
i
n
s
i
c
v
a
l
u
e
o
f
fi
s
h

v
a
l
u
e
&

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
o
f
t
h
e
s
p
o
r
t
o
r
t
r
a
d
i
t
i
o
n
o
f
fi
s
h
i
n
g

—
f
e
e
l
t
h
a
t

i
t

i
s
“
o
k
a
y
”

t
o
fi
s
h

x
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
,
v
a
l
u
e
&

c
o
n
fi
d
e
n
c
e
t
o
w
a
r
d
t
h
e
M
D
N
R

><

><

><

 M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
fi
s
h
e
r
i
e
s
h
a
v
e
a
n
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
i
m
p
a
c
t
o
n
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
(
$
2

b
i
l
l
i
o
n

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
a
n
n
u
a
l
l
y
)

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

174

 2
F
G
]

-
F
i
e
l
d
O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
2

—
E
a
r
l
y
R
e
t
i
r
e
e
s
;
F
G
3

-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
;
F
G
4

-
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
;
F
G
5

—
F
i
e
l
d

O
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
/
R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

-
N
o
n
-
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
;
F
G
6

-
H
a
t
c
h
e
r
i
e
s
;
F
G
7

-
C
r
e
e
l
C
l
e
r
k
s
;
F
G
S

—
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
v
e
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
.

 

 



 

 

(cont’d from page 172)

“There’sdistruSt, but distrust'lessens quite a bit with more contact. That’s one ofthe

biggestpluses of our Great Lakes creel census program—is that they [anglers] still

want that contact because they are still telling that creel census clerk their feelings.”

Field Operations/Research-Non-supervi‘sors: 922)

  
 

In particular, fisheries personnel wanted anglers to have respect for Division personnel as trained

professionals and to have realistic expectations toward management decisions and fishing.

 

“In terms of improving their attitude, we need to promote respect for the Division and

Division programs. Respect for Fisheries personnel as prefessionals, that we are

professionals. ‘

You promote respect most by showing what you do. So, you need to show what we do

as a subset. That’s part ofpromoting respect as professionals, they don’t know what

we do, ifthey did, I’d feel pretty confident that they would respect us more.”

(Management Personnel: 1046- 1 05 l)

“I think we’d like the people to see the DNR employees in a positive light, as them

doing something good, rather than just writing me a ticket for doing something

wrong. But, doing something good and protecting and enhancing the resource.”

(Program Services: 457)

“I want them to feel that we’re working for their interests, and not for our own.”

(Field Operations/Research - Non-supervisors: 608)

“Well, one of the big things that I'd like to see is to inform the public to be more

cognizant oftheir expectations and what a resource can provide.” (Field

Operations/Research -Supervisors: 784)

“We should balance our expectations with what the ecosystem can provide.” (Early

Retirees: 927)   
 

Additionally, most focus group participants wanted anglers to have respect toward, and feel

ownership and stewardship for fisheries resources.
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“It’s going to be increasingly important, as we see more and more urbanization, in

order to encourage people to respect and regard their resource as something that’s

valuable, you need to show that there are uses and things that they can get from it, and

that’s where I think it will be more and more important to get into urban areas and

show people that it is something that’s worth enjoying and keeping.” (Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors: 805)

  
 

Some differences in responses about desired attitudinal outcomes between supervisory and

non-supervisory level personnel were observed. Non-supervisory personnel groups wanted the

public to have a positive outlook toward the MDNR and to feel that employees were working

toward the public’s best interests. More non-supervisory than supervisory personnel wanted anglers

to have realistic expectations toward fisheries management and fishing. Field Operations/Research

-Non-supervisors wanted anglers to value and respect resource protection. They also wanted urban

residents to value fisheries resources.

Supervisory-level personnel wanted anglers to accept and tolerate diverse aquatic resource

users. Two supervisory-level focus groups wanted non-anglers to support the traditions of fishing

and to feel that “fishing is okay.” In addition to wanting the public to have a positive outlook

toward the MDNR, supervisory personnel wanted anglers to be receptive and supportive ofMDNR

programs, decisions and management practices.
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Priority Desired Attitudinal Outcomes

Focus group participants voted for the desired attitudinal outcomes that they believed ought

to be a priority for the Division’s future fisheries communications (Table 4-27). All votes were

tallied resulting in the following top five desired attitudinal outcomes (most individual votes

received):

0 public trust and respect for the MDNR (40 votes, 27% of total votes),

0 public respect, stewardship and ownership for aquatic resources (34 votes, 23% of total

votes),

0 feel that the purpose of the MDNR Fisheries Division is to manage the State’s aquatic

resources for the benefit of various users: the MDNR Fisheries Division is a public

service organization (16 votes, 11% of total votes),

0 realistic expectations (among anglers) of fisheries management and for fishing (16

votes, 11% of total votes),

0 public support and respect for Fisheries personnel as trained professionals (15 votes,

10% of total votes), and

0 public support and respect toward all aquatic resource users and/or uses; to share

fisheries resources (11 votes, 7% of total votes).

Most personnel wanted the public to trust and respect the MDNR and to have confidence in

management decisions and in personnel as professionals. Division personnel were consistent with

their concerns about the MDNR’s image with the public. Recalling that “understanding what the

DNR is and does” was ranked as the highest knowledge outcome, six out of eight focus groups

voted for a similar desired attitudinal outcome, “respect and trust the MDNR.” Four focus groups

gave it their highest ranking (Early Retirees, Field Operations/Research -Supervisors,

Administrative Support and Hatcheries).

Six out of eight focus groups (the exceptions being Field Operations/Research -Non-

supervisors and Hatcheries), wanted to promote a sense of respect, ownership, responsibility and
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stewardship for aquatic resources. Field Operations/Research - Supervisors ranked this category the

highest.

“The purpose of the MDNR is to manage the States resources for the benefit of various

users” was only perceived as a priority among two focus groups (Field Operations/Research - Non-

supervisors and Creel Clerks), however these focus groups gave this category most of their votes.

Realistic expectations toward fisheries management and fishing was listed as an attitude

outcome by four focus groups and relates back to the public needing a basic understanding of

biological processes and fisheries management (desired knowledge outcome). This category

received low priority from three of the four focus groups voting on it, the exception being Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors, who ranked “realistic expectations” the highest attitudinal

outcome for future fisheries communications.

Public support and respect toward all aquatic resource users and uses—or sharing of

resources—was ranked last among desired attitude outcome priorities. This category was favored

by supervisory personnel only, with Management Personnel giving it their highest rank.

Additionally, Management personnel particularly wanted non-anglers to respect, tolerate and

support angling.

Additional Audiences and Desired Outcomes Identified by Fisheries Personnel

Each focus group worked independently from the other focus groups when describing the

current and desired communication situations, including target audiences and desired outcomes.

The independence of the focus groups becomes important when one considers the final listing of

priority target audiences and desired outcomes to achieve with fisheries communications. For

example, some audiences and outcomes were identified by only one or two groups, and, when voted

upon, these items received few votes, and, thus were not ranked as a priority for future fisheries

communications. Items which failed to be ranked as a communication priority should n_ot be
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interpreted as unimportant, however. On the contrary, if all focus groups had had the opportunity

to rank target audiences and outcomes from a compiled list of items, it is likely that the outcome of

the final priorities for fisheries communications would be different.

Furthermore, during its communication planning, the Division may want to consider the

particular communication needs perceived by each of the employee groups, supervisory and non-

supervisory-level personnel, or within various geographic regions in Michigan.

Additional Audiences to Target with Fisheries Communications

The following audiences received fewer than eleven votes for fisheries communications, yet,

deserve attention in the Division’s communication planning (Tables 4-28):

0 Policy makers (legislators, Governor’s office, etc): Legislators were Specifically

identified for receiving targeted fisheries information by all supervisory-level focus groups

(Field Operations/Research -Supervisors; Management Personnel; Program Services; and,

Early Retirees). It should be noted, however, that during focus group discussion, the term

“legislators” was sometimes used synonymously with “policy makers,” so this target

audience could be interpreted more broadly. When prioritizing target audiences, policy

makers received seven votes (four votes from Field

Operations/Research -Supervisors; two votes from Management Personnel; and one vote

from Early Retirees).

0 A variety of specific angler groups received some level of prioritization from focus

groups:

seniors/senior anglers: seniors were recognized as a target audience by seven

focus groups (five votes, all from Creel Clerks; their highest audience priority for

targeting fisheries communications),

- catch and release anglers versus consumptive anglers: recognized as an audience

to target by six focus groups and as an emerging issue by three (two votes, from

from Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors),

- non-resident anglers: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups (one vote,

from Administrative Support),

- frequent anglers (one vote from Early Retirees),

- organized anglers/or sportfishing organizations: recognized as a target audience by

four focus groups (one vote from Field Operations/Research -Supervisors),

- tribal fishermen: recognized as a target audience by three focus groups (one vote

from Administrative Support), and

- women anglers: (one vote from Management Personnel).
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0 Several distinct demographic groups were prioritized:

- single-parents, female heads-of-households: recognized as a target audience by two

focus groups (four votes, each from Creel Clerks),

— families (three votes, each from Creel Clerks),

- women: recognized as a target audience by five focus groups (two votes, each from

Early Retirees),

- urban residents: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups (two votes, each

from Early Retirees), and

- southem Michigan general public: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups

(one vote from Early Retirees).

0 Other users and other interested individuals/groups were widely recognized as an

audience with which to communicate, such as:

- members of the media: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups (three

votes, two from Field Operations/Research-Supervisors, one from Management

Personnel),

, other recreationists: recognized by six focus groups (three votes, each from

Administrative Support),

- non-users: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups (three votes, each

from Hatcheries),

— farmers: recognized as a target audience by one focus group (two votes, from

Management Personnel),

- animal activist groups/animal rights sentiment: recognized as an increasing trend by

six focus groups (one vote, from Hatcheries),

- Michigan Chambers ofCommerce and tourism councils: recognized by two focus

groups (one vote, from Management Personnel),

- environmentalist: recognized as a target audience by two focus groups (one vote,

from Field Operations/Research -Supervisors), and

— watershed organizations: recognized as a target audience by three focus groups

(one vote, from Field Operations/Research -Non-Supervisors).

 
This is what one participant from the Hatcheries focus group session had to say about

targeting fisheries communications toward so-called “non-users”:

 

“I think that last November [the ballot initiatives] showed us that we’ve got to be

concerned "With those people that aren’t necessarily interested in the outdoors

i too. . .we’ve got to expand our reach in communicating with various publics.”

, (Hatcheries: 3 83)
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Additional Knowledge Outcomes

The following desired knowledge outcomes for fisheries communications received fewer than nine

votes (Table 4-29).

0 Fisheries management is based on science: Six focus groups listed this as a desired

knowledge outcome, but only two focus groups allocated votes toward this category (eight

votes, six from Administrative Support, their second highest votes for desired knowledge

outcomes, and two votes from Field Operations/Research Non-supervisors)

0 Knowledge of fishing access: Five focus groups recognized that the Division will likely

need to continue to offer information about fishing (i.e. where to fish, how to fish). Three

focus groups listed providing information about handicapper access, and two focus groups

listed boat launch access. In total, knowledge of fishing access received four votes (two

votes, Early Retirees; one vote each from Field Operations/Research —Supervisors and

Administrative Support). More specifically, Early Retirees wanted more opportunities for

women and minorities to learn how to fish.

0 An understanding of tribal fishing issues and rights: Creel Clerks indicated a strong

interest in enabling a public understanding of tribal issues and rights, giving this tepic three

votes, while Hatcheries gave this category one vote.

0 The role of stocked fish in fisheries management: Nearly all focus groups mentioned

some public misconception about the role of stocked fish in fisheries management. Only

the Administrative Support focus group voted to make this category a communication

priority (two votes).

 
0 Promoting Michigan’s fishing heritage: Michigan’s strong fishing heritage was

recognized by four focus groups. Early Retirees voted to make this category a fisheries

communication priority (three votes).

0 Fishing is okay: Two focus groups wanted non-anglers to understand that fishing is

“okay.” Field Operations/Research —Supervisors cast one vote toward promoting fishing in

a positive light among non-anglers.

0 Diversify catch: Program Services personnel wanted anglers to know that they could

target species other than the popular game fish such as trout, walleye, perch, bass and

salmon (one vote):
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“I think that it would be nice to see anglers utilizing species that they are not

utilizing now. There is an awful lot of species that people either turn their

nose down or not utilize fully that would provide a lot ofangling Opportunities.

For example, carp fishing or sucker fishing, it is an awful lot of fun.

I: was thinking the same thing—carp can put a bend in your pole just as well as

a trout can and generally they are more readily available depending on where

you’re at, the time of year. ..

So, we simply can't keep them focusing on the few Sport fish that we deal

with, 'cause we are going to run out ofthose [species] given the human

population growth that we are experiencing. We've got to get them to

diversify their catch.

A lot of places where they're limited in the number of "catch-able sized game

fish," but there is a lot of rough fish to be had, but people don't think about

that, yet across the world they are very much sought after.” (Program

Services: 633-639)   
The following knowledge outcomes for fisheries communications were commonly

identified by focus groups, yet, did not receive any votes as a communication priority:

Understand the reasons for regulations: Six focus groups identified this knowledge

outcome, yet no focus groups voted to make “know the reasons for regulations” a

communication priority. However, by providing information about the “big picture” of

aquatic and ecosystem processes and management combined with information about

biological processes of aquatic systems, the public could gain an understanding of the

reason for regulations.

Where and how to fish: Recognizing the popularity of requests for fishing and access

(with and without a boat, barrier-free fishing access, etc.) information, many focus groups

reported a need for more information about where to and how to fish. Three focus groups

did not list the need for more fishing information: Management Personnel, Program

Services (these two personnel groups likely do not interface with the public on these

requests) and Creel Clerks (Creel clerks encounter anglers who appear to already know

how and where to fish). No fishing related knowledge outcomes were prioritized for future

communications.
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Additional Behavioral Outcomes

The following desired behavioral outcomes for fisheries communications received less than

thirteen votes (Table 4-3 0).

Angling and conservation ethics: Four focus groups recognized that angling and

conservation ethics ought to be an outcome of fisheries communications. Three focus

groups allocated votes toward promoting ethical behavior, with Program Services ethics

ranking angler and conservation ethics the highest priority for behavioral outcomes of

fisheries communications (ten votes, six from Program Services, three from Creel Clerks,

and one from Early Retirees).

Note: Many behavioral outcomes fall under the umbrella of stewardship or ethical

angling/recreation. Many focus group participants wanted the public to go beyond the

“golden rule” of ethics and stewardship (treating others as you would want to be treated) to

become advocates for fishing or for fisheries management. Enabling or encouraging a

“willingness to act” is suggested in most behavioral outcome statements.

Nlinimizing impacts on aquatic resources: Among anglers, riparian landowners and

farmers, “minimizing impacts” was among the most widely recognized behavioral outcome

for fisheries communications and, yet, was not ranked as a priority behavior for future

communications (participating Fisheries personnel did rank “understanding impacts on

fisheries resources, however). Field Operations/Research -Non-supervisors were the only

focus group to vote for this outcome as a desired behavioral outcome of fisheries

communications and ranked it their highest priority with nine votes.

 
Several trends were identified that relate to public impacts on fisheries systems as well:

increased riparian development,

non-users (“transferred urbanites”) impacting riparian and aquatic systems

unknowingly,

a loss of fisheries habitat,

increased fishing pressure and crowding,

decreased fishing access (resulting in increased pressure and crowding on aquatic

systems among diverse users and user conflicts),

unethical angling, and

0 “limiting out.”

Comply with regulations: Four focus groups recognized “comply with regulations” as a

behavioral outcome of fisheries communications. Creel Clerks ranked this outcome the

highest. In total, complying with regulations received eight votes from three focus groups

(five votes, from Creel Clerks; two, from Program Services; and, one vote, from

Management Personnel).
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Decrease competitive uses of resources (e.g., fishing tournaments): One focus group,

Early Retirees, recognized the need to reduce competitive uses of fisheries resources and

gave this outcome one vote.

Moderate their take/take less than a full creel: Five focus groups recognized moderating

take as a desired behavioral outcome. Program Services gave this outcome one vote.

Use more primitive fishing techniques/less technical devices while fishing: Only one

focus group, Program Services recognized this behavioral outcome. Program Services gave

this outcome one vote.

Maintain current level of fishing participation: Management Persomrel wanted to

maintain the current level of fishing, meaning, anglers who currently fish continue to do so

(do not drop out). Management Personnel were concerned with increasing the level of

fishing participation due to the potential for increased crowding, user conflicts and impact

on fisheries resources and angler satisfaction (one vote, from Management Personnel).

Additional Attitudinal Outcomes

The following desired attitudinal outcomes for fisheries communications received fewer

than 15 votes (Table 4-31).

 

Non-anglers tolerant or supportive of angling/anglers: Four focus groups recognized the

need for non-anglers to be supportive of anglers as an attitudinal outcome of fisheries

communications. Each of the focus groups identifying this outcome also voted, for a total of

nine votes (Field Operations/Research -Supervisors, four votes; Management Personnel, three

votes; Early Retirees, one vote; and Administrative Support, one vote). Note: this category

could be generalized as “sharing resources with diverse users” and “cooperation among

resources users,” both of which were prioritized.

A public value of fishing: Nearly all focus groups recognized “public value of Michigan’s

fisheries resources” in some statement for desired attitudinal outcomes (more specific values

received votes listed below). Hatchery personnel ranked this category their second highest

priority for fisheries communications, and gave it four votes.

Satisfaction ofMDNR Fisheries Division informational materials: Administrative Support

personnel wanted the public to be satisfied with fishing informational materials the Division has

to offer, and gave this outcome three votes.

Feel that Michigan’s fisheries resources have an economic value: Field

Operations/Research -Non-supervisors specifically wanted non—anglers to recognize the

economic value of Michigan fisheries resources, and allotted this category two votes.
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0 Respect for land use from an ecological perspective: Management Personnel and Program

Services wanted audiences to value land use, to understand the different costs and benefits

associated with how land is used (i.e. for development, agriculture, natural lands, etc.).

Management Personnel gave this category one vote.

One desired attitudinal outcome which was not prioritized, yet stands out as addressing

many of the reported emerging conflict issues, was noted by several focus groups as “an

appreciation toward the experience of fishing.” Personnel stated this concept in the context that

angling success does not have to be measured in fish actually caught or the size or number of fish

caught

Strategic Matching of Division Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

This research was initiated because the Division had an interest in identifying the audiences

its communication efforts ought to be targeting and the messages communications ought to be

conveying. However, literature on strategic planning suggests that before identifying target

audiences and messages, the issues concerning fisheries communications management need to be

identified and prioritized in relation to the existing afl anticipated internal and external

environments (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et a1. 1993; Kotler et a1. 1996; Thompson and Strickland

1995).

As described in the literature review, the identification and prioritization of issues important

to fisheries management can be accomplished by conducting on-going monitoring of external

trends. The issues identified are viewed as opportunities and/or threats to fisheries communication

and management, while the simultaneous examination of the internal environment identifies

strengths and weakness for meeting these opportunities and threats.

Strategic communications, researchers suggest, will make the most of strengths and

opportunities, while attempting to reduce weaknesses, address constraints and downplay threats
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(Goodstein et al. 1993; Kotler et al. 1996; Thompson and Strickland 1995). Therefore, the SWOT

analysis involves evaluating the Division’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats in

relation to each other a_nd the importance of each in achieving the goals and objectives of the

organization. The purpose of this evaluation is to assists in making objective decisions about the

priority of issues the Division can and should pursue to achieve managementfl communication

goals and objectives. Table 4-32 provides examples of this type of SWOT analysis, examining how

the Division might View certain trends identified by focus group participants as either opportunities

or threats, and how the Division might make the most of internal strengths, while offsetting

weaknesses in providing fisheries communications.

In the first example in Table 4-32, participating personnel reported as a strength a positive

willingness among individual personnel to provide fisheries communications. Yet, in contrast,

personnel reported that most Fisheries personnel lacked necessary communication skills. Personnel

recognized that a “disconnect” with natural resources was a trend among urban or metro-area

residents. This disconnect might represent a threat in public support for consumptive uses of

fisheries resources, such as fishing, or toward fisheries management practices. To offset this threat,

participating Division personnel viewed communication efforts targeted toward urban or metro area

residents as an opportunity for the Division to pursue.

Gaps or Discrepancies in the SWOT Analysis

The example provided above, and other examples presented in Table 4-32, serve to

illustrate the matching process of the SWOT analysis. A gap analysis, on the other hand, is aimed

at determining discrepancies or gaps between two or more variables, in this case between the

internal (strengths and weaknesses) and external (opportunities and threats) environments

(Goodstein et al. 1993; Kotler et a1. 1996; Thompson and Strickland 1995).
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Table 4-33 reveals that the Division’s weaknesses far outweigh its strengths in providing

fisheries communications. In particular, personnel reported few strengths that the Division

possessed in directly planning, developing or implementing fisheries communications. Many of the

strengths were reported to be yet untapped, and therefore represent potential internal

“opportunities.”

Many of the weaknesses participating Fisheries personnel reported appear to be attributed

to the reported lack of a communication strategy (e.g., a lack of priority for communications, the

lack of identifiable objectives, target audiences and messages and a lack of funds allocated to

fisheries communications). Many personnel reported that strategically planned communications

could resolve many of the Division’s reported woes (e.g., problems with agency credibility and

public support, user conflicts, public misconceptions regarding fisheries management, etc.).

Additionally, weak internal communications were reported as a problem on both Department and

Division levels. Each of these weaknesses, however, seem (according to focus group participants)

to be due to a lack of commitment toward using communications as a management tool to achieve

management objectives and the Fisheries and Department missions.

When considering the questions, “Can existing strengths meet the challenges posed by

external opportunities and threats?”, “Do weaknesses exist in areas that are important for

achieving fisheries management and communication objectives?”, and “Is there alignment between

the mission and the strategic issues/priorities that have been identified?” discrepancies between the

SWOT are likely. This analysis suggests discrepancies or gaps in the Division’s ability to be both

responsive and proactive in addressing emerging issues and trends that represent threats to fisheries

management.
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Gaps Between the Division’s Current and Desired Communication Situations

Discrepancies or gaps were also observed between what participating Fisheries personnel

described as the Division’s current and desired fisheries communication situations (Table 4-34).

While current fisheries communications mainly reach anglers and fisheries interest groups and/or

individuals, participating Fisheries personnel reported a desire to reach or target more defined

audiences with very particular messages (see Tables 4-14, 4-21, 4-25 and 4-28 for detailed

information). For example, personnel were still interested in reaching anglers, although they

wanted to target general, unorganized anglers (versus organized angling groups, e.g., Trout

Unlimited) and youth anglers. Additionally, personnel wanted to target youth (in general) as well as

schools with fisheries communications. Recognizing a need to enhance or improve

communications with those persons who have a direct connection to aquatic resources, personnel

believed that riparian property owners are another audience the Division ought to be addressing.

Based on personnel self-reports, current Fisheries communication activities are, for the

most part, responding to public requests for information or Division assistance (as opposed to

proactive and strategic communications aimed at achieving Division and Departmental missions,

goals and objectives). These requests are primarily about fishing (e.g., where to and how to fish,

what fish have been stocked and where), for presentations on study results and related management

practices (perceived to be for use in understanding fishing conditions, but also used

among fisheries and watershed interests groups for habitat improvement initiatives), and for various

Departmental information (e.g., various MDNR permits and Wildlife Division information).

Additionally, Division personnel reported that requests were commonly made by people with a

particular interest (even a vested interest) in fish, fishing or fisheries management (e.g., anglers,

fishing related businesses and regulators, watershed organizations, advisory groups, schools and

members of the media) (see Requests, Table 4-5).

199



 

Table 4-34. Summary of the Division’s current and desired fisheries communication situations.

Gaps/discrepancies observed between communications currently offered and those participating

Fisheries personnel reported they desired to provide are listed in bold italicized text.

 

Current Communication Situation Desired Communication Situation
 

Activities

sport show booths

media relations

advisory committees and task forces

field encounters

presentations

Division and Department web pages

angling education outreach activities

Audiences Reached

anglers

groups/individuals interested in

fishing/fisheries management

Requests

fishing (e. g., where to and how to fish, what

fish have been stocked and where)

presentations on study results and related

Division management practices

various Department information

Requested By

0 anglers

0 fishing related businesses and regulators

0 watershed organizations

0 advisory groups

schools

members of the media

 

Future communication activities the Division

might provide were not identified in this

research. Decisions about communication

activities, or channels, need to be identified after

issues, outcomes and target (Fazio and Gilbert

1981).

Audiences to Target

youth

general anglers

the general public

youth anglers

schools

riparian landowners

Outcomes to Achieve with Communications

0 resolving managementproblems (e.g., user

conflicts/impacts on fisheries resources)

0 improving the quality offisheries and

fishing (e.g., decreasing human impacts on

fisheries resources, including impacts on

habitat, and encouraging ethical outdoor

behaviors)

- understanding the “big picture” of

fisheries and ecosystem management as

well as an understanding ofbiological

processes as relate tofishing andfisheries

management

0 pride in Michigan ’sfisheries andfishing

heritage

achieving management objectives and

improving agency image (e.g., promoting

and enabling public involvement in fisheries

management decision—making processes and

stewardship activities)

 

   



Yet, when asked about the Division’s desired communication situation, overall, Division

personnel were interested in conveying more specific information with resulting knowledge,

behavioral and attitudinal outcomes to particular audiences than they perceived the Division to be

offering currently (see Target Audiences Table 4—1 5 and Desired Outcomes, Tables 4-15, 4-21, 4-

25, and 4-28). Personnel reported that they were still interested in reaching their angling

constituents (e.g., unorganized anglers and youth anglers) as well as other stakeholders of fisheries

resources (the general non-angling public, seniors and riparian property owners).

In contrast to current fisheries communications, outcomes in which participating Fisheries

personnel were interested focused on:

resolving management problems (e.g., user conflicts and impacts on fisheries resources),

improving the quality of fisheries and fishing (e.g., decreasing human impacts on fisheries

resources, including impacts on habitat, and encouraging ethical outdoor behaviors),

promoting a public understanding of the science involved in fisheries management,

promoting awareness and pride in Michigan’s fisheries resources and fishing heritage, and

achieving management objectives and improving agency image (e.g., promoting and

enabling public involvement in fisheries management decision-making processes and

stewardship activities).

Overall, most desired outcomes related to developing a citizenry well informed about fisheries

management, and biological and ecosystem processes, in order to motivate interest and action (e.g.,

stewardship behaviors) and to encourage positive public attitudes toward the MDNR Fisheries

Division and ethical, responsible behavior regarding fish, fishing and fisheries management.

Applying Marketing Analysis to Determine Division Priorities

The outcome of the gap analysis (the identification of discrepancies/gaps) should help in

identifying the strategic (or priority) issues the organization can and should pursue to achieve

organizational goals and objectives (Bryson 1988). In addition to the gap analysis, Kotler et al.

(1996) recommend using marketing models to help objectively identify organization priorities. The
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use of a strategic balance sheet, for example, can help to determine the relative importance of an

organization’s strengths and weaknesses as they relate to achieving goals and objectives (Figure 4—

1). The Division’s “Operational competencies” (e.g., marketing, finance, products/services,

organization) are rated as they relate to providingfisheries communications. Participating Fisheries

personnel expressed interest in being involved in the on-going monitoring of the Division’s internal

environment (the SWOTs). Therefore, perhaps Fisheries personnel could have the Opportunity to

revisit the strengths and weaknesses which they identified in this research and use this tool to

evaluate the feasibility of communication priorities. To analyze the feasibility of pursuing certain

opportunities or addressing threats, Kotler et al. (1996) recommend the use of the product/market

matrix (see Figure 4-2). For example, the trend in increased fishing participation among minorities

and women, viewed as an opportunity, would suggest expansion of communications into new

markets (as opposed to white males which make up the Division’s traditional constituency). The

questions to ask, would then be, “Does the Division respond to these new markets—minorities and

women—with existing products (fishing opportunities, access and information) by additional

market development, or by providing new products (e.g., Becoming an Outdoors Women program)

through product development?” These questions should be couched with additional, and equally

important questions: “What is the likelihood, based on research in communication and behavior

change theory, that existing products or new products will 1.) appeal to these markets? and, 2)

achieve communication and management objectives?” The answers to these questions can be

found in market research pertaining to the target audiences.
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Sample Strategic Balance Sheet

For the MDNR Fisheries Division

Performance Importance

 

Organizational

Competencies

as related tofishcries

communications

Marketing

Fisheries Division Image

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 (e.g., Interpretive Cll)

Economies of scale

Capacity

Able dedicated personnel

Ability to produce on time

Communication skills

Organization

Visionary capable

leadership

Dedicated employees

Entrepreneurial orientation

Flexible/responsive

 

Major Minor Minor Major

Strength Strength Neutral Weakness Weakness Hi Med Lo»
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Figure 4—1. Sample strategic balance sheet for analysis of the MDNR Fisheries Division’ 3

strengths and/or weaknesses (adapted from: Kotler et al. 1996).
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Existing New

products products

 

     l . Market

  

  

 

  

Existing 3. Product

markets penetration deve10pment

New 2. Market

markets

    

development
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, .. W,. m} W

Figure 4-2. MDNR Fisheries Division market opportunity

identification through the product/market matrix (source: adapted

from Kotler et al. 1996).

Summary of Results

Focus group participants described current Fisheries Division communication activities as

day-to-day correspondence and field encounters, media relations, participation on advisory

committees, task forces and public meetings, presentations to schools and sport/fishing groups, the

agency’s web pages, various annual (not ongoing) outreach activities and sport show booths (see

Activities, Table 4-3). These activities appear to be incidental to the particular jobs of Fisheries

Division personnel, and thus, tended to reach audiences either predisposed to fisheries management

activities or those who fish or participate in other outdoor related recreation (see Audiences, Table

4-4). This observation is corroborated by what focus group participants described as typical public

requests for information: fishing information (what to fish for, where, when and how), reports and

presentations on fisheries management practices, and study results (see Requests, Table 4-5), and by

specific quotes later in the section about weaknesses (see Weaknesses, Tables 4-7 through 4-10).

Participating Fisheries personnel were enthusiastic about this study and the idea of

improving the Division’s communication efforts. Personnel stated a positive willingness to provide
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fisheries communications and requested training to improve their communications skills (see

Strengths, Table 4-6). They also felt that some Fisheries personnel were particularly talented in

public relations and outreach education and that this strength had gone untapped. Personnel

indicated that these and other interested personnel ought to be encouraged and given opportunities

for additional communications involvement (i.e. revision of personnel position descriptions). Other

strengths in providing fisheries communications included: the computerized license database,

opportunities provided by the new MDNR Office of Information and Education, and partnering

with groups to supplement and strengthen the Division’s communication efforts. MDNR field

offices and the Wolf Lake Hatchery Interpretive Center were strengths not widely recognized, but

offer a means to reach a broad geographic distribution of audiences and particular needs of these

audiences.

Most focus groups indicated that a lack of commitment to and support for communications

(often termed “I&E” for information and education) was a long-term weakness ofthe Division as

well as the Department (see Weaknesses Tables 4-7 through 4-10). Personnel reported that current

communications lacked strategy; personnel noted that current communications did not clearly

identify issues or messages, target audiences or use effective communication channels and were not

founded on Division or Department priority needs.

Participating Fisheries personnel reported a lack of time, funding, training and support

(technical and supervisory support, in addition to FTEs designated to communications) for

individuals to provide fisheries communications. A weak internal communications network and a

general lack of information sharing along all levels in the Department were reported weaknesses in

providing communications.

Participating Fisheries personnel reported on trends and emerging issues that could either

be interpreted as opportunities for fisheries communications or threats toward fisheries management

practices (see Trends, Tables 4—1 1 through 4-14). People moving to the northern regions of
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Michigan and the subsequent development of rural and riparian lands, increased crowding, and

fishing pressure were reported as trends. Numerous user conflicts were reported, but foremost were

differences between consumptive and non-consumptive recreationists (anglers and non-anglers) and

within the angling population, between catch-and-release anglers and catch-and-keep anglers

(respondents did not elaborate on what specific conflicts were occurring). Within all focus groups,

personnel believed that animal rights sentiments were on the increase.

Advances in technology in general (computers and electronic communication and/or

networking, electronic games and other powered recreation), and more specifically, advances in

fishing paraphernalia were also trends which personnel reported. Less leisure time and a trend in

instant gratification were reported to affect fishing and other outdoor recreation pursuits. Personnel

reported that the public was increasingly distrustful of the MDNR and that the public had unrealistic

fisheries management and fishing expectations.

After prioritizing the list of target audiences generated in the focus groups, respondents

ranked youth, general anglers, the general public, youth anglers, schools and riparian landowners as

the top five audiences which fisheries communications developed in the immediate future ought to

target (see Priority Target Audiences, Table 4-16).

Focus group participants ranked knowledge outcomes as a priority for future

communications to achieve. As a result of fisheries communications, audiences should: understand

what the MDNR Fisheries Division is and does; understand the “big picture” ofecosystem

processes and natural resources management; understand biological processes of aquatic systems

and organisms; know that the aquatic resources in Michigan are bountiful and unique; and,

understand that aquatic resources are limited (see Priority Knowledge Outcomes, Table 4-22).

As a result of communications, focus group participants wanted audiences to have the

following behavioral outcomes: stewardship for aquatic resources; cooperating with other anglers

(recreational, tribal, and commercial) and other aquatic resources users; involvement in fisheries
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management; mentoring by participating in angler recruitment; and, promoting the MDNR

positively (see Priority Behavioral Outcomes, Table 4-25).

Focus group participants wanted specific attitudinal outcomes as a result of

communications. Personnel wanted audiences to: trust and respect for the MDNR; respect and feel

stewardship and ownership for aquatic resources; have realistic expectations for fisheries

management and fishing; have a positive outlook toward the MDNR, that MDNR employees are

working for the public’s best interests; and, support fisheries managers as professionals (see Priority

Attitudinal Outcomes, Table 4-27).

In addition to what was ranked as communication priorities, other target audiences and

desired outcomes were identified (see Tables 4-28 through 31. When considered with the SWOT

analysis, these items may deserve further attention. Additionally, results of the SWOT analysis

indicate that the Division’s weaknesses for providing fisheries communications far outweigh its

strengths (see Table 4-33). This analysis suggests discrepancies or gaps in the Division’s ability to

be both responsive and proactive in addressing emerging issues and trends that represent threats to

fisheries management.

Discrepancies or gaps were also observed between what participating Fisheries personnel

described as the Division’s current and desired fisheries communication situations (see Table 4-34).

Based on personnel self-reports, current Fisheries communication activities are, for the most part,

responding to public requests for information or Division assistance (as opposed to proactive and

strategic communications aimed at achieving Division and Departmental missions, goals and

objectives). In contrast, when asked about the Division’s desired communication situation, overall,

Division personnel were interested in conveying more specific information with resulting

knowledge, behavioral and attitudinal outcomes to particular audiences than they perceived the

Division to be offering currently.
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To assist with making decisions about Division priorities for fisheries communications,

feasibility of pursuing certain communication avenues, and the allocation of resources to

communications, Kotler et al. (1996) recommend using various marketing models. A sample

Strategic Balance Sheet for the MDNR Fisheries Division (see Figure 4-1) and an example of

applying the research results to the product/market matrix model (Figure 4-2) were presented.
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Chapter 5

Discussion and Recommendations

In this chapter, I first present the limitations of this research, and organizational changes

that have occurred in the MDNR or state of Michigan since initiating this research that may affect

fisheries communications. 1 then discuss the Division’s communication needs, as identified in this

research and present recommendations for meeting these needs. Next, I discuss the communication

priorities ranked by focus group participants, as these priorities relate to the Division’s strengths,

weaknesses, opportunities and threats in relation to achieving Division management and

communication objectives. This section is followed by recommendations for further research

communications occurring in the nation .

Limitations of this Research

The study population for this research consisted ofMDNR Fisheries personnel. When

interpreting and applying the results from this research, care must be taken not to generalize these

results to all MDNR personnel or to other agency fisheries professionals.

Response to the invitation to participate in the focus groups was satisfactory (77%

affirmative responses), and participation was 99% . However, a response bias could have occurred

if personnel who agreed to participate represented views different from those who declined. This

study used random selection to identify potential focus group participants, and non-response for this

study was small (6%). Randomization (a selection process which assures that all participants

possess an equivalent chance to be involved in the study) is an effective strategy to minimize the

selection bias described above (Krueger 1994).
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Krueger (1994) states that random selection is particularly appropriate when inferences are

made to a larger population because of the assumption that opinions, attitudes, or whatever is being

studied will be normally distributed within that population. Therefore, a random sample of

sufficient size will be an adequate substitute for describing the entire population. Participation in

this research was 33 percent (n=75) of the 228 Fisheries Division personnel, an adequate

representation of the employees of the Division.

Regardless of randomization, it is important to keep in mind that the intent of focus groups

is not to infer but to understand, not to generalize but to determine the range of responses, not to

make statements about the population but to provide insights about how people perceive a situation.

As a result, focus groups require a flexible research design, and although a degree of randomization

may be used, it is not the primary factor in selection (Krueger 1994).

Group discussions, such as focus groups, can also cause a response bias caused by people

answering questions based on how they believe they should answer (due to embarrassment or

conforming to other participant views), or responses which are exaggerated or false. Also,

supervisors can inhibit subordinate personnel from expressing their opinions, especially opinions

that differ from that of their boss. To offset this bias, I created homogeneous focus groups

composed of personnel with similar program responsibilities, and organized supervisors into

different focus groups from personnel whom they supervise. Furthermore, as a facilitator, I

encouraged an atmosphere open to all points of view and encouraged all focus group attendees to be

active participants.

Krueger (1994) states that there is a danger in using existing groups of people (e.g.,

employee work groups) as the basis for establishing homogeneous focus groups. A group of co-

workers may have pre-established lines of communications (e.g., jargon, sense of humor, and

shared past experiences) that may hinder the ability of the facilitator to understand the nuances of

the oral and body language used by the group. My experience working with the Division included
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an appointment in the Lansing office providing numerous opportunities to interact as a Division

“co-worker” for a year prior to beginning data collection. As facilitator for all eight focus group

sessions, I was able to gain frank responses, understand the discussion context, and provide

continuity to the focus group delivery, and hence, each group discussion.

Facilitator consistency is an important factor influencing the validity of focus group results.

The basic nature of qualitative research—and its claim to validity—lies in the intense involvement

between researcher and subject. Because the focus group facilitator can challenge and probe for the

most truthful responses, supporters claim, qualitative research can yield a more in-depth analysis

than that produced by formal quantitative methods (Krueger 1994). Krueger adds that focus groups

typically have high face value validity, which is due in large part to the believability ofcomments

from participants. People open up in focus groups and share insights that may not be available from

individual interviews, questionnaires, or other data sources. When confronted with focus group

results, decision makers may find explanations that seem infinitely reasonable, explanations that

have come directly from participants and not from secondhand summaries.

The intent of this needs assessment was to gain information about the Division’s

communication needs and priorities as perceived by Fisheries personnel. This research did not

examine how the Division might address its communication needs. Witkin and Altschuld (1995)

state that the purpose of a needs assessment is to identify gaps/discrepancies between the present

state (what is) and the desired, future state (what ought to be). They caution not to use needs

assessments as a means for identifying solutions to needs, but rather for identifying the ends to be

attained. The needs assessment findings, however, can help to establish guidelines and criteria for

selecting the means or solutions.

Organizational and Program Changes in the MDNR

Since initiating this research in the spring of 1996, several organizational and programmatic

changes have occurred in the Department and in the Fisheries Division which might affect how the
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results of this research are used. Additionally, agency changes may affect the planning,

development or implementation of fisheries communications. The following are changes in the

MDNR or Fisheries Division organization:

The Addition of the MDNR Office of Information and Education (OIE): In December,

1996, the MDNR Office of Information and Education (OIE) was established, based on a

recommendation from the Hunting and Fishing Heritage Task Force (initiated in March,

1995 by Governor Engler) (Hunting and Fishing Heritage Task Force 1996). The OIE is

responsible for developing and implementing a marketing strategy with the goal of

educating and informing the citizens of Michigan about hunting, fishing and trapping

heritage. The outcome of this initiative is to encourage more citizens to become involved

in these and other outdoor activities.

The State Early Retirement Initiative: In June, 1997, many Fisheries Division personnel

took advantage of the state option for early retirement. Many positions vacated since the

early retirement, to date, have not been filled. Fisheries Chief, John Robertson, who

initiated this research, transferred to the Division of Forest Management and Kelley Smith

was appointed Fisheries Chief in his place.

Fisheries Division Management Team: The loss of Fisheries personnel due to early

retirement meant changes in membership ofthe Division Management Team.

Adoption of Watershed-basin Management of Natural Resources: Instead of an

organizational structure based on arbitrary regions in Michigan, the MDNR Fisheries

Division has adopted a watershed-basin approach to resource management. This

management structure enables field staff to work efficiently with other MDNR Divisions

and other agencies aimed at a landscape, ecosystem approach to resource management.

The following are changes in communication programming:

The Michigan Young Angler Program and Small Fry Fishing Club: In November,

1997 the MDNR Fisheries Division initiated the Michigan Young Angler Program (YAP)

in response to the legislative addition of the $2 Michigan voluntary all-species youth

fishing license for youth ages 12- I 6. The license provides a means oftracking youth

fishing participation.

The Small Fry Fishing Club (SFFC) was initiated in 1998 to provide youth under age 12 an

opportunity to participate in a MDNR program and receive MDNR messages. Currently,

the YAP consists of the voluntary youth license, an annual collector patch and a quarterly

newsletter, Fish On! The SFFC consists of a collector’s patch and quarterly newsletter.

Objectives of the two programs include:

providing aquatic resources information and education,

encouraging aquatic resources awareness and stewardship,

providing a channel for two-way communications between young recreationists
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and aquatic resource educators,

- providing access information to fishing and related aquatic recreation and involvement

opportunities,

- promoting Michigan’s fishing heritage,

- establishing a Youth Education and Outreach Fund with fees generated through

the sale of Youth Angler Licenses, and

- increasing youth fishing participation and retention.

0 Project FISH (Friends Involved in Sportfishing Heritage):

Project FISH is a communication program funded by the Great Lakes Fishery Trust and

coordinated by the Michigan Department of Fisheries and Wildlife. It is designed to

involve children in long-tenn, mentor-based, community-supported, sportfishing and

aquatic resource education. The program works through a statewide committee with

representatives, including MDNR Fisheries Division personnel.

Many results identified in this research can be used in the planning ofthe YAP and SFFC

programs, and other curricula and hatchery interpretation initiatives (e.g., application of the strategic

planning process, the identification of messages related to the desired outcomes and to emerging

trends/issues, Division strengths and weaknesses for participating in these initiatives addressed).

MDNR Fisheries Division Communication Needs: A Strategy for MDNR Fisheries Division’s

Communications

This research was initiated because there was an expressed interest by the MDNR Fisheries

Division to develop a communication strategy designed to guide Division members in making

sound, research-based decisions to improve communication effectiveness and efficiency. This

interest was supported by five ofthe eight focus groups which indicated a need for a fisheries

communications strategy to help identify and prioritize: communication and management

objectives, issues concerning the management of fisheries resources, and audiences and messages to

address with communications. Focus groups also indicated a need to use effective means for

delivering communications. Three focus groups recognized that the Division Strategic Plan does

not clearly identify fisheries communication objectives and that the few activities listed in the plan

lacked the resources necessary to support follow-through ofcommunication efforts.
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The comparison of the Division’s current and desired communication situations, as

described by focus group participants, revealed gaps and discrepancies between the two. For

example, current communication activities predominately reach anglers and other fishing-related

interest groups, while participating Fisheries personnel reported a desire to reach or target more

defined audiences with very particular messages. Additionally, based on personnel self-reports,

current Fisheries communication activities are, for the most part, Ming to public requests for

information or Division assistance as opposed to proactive and strategic communications aimed at

achieving Division and Departmental missions, goals and objectives. These gaps and discrepancies

demonstrate that needs exist in order for the Division to achieve its desired communication

situation.

Gaps and discrepancies also were observed in the SWOT analysis, which compared the

Division’s strengths and weaknesses in providing communications (and thus, in achieving the

desired communication situation) with opportunities and threats external to the Division. The

SWOT analysis suggests discrepancies or gaps exist in the Division’s ability to be both responsive

and proactive in addressing emerging issues and trends that represent threats to fisheries

management.

In sum, the methods used in this research illustrate two phases in the process of strategic

communications planning process (see Figure 2-1), while research results suggest that the Division

can benefit from conducting on-going strategic communications planning. I based this research on

theory in strategic planning and communications, and drew heavily upon models from Bryson

(I988), Goodstein et al. (1993) and Kotler et al. (1996) from which I incorporated the

communication component described by Rosenau (1982). The outcome is a communications

strategy model (see Figure 2- l ). I recommend that the Division use the strategic planning model

in its communication planning, fld continue the strategic planning process initiated by this

research.
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Action Plan for Strategic Communications Planning

There are many options as to how the Division might conduct strategic planning of fisheries

communications. One option is to include communications planning in the existing annual strategic

planning process guiding fisheries management. During the annual strategic planning session, each

management program objective and key result could be couched with appropriate communication

objectives and key results, as needed. Another option is to establish a Communications Committee

charged with the task of annually examining the Division’s environments (SWOTs) and its

Strategic Plan, and strategically determining the communication objectives and Key Results

necessary for achieving the plans management objectives. This committee might be composed of

personnel representing the different Division Program Units/watershed basins, thus enabling these

committee members to integrate Unit and regional communication needs into the Strategic Plan’s

communication objectives and support their implementation as Division communication liaisons.

In their prospective Unit/Watershed basin, each communication liaison could annually determine

the top communication and management issues and report back to the Communication Committee.

The committee could then prioritize the issues and correlate them with the management priorities.

Other options involve integrating strategic communications planning into the decision-making

processes of fisheries management, as described below.

If there are weaknesses to conducting strategic planning, they are likely to be—as more

than one focus group participant pointed out with regards to the Division’s participatory

management style—indecisive, slow and cumbersome. On occasion , complex, rapidly emerging

issues and opportunities occur which may preclude in-depth strategic planning prior to having to

act. Methods exist for rapid assessment of issues, environmental situations, target audiences and

communications design which are well documented as effective (Jackobson 1997). In spirit, the
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rapid assessment approach follows a the systematic strategic planning steps, albeit, in an

abbreviated form.

Integration of Communications into Fisheries Management Decision-Making

The process of strategic planning is aimed at addressing the dynamics of rapidly changing

environments, both internal and external to an organization (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et al. I993;

Kotler et al. 1996; Lorange I979; Migliore et al. 1995; Nutt and Backoff 1992). The foundation of

strategic planning, then, is themmonitoring and continued adaptation to external forces,

while at the same time, remaining attentive to internal processes and being willing to change them

in an open and cooperative manner. Therefore, the results of any particular analysis of the

Division’s environments and strategic issues are situational, meaning the results are subject to the

conditions of the environments at a particular point in time.

Many of the trends and emerging issues identified by focus group participants (e.g.,

changing demographics and public attitudes toward fisheries management and fishing, and user

conflicts) are indicative of change in the Division’s extemal environment. Similarly, several

dynamics of the internal workings of the Fisheries Division were reported such as loss of personnel

due to early retirement, and changes in organization in response to the administrative split of the

Michigan Department ofNatural Resources and the Michigan Department of Environmental

Quality.

To monitor and address such changes, human dimensions and communication specialists

suggest that communications be integrated into every day management decision making (Adams et

al. 1988; Case 1989; Mather et al. 1995; Parrish et al. I995; Wilde et al. 1996). One problem

identified, however, is that the communications process is typically structured as a separate agency

function (e.g., Public Affairs Divisions and Press Offices, and Information and Education

Divisions) (Adams et al. I988; Case 1989). Studies reveal that, as a consequence, human
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dimensions and communication specialists often have little involvement in management decisions

aimed at responding to social trends or issues (Adams et al. I988; Case 1989; Decker et al. 1989).

Yet, according to Decker (1985), “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.”

Poor internal communications was reported as a weakness in providing fisheries

communications to the Division’s internal as well as external publics. Participating Fisheries

personnel reported a lack of information sharing within the Division and Department, a feeling of

isolation among field office and hatchery personnel, and issues of “turf” between Fisheries and

others providing communications in the Department. The participatory management style used in

the Division, on the other hand, was considered a strength in providing fisheries communications.

By integrating the function of communications into fisheries management, via the participatory

management opportunities provided by annual revision ofthe Strategic Plan, the watershed basin

management structure, and various Division committees, for example, internal communications can

be facilitated.

Specifically, 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 coordination of communication and management efforts. Mather et al. ( 1995)

suggest that issues important to fisheries managers need to be agreed upon and prioritized and, more

importantly, effectively communicated to researchers, communication specialists and educators

attempting to address, work together and solve these concerns.

Human dimensions specialists suggest that effective internal communications can help in

anticipating needs and expectations of changing organization members (Decker et al. 1996a). Case

1989; Decker I985; Norrie 1993). Because differences in communication needs and priorities

between employee groups/Program Units and between supervisory and non-supervisory-level
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personnel were observed in this research, integration of communications planning could facilitate

ongoing identification and consideration of differing needs. Furthermore, as with the external

environment, Division needs and priorities are dynamic, and are subject to change as management

decisions are made. To assess, respond to and be proactive in ever-changing communication needs

and priorities, the function of communications (including human dimensions and marketing

research) will need to be integrated into fisheries management decision making. I recommend that

strategic communications planning be integrated into the Fisheries Division management

decision-making. Integrated into all fisheries management processes, strategic communications

can be provided on an as needed basis, resulting in a proactive (versus reactive) approach to

fisheries communication and management objectives.

Action Planfor Integrating Communications Planning

In addition to the annual review and revision of the Strategic Plan, the Division’s new

organization structure based on watershed basins provides an option for conducting

communications planning at a regional level. This option presents an opportunity to address

regional communication needs—a need identified through this research.

Another option for conducting strategic communication planning is through the various

Division committees (e. g., the Recreational Fisheries Committee), or through a committee

established for the purpose of examining and integrating Division communications (e.g., the

Communications Committee described above). In addition, a specialist—a “communications

liaison”—trained in communications, human dimensions and marketing could be included on the

team conducting fisheries strategic planning. This specialist could be: (I) existing Fisheries

personnel expressing an interest in serving in a communications capacity, and interested in

receiving training in communications and human dimensions research (with revision of their

position descriptions to reflect these responsibilities), (2) a new position in the Fisheries Division,
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(3) a representative from the MDNR Office of Information and Education, or (4) an independent

consultant to the Division.

Additionally, during any strategic communications planning, members from each employee

group/Program Unit should be included to lend their prospective insight into Division

communication needs, opportunities and threats as related to management issues being addressed.

Long-term Commitment to the Communication Function of Fisheries Management

The usefulness of a communications strategy and the integration of communications into

fisheries management decision-making are ultimately dependent upon the Division and

Department’s level of commitment to fisheries communications. Without the support and direction

from managementM the necessary resources, implementing an integrated communication strategy

will likely face difficulties (Amend I993; Crowe 1983; Decker and Enck I996; Decker et al. I996b;

Decker et al. 1989; Madson I992).

Participating Fisheries personnel believed that communications were not considered a

priority in the Division. They provided supporting evidence by listing a the Division’s history of

not allocating funds to communications, a lack of communication positions in the Division, a lack

of personnel with expertise in communications, a lack of supervisory support for personnel

interested in providing communications, and a lack of flexibility in the Strategic Plan and in the

Division organizational structure to accommodate communications.

The failure to support the communication function within natural resources management is

not unique to Michigan (Adams et al. 1988; Case 1989; Madson 1992). In 1988, a national study of

information and education (I&E) divisions revealed that communications received 2.7 percent of

the total reported agency budgets and was staffed by 2.6 percent of the total personnel (Adams et al.

I988). A more recent report found that, on average, state fish and wildlife agencies employ 23 full

time positions dedicated to I&E functions, with a high of 70 (Missouri). Michigan was one of three
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states which did not list having any personnel dedicated to I&E (Wildlife Management Institute

1997).

With regard to funding communications, nearly all states allocate some percentage of their

Federal Aid apportionment to aquatic resources education (ARE). Based on a 1994 report (Survey

of State Fish and Wildlife Agency Aquatic Resources Education Programs) by the Sport Fishing

and Boating Partnership Council, on average, $200,000 is allocated toward aquatic education and

outreach activities nationally, with a high of $2,000,000 (Ohio’) and low of $5,000 (Michigan)

reported. States reported using an average of 63.5% of their Federal Aid funds eligible for aquatic

education and outreach, with a high of 100% and low of 0%. In fact, the 1998 reauthorization of

the Sport Fish Restoration Act (the 1984 Wallup—Breaux amendment) increased the percentage

states can use toward aquatic education from ten to fifteen percent. Yet, while other states are

looking to spend increased dollars within aquatic education, Michigan remains one of only two

states which does not regularly use any of the Federal Aid funds for this communication effort

(personal communication Schneider I998).

Despite these shortcomings, focus group participants were enthusiastic about improving the

Division’s communication situation, and reported that there was strong leadership support for

fisheries communications and a positive willingness among personnel to providing

communications. Participating Fisheries personnel also spoke highly of specific employees who

they believed to be particularly talented in communications, such as in public relations and angling

education. An interest in communications training and cross-training between Division Units as

well as between the different Divisions in the Department was also reported.

 

9 Funds include sources associated with partnerships with zoos, aquariums, museums and others.
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Human dimensions researchers contend that there is a need for resource managers to

perceive and value communications as a tool which can help achieve management objectives

(Adams et al. 1988; Case 1989; Mather et al. 1995; Parrish et al. 1995; Wilde et al. 1996).

The benefits of improved between agencies and the public, researchers note, include creating more

support for natural resource programs and additional funding for resource management agencies

(Decker et al. 1987; Decker et al. l996b; Shanks I989). Peyton (1987) suggests that improving

communications 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 responsive,

representative of diverse publics, predictive of trends and emerging issues, and proactive in policy,

communication objectives and services (Decker and Enck I996). Acknowledging that improved

communications would have immense benefits for the Division, one focus group participant

admitted that it was “kind of scary opening up your mind and bringing in additional resources to

help [with communications] because you feel like you are giving something up and you don’t

understand that you are really gaining twice as much [in the long run].” (Program Services: 1 I40)

I recommend that Division managers communicate their commitment to

communications by supporting this function in management decision-making processes and

through the allocation of Division resources (e.g., funds, personnel time, positions).

Action Planfor Demonstrating Commitment to Fisheries Communications

The Fisheries Division Chief, the Management Team, and area managers and supervisors

can demonstrate their individual commitment to using communications as a management tool by

establishing a supportive environment for communications. This may include adjusting

management objectives and strategies based on human dimensions/market research findings.
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Commitment and support for fisheries communications can be demonstrated by the

Division managers by the immediate allocation of Division funds to:

o engage a specialist(s) in communications, including human dimensions

and marketing research, and

o conduct on-going human dimensions/market research to determine

stakeholder fisheries communication and management needs and interests,

target audience characteristics (e.g., demographics, attitudes toward natural

resource management/use, knowledge of fisheries management and

recreational opportunities).

Additionally, the Division might consider formally using a portion of the Sport Fish

Restoration funds for aquatic resources education and outreach. To qualify for federal aid funds,

the Application for Federal Assistance (administered by the US Fish and Wildlife Service) requires

a five—year plan describing the activities, budget and personnel and a projection ofthe number of

people the communication programs, products or services are likely to reach. As a result of this

study, the Fisheries Division is armed with information about how it might proceed with strategic

planning of fisheries communications, and thus, in an excellent position to initiate aquatic resources

education and outreach communication activities.

The Division Chief and managers could more strongly voice their encourage and enable

positive internal communications (e.g., posting reports and updates on the electronic

communication server and encouraging input/comments; enable the communication specialist(s) to

interface with the different watershed units, committees; recognize and reward positive internal l

communications). The Division Chief and the Management Team could implement the Fisheries

Communication Strategy described above, in other words, continue the strategic planning process

initiated in this research (i.e. finalize strategic issues to address with communications [see Priorities

below], establish communication and management objectives to address these issues, identify and

implement strategic activities/tactics to achieve objectives, evaluate to determrne 1f the

process/communication activities were a Success) and conduct on-gorng communications strategic
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planning. The Division Chief and managers could encourage and enable interested Fisheries

personnel to participate in strategic communications planning and in providing fisheries

communications.

Communications Training for Fisheries Division Personnel

In January I997, the Fisheries Division employed 209 full time and 24+ seasonal

employees. Among the 75 Division employees who participated in this research, only 2.7%

percent (n=2) reported any training in communications (e.g., journalism, education). As described

by focus group participants, however, communications, either formal or non-formal, are some part

of every job in the Fisheries Division. Furthennore, some stafl’ members’ main job responsibility is

to interface with the public (e.g., creel clerks, receptionists).

Focus group participants reported a positive willingness among Fisheries personnel to

provide communications. Participants were also interested in workshops and other training

opportunities designed to improve communication skills. They believed that cross-training between

Program Units and between Divisions could assist with providing effective and efficient fisheries

communications, as would a commitment to information sharing among supervisors and personnel

whom they supervise, and between others in the Division and Department. Several employee

groups reported feeling “isolated” in the field and “uninformed” about what others in the Division

and in the Department were doing. They expressed an interest in receiving project updates, press

releases and similar information “leaks” that would help to inform and enable them to communicate

intelligently with various publics. To make better decisions about communications and to improve

the ability of personnel to communicate effectively, I recommend that the Division provide

annual opportunities for training in communications. Furthermore, I recommend that the

Division provide resources designed to facilitate Division personnel in their communication

efforts.
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Action Planfor Personnel Training

Program Units/Watershed basin managers and personnel could annually identify

communication training needs (e.g., development and delivery of presentations, public relations).

One option is that the proposed Communication Liaisons could be responsible for inventorying

personnel communication skills and training needs within their Program Unit/Watershed basin

areas.

Division management could enable an in-house specialist or independent consultant to provide

seminars/workshops in specific areas of communications, each of which include components of

strategic communications planning, identification and use of resources, and evaluation.

Communication training might include:

0 non-formal communications (e.g., public relations with people encountered in the

field),

0 formal communications (e.g., developing and implementing outreach and education

services, such as fishing derbies; and developing and delivering presentations for

various audiences/ages, participating/facilitating public meetings),

0 taking an objective-driven rather than a tool-driven approach to communications (see

Literature Review), and

o determining and using the best research-based approach to providing communications

(see Literature Review).

The Division might also provide communication resources to enhance the effectiveness of

staff communication efforts (e.g., reference materials on planning, developing and implementing

fisheries communications, aquatic education materials). The Division could either (I) identify and

obtain existing resources (e.g., resources available from other state agencies), or (2) ys_ingg

strategic planning approach, develop (or have developed) research-based (using what is known to

be the most effective means for changing attitudes and behaviors) resources. To ensure the

likelihood of personnel to use (and use effectively) communication resources, the Division could

include resource training for Fisheries personnel. An evaluation component should be included in
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the communication budget to determine the effectiveness of the a) resources, b) training, and c) the

communication activities. Other options are that the Division could provide short, 1-2 hour

seminars; longer 2-4 hour workshops could be provided on a rotational or as needed basis. These

workshops/seminars could be offered at the annual Fisheries Inservice Training, before/after

meetings (e.g., committee, watershed basin meetings), or structured as longer, all-inclusive training

either offered periodically or regionally.

The MDNR Fisheries Division Communication Priorities: Matching Division

Strengths and Weaknesses with External Opportunities and Threats

Although focus groups participants identified emerging issues and trends, these were not

specifically presented as potential opportunities or threats to fisheries communications or

management. This was due to lack of time during the two-hour focus groups not only to identify

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT), but also to compare and “match” internal

strengths and weaknesses with external opportunities and threats. The final outcome ofthe SWOT

analysis is aimed at setting priorities which take advantage of strengths and opportunities, while

offsetting or minimizing weaknesses and threats. This involves an evaluation of the Division’s

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats in relation to each other agd the importance of each

in achieving the goals and objectives of the organization (Goodstein et al. 1993; Kotler et al. 1996;

Thompson and Strickland I995). Participating Fisheries personnel indicated a need to inventory

and “match” personnel communications skills, to make the most of untapped strengths (e.g., certain

personnel interested or talented in providing communications, the electronic fishing license

database) and to improve personnel communication skills through continuing education

Opportunities.

In addition to the opportunities and threats (the emerging issues and trends) identified by

participating Fisheries personnel, other, secondary information should be reviewed and used to
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verify personnel perceptions about Michigan publics and issues and to further enlighten fisheries

communications needs and priorities. Secondary information on topics such as demographic

statistics, public attitudes toward natural resource use/management, recreational satisfactions and

constraints would be helpful in determining which audiences and desired outcomes fisheries

communications ought to impact.

Witkin and Altschuld (I995) suggest that a needs assessment be conducted in several

stages: pre-assessment, for the purpose of gathering information to design the data-collection stage

(assessment); assessment, to collect data on perceived needs and to conduct preliminary

prioritization of needs; and, post-assessment, designed to establish in-depth criteria with which to

systematically prioritize needs identified during assessment.

Until strategic communications planning is established within the Division (through any

number of options described above), I recommend a post-assessment workshop to examine and

evaluate the SWOT analysis. Workshop participants could then evaluate the Division’s SWOT

for determining the Division’s capability for achieving communication objectives.

Action Planfor Matching Division Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

To help inform workshop participants about trends and emerging issues that might impact on

fisheries management and communication priorities, the Division should examine and summarize

secondary sources (e.g., social indicators). Witkin and Altschuld (1995) suggest considering a number

of questions prior to collecting, interpreting and reporting results of secondary sources:

1. What do we currently know about the need area and what kinds of data do we have that

support our knowledge and understanding?

2. What more would we like to know, would existing sources of data be helpful in this

regard?

What kinds of data are contained in existing sources? Can we obtain access to them?

4. How closely do these data fit our informational needs and what types of inferences might

we have to make?

5. How have these data been obtained and maintained? (e.g., What is their quality? This is

an especially important question about agency or institutional records).

6. What kinds of safeguards should we observe to guarantee the confidentiality of records?

1
‘
"
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7. If available records do not fit our informational needs, is it possible to modify the current

record-keeping system, or should we develop and implement a new one?

8. Do current agency and institutional records contain qualitative as well as quantitative data?

What is their nature and value? and,

9. How do regionally or nationally collected data relate to our local situation? Do the trends

in such data apply to the parameters we see locally?

After gathering information about the Division’s extemal environment, I pr0pose the

Division convene a workshop composed of diverse Fisheries personnel assigned with the task of

evaluating the Division’s strengths and weaknesses in relation to each other and as related to the

opportunities and threats challenging fisheries management and communications. The use of the

Strategic Balance Sheet (Kotler et al. 19%), illustrated in the Literature Review and applied to the

Fisheries Division (see Results) might be a helpful tool for evaluating the Division’s SWOTs and in

establishing communication priorities.

Target Audiences and Desired Outcomes  
Each focus group worked independently from the other focus groups when describing the

current and desired communication situations, including target audiences and desired outcomes.

The independence of the focus groups becomes important when one considers the final listing of

priority target audiences and desired outcomes to achieve with fisheries communications. For

example, some audiences and outcomes were identified by only one or two groups, and, when voted

upon, these items received few votes. These audiences and outcomes, thus, were not ranked as a

priority for future fisheries communications (Tables 4—28 through 4-31). Items which failed to be

ranked as a communication priority should M be interpreted as unimportant, however. On the

contrary, had all focus groups had the opportunity to rank target audiences and outcomes from a

compiled list of items, it is likely that the outcome of the final priorities for fisheries

communications would be different.

Furthermore, the method of prioritization used in this research helps to demonstrate the

different perceptions of communication priorities among Fisheries employee groups, supervisory
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and non-supervisory personnel. Therefore, in addition to fisheries communications designed to

achieve broad Division management objectives, members ofthe Division may want to consider the

specific communication needs identified by different employee groups, by supervisory and non-

supervisory-level personnel, or within various geographic regions in Michigan.

Participating Fisheries personnel recognized the need to design communications which are

targeted toward specific stakeholder groups. They further recognized the need for prioritization of

communications in order to allocate scarce Division resources efficiently: “We need to identify

rnessages——the information that we want out there, and we’ll want to prioritize those as a Division

and then try to find the most effective means of getting [the message] out there” (Management

Personnel).

Focus group participants also recognized that current communication efforts typically reach

anglers and that there is a need to broaden fisheries communications to include non-traditional

angling groups and non-angling stakeholder groups as well. Human dimensions research supports

this need as well (Dann I993; Decker et al. l996b; Duda 1993; Murdock et al. 1996; Rupert 1997;

Thomas and Peterson 1993).

I recommend a post assessment workshop to provide members of the Division an

opportunity to review and comment on all target audiences and desired outcomes identified in

this research. Workshop participants could then prioritize the issues and target audiences to

address and the desired outcomes to achieve with fisheries communications.

Action Planfor Determining Priority TargetAudiences and Desired Outcomes

The Division would be best served by conducting the prioritization oftarget audiences

immediately following the SWOT evaluation. A workshop to accomplish these two tasks could

include several different Division personnel. Participants would be assigned the task of establishing

criteria which they will use to prioritize the Division’s needs, as identified in this research.
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Priorities can be established using force field Analysis, DACUM, mailed Delphi survey, group—

modified Delphi technique, electronic groups and concept maps (Witkin and Altschuld I995).

Regardless ofthe methods chosen, Witkin and Altschuld (1995: 76-77) recommend that the

following factors be considered when assigning priorities to needs:

the magnitude of discrepancies between the current and desired situations,

causes and contributing factors to the needs,

the degree of difficulty in addressing the needs,

risk assessment—the consequences of ignoring the needs,

the effect on other parts of the organization or other needs if a specific need is or is not

met,

the cost of implementing solutions, and

0 political and other factors that might affect efforts to solve the need, including

community values, local and national priorities, and public expectation.

Many of the above factors present considerations that are similar to the “matching” process of the

SWOT analysis described by Goodstein et al. (1993), Kotler et al. (1996), and Thompson and

Strickland (1995).

Further Research: Human Dimensions/Marketing Research and Evaluation

This research was an internal assessment of the Division’s communication needs and

priorities as perceived by Fisheries personnel. Strategic planning includes an external

environmental assessment aimed at determining a variety of political, economic, social and

technological forces and trends (PESTs) that might have an affect on the Division’s ability to fulfill

 

its mission and objectives (Bryson 1988; Goodstein et al. 1993; Migliore et al. 1995). 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.
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hrformation gained from the external environmental analysis is particularly important for

effectively planning, developing and implementing fisheries communications targeted to specific

stakeholder groups. Participating Fisheries personnel reported a wealth of information about Great

Lakes anglers’, but expressed a need to understand non-traditional angling audiences

communication and management needs, and how to best meet these needs through communications.

Focus group participants reported that partnerships (e.g., MUCC, sport organizations like

Trout Unlimited, nature centers, Project Wild) were a strength to providing fisheries

communications. An assessment of what others are doing in the state (or nation) not only can point

out avenues for implementing some fisheries communications, but may also provide ideas for

deveIOping innovative programs, products or services (e.g., Becoming An Outdoors Woman, fish

viewing facilities at key migration locations, fish festivals, apprentice programs. I recommend

that the Division develop a long-term plan for coordinating on-going human dimensions

fisheries research in Michigan.

Strategic planning and marketing specialists concur that an organization should ask

themselves, “How well did we reach our intended audience and/or achieve our organizational and

communication objectives?” (Goodstein et al. 1993; Kotler et al. 1996). Participating fisheries

personnel questioned the effectiveness of using certain tools (e.g., sport shows, print material) to

achieve reach certain audiences. I recommend that an evaluation component be included in all

communication activities. Furthermore, I recommend that the strategic communication

planning process(s) used undergo an annual review to assess planning (and internal

communication) effectiveness and follow-through.

Action Planfor Considering Human Dimensionsflllarketing Research and Evaluation

The Division could begin human dimensions and/or marketing research on priority target

audiences identified in this research (e.g., demographics, attitudes toward natural resource

  

 



management/use, knowledge of fisheries management and recreational opportunities).

Furthermore, the Division will want to formulate stated, measurable objectives from which to

evaluate program, product and/or service(s) effectiveness. There are several measures which could

be used for evaluating communication effectiveness (e.g., numbers and characteristics oftarget

audiences reached; increased awareness or knowledge based on pre-post tests, exit

interviews/surveys, quizzes and informal questioning; satisfactions indicated by return

participants/users; increased license sales and participation in management projects). Furthermore,

some communication activities may not require lengthy research-based evaluation. The Division

may want to use an independent contractor, such as a research firm or university to conduct formal

and/or detailed evaluation.

Focus groups are a good means of collecting detailed information about the perceived

needs and interests of stakeholder groups quickly and cost effectively (Krueger 1994; Morgan and

Krueger 1993). Krueger ( l 994) states that focus groups are regarded as a crucial step in shaping

marketing strategies for products and/or services. Furthermore, focus groups are useful as

formative research to help in developing survey questions for quantitative studies. Another option

is consulting secondary sources for information about stakeholder knowledge, attitudes,

satisfactions and constraints as related to fisheries communication. Program evaluations (e.g., the

Great Lakes Education Program, Williamson 1996 and Nevala 1997; Fishing in the Parks, Rupert

I997), MEAP scores, the study of public attitudes toward natural resources management and use

(the RAM project) (Koval in progress) and other sources can help to inform communication

planners about specific stakeholders and the effectiveness of certain communication channels. In

addition to providing marketing information about stakeholders, focus groups can be used for

evaluation of programs, products and/or services.

The Division/Department may also want to begin long-term quantitative research to

establish pre and post-assessment of stakeholder knowledge, attitudes and behaviors toward
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fisheries and natural resources ecology, management and recreation. This research can be

conducted in-house or contracted with a consulting firm or university.

National Outreach and Communications Program

The reauthorization of the Sport Fish Restoration Act provides for a broad definition of

outreach, education and communications. Changes to this act include the establishment of a

National Outreach and Communications Fund. The fund will provide for the development of a

National Outreach and Communication Program , aimed at increasing public awareness of and

participation in boating and fishing recreation. Opportunities exist for communication campaigns to

be developed on a state level. I recommend that the MDNR Fisheries Division participate in

the strategic planning process guiding the National Outreach and Communication Program.

Furthermore, I recommend that the MDNR Fisheries Division participate in strategic planning  for a state level campaign, ensuring that the Division’s mission and communication objectives

are aligned with any media associated with Michigan’s fisheries resources.

Action Planfor Participating in the National and Regional Outreach Program

Division communication specialists may contact the Sport Fishing and Boating Partnership

Council for information on the National Outreach Program and regional outreach efforts being

planned for the Great Lakes region.

Implications For Fisheries Communications

Participating Fisheries personnel were very enthusiastic about this research. This spirit was

demonstrated by the nearly perfect attendance (99% of affirmative responses) and often lively

discussions during the eight focus group sessions. Personnel welcomed the opportunity to provide

their voice during this formative stage of strategic fisheries communications planning. In fact, they

  



expressed great interest in continuing similar “focused” groups, seminars and workshops aimed at

enabling personnel involvement in management and communication decisions-making. By

encouraging their participation, this process demonstrated the willingness of agency personnel to

share their knowledge and highlighted the potential for including these “internal stakeholders” in

future cooperative management planning.
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MICHIGAN STATE

U N l v E R s l r Y

February 21. 1997

TO: Shari L. Dann

118 Natural Resources Bldg.

RE: IRBfl: 97-126

TITLE: DEVELOPING A STRATEGIC PLAN FOR FISHERIES

COMMUNICATIONS HITH A-CASE STUDY ON MARKETING

THE VOLUNTARY YOUNG ANGLER LICENSE

REVISION REQUESTED: N/A

CATEGORY: l-C

APPROVAL DATE: 02/21/97

The.University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects'(UCRIHS)

reView of this roject is complete. I am pleased to advise that the

rights and wel are of the human subjects appear to be adequately

rotected and methods to obtain informed consent are appropriate.

herefore, the UCRIHS approved this project and any revisions listed

VG.

THIS LETTER ACKNOHLEDGES THE REMOVAL OF INGRAM MEDICAL CENTER FROM THE

LIST OF SITES WHERE THE STUDY WILL BE CONDUCTED

RENEWAL: UCRIBS approval is valid for one calendar year, beginning with

the approval date shown above. Investigators planning to

continue a project be nd one year must use the green renewal

form (enclosed with t e original asproval letter or when a

project is renewed) to seek te certification. There is a

maximum of four such expedite renewals possible. Investigators

wishin to continue a prOject beyond tha time need to submit it

again or complete reView.

REVISIONS: UCRIHS must review any changes in robedures involving human

subjects. rior to initiation of t e change. If this is done at

the time o, renewal, please use the reen renewal form. To

revise an approved protocol at an 0 her time during the year

send your written request to the_ CRIHS Chair, requesting revised

approval and referencing the prOJect's IRB # and title. Include

in our request a description of the-change and any revised

ins ruments. consent forms or advertisements that are applicable.

PROBLEMS/

CHANGES: Should either of the followin arise during the course of the

work, investigators must noti QCRIHS promptly: (11 roblems

(unexpected side effects, comp aints, etc.).involving uman

subjects or (2) changes in the research environment or new

information indicating greater risk to the human sub'ects than

existed when the protocol was previously reviewed an approved.

If we can be of any future help, lease do not hesitate to contact us

at (517)355-2180 or FAX (51714 2- 171.

LIT

avid E. Wright, Ph.

UCRIHS Chair

DEW:bed

Sincerely,

cc: Kelly S. Casale
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March 19, 1997

Dear Fisheries Division Employee,

The Fisheries Division is faced with the challenging tasks of communicating with the many

diverse publics of Michigan. In order to be responsive to its stakeholders, the Fisheries Division

has contracted a project to investigate and design strategies to conduct its communications and

outreach education efforts. To gain insight into personnel perceptions and expectations for

communications efforts, several focus groups will be held during the annual Fisheries Training

March 3-5 in Traverse City and at other times during the months of March and April, 1997.

Through a random sampling process, you have been selected to participate in a two hour focus

group to be held at 10:00-12:00 noon on March 27, 1997. Your participation in the focus group

will provide you with the opportunity to share your views and provide valuable input that will

assist in the development and implementation of future communications and outreach education

efforts.

Though participation in the focus groups is voluntary, we will need to confirm your intent to

participate. This will help to assure adequate focus group attendance . Therefore, please RSVP

your informed consent to participate by Monday, March 24. It is important that you RSVP

even ifyou choose not to participate, so that other employees may have the opportunity to fill

your space. Once you have agreed to participate in this focus group, we would appreciate it if

you would make all necessary efforts to fulfill this obligation. The focus group discussions will

be audio taped, however, the information you provide will remain confidential. Your name and

job titles/descriptions will not appear in any document resulting from this focus group. In

addition, you may also choose to decline answering any questions asked during the focus group.

We are excited to have the opportunity to hear your views and gain your input in fisheries

communications! Should you need further information regarding attending the assigned focus

group you may contact Kelly Carter at:

(517) 353-0308 (MSU - Mondays 9-5 pm.)

(517)373-6702 (MDNR, Fisheries Division

Tuesdays - Fridays 9-4 pm.)

or e-mail: casaleke@pilot.msu.edu

Sincerely,

Kelly S. Carter Shari L. Dann

Graduate Research Assistant Assistant Professor  
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MDNR Fisheries Division

Focus Group Discussion Guide

[TURN ON TAPE RECORDER]

Introductions

Moderator introduces self

name

From MSU, Dept. of Fisheries & Wildlife

moderator role - I will be moderating the focus group discussions. I will pose

specific questions for you to consider this afternoon.

Moderator introduces recorder

name

name of organization they are from

recorder role - will be recording your responses on newsprint for all of us to

see. She will do her best to not paraphrase your responses, but it may be necessary

for her to use incomplete sentences.

Orientation

We have organized this discussion group to gather information that will be used in

future Fisheries Division communications efforts. Our goal is to identify

communications and outreach education needs and priorities and to provide you with

a voice in designing a communications strategy specific for the Fisheries Division.

Our discussion today will be used by MSU, the Fisheries Division and Office of

Information and Education as the Division plans for meeting future fisheries

communications needs in Michigan.

First, let’s clarify what I mean when I say “communications.” For today’s purposes,

communications will include services, such as Fisheries personnel responding to

public questions and the weekly fishing report, print materials such as “Select

Waters” and “Michigan Fish and How to Catch Them” and other products, all

informational processes such as promotions and public relations as well as all

outreach education such as programming like clinics and “Fishing in the Parks).

Communications will mean all aspects of Fisheries Division’s public contact

including in-person contact and contacts using different media such as print

materials and radio spots and press releases.

Before I move on to other instructions, are there any questions on what] mean by

“Fisheries communications ”?
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2. For today’s discussion we are going to follow a focus group format. Focus groups

provide a structured format for gathering information through questions and limited

discussion. The purpose of focus groups is to gain insight on various views and

perceptions in a structured format. This is different from a general discussion

session in that there are specific questions outlined. Because of the structure of this

focus group, we must try to get to each question so that the objectives of this project

can be met. We will move very quickly through specific questions that have been

carefully prepared for this project.

3. There are only a few things I would like you to remember as we proceed with this

focus group.

a. We are taping our discussion today so that I don’t have to take detailed notes.

However, I want to assure you that your names and specific job descriptions will

remain confidential and will not appear in any document resulting from this

study.

b. It is important that you share what is on your mind regarding the t0pics we

discuss. This is a small group, so comments from each participant are very

important. There may be some differences in opinion here today, but please

don’t let that keep you from sharing your thoughts.

There are no right or wrong answers.

Please feel free to ask for clarification any time a question is unclear and you

may decline answering any or all questions posed. in this discussion.

c. In order for us to explore several question of fisheries communications in the

next 2 hours, it may be necessary for me to occasionally ask you to be brief.

And, sometimes I may need to redirect the discussion to other topics. So, please

understand that ifI interrupt you, it’s only because we need your input on so

many different things.

 
(1. Please try to speak one at a time so that all of your comments can be clearly

understood when I go back over the tape.

 
e. We appreciate you taking the time to participate in this focus group. I will let

you out on time in order for you to attend the next block of training topics. I

invite you to please stay through the entire time period because it may disrupt

our discussions if people are coming and going.

 

D. I would like to begin the focus group by having each ofyou tell us

your first name and what it is you do in Fisheries.

, could we begin with you?
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1. Briefly tell us what kind of contact you have with the public within your job (or as a

Unit)?

[RECORDER LISTS CONTACT AND REQUESTS ON NEWSPRINT]

Probe: How do they contact you?

Probe: How do you contact them?

2. What information or assistance does the public request?

Probe: Who is requesting this?

[RECORDER LISTS COMMUNICATION ACTIVITIES]

3. What other types of communications do you provide?

4. What other Fisheries Division communications are you aware of?

Probe: Remember that communications includes programming such

as clinics and FIP as well as print materials and public

meetings...what else does the Division do?

5. Is there anything else or is this pretty much a thorough list of the Division’s

communications efforts?

Communications Strategy

Audience Identification & Trend Awareness

Now that we’ve outlined what type of communications are occurring within the

Division, turn our discussion to actually identifying these audiences as well as

addressing some of the important trends that are occurring among Michigan’s

population. First of all, to put this into perspective specifically for Fisheries

Division, let’s review together the Fisheries Division’s mission statement:

[FACILITATOR REFERS TO THE HANDOUT AND READS ALOUD TO

GROUP]
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Fisheries Division Mission: To protect and enhance the public trust in populations

and habitats of fish and other forms of aquatic life and promote optimum use of the

resources for the benefit ofthe maple ofMichigan.

In order to develop effective communications such as programming, materials,

services, advertisements and public relations, we need to put a face, or more

appropriatelyfaces on the “people of Michigan.” We need to Specifically identijjz

the various groups with which the Fisheries Division has the duty to communicate.

[RECORDER WRITES RESPONSES-“AUDIENCES & TRENDS” AND POSTS

ON WALL]

What groups do you believe are among Fisheries Division’s audiences—exactly who

is the Fisheries Division serving?

Regarding anglers, are there specific angler groups which need to be communicated

with?

Are there any specific non-angler groups which should be addressed in

communications efforts?

Regarding fisheries issues, are there conflicts among these groups that should be

addressed in communications efforts?

Are there population trends occurring that may be causing changes in fishing

participation?

Are there public attitude trends occurring that may affect fishing participation or

fisheries management processes?

Identification of Fisheries Division Communications Goals &

Objectives—Outcomes

Now that we’ve identified various Fisheries Division audiences, I’d like to discuss

outcomes—such as what you’d like people to do (behaviors), what you’d like them

to know (knowledge) and how they feel (attitudes)——that we wish to occur among

these groups through communications efforts.

In order to focus Fisheries Division communications—that is programming,

products, and services to these publics, we must first decide exactly what it is that

we wish to change or influence as a result of communications efforts.

I’ve mainly asked you to respond one-by-one, however I’d like to now I’d like to do

a quick brainstorming of pubic behaviors you’d like to see as outcomes of fisheries

communication efforts.

Our brainstorming rules are as follows:
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0 Quickly toss out any ideas.

a We won’t be discussing each idea, we will just be generating a list.

[RECORDER LISTS BEHAVIORS]

”I. What specific behavior changes would you like to see as a result of Fisheries

Division’s communications efforts?

Probe:

Probe:

Probe:

Probe:

Probe:

Are there angling behaviors that you would like to see

change as a result of communication efforts?

What are they?

What about people who don’t fish—are there behaviors

that you would like to change as a result of

communications?

What are they?

Are there other public behaviors directly related to the

agency and Division you would like to see change as a

result of communication efforts?

[RECORDER LISTS KNOWLEDGE]

Now let’s talk about public knowledge of fisheries and aquatic resources...again

brainstorming ideas.

I. What areas of knowledge should communications attempt to affect?

Probe: What about specific knowledge of aquatic resources—what

do we want the public to be knowledgeable about?

Probe:

Probe:

What about knowledge of the Fisheries Division——(are these

publics aware of the Fisheries Division, and what the

Division does)?—what should these publics know about the

Division?

What about public involvement——are these publics

knowledgeable of their role in fisheries management

processes?—what should the publics know?

2. What about angling knowledge—what types of information do these publics need?
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Considering the publics that you have identified—what knowledge do they need

regarding angling opportunities?—what opportunities do we have to provide the

publics angling information?

Probe: What access information do these publics need?

Does the public understand the processes of fisheries management or do they have

misconceptions is this area?

Probe: What aspect or issues in fisheries management are should

your communication efforts try to address?

Are there misunderstandings or misconceptions in their knowledge of fisheries or

aquatic resources?

Probe: What aspect or issues in aquatic resources should Fisheries

communication efforts try to address?

[RECORDER LISTS ATTITUDES]

Now let’s talk about public attitudes of fisheries and aquatic resources...again

brainstorming ideas.

In general, what attitudes toward the agency or Fisheries Division do you think the

publics hold?

Probe: Are people receptive to the Division’s programming,

materials, and management processes?

Probe: What public attitudes toward the Division do you want as

outcomes of communication efforts?

2. What attitudes do you think the public holds regarding aquatic resource use?

Probe: What attitudes toward aquatic resources would you like to

see as outcomes of communication efforts?

What attitudes do you think the public holds toward the resource itself? Fish?

Probe: What attitudes toward fish would you like to see changed?
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Prioritizing Audiences and Outcomes

Obviously, we can’t be everything for everybody. We can’t do all that we propose

here. Therefore, we will need to prioritize our audiences as well as the various

(point to the three “Outcomes " sheets)outcomes we’ve identified. Let’s first look at

the diverse publics you’ve identified and see if there are priority groups there. Then

we’ll revisit the outcomes you identified as those which you would like

communications to impact and try to prioritize those as well.

Now I’d like to give you each a chance to tell me what groups you feel should be

identified as a priority for communication efforts. We’ll go round the table one by

one. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers, these are your views and we

will all respect them.

[RECORDER HIGHLIGHTS THESE AS LISTED]

1. Are there priority publics that Fisheries Division should address in its

communications efforts?

[FACILITATOR RELATE TO OUTCOMES POSTED]

Probe: Why are these priorities?

2. Are there priority outcomes that Fisheries Division should address in its

communications efforts?

Identification of Challenges and Barriers

The last few questions that I’d like to ask address challenges or barriers that the

fisheries Division may have when developing, coordinating and implementing

communications. I’d like to look at both internal challenges or barriers as well as

those directly related to communicating with these publics.

[RECORDER KEEPS A RUNNING LIST OF “STRENGTHS” AND

“WEAKNESS/BARRIERS”]

[FACILITATOR GOES AROUND ROOM TO GET RESPONSES FROM EACH

PARTICIPANT]

1. Do you see or can you foresee any internal barriers or challenges within the

Fisheries Division or the Department that may prevent you from communicating

with the publics?

Probe: For example, are there challenges or barriers in the

development of communications?
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2.

Probe: How about strengths within Fisheries Division or the

Department—what strengths in communications does

Fisheries have?

Are there strengths, challenges or barriers in employee skills?

Probe: What strengths are there in employee skills or specialties?

Probe: Are there specific skills or specialties that the Division or

Department needs to have in order for the Division or

Department to develop communications?

Probe: Are there specific skills or specialties that the Division or

Department needs in order to implement communications?

Staff who have primary contact with the public—personal contact, telephone

contact—are there strengths, barriers or weaknesses there?

Is coordination or cooperation among staff, Units or within the Department a

strength, barrier or challenge?

Probe: Is the internal “communications network” adequate to

meet coordination needs?

Probe: Are there common communications needs among

different Units or Divisions which could be met by

coordinating or cooperative efforts—the opportunity of

forming “partnerships” of sorts?

Probe: Are there areas where cooperation among Units and

Divisions would assist in the development of

communications?

Probe: Are there areas where cooperation among Units and

Divisions would assist in implementing communications

efforts?

Are there inservice training needs that could address these challenges?

Probe: What challenges can be addressed with inservice training?

9

Think about the communications efforts that you are aware of—is there “top-down’

support for your communications efforts?

What about operational support—would you say that operations such as technology,

funding and facilities are a strength, challenge or barrier facilitating

communications?
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Probe: How so?

How about focus...would you say that current communication efforts within the

Division or department are focused?

Probe: Do they support the Fisheries Division’s mission?

Probe: Do they support the Department’s mission?

Do current or existing communication efforts result in the desired outcomes that you

have identified today?

Closure

There are only X minutes left in our focus group session today. Before I Share some

closing comments with you... are there any other comments or thoughts you would

like to add before we finish? Anything that I may have overlooked?

Today’s discussions of the Fisheries Division’s communications efforts will be

reviewed and a report will be made available to anyone interested in our findings.

Our goal is to review the three key topics areas: (I) publics identification and their

needs assessment; (2) outcomes identified for communications efforts; and (3)

internal needs for communications efforts. This report should be available by the

beginning of Summer.

Later this year an external audience analysis will be conducted and compared to the

internal assessment. These finding should assist Fisheries Division—as well as

others involved in aquatic resources communications such as Sea Grant and MSU

Extension—in development and implementation of communications efforts. If you

are interested in receiving the initial “internal” report or subsequent reports that this

study will be developing, please put your name on the list as you leave.

Thanks for your participation and inputl!
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FISHERIES COMMUNICATIONS FOCUS GROUP SIGN-IN SHEET

FOR USE DURING FOCUS GROUPS AT:

THE MDNR FISHERIES DIVISION’S ANNUAL INSERVICE TRAINING

Traverse City, Michigan

March 3-5, 1997

Participation in this focus group will assist the Fisheries Division in its communications

and outreach education planning. Employee views and input will provide valuable

insight USCfiJI in designing communications strategies responsive to Michigan’s diverse

publics.  
 

(Please note: information youuprovide is confidential; your name and job titles/descriptions will not appear

in any document resulting from this focus group. By completing this form you indicate your informed

consent to participate. Participation is voluntary. You may also choose to decline answering any questions

listed below or asked during the focus group.)  
 

Name: Unit:
 

Length of time you have been employed in Fisheries Division: year(s).
 

Highest level of education (please circle one):

high school graduate some college (less than 4 yrs.) college graduate (4-yr. degree)

some graduate coursework masters degree completed Ph.D completed

College degree title(s)/major(s):
 

 

lob title/duties:
 

 

Communications responsibilities you undertake (if any):
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