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ABSTRACT
Grassroots of the Desert: The Roles of the Utah Wilderness Association and

the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance in the Debate over Wilderness

Designation of Bureau of Land Management Lands in Southern Utah

by

Amy E. Brennan, Master of Science
Utah State University, 1998
Major Professor: Dr. Joanna Endter-Wada
Department: Forest Resources
The battle over federal Wilderness' designation of Bureau of Land
Management lands in southern Utah has entered its third decade.
Throughout this lengthy debate numerous stakeholders have maintained
involvement, including members of Utah’s conservation community. Two
of the most prominent wilderness advocacy groups in Utah are notable not
only for their sustained involvement with the issue, but also for their
divergent positions on how to resolve this public land dispute. This research

examines those two organizations, the Utah Wilderness Association and the

' A concerted effort is made throughout this text to distinguish between Wilderness, the
Congressionally-mandated entity, and wilderness, a general interpretation of the quality of a
landscape.
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Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, through an analysis of their respective

structural, organizational, philosophical, and tactical perspectives.
Ultimately, the background of each organization’s leadership, their
organizational structures, their ability to mobilize resources, and their
distinctive wilderness philosophies offer an understanding of how each
organization perceived its mission and its ability to provide a construct for

resolution of the Utah Wilderness debate.

(205 pages)
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PREFACE

As I reentered academia in October 1996 to pursue a master’s degree at
Utah State University, I hastily tried to familiarize myseif with the campus
and the culture. Having just spent two years exploring the Tetons and
Jackson Hole, Wyoming, I felt most comfortable as I made my way to the
Outdoor Recreation Center (ORC). As I walked toward the doors of the ORC, I
was greeted by a blaze yellow poster, plastered with bold black symbols
spelling out, “5.7 Wild UTAH.” It was a striking image, but I had not a clue
what it meant. Accepting my naiveté, I posed this question to one of the
workers at the ORC, “So what does that sign mean, anyway?” He replied that
it was about wilderness, Utah wilderness---the designation of lands in the
southern Utah redrock country.

There it was, the answer. Well, not exactly. “5.7 Wild UTAH” is about
wilderness in southern Utah, but it is also about the people who are fighting
for the protection of this land. Controversy over the issue is intense, the land
is vast, and the people fighting for designation are numerous. In the spirit of
public lands protection we owe much to those who laid out a vision of
natural space for posterity. With continued energy and fortitude, the visions
of early conservationists, now posthumously referenced, carry forth.

It is with a degree of irony that I think back to my initial exposure to
the Wilderness debate in Utah, based on an encounter with a blaze yellow

poster. Today, my understanding has been enhanced through some
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tremendous encounters with the land and with the people who desire to
protect it. In addition, I have a keen interest in the overall environmental
movement and the roles of conservation groups in facilitating social and
political transformations. Graduate coursework allowed me to examine these
issues to a limited extent. However, through this thesis research more in-
depth explorations and discoveries were made.

Before continuing, it is essential that I present my personal research
disclaimer. Although I never attained membership status with the Utah
Wilderness Association, nor am I presently a formal affiliate of the Southern
Utah Wilderness Alliance, it is important that readers and examiners of this
document understand that I am not an entirely dispassionate observer of this
very significant battle for Wilderness in southern Utah. I offer this bias to
you early and forthrightly. It was my privilege and my desire to have the
opportunity to interact with and to study the organizations and people whose
passions for places and concerns for the future of all things wild connected
with my own sense of place and affinity for nature. With that point made, I
offer to you a very poignant history, a portrait of environmental leadership in
Utah, and a potential prognosis for the future of Bureau of Land Management

Wilderness in this state.
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CHAPTERI

INTRODUCTION

The battle over federal Wilderness designation in Utah has entered its
third decade. Throughout the processes of inventorying, proposing, and
designating regions of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands as
Wilderness, numerous environmental groups and conservation
organizations have taken an active role in support of protecting the wildlands
of Utah’s desert regions. This thesis will examine two prominent
conservation groups, tracing their leadership, involvement, inceptions,
positions, and visions for the future of Wilderness in the state of Utah. The
Utah Wilderness Association (UWA) and the Southern Utah Wilderness
Alliance (SUWA) have been selected for examination based on their
dominant roles and their very distinct approaches for advocating the
protection of Utah Wilderness. A comparative analysis depicting the
structural, philosophical, and tactical differences between these two
organizations is offered as a means to further understand the intractability of
the BLM Wilderness debate and to examine a portion of Utah’s conservation

community.

Focus and Purpose of Study
The major focus of this research is to examine reasons why the two
most prominent environmental groups advocating Wilderness designation

on Utah BLM lands chose such different approaches in working toward the
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attainment of its official designation in southern Utah. Given the tenacity of

state anti-environmental and anti-Wilderness forces, it appears that cohesion
among all pro-Wilderness groups would be essential. Thus, the major
research question to be addressed in this work is:
Why have the two most prominent wilderness advocacy groups
in the state of Utah, the Utah Wilderness Association and the
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, taken such divergent
positions and advocated different strategies for resolving the
debate over Wilderness designation of Bureau of Land
Management lands in southern Utah?
The following related research questions are also addressed:
1. What were the factors leading to the formation of each organization?
2. How can we characterize their leadership?
3. How has each organization assessed the national, state, and local political
landscapes in relation to this issue?
4. How are the missions of each organization defined and translated into
particular strategies employed?
5. What were the factors that led to the major schism between UWA and
SUWA in their approaches and tactics to Utah Wilderness designation?
6. What is and has been the role of conservation-environmental
organizations in setting the agenda for the way Wilderness may be

designated in Utah?



The major research expectation is:

Based on the backgrounds of their leadership, their

organizational structures, their ability to mobilize resources, and

their distinct wilderness philosophies, the Utah Wilderness
Association and the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance

advocate different positions and utilize different strategies for
attaining federally-designated Wilderness for the Bureau of Land
Management lands of southern Utah.

Finally, the primary research objectives are as follows:

. To trace the roles, tactics, and trends of UWA and SUWA throughout
their organizational histories, paying specific attention to their
commonalties and differences.

. To explore the personal histories of some of the key leaders and strategists
of UWA and SUWA.

. To examine UWA’s and SUWA'’s philosophical viewpoints on
wilderness.

. To provide an understanding of how each group read the political
landscape, assessed the anti-Wilderness forces, and interpreted their own
abilities throughout the debate over Wilderness designation of Utah BLM

lands.



Contributions of Study

By presenting the organizational histories and the structural and
philosophical differences between UWA and SUWA, this research will
provide an examination of the BLM Wilderness debate in Utah.
Furthermore, due to the nature of most non-profit organizations, there is
often little time and few resources with which to examine the organization
itself. Given the complexity of the issue and the exhaustive struggles to attain
Congressionally-designated Wilderness protection for these lands, the people
fighting for Wilderness within these organizations have probably not had
sufficient time to reflect on their own organizational histories. Important
insights can be gleaned from an understanding of the historical
underpinnings of each organization and their interactions with each other.
Therefore, one of the critical contributions of this study will be to present
these histories and to provide an analysis of the commonalties and diversity
within Utah's environmental community, specifically as it pertains to SUWA

and UWA.

Outline of Study

Chapter II provides a review of the literature. Understanding the Utah
Wilderness issue requires knowledge of the BLM and the legislation that
officially recognizes Wilderness as one of this agency’s management
directives, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. To

further explore the idea of wilderness, it is beneficial to examine wilderness



philosophies and the leaders who espoused them. Furthermore, given that
the emphasis is on Utah wilderness, it is also helpful to contrast Utah’s
Wilderness designation quandary with that of other states, namely Alaska,
Arizona, and California. A more recent and significant development in Utah
public lands debates concerns the designation of the Grand Staircase Escalante
National Monument and its Wilderness impacts. Another vital aspect to
providing a context for this battle is to understand the impacts of Western
regional cultural values on land use and protection. A background of the
environmental movement is offered, as well as insight into the greater array
of grassroots and national environmental organizations, with a focus on their
leadership. It is useful to analyze UWA and SUWA in the framework of
social movement theory and resource mobilization by organizations. Finally,
literature is reviewed that offers a context for understanding how
organizations such as UWA and SUWA contribute to policy formation,
through an analysis of policy theory.

The research design, methodology, and protocol are provided in
Chapter III to substantiate the validity of the research and the subsequent
theories and understandings provided further in this text. This chapter also
offers a profile of the overall process for conducting the key informant
interviews.

Chapter IV provides an overview of the Utah BLM Wilderness issue by
chronicling the circumstances of the inventory process from inception to the

present day. Here, specific attention is paid to the legislative and litigative



elements that have framed the debate. This chapter also provides a timeline
containing key state and federal actions, along with dates pertinent to both
UWA and SUWA. This chronology offers an overall construct for temporal
understanding of the progression of the Utah BLM Wilderness battle.

Chapter V specifically focuses on UWA’s organizational inception,
structure, and philosophy. It provides both a history and a context for
understanding the tactical approaches of this group. Similarly, Chapter VI
explores the same aspects of SUWA.

Chapter VII provides an analysis of the key informant responses
integrated with other sources of primary data. A thorough overview of the
distinct structural, philosophical, and tactical differences between each group
is presented. Contrasts and similarities in terms of how each group exercised
environmental leadership are also explored based on data from interviews
with individual leaders of each organization.

Chapter VIII presents suggestions for further analysis of the BLM
Wilderness debate and of UWA and SUWA. Finally, conclusions are drawn
about the roles of UWA and SUWA in the BLM Wilderness battle and the

implications for the future of this yet unresolved land dispute.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides an overview of areas of greatest pertinence to
framing an understanding of wilderness, from both legislative and
philosophical standpoints. Furthermore, it highlights some of the history of
the BLM and its corresponding organic decree, thereby offering background
on the authority this agency was given to address the issue of Wilderness
designation in southern Utah. The BLM has its own distinctive culture and
history. Likewise, the western United States and particularly the state of Utah
are distinct. This literature review will highlight some Western perceptions
of public lands and the desert landscape.

In addition to providing an understanding of the laws, agency, and the
lands under discussion, it is critical to this research to have a working
understanding of the people and organizations responsible for advocating
protection of the land. Subsequent chapters will focus exclusively on the
groups under consideration in this study, UWA and SUWA. To provide a
more complete context for evaluation, a brief background of the
environmental movement and the role of social movement organizations in
it, especially as they pertain to the policy process, will be presented. Since this
research involves significant contact with the leadership of each organization,

it is informative to highlight characteristics of environmental leaders as well.



It is also important to this discussion to offer analyses of other states’
Wilderness battles in contrast to the debate in Utah. There also exists a small,
but growing, body of literature that emphasizes collaborative, community-
centered efforts as a means of creating workable and sustainable outcomes to
controversies over public lands. This literature is noted in this review, but
will ultimately be the focal point of later discussions. It is hoped that the
following perusal of the literature will offer readers a context for
understanding the history presented in this thesis and the arguments put
forth.

The Concepts of Wilderness and
wilderness

Congressionally-mandated Wilderness has been part of public land law
since September 1964, with the passage of the Wilderness Act. This piece of
legislation established a National Wilderness Preservation System “in order
to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding
settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas
within the United States and its possessions, leaving no lands designated for
preservation and protection in their natural condition” (Wilderness Act of
1964). The Wilderness Act went through 66 iterations, accumulated 16,000
pages of testimony, and had a series of 18 public hearings from the time that
Senator Hubert Humphrey introduced the bill in 1957, until its passage in
1964 (Petulla 1980; Zakin 1993; Matz 1994b; Rousch 1994). Allin (1982) notes

that cooperation and communication among preservationist groups was key



to the success of the Wilderness bill. Although it was an impressive and
sweeping law, it included only federal lands managed by the National Park
Service, National Forest Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
excluded lands administered by the BLM, the agency responsible for
overseeing more land than any other land management agency in the United
States (DiSilvestro 1993).

It took over eight years of thoughtful re-writes by Howard Zahniser
and others to create the Wilderness Act, however concepts of wilderness were
well-formulated prior to the 1960s. Pepper (1996) and Oelschlaeger (1991) both
provide a deep and comprehensive view of nature and humankind’s
relationship to it, spanning from the Paleolithic period through the 20th
century. Pepper (1996, 3) discusses the multiple political ideological
dimensions of wilderness and notes that there is “no one, objective,
monolithic truth about society-nature/environment relationships.” For both
Nash (1982) and Pepper (1996), wilderness is seen as a place of dynamic,
violent, disruptive, and fiercely competitive forces as well as a place of
balance, harmony, and order. Nash (1982) also contends that wilderness was
the basic ingredient of civilization, for from the raw materials of the physical
wilderness Americans built a civilization.

Casey (1995) offers insight into the ecological philosophies of Henry
David Thoreau, Aldo Leopold, and Wendell Berry. The biographies and
visions of wilderness set forth by Bob Marshall, John Muir, Sigurd Olson,

Calvin Rutstrum, Robert Service, and Henry David Thoreau are outlined by
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Vickery (1986). These individuals are responsible for many ideas seminal to
the Wilderness preservation movement. Fox (1985) also offers a deeper look
at Muir’s connections with the land and his personal wilderness philosophy.
For both John Muir and Bob Marshall their philosophies guided two of the
most renowned conservation organizations still active today, the Sierra Club
and The Wilderness Society, respectively. These “wilderness visionaries,” as
Vickery (1986, ix) classifies them, each developed powerful connections with
the natural world, acknowledging the ecological, aesthetic, and spiritual
values found in connecting, experiencing, and knowing a landscape and the
processes occurring within it.

Visions of wilderness by more contemporary writers are based upon its
power as a place. Williams (1996, 120) states, “[W]ilderness is not a belief or a
dogma. It is a place.” Williams further refers to this place as “where you can
find your wild heart again” (Glick 1995b, 15). Contrary to this enduring
notion, Cronon (1996) offers the theory that wilderness is merely a cultural
construction. He argues that there is nothing natural about the concept of
wilderness. Tucker (1982), who defines environmentalism as the “politics of
the aristocracy,” sees wilderness areas as essentially parks for the upper-
middle class. He views Wilderness designation as a way of sequestering land
for the enjoyment of a small minority who can afford the wilderness
experience (Rubin 1994). Finally, the literal definition of wilderness, given its
etymological roots as “wild-deor-ness,” refers to the place of wild beasts (Nash

1982, 2).
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Grumbine (1994) and Turner (1996) attempt to delineate the tension

between wilderness and wildness. Turner (1996) presents the tension as one
of seeing wilderness as a property and wildness as a quality. Turner’s concept
of these distinctive terms partially evolved in relation to his understanding
of the heavily quoted phrase from Henry David Thoreau’s essay, “Walking,”
which reads: “In Wildness is the preservation of the world.”

Baldwin (1972) comments that wilderness is an elusive and ambiguous
term, not easily defined. Grumbine (1994, 227) indicates that “ideas and
images of wilderness in North America appear to be evolving toward some
yet unknown configuration.” The concept of ever-evolving wilderness ideas
is essential to the ensuing discussion, and it involves the acceptance of
multiple wilderness philosophies (Weingart 1985). Continuing to formulate
our own connections or perceptions of wilderness is critical to enhanced
personal understandings of wilderness and land protection. However, in
terms of defining wilderness politically and legally, it seems that the
Wilderness Act is our strongest and most accepted attempt yet.

The above overview of wilderness definitions offers a foundation for a
theme that will be carried throughout this document. The theme is simply
that there are multiple viewpoints on what wilderness is. The Wilderness
Act offers some cohesiveness in defining such a place; however, it must be
acknowledged that the values affiliated with these landscapes are very

powerful and very individual.
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Bureau of Land Management

The acronym BLM is often pejoratively quipped as meaning the
Bureau of Livestock and Mining. This federal land management agency
received its organic act, a mandate for managing its lands for multiple use
and for assessing the Wilderness qualities of those lands, over a decade after
the Wilderness Act was enacted (DiSilvestro 1993). President Truman
created the BLM, which was formed in 1946 through an executive decree
merging the General Land Office and the U.S. Grazing Service, making it
widely viewed as an agency highly permissive toward miners and ranchers,
its chief constituency groups (Haverfield 1976; Drabelle 1978; Kraft 1996).
Sabatier (1975) provides a framework for understanding “clientele capture” by
examining the technical, legal, and political resources within the sphere of
regulatory agencies, including the BLM. Clarke and McCool (1985) illustrate
that each agency has its own distinctive origins, characteristics, constituencies
and decision-making styles.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 did not provide directives for the BLM, but
in the same year the Classification and Multiple Use Act mandated that the
BLM classify all its lands either for disposal to private ownership or for
interim public holding, explicitly recognizing wilderness protection as a valid
reason for federal retention (Foster 1976). The Classification and Multiple Use
Act placed emphasis on primitive area designation for recreation purposes,
but not for wilderness preservation exclusively (Foster 1976). The Federal

Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 “formally ended the 200 year old
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policy of disposing of the public domain, repealed more than 2,000 antiquated

public land laws, amended the 1934 Taylor Grazing Act, and mandated
wilderness reviews for all roadless BLM lands with wilderness
characteristics,” giving the BLM full multiple-use authority (Kraft 1996, 141).

Of high significance to wilderness conservationists, Section 603 of the
FLPMA directed the BLM to assess its lands for Wilderness potential and to
manage Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) in the interim at a level that would
protect the wilderness values of the land (Shanks 1978). The shifts in the
BLM’s management directives and duties were substantial, but meeting the
demands of a thorough Wilderness review required not only a change in
agency mindset, but also an increase in staff and funding. In 1976 the BLM
had 470 million acres of land under its jurisdiction and in need of assessment,
but only 17 new staff were hired to assist in meeting the needs of BLM’s new
mandates (Shanks 1978). Nearly two decades later, after a series of land
disposals and transfers, approximately 177 million acres of the 272 million
acres managed by the BLM are in the 10 western states---Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, and
Wyoming, with about 40% of Utah’s land area under the agency’s jurisdiction
(DiSilvestro 1993; Kriz 1996).
The Desert Lands and Western
Orientation

BLM lands in the Western United States may largely be typified as

desert, given their significant aridity. The uniqueness of the desert landscape
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replete with cliffs, canyons, buttes, arches, and mesas may dutifully be

qualified as Wilderness given the Congressional definition:

[An] area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval

character and influence, without permanent improvements or

human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to

preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears

to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the

imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has

outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and

confined type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres of

land or is of sufficient size to make practicable its preservation

and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain

ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational,

scenic, or historical value. (Wilderness Act of 1964; see

Appendix A)

But, perceptively, the lack of vast and dense forests and high alpine lakes, also
considered “rock and ice” areas, makes the desert regions less familiar as a
Wilderness landscape, though no less deserving. The belated entry of the
BLM into Wilderness management may very well be due to the perception of
its lands as “wastelands” (Lambert 1974; Allin 1982; Reisner, 1986; Stegner
1994; Zwinger 1996). Furthermore, the long history of unfettered and
substantially subsidized use of public lands may have created the expectation
that such benefits would continue indefinitely (Kraft 1996).

Kemmis (1998, 4) asserts that in the Rocky Mountain West, more than
any other region of the country, all politics are fundamentally “geopolitics.”
Perceptions of the desert landscape have certainly shaped the agency’s relation
to the land and the public’s notion of wilderness, but the debate over

Wilderness in the West is also significantly shaped by Westerner’s attitudes

toward the federal government. Given that so much of the West is in federal
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ownership, including over two-thirds of Utah’s lands, there exists some
hostility toward increased federal authority and intervention (Zwinger 1996).
Wilderness designation is commonly seen as a “locking up” of the land,
preventing significant use possibilities and development potentials. There
are some exclusions to the types of activities permissible on these lands, but
acceptable uses include grazing, mining (based on pre-existing claims), and a
variety of recreational activities.

The animosity toward government control and deeply entrenched
sentiments for private property rights and access to public lands and resources
(e.g., mineral deposits, forests, rangelands, and rivers) set the foundation for
the Sagebrush Rebellion and subsequent proliferation of Wise Use groups
throughout the West (Kaufman 1994; Brick 1995). Matheson (1986) notes that,
in general, the public attitude in Utah seemed to support the Sagebrush
Rebellion concept. In public lands states, the Wise Use contingency can be a
powerful voice, as noted by Helvarg (1994, 10), “In the West, Wise Use has
been primarily about protecting industrial and agricultural access to public
lands and waters at below-market costs, with the primary emphasis on
timber, mining, and grazing.”

In Utah, thousands of years of geologic processes have given the land
structural definition and the status of being an internationally unique
landscape. But aside from open space articulated with water-carved and
wind-sculpted formations, the desert regions of Utah also harbor extensive

discovered and potential oil and gas fields, uranium-bearing rocks, and low
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sulfur-producing coal seams (Carter 1992). These resources may be abundant
throughout particular areas within the Colorado Plateau, but accessing them
can be ecologically destructive, and presently may not be economically viable.
However, it is the hope of many communities adjacent to Wilderness Study
Areas and of developers that economic gains will one day be reaped in these
regions. Wilderness designation is considered one of the greatest
impediments to potential financial rewards by many residents of these
communities. Furthermore, when assessing the political intransigence of
many public lands battles in the West, records of the Federal Election
Commission show that many Western congressional representatives are
heavily financed by campaign money from oil and gas corporations, mining
and logging entities, developers, and agricultural growers (Lacayo 1995).
Some national studies of environmental attitudes indicate a stronger
level of interest in resource preservation in the West as compared with other
regions of the country (Hays 1991). The attitudes and culture of Westerners
are often regionally generalized and stereotyped, but Utah must also be
looked at separately, for its religious foundations offer some insight into the
land ethics of this state. Flores (1985, 174) argues:
Early Mormonism, it is clear, did possess the democratic and
communal impulses valued by environmentalists and the
centralization and support necessary to carry out a land ethic
agricultural program, even while “remaking”the Wasatch Front.

Alternatively, Donald Snow (1980, 5) suggests that “in the [modern] Mormon

mind the earth as we know it is a temporary state of affairs, soon to be
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cleansed ‘in the twinkling of an eye’ by the redeemer.” Mormonism
represents the dominant religious paradigm in Utah and has shaped the
landscape orientations of the majority of the citizenry, yet many current
researchers indicate that Utah and the West are experiencing expanded
urbanization and an influx of “lifestyle refugees” and, consequently, a
political transformation (Kraft 1996, 134). Some authors argue that the new
migrants have created a more environmentally-oriented electorate and
created a new regional environmental movement that has more vigorously
challenged the previously dominant commodity-based economic orientation
(Hays 1991; Kraft 1996). Hays (1991, 238) has deemed this the “new
environmental West” as a result of the changing demography, although a
caveat must be inserted, for a stronger and broader environmental ethos does
not necessarily translate into Wilderness support.

Freudenburg’s (1991) work examines rural and urban differences in
environmental concern, noting that farmers and ranchers have higher levels
of environmental concerns relative to other rural residents. Wilderness
areas in Utah would be adjacent to rural communities, but the population of
this state is considerably urban. Studies like Freudenberg’s may be helpful for
understanding the attitudes and concerns of some Utahns based on the rural-
urban dichotomy within the state. Rudzitis and Johansen (1989) present
findings from a national study that focus on the concerns, attitudes, and
orientations of newcomers and long-term residents in Wilderness counties

(i.e., counties that contain or are adjacent to federally- designated Wilderness).
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They suggest that Wilderness designation is important in the migration

decisions of newcomers, and in the livelihood of long-term residents.

The Environmental Movement

According to Nash (1965, x), “in the closing decades of the nineteenth
century the appreciation of wilderness, which was previously confined to a
small group of intellectuals, broadened to include increasing numbers of
American people.” Modavi (1991) characterizes the emergence of the
conservation movement from the 1870s to the 1970s, noting that the early to
mid-nineteenth century movement was largely an unorganized
amalgamation of artists, poets, philosophers, writers, and naturalists. The
early social movement concerning wilderness was heavily characterized by
two main strains of thought, conservationism or wise-use and
preservationism (Albrecht 1976; Adler 1995). The dominance of these
ideologies as paradigms for assessing humans’ relationship to the land and
natural resources continued for many decades. Initially, conservation'
connoted a philosophy of wise resource use, often couched
in Gifford Pinchot’s phrase, “the greatest good for the greatest number.”
Alternatively, preservationism refers to a philosophy that advocates the

protection of wildlands in, or near, their natural state for their own sake.

! Today, the term conservation is not so strictly defined within the movement and is used as an
enveloping term to refer to the organizations espousing land protection and ecological health.
Throughout this text all references made to conservation should be interpreted as the broader
definition provided here.
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Rapid population growth, urbanization, enhanced scientific

knowledge, increased industrialization, heightened threats of the nuclear age,
significant increases in outdoor recreation, and other post-WWII changes set
the stage for another context for viewing this relationship. The earlier
paradigms of conservationism and preservationism coalesced and expanded
into new areas of environmental concern, heavily focused on threats to the
quality of human life, leading to a new term---environmentalism (Dubasek
1990; Dunlap and Mertig 1992). Under the environmental rubric fall a
number of discourses or more philosophically-honed orientations to the
natural world, including: deep ecology, political ecology, ecofeminism,
conservationism, preservationism, biocentrism, and ecocentrism
(Oelschlaeger 1991; Brulle 1996).

The original publication of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring in 1962,
which brought wide public attention to the consequences of pesticide
proliferation on humans and its impacts on the health of the natural
environment, helped lead to the birth of the modern environmental
movement (Paehlke 1989; Dowie 1995). Dowie (1995, 1) attributes Carson with
bringing the word environment, “an all-inclusive category comprised of both
human and natural habitats,” into common usage.

Mitchell et al. (1992) characterize the movement by first- and second-
generation issues. They delineate first-generation issues as involving threats
to particular areas or species, and second-generation issues as involving

consequences that may be delayed or subtle and their causes difficult to prove.
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Because of the preceding distinction, some people cite the conception of the
Environmental Defense Fund as the critical, yet arbitrary, demarcation for the
birth of environmentalism (Dunlap and Mertig 1992). The Environmental
Defense Fund, at the time of its founding, was a membership organization
dominated by scientists and active in litigation (Mitchell et al. 1992).

Many environmental historians argue that the first annual Earth Day,
April 22, 1970, epitomizes the onset of a new orientation in our relation with
the environment by broadening the spectrum of issues typically addressed by
conservationists and popularizing the movement, which led to great
increases in the support base of environmental groups and the creation of
more organizations (Paehlke 1989; Vig and Kraft 1990; Dunlap and Mertig
1992; Shabecoff 1993; Zakin 1993). Hays (1985) considers Earth Day as much a
result as a cause, for it served as an acknowledgment of years of conservation
concern and a symbol of credibility for the growing environmental
movement. Gottlieb (1993b, 1995) cautions that although Earth Day may be a
convenient historical marker between the earlier conservation epoch, where
debates took place over forest lands, national parks, recreation resources, and
resource development, and the current environmental era where
environmental hazards and pollution dominate contemporary policy
agendas, it creates an historical divide, which disguises a crucial connection
between pollution and the loss of wilderness. For example, Paehlke (1989)
suggests that the onset of environmentalism forced wilderness to take a

subordinate position in the spectrum of ecological concern. “The new
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concern about pollution was immediate, basic, urban; it even crossed class
boundaries. Not everyone has the time to appreciate wilderness, nature-at-a-
distance. But, everyone eats, drinks, and breathes” (Paehlke 1989, 21). Hays
(1985), however, argues that wilderness was an enduring and fundamental
issue throughout the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, sustaining interest and
prompting membership growth in the largest environmental organizations.
Dowie (1995, 174) asserts that traditional environmentalists need to broaden
their concept of environment beyond wilderness and aesthetics to include
“the place you live, the place you work, the place you play,” often the phrase
used by environmentalists of color and environmental justice advocates.

In summary, after WWII there was diversification within the
conservation-environmental movement and a rise in the number and types
of people acknowledging that the natural environment is worth protecting.
The stages of modern environmentalism have primarily been dictated by the
socioeconomic climate of the times, promoting waves of growth and
stagnation. Following a lull of involvement in the 1970s, heavily related to
the energy crisis, the 1980s represented a period of revitalization for the
movement, often considered a knee-jerk reaction to the conservative agenda
of the Ronald Reagan administration and Interior Secretary James Watt.
Dunlap and Mertig (1992) cite other reasons for the resurgence of
environmentalism in the 1980s, including an awareness of new
environmental problems, increasing threats of old problems, and the

institutionalization of environmental science within academia, government
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and churches, all of which granted increasing saliency to the decline in

environmental quality and associated health risks.

Downs’ (1972) theory of the “issue-attention cycle” is often referenced
in connection with environmental issues. The dynamics of the cycle consist
of five stages: (1) pre-problem; (2) alarmed discovery and euphoric
enthusiasm; (3) realizing the cost of significant progress; (4) gradual decline of
intense public interest; and (5) the post-problem. The applicability of the
issue-attention cycle to specific environmental problems may very well be
functional, but it is doubtful that the environmental movement will advance
to the post-problem stage in the foreseeable future because of the ambiguity of
environmental issues and the difficult and complex task of improving the
environment (Downs 1972). Dunlap and Mertig (1992) contend that diversity
within the environmental movement is its greatest strength, but they caution
that diversity may be limiting to the extent that it causes in-fighting and
fragmentation among groups.

Easterbrook (1995, 370) points to the success of environmentalism as a
movement and to the increased access to the U.S. Congress and to state
legislatures that environmental leaders now enjoy:

By the 1960s there were half a dozen important environmental

groups in the Western nations; by the 1980s, two dozen. By 1990

environmentalism had grown into one of the leading lobby

interests of North America and Western Europe, in national as

well as local governments, and into perhaps the most effective
media relations entity ever.
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Others concur that, as a movement, environmentalists have been

extraordinarily and atypically successful in attracting and sustaining interest
in their cause; yet, in relation to accomplishing the goals of protecting and
improving environmental quality, the modern movement has not been
nearly as effective (Dunlap 1992; Dunlap and Mertig 1992). On a less
optimistic note, Glick (1995a, 70) proposes that the movement has lost some
of its clout:
For the greens [environmentalists], the past decade has been
marked by in-fighting, personality conflicts, questionable
strategies, and competition for funding and media attention. In
the environmental community the result is a movement that
has become less than the sum of its parts.
Similarly, Norton (1991, 206) observes fragmentation within the movement:
Environmentalists have failed to articulate a positive vision for
the future; they cannot explain in terms comprehensible to each
other or to the public at large what is their positive dream. As is
sometimes said, environmentalists are always “against”
something...Just as guerrilla warriors with quite different
political values can unite to topple a corrupt and unpopular
dictatorship, environmentalists, as long as they operate in an
opposition role, can find unity in what they are against.
In the case of Utah Wilderness, there is also evidence of fragmentation
within the movement. UWA and SUWA have chosen different paths
toward resolving the Utah Wilderness issue. The disagreements on

proposals and strategies between the two groups are evidence of in-fighting

and reflected disfavorably on Utah’s conservation community for a time.
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Social Movement Organizations
and the Policy Process

Social movements abound in our society, addressing civil rights,
women’s rights, gay liberation, peace, labor relations, and the environment---
to name only a few issues. A social movement is “a set of opinions and
beliefs in a population which represent preferences for changing some
element of the social structure and/or reward distribution of a society”
(McCarthy and Zald 1977, 275). As described above, the environmental
movement is considered one of the most pervasive and successful social
movements of the 20th century. Easterbrook (1995) attributes the
phenomenal organizing success within the movement to the power of
ecological concerns and the hard labors of the people in the movement.

Selznick (1948, 26) considers organizations as formal structures that
“represent rationally ordered instruments for the achievement of stated
goals.” The organizations of interest to this study may be conveniently
classified within the modern environmental movement, representing the
enduring tradition of wilderness advocacy. Thus, it is important to
understand SUWA and UWA in the framework of social movement
organizations and resource mobilization theory, which provide a basis for
analyzing the ability of social movement organizations to attain their goals
(Gale 1986). The mechanisms social movement groups use to mobilize
resources and acquire a critical mass of supporters are the foci of resource

mobilization theory. Another venue for evaluating groups is through the
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theory of conflict functionalism, which asserts that groups define themselves

by struggling with other groups and that “attracting” enemies may help
maintain or increase group cohesion (Coser 1956, 104; Walker 1991).

A solid opponent can do more to unify a group and heal its splits

than any other factor....But even if the enemy is not so blatant, it

is the perceived and not the real opposition that is important.

Movements that neither perceive nor experience opposition

find it difficult to maintain the degree of commitment necessary

for a viable, active organization. (Freeman 1977, 187).

One goal of the resource mobilization task is to convert adherents (i.e.,
individuals and organizations that believe in the goals of the movement)
into constituents (i.e., those providing resources for the social movement
organizations) and to maintain constituent involvement (McCarthy and Zald
1977). Another objective of social movement organizations is to convert
non-adherents to adherents. Walker (1983) contends that beyond the tactics
employed by leaders to attract and sustain membership, the maintenance of
an organization is more heavily dependent on the success of group leaders in
securing funds from outside their membership. In order for an organization
to truly have an impact, a threshold of mobilization must be achieved.
Kamieniecki et al. (1995) list three ingredients critical to attaining this
threshold: (1) resource mobilization (i.e., mobilizing financial resources,
expertise, and social networks); (2) cognitive transformation (i.e., the

development of a political consciousness that defines the issue as a problem

that can be solved through political means); and (3) charismatic leadership.
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Social movement organizations and pressure groups often seek to

influence government policy (Useem and Zald 1982). In the realm of
environmentalism, policy implementation is largely pursued as a means of
achieving organizational goals in the form of resource protection. Most
environmental problems require some social or behavioral changes;
therefore, since the beginning of the environmental movement, the concerns
and actions of environmental groups have emphasized transformations in
public policy. Kraft (1996, 11) defines environmental policy as

...a diversity of governmental actions that affect or attempt to

affect environmental quality or the use of natural resources...it is

the aggregate of statutes, regulations, and court precedents, and

the attitudes and behaviors of public officials charged with

making, implementing, and enforcing them. Policies may be

tangible or largely symbolic...not all environmental policies are

intended to ‘solve’ problems. Some are mainly expressive in
nature. They articulate environmental values and goals that are
intensely held by the public and especially by key interest groups,
such as environmentalists.

McCool (1990) expounds on the subgovernment model of policy-
making as a means of incorporating interest groups (e.g., environmental
groups) into the policy arena. The theory contends that tripartite alliances
(also known as policy whirlpools, cozy little triangles, iron triangles, and
subsystems) formed between congressional committees or subcommittees,
interest groups, and government agencies are all concerned with the same

substantive policy (McCool 1990). Environmental groups’ involvement in an

iron triangle, as a means of influencing policy or program decisions, involves
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the acquisition and allocation of organizational resources in the form of
capital, expertise, and commitment.

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993) further explore the policy process
through the theoretical lens of the “advocacy coalition approach.” The
advocacy coalition framework conjointly explores the interactions of
competing advocacy coalitions, the effects of stable system parameters, and
changes external to the policy subsystem. They explain that an advocacy
coalition

...consists of actors from a variety of public and private

institutions at all levels of government who share a set of basic

beliefs (policy goals plus causal and other perceptions) and who

seek to manipulate the rules, budgets, and personnel of

government institutions in order to achieve these goals over

time. (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, 5)

The above approaches are two possible ways for assessing the roles of
SUWA and UWA in the policy arena. To more thoroughly understand how
each organization participates in the policy process it is advantageous to
understand the two organizations as structural entities.

As discussed earlier, the environmental movement has greatly
diversified over the last half century. According to Zald and Ash (1966, 327):

Social movements manifest themselves, in part, through a wide

range of organizations. These organizations are subject to a

range of internal and external pressures which affect their

viability, their internal structure and processes, and their

ultimate success in attaining goals.

Diversification within the environmental movement required a new palette

of environmental organizations. Popular notions of environmental
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organizations are virtually synonymous with The Wilderness Society, Sierra

Club, National Audubon Society, Environmental Defense Fund, and
National Wildlife Federation-—just a few of the organizations affiliated under
the rubric of the “Group of 10.” This title was given to 10 of the dominant
environmental organizations whose leaders met over dinner, in January
1981, to discuss a collective strategy for dealing with the upcoming assault on
environmental legislation brought on by the Ronald Reagan administration
(Alley et al. 1995; Dowie 1995). These very popular and highly visible
organizations continue to be dominant forces within environmentalism;
however, diversification has led to a plethora of small, home-grown
organizations, collectively classified as grassroots groups.

One trend in the environmental movement is the proliferation of
grassroots groups. Grassroots is an ambiguous term---to some, grassroots
plainly refers to those who live in an affected community, but the term may
also be used to describe 10 to 20,000 small community organizations found
throughout the world, often assembled to address pollution and
environmental health issues, with many piloted by women (“An Amicus
forum on grassroots and national groups” 1995). Lichterman (1996, 38)
defines grassroots as simply as “bottom-up organizing.” Mark Dowie, author
of Losing Ground, sees grassroots groups as an invigorating force in
environmentalism (“An Amicus forum on grassroots and national groups”
1995). Community empowerment and citizen participation in grassroots

community organizing are means of assessing the efficacy of the grassroots
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approach (Perkins et al. 1996). Strictly volunteer-based organizations are often

considered grassroots as well. The two wilderness advocacy groups in this
study possess some grassroots qualities, especially in their ability to organize
public sentiment through letter-writing campaigns.

Various levels of organization and orientation, and numerous forms
of environmental ideologies create an eclectic mix of environmental social
movement organizations, including: grassroots, regional, national, and
global; lobbying, legal, direct-action, and educational; and mainstream and
radical groups. These organizations may include any combination of
preservationists, deep ecologists, political ecologists, ecofeminists, and
environmental justice advocates. The ideologies, methodologies, geographic
scopes, issue orientations, and leadership constructions of each individual
organization truly create a breadth in focus matched by no other social
movement (Gifford 1990; Gottlieb 1993b). Although the two organizations of
interest in this analysis may be typified as wilderness advocacy groups,
delineating some of the other defining characteristics of each organization
demands an understanding of the evolution of environmental groups
throughout the last 40 years.

The intimate, poetic, and visionary experiences of early environmental
leaders prompted hundreds of people to come together as kindred spirits,
often philosophizing about nature and engaging in wilderness ventures.
Examining the transition of environmental organizations into the 21st

century, Adler (1995, 109) writes:
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Environmental organizations have come to bear little

resemblance to their predecessor. Once dedicated to

conservation and the careful use of natural resources,

environmental groups now champion the preservation of

Nature. Where old-line conservationists saw themselves as

stewards of the natural resources that complemented and

supported modern industrial society, today’s preservationists

display an indifference if not disdain for technology, industrial

organizations, and private initiative. And where once groups of

hunters and outdoors people determined the activities of local

conservation groups, professionals and full-time activists now

set the agenda and measure their own success.
The moderately formal and loosely organized alliances of conservationists in
the early movement are still evident in a some of today’s smaller
organizations, but post-WWII conditions that enabled environmentalism to
take hold also led to a proliferation of groups and massive organizing,
bringing thousands to participate in the cause of conservation.

The mainstreaming of environmentalism was largely aided by the
savvy and persuasive approach of direct mail (Mitchell 1989; Dowie 1995;
Easterbrook 1995). The success of mass membership recruitment via direct
mail is determined by the following factors: (1) the credibility of the group
making the appeal and (2) the appeal of the group’s grievances (Mitchell
1989). The awe-inspiring qualities of scenic wildlands and the charismatic
teatures of endangered megafauna can have wide and compelling appeal to
the masses. Mainstreaming of the groups ensued commensurate with their
growth, which led to bureaucratization of the organizations and

professionalization of the staffs (Gottlieb, 1993a; Adler 1995). The possibility

that growth engenders bureaucracy is of concern to many within the
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environmental movement, who think that the spirit and fervor espoused by

young organizations may be replaced with more settled and predictable
organizations that value their longevity. Alley et al. (1995) assert that
grassroots strategies that link with the agendas of national organizations do
not necessarily lead toward greater institutionalization and bureaucratization.

With a significant number of environmental laws passed in the late
1960s and early 1970s, numerous environmental groups set up headquarters
or branch offices in our nation’s capital. Many groups only participate in
limited lobbying efforts due to the legal constraints and tax codes affiliated
with incorporation under 501(c)(3), which grants organizations non-profit,
public foundation status, but most organizations are not deterred from
Washington, D.C. (Mitchell 1989; Shabecoff and Heist 1996).

The D.C.-based environmental groups, with millions of dues-

paying members and hundreds of professional staffers, including

lawyers, lobbyists, and public relations people, use many of the

same techniques as the private-sector lobbies. These include

computerized mailing lists, direct-mail funding pitches, multi-

media advertising, political action committees, and political

endorsements...A number of corporations are represented on its

[Environmental Defense Fund’s] board of directors. Audubon

and Sierra [Club] have top-end media arms producing slick

mass-circulation magazines, books, films, and video

documentaries. Greenpeace has a national door-to-door

canvassing network of a thousand volunteers knocking on forty

thousand doors a night, making it the largest operation of its

kind outside the Girl Scouts’ annual cookie sale. (Helvarg 1994,
29)

There is no question that a reliance on Washington, D.C.-based political
strategies has significantly shaped the modern environmental movement.

Brock Evans, former chief lobbyist for the Sierra Club, said:
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We must be there, because it is Congress that ultimately decides
which areas shall be logged and which shall remain wild; it is
the EPA that promulgates the vital air and water pollution
regulations; and it is the President himself and his aides who, by
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The professionalization of environmental groups’ staffs often includes
having scientists, accountants, and attorneys, leading to what Snow (1991, 25)
calls “a cult of expertise.” Litigation is one of several strategies available to
social movement organizations and their adversaries (Barkan 1980).
Utilizing the courts as a forum for advancing or adjudicating an
organization’s cause has become a substantial instrument in the toolchest of
environmentalists.

An early milestone in preservation policy was the effort launched by
David Brower and the Sierra Club to save Dinosaur National Monument
from inundation by the Echo Park Dam project (Allin 1982; Gottlieb 1993b).
The national campaign formulated in response to the dam proposal brought
American conservation and preservation organizations together as no other
issue had before and set tactical precedents that shaped many of the
approaches used by environmental groups in the coming decades (Harvey
1991). The effort to save Echo Park was one of the most effective and carefully
orchestrated battles in conservation history. Echo Park took the conservation
movement from acting defensively to aggressive initiation (Fox 1985).
Conservationists, journalists, and photographers were expoéed to Echo Park

through rafting trips down the Green River and Dinosaur National
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Monument became a place known throughout the nation. Effectively

galvanizing much of the popular media to publicize its cause and promoting
one of its many trademark exhibit-format books, the Sierra Club set the
strategic agenda for future conservation groups. As described by Brower (1995,
35), “visual ammunition,” in the form of coffee-table books, slide shows, or
websites, is one of the most powerful weapons in the conservationists’
arsenal, especially when dealing with charismatic megafauna or wilderness
landscapes.

Media attention can be crucial to the success and survival of an
environmental organization, or any type of social movement organization
for that matter. Some environmental concerns are triggered by personal
experiences, but many concerns tend to be media-driven (O’Riordan 1995).

The mass media [print and broadcast news] represent a potential

mechanism for utilizing an establishment institution to fulfill

non-establishment goals: communicating with movement

followers, reaching out to potential recruits, neutralizing would-

be opponents, and confusing or otherwise immobilizing

committed opponents. (Molotch 1977, 71)

Others also acknowledge the critical role media play in the ability of
organizations to communicate their efforts, and note that today’s
environmentalists are part of the “post-journalism” world, operating in a
hyper-mediated environment (Pierce et al. 1992, 125).

There are concerns over the divide between mainstream and grassroots

organizations, but environmental groups are also notable for building

coalitions to fight for specific issues (Shabecoff and Heist 1996). Coalition-
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building can be a key strategic move in successfully achieving public policy

objectives (Stevenson and Greenberg 1998).

Environmental groups work to increase their power by forming

alliances with other interest groups. Sometimes they establish

coalitions with the clear intent to secure passage of specific

legislation. But environmental groups will just as often

cultivate informal networks of groups to trade information and

share ideas on related policy agendas. (Adler 1995, 72)

Contemporary advocacy tactics include litigation, informational
campaigns, White House and Congressional lobbying, participation in
administrative agency proceedings, and grassroots letter-writing campaigns
(Mitchell 1989). With the exception of litigation, these tactics are largely
carried over from the earlier conservation movement.

The passion of the cause and the drive of the leadership can have
powerful impacts on the direction and sustainablilty of an organization, but
money can still be the decisive resource for a non-profit group. To be
effective in a subgovernment, a stable and secure source of funding can be
critical (McCool 1990). Medberry (1995) asserts that environmental campaigns
run on money. Typical funding sources for most non-profit environmental
organizations include some combination of the following: membership dues,
individual contributions, foundation grants, sale of goods, federal grants,
corporate gifts, and other sources (Snow 1991). Much of the tension that exists

among environmental organizations is the result of competing for the same

dollars to gain public attention and support (Yearley 1993).
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Environmental Leadership

Throughout this literature review, the environmental movement has
been looked at in the context of overall social movements and in terms of the
conservation-environmental groups that comprise that movement. To best
understand the specific groups, it is important to characterize their leadership.

Burns (1978) considers leaders as persons with certain purposes or
motives, mobilizing resources in order to arouse, engage, and satisfy the
needs of followers. Environmental leadership is a distinct category of
leadership, encompassing any activity involving the management, use, or
protection of natural resources (Foster 1993). Most environmental leaders
possess some combination of the following qualities and skills: ethics and
personal values; communication; management; conflict assessment and
resolution; ability to influence legislation and policy---and, inevitably, fiscal
development, or fundraising (Gordon and Berry 1993). Some of the greatest
stress on organizations and leaders is the pressure to attain and maintain
funding (Snow 1991; Adler 1995).

Furthermore, environmental leadership is dependent on a context,
which includes: geographic location, variability in the natural environment,
and organizational culture (Gordon and Berry 1993). Environmental
leadership may also be evaluated at either the individual or organizational
levels (Flannery and May 1994).

Fox (1985) classifies early conservationists (pre-environmentalism) as

radical amateurs and not very well organized. According to Fox (1985, 227),
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these conservationists took up the fight “expecting to pay, not to be paid.” In

a more contemporary context, Kuric and van Hook (1989, 1) assert that public
interest workers “see their jobs as the places where they can meld their
individual talents with their political beliefs and personal values.” Although
paid positions in environmental work have proliferated, overall the
movement is replete with underpaid positions, often filled by overqualified
individuals.

Other people who have characterized mainstream groups note that the
leadership and conceptual framework of these organizations is typically white
and male-dominated (Gottlieb 1993a; Dowie 1995). Furthering the notion of
the “male preserve,” Gottlieb (1993a, 213) writes:

The need and desire to experience wilderness, particularly

through hunting and exploring as well as mountaineering,

skiing, and fishing, were also associated with images of

“manliness,” as Theodore Roosevelt, the foremost champion of

the masculine definition of the wilderness experience, often put

it.

Although Mohai (1992) does not focus exclusively on environmental
leaders, he argues that even though women indicate somewhat greater
concern for the environment, women’s rates of environmental activism are
considerably lower than those for men. Mohai (1985) also refutes the notion
that environmental values are upper-middle-class values, based on research
illustrating that environmental activism may be linked to elites, but the link

between environmental concern and upper-middle-class values is not

evident.
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Related Work

Much of the research done in relation to environmental organizations
either highlights a single organization and its agenda and abilities, given a
certain political climate, leadership network, issue focus, and tactical plan, or
evaluates the niche of select organizations within the overall movement.
While relying on the insights offered by such research, this particular study
examines two unique organizations, emphasizing their individual structures
and ideologies to analyze why each group chose to pursue different strategies
on the specific issue of BLM Wilderness in Utah.

Brulle (1996) asserts that, in the United States, environmental groups
are key actors in the process of social change. Although their importance is
recognized, the study of environmental organizations remains
underdeveloped. He examined 44 leading environmental organizations
through the use of discourse analysis, linking these groups to the overall
environmental movement and providing a system of classification based on
a framework of discourses, including the following: manifest destiny,
conservation, preservation, ecocentrism, political ecology, deep ecology, and
ecofeminism. To distinguish these separate discursive frames he identifies
the key texts in the development of the frame, lists the defining social
movement events surrounding each frame, and provides examples of

movement organizations that fit within each discourse.
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Alley et al. (1995) apply the “resource-mobilization” model, advanced

by McCarthy and Zald (1977), to examine the historical transformation of
Alabamians for a Clean Environment (ACE), a grassroots organization
formed to close down the nation’s largest hazardous waste landfill. They
assert that the institutionalization of certain environmental groups (e.g., the
“Group of Ten”) has alienated some grassroots efforts at the community
level. Their examination of ACE’s activities shows that the organization
assumed a marginal position in waste politics at the local level while
developing alliances with national organizations.

The “resource-mobilization” model may be applied in an examination
of SUWA and UWA to analyze how each organization obtains the resources
necessary to pursue its objectives. According to McCarthy and Zald (1977, 1):

The resource mobilization approach emphasizes both societal

support and constraint of social movement phenomena. It

examines the variety of resources that must be mobilized, the

linkages of social movements to other groups, the dependence of

movements upon external support for success, and the tactics

used by authorities to control or incorporate movements.

Lichterman (1996, 34), through extensive ethnographic study, examines
the “personalized politics”? of individuals connected to the U.S. Greens
movement, analyzing the way people become politicized in the name of a

broad public good and exploring how various environmental activists pursue

their commitments to activism. Similar to the underpinnings of the research

* Lichterman (1996, 34) defines “personalized politics” as a commitment that combines a concern
for broad public issues with an insistence that each individual activist is a locus of political
responsibility and efficacy outside as well as inside activist organizations.
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presented in this thesis, Lichterman is fascinated and intrigued by those who

define themselves as publicly engaged activists, especially in the name of the
environment. He advances his research by going beyond the research
methodology of intensive interviewing, and engages with the subjects of his
study as a participant-observer. Lichterman (1996, 149) also provides a means
of analyzing his study population by examining their “lifeways,” which he
defines as the overall public and private involvements in work, family, and
political life within one’s biography. Through his research he contrasts the
“personalized politics” and individualism in the mainly white
environmental groups with an African-American group representing a more
community-centered culture. Ultimately, he asserts that “a multicultural
society needs to honor diverse sources of public commitment” (Lichterman
1996, 230).

Norris and Cable (1994) examine the lifecycle of a social movement
organization opposed to the pollution of a river by a paper mill. They
employed multiple, in-depth, semi-structured interview sessions with key
members of the organization and also engaged in participation-observation
research, focusing heavily on the relationship of elites and non-
elites in community mobilization. They found that elites resisted grassroots
membership in order to control the movement goals and to protect their own
economic interests and that internal conflict within an elite-sponsored

organization may lead to new grassroots organizations.
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Pierce et al. (1992) examine the role of interest groups in the context of

environmental policy, specifically focusing on the complexity of policy
questions pursuant to new scientific discoveries and rapidly changing
technology. Through extensive surveying of Ontario-based and Michigan-
based environmental organizations, they provide a composite of the
organizations, compiling organizational profiles and an analysis of structural
and organizational attributes. In formulating the organizational profile, they
included such variables as number of paid staff, size of annual budget,
number of volunteers, number of members, percentage of membership dues
in overall budget, external funding sources, geopolitical affiliations, and tax-
exempt status. To assess the organizational attributes of each group, they
categorized the attributes as follows: (1) how the organization informs its
members (e.g., publish newsletters, hold meetings, issue special reports,
conduct short courses, produce videos or films, and prepare stories for
media); (2) types of research employed by the organization (e.g.,

scientific/ technical, legal, political, and economic); and (3) the number of
sources used by the organization to compile its information (e.g.,
organizational affiliates, other environmental organizations, scientists or
academic experts, lawyers, elected officials and staff, and non-elected
government personnel) (Pierce et al. 1992). Ultimately, they suggest that the
key to interest group activity is the communication of policy-relevant
technical knowledge and information. Although UWA and SUWA do not

deal as readily with highly technical scientific concerns, these organizations
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do serve as conduits for disseminating policy-related information to the

public and political figures.

Salazar (1996) presents data from a 1989 survey of seventy-three
environmental groups in the state of Washington. Her analysis highlights
groups’ structural characteristics, choice of political activities, and use of
political resources in order to evaluate systematic differences between
grassroots groups and institutionalized organizations within the state. She
contrasts Washington state with the national trend of a grassroots-
mainstream divide in the environmental movement. In differentiating
among three types of political resources, mobilization resources, expertise,
and organizational assets, she contends that grassroots groups heavily rely on
mobilization.

Snow (1991) provides the most applicable and fundamentally useful
background for this research, although the scale of his 1989 study was
considerably wider, encompassing over 500 conservation leaders throughout
the country. The magnitude of examination is different, given that this
particular study looks at only two organizations in-depth, SUWA and UWA.
The defining difference between Snow’s research and the study presented in
this document is that the Conservation Leadership Project, conducted by
Snow, focuses exclusively on people and organizations, not issues. The
emphasis of this work, too, is on the organizations and their leaders, but it
uses the Utah BLM Wilderness debate as a venue for understanding the

fundamental differences between each organization’s structure and
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philosophy. Inside the Environmental Movement is, quite simply, the

authoritative text on the people and organizations that make the
environmental movement the social force that it is heralded to be. The
single drawback of Snow’s work is that it is now dated, having been
conducted almost a decade ago.

Findings from the Conservation Leadership Project suggest that the
“conservation-environmental movement is fraught with xenophobia and
internecine strife” (Snow 1991, xxxi). He found that environmental leaders
are often undersupported, based on limited financial resources and poorly
trained staff. In addition, the data from his study indicate that even though
many organizations proclaim that they are membership-based, few effectively
employ strategies to empower and activate their members. He also notes that
mainstream conservation-environmental groups have failed to adequately
incorporate people of color, the rural poor, and the politically and
economically disenfranchised in their work. Based on these challenges, the
Conservation Leadership Project calls for the establishment of new,
decentralized training centers created to assist conservation leaders.

Snow (1991) very effectively characterizes the organizations involved
in the movement and creates comprehensive portraits of the staffs,
volunteers, and leaders of the nation’s environmental groups. The level of
detail achieved by Snow is not matched in the forthcoming discussion, but
his work offers many possibilities for future research on SUWA and UWA,

or other environmental organizations in Utah. By applying his national
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model to the state of Utah, Utah’s conservation community could be more

thoroughly profiled.

The diversity of philosophical orientations among environmentalists
has been offered above, and Snow (1991) maintains that not only are the
ideologies of environmental groups very different, but from an operational
perspective, environmental groups also are very diverse. Snow (1991, 14)
distinguishes 11 different kinds of organizations within the movement. His
characterization of the state-based or regional advocacy group appears to align
most closely with UWA. SUWA, in its earlier days, could also be classified
similarly, but given its present operation, it is most appropriately classified as
a small national membership group. Overall, Snow (1991, 140) poses these
questions:

Given its resources and its methods of operation, what can any

given conservation group effectively achieve with respect to the

issues it attempts to resolve? Given the collective resources of

the many groups working on environmental issues, what can

the movement achieve? It's easy to attack environmentalists on

their failures, and just as easy to obscure or negate their many

successes.
The research presented in this thesis explores the resources and methods of
operation of UWA and SUWA. Their attempts to attain Wilderness
designation for Utah BLM lands cannot yet be deemed successes or failures,
for the debate endures. What the future holds for these lands and these

organizations is indeterminate, but speculations on the future of this

environmental policy will be offered.
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Options for the Future

Although not focusing exclusively on wilderness issues, John (1994)
presents practical examples of new approaches to environmental politics and
policy that have emerged at the state and local levels. He contends that we
are stepping into a new era of environmental policy as an increasingly
information-based society, confronting new issues with new tools (John 1994).
John's central thesis is that we must engage in a new method of organizing
environmental politics and policy---civic environmentalism.

The central idea animating civic environmentalism is that in

some cases, communities and states will organize on their own

to protect the environment, without being forced to do so by the

federal government....Civic environmentalism is essentially a

l;)ottom—up approach to environmental protection. (John 1994,
Similarly, this theme runs throughout Reclaiming the native home of hope
(Keiter 1998), a collection of essays compiled from two symposiums sponsored
by the University of Utah College of Law’s Wallace Stegner Center for Land,
Resources, and the Environment. These essays focus on examples and
propositions of functional positions and processes for dealing with

environmental issues from a more collaborative standpoint in order to

achieve ecologically and socially sustainable outcomes.
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN

The preceding literature review highlighted secondary sources that
serve as background for examining the roles of UWA and SUWA in the BLM
Wilderness debate. The research conducted for this thesis made use of two
primary data sources: archival data and key informant interview data. This

chapter explains these two data sets.

Archival Data Sources

The literature and documentation found in Appendix A served as
primary data sources for construction of the organizational histories found in
Chapters V and VI. The Utah State University Special Collections archives
many of the documents pertinent to this discussion, including federal agency
and state-level committee reports and citizen groups” documents. Since
UWA went into hibernation, nearly all of its organizational documentation
is accessible through the Utah State University archives. Given SUWA'’s
present activity, most of its historical documents and organization-specific
materials are found in its Salt Lake City office. Archival records and other
pertinent organization-specific documents were obtained and used

throughout this study, but the principal research component and the source



46

of the most immensely rich data came from conducting numerous key
informant interviews.
Sampling Design and Identification
of Interviewees

Interviewees were selectively chosen through examination of the
literature concerning Utah wilderness and in consultation with UWA's
founder, Dick Carter, and SUWA’s current executive director, Mike Matz (see
Appendix B). The non-probability, purposive sampling technique used in
this study is essential and appropriate due to the historical nature of the
research. Interview candidates were selected with respect to their longevity
with one of the wilderness advocacy organizations, their integral tie to that
organization’s strategy formulation, their leadership position, or in many
cases, a combination of all of these attributes. Supplemental key informants
were selected based on recommendations from the original core sample. This
informal snowball technique was extremely beneficial in providing names of
individuals not readily affiliated with the debate or the organizations, but
who maintain integral roles in behind-the-scenes positions. These
individuals often had lengthy historical involvement with the BLM
Wilderness battle in Utah, unique encounters with each organization,
tamiliarization with the policy process, a broader interpretation of wilderness

battles, or some combination of all of these traits. The addition of several key
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informants who are internal to the debate, but external to SUWA and UWA,
provided support for information obtained from individuals within these
organizations, as well as substantial insight due to their unique perspectives.

As mentioned above, many of the key informants willingly suggested
the names of other individuals for me to contact and a comprehensive list
was kept with this supplemental information. A true snowball approach
would have widened the spectrum of respondents, but certain time and
financial constraints on this research limited expansion of the study.
Continued investigation may have offered some additional perspectives, but I
consider the body of key informants to include most of the critical insiders to
this discussion.

Because both organizations have been in existence for over a decade
and because UWA's status of hibernation makes it actively defunct, accessing
some of the key informants was not as easy as just going to their
headquarters. Again, through the assistance of Dick Carter, Mike Matz, and
the Internet, contact information was obtained for all but one of the potential
interviewees.

An introductory letter explaining my background and interests, the
nature of the research, and the purpose of the study was sent to each potential
interview candidate in late January 1998 to solicit their assistance and

participation in the interview process (see Appendix C). Approximately one
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week later all candidates were contacted via telephone or e-mail to confirm
receipt of the letter and to schedule an interview.

Nearly all informants appeared interested and willing to participate in
this study. Of the original list of 19 interview candidates, I was unable to
contact one person, two people were not available for interviews due to time
constraints, and two individuals were out of the country during the
interviewing period. Based on the loss of these potential informants, other
interviewees were added to replace their area of expertise, when possible.

Prior to conducting this study, I was concerned that informants may
not want to engage in this study for some of the following reasons. First, the
interview format is lengthy and I acknowledged that the interview candidates
are all very involved people with many commitments to career, family, and
activism. Secondly, there was the possibility that some of the informants
would fail to see the utility of this type of research. I was asked on a number
of occasions if I, in fact, knew that UWA was defunct. Due to this
organization’s status of hibernation, I faced the chance of confronting those
who might not understand the value of analyzing different approaches to the
Wilderness debate because UWA’s position is no longer actively represented.
Thirdly, some interviewees could be reasonably concerned about how this
work would be used or what might be published in the future. There were

those who were too busy or too distant to be involved in this study.
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Overwhelmingly people did see the value of this research and many of them
were intrigued that someone who was not “one of them” was actually
interested in exploring the histories of both UWA and SUWA. Regarding the
third concern about the use or future publication of this work, I was
questioned by a few individuals and absolutely interrogated by one person. I
explained that the information would be used in this master’s thesis and, as
such, would be a public document. A summary of the research results will
also be made available to those interviewees who requested a copy of it.

For the most part, interviewees’ hesitance or reservation to participate
quickly dissipated during the introductory discussion when project goals were
restated and clarified and when questions were answered. On only one
occasion did the concerns of the interviewee persist throughout the
interview. The nature of that person’s concern stemmed primarily from my
affiliation with Utah State University. In the context of environmental
studies and research related to Wilderness, this interviewee thought that
Utah State University had released studies that were less than favorably
received by environmentalists. I was cognizant of some of the wilderness
research that has been conducted by people affiliated with this institution, but
I was not aware of the considerable animosity some individuals harbor
toward this university as a result of it. Overall, I felt that respondents were

candid and honest in their responses, although I must acknowledge the
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concerns that some individuals maintain for research from this institution,

especially as it pertains to Wilderness.

Survey Design and Procedures

The survey instrument was designed to elicit both individual and
organizational histories via face-to-face format. The questions were
administered under a set of procedures and protocols established to evoke
thorough responses about the organizations and the debate BLM Wilderness
in Utah (see Appendix D). A series of questions was asked covering the
following broad categories: personal background; personal involvement in
wilderness and environmental issues; organizational evolution; stakeholder
relations; interorganizational (SUWA/UWA) relations; future speculations;
and personal and organizational environmental ideologies. Questions were
predominately open-ended, allowing for detail, richness, and self-expression
in response. The questions required substantial recall on behalf of the
respondents in explaining the history of both the Wilderness debate and their
respective organization. Attitudinal, informational, behavioral, attribute-
focused, and belief-oriented questions were included.

Personal background questions were asked to gain a better
understanding of the respondents’ education, leisure activities, place of birth,

age, occupational history, and affiliations with government agencies and
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other environmental organizations. Questions concerning the respondent’s
personal involvement in wilderness and environmental issues were asked in
an effort to explore common threads or unique distinctions among the factors
that influenced the respondent to become actively involved in such issues.

To trace the organizational histories of both UWA and SUWA,
questions were asked that probed significant events contributing to the
organizations’ formation and development, as well as tactical and critical
organizational assessments. Questions pertaining to stakeholder relations
asked the respondents to assess their respective organization’s relationships
with Wise-Use advocates, Utah county officials, industry representatives,
BLM employees, local citizens in adjacent communities, national
environmental organizations, and political figures from the national, state,
and local arenas. Media relations were also probed in this section.

The specific relations between UWA and SUWA were explored in a
subsequent segment of the interview. Another section was devoted to the
respondents’ predictions about the future of their organization and their
prospective outlook for the Utah Wilderness debate. The executive leaders of
each organization were provided with a sheet defining a spectrum of
environmental ideologies. They were then asked to choose the ideology that

most represented themselves and their respective organization.
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Modifications to the overall survey instrument, prepared for SUWA
and UWA affiliates, were made for administration to the non-affiliated
respondents. Non-affiliation simply means that the individual never had a
staff or board member position with either UWA or SUWA. Most of the
questions pertaining to organizational evolution, ideological orientation, and
personal involvement were eliminated to streamline the inquiry process,
giving focus to stakeholder relations and SUWA and UWA interactions.

The selection of this type of interviewing process enabled me to obtain
some very rich and detailed historical accounts of the organizations’
developments. Given that much of these organizations’ histories is only
attainable through analysis of archival documents and review of regional
media exposure, such intensive key informant interviewing filled many of
the gaps left by those sources. The personal backgrounds and motivations of
each groups’ leaders can have a powerful influence on the directions, tactics,
and motives of the organizations. Thus, the methodology presented allows
for an exploration of the motivations and philosophies of these leaders.

Ideally, interviews were conducted face-to-face. However, due to the
geographic distribution of some interviewees, this particular interview
strategy was adapted to an open-ended phone interview format for those
interviewees who resided beyond a reasonable travel distance. Respondents

were asked to allot approximately two hours to adequately participate in the
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interview; however, those individuals not affiliated with UWA and SUWA
were advised that less time would probably be sufficient.

All interviews for this project were conducted by the author; thus there
is consistency across all interviews in terms of instructions, clarifications, and
recording of responses. Almost all of the face-to-face interviews were
recorded via the use of audiotape, unless the location was unconducive to
such means or the respondent elected not to have the interview tape-
recorded. Hand-written notes were also taken throughout each interview.

All interviewees were reminded of their right to refuse participation in
this research, and if they chose to participate they were asked to supply verbal
consent for the use of their comments and insights in the final thesis
document. The interviews are not anonymous unless the respondent
requested partial or complete “off-the-record” status. Comments
interviewees requested be stricken from the record are either included
without being attributed to that interviewee or are not used in this document,
depending on the interviewee’s wishes. A guarantee of full anonymity may
have prompted responses more candid than those received, given the
relatively small pool of respondents and the richness of their responses, but I
felt it was necessary to give interviewees full credit for their insights,

reflections, analyses, and participation. To provide added credibility to the
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research, it was deemed appropriate to be able to reference their interview as a
source of primary information.

My personal background and the purpose of this project were addressed
in the introductory letter, but these aspects were again emphasized at the
beginning of each interview. Respondents were asked if they had any
questions or concerns prior to participating in this research. The interview
was typically conducted in the order presented in the protocols, although
there were occasions when a different sequence was followed or questions
were omitted due to time constraints, the particular tone or emphasis of the
interview, or acknowledgment of the interviewee’s particular expertise or
involvement in the debate and the organizations. In most cases, even if
specific questions were not formally asked, answers were obtained through
explanations or comments made in other parts of the interview.

Following the completion of all interviews, candidates were personally
and sincerely thanked for their contributions to this effort to explore the
organizations so integrally connected to the BLM Wilderness debate in Utah.
All candidates received a written thank-you letter, again offering appreciation
for their time and participation and also reminding them that further
reflections or comments would be entirely welcome (see Appendix C).

Throughout the course of the formal interviewing process, which

lasted from February 3, 1998 through March 10, 1998, I maintained connection



29

with a number of interviewees via e-mail. This particular medium served as

a fairly speedy conduit for establishing meetings and obtaining clarifications.

Interview Overview

Overall, a total of 23 interviews were conducted and 38 hours were
logged in the process of actively engaging in the interviews. Interviews
ranged in length from 30 minutes to 3 hours and 10 minutes. The average
interview lasted 1 hour and 39 minutes, with 57% of all interviews lasting an
hour and a half or longer.

Fourteen interviews were administered over the telephone and nine
were conducted face-to-face. Presently, 11 of the 23 respondents reside in
Utah. Nearly all of the non-phone interviews were held in Salt Lake City,
Utah, and one interview took place in Logan, Utah. Respondents contacted
by phone included individuals in Washington, D.C.; Seattle, Washington;
Portland, Oregon; Missoula, Montana; Denver, Colorado; Riverside,
California; Moscow, Idaho; and other areas of Utah.

Seventeen of the interviewees are men and six are women. Seven of
the interviewees are affiliated with SUWA, four individuals were with
UWA, and 12 respondents have affiliations with the debate in a capacity
external to these organizations. However, at least five of the non-affiliated

participants are now or had been actively involved in the Utah Wilderness



56

Coalition. There were no women interviewed in connection with UWA, two
were from SUWA, and four were from the non-affiliated faction. The gender
make-up and ethnicity of the leaders of UWA and SUWA is consistent with
the literature on mainstream environmental groups, which are characterized
as typically white and male-dominated (Gottlieb 1993a; Dowie 1995).

Non-affiliated respondents included the following: the legislative
director for Rep. Maurice Hinchey (D-NY); the deputy director of the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget for the State of Utah; the former
senior project coordinator for Coalition for Utah’s Future/Project 2000; a
professional mediator, staff director for the House Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands; a national journalist; the executive editor of
Chronicle of Community; and several past and present leaders of the Utah
Wilderness Coalition. Typically these interviews were focused toward the
individual’s specific area of expertise, resulting in interviews that were
slightly less lengthy than those with leaders from SUWA and UWA,
although that was not always the case.

Certain biographical information was not obtained for all participants,
but characteristics such as age, education, place of birth, and career history
were obtained from all UWA and SUWA respondents. Table 1 summarizes
some of these characteristics as they pertain to the leaders of each

organization.



Table1

Profile of UWA and SUWA leaders

UWA Leaders

SUWA Leaders

AGE 39-54 (mean = 45) 35-64 (mean = 47)
PLACE OF BIRTH Utah Out-of-state
LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES Outdoor activities Outdoor activities
EDUCATION *  BA/BS from College of Natural Resources at *  BA/BSinnaturalresources discipline from a
Utah State University large western university

* 1lawdegree *  2lawdegrees
GOVERNMENT AGENCY Seasonal: National Forest Service, National Park Seasonal: Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps of
EMPLOYMENT Service, and Bureau of Land Management Engineers, Department of Interior, and state level

appointments

INVOLVEMENT WITH OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS

Minimal: Carter was a representative for The
Wilderness Society prior to UWA’s formation

Extensive: Sierra Club, The Wilderness Society, and
National Parksand Conservation Association

LS
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The 11 interviewees with past or present staff or board member
connections with either UWA or SUWA range in age from 35 to 64, with the
average age being 47. Nearly all have at least a bachelor’s degree with the
exception of two individuals who did not complete four years of study at a
college or university. Most of these leaders received degrees from major
western universities, including the University of New Mexico, University of
Colorado, and Utah State University. Three individuals also hold degrees in
law and most pursued an undergraduate major of study in a natural
resources discipline.

Many respondents had work experience with a government agency at
either the state or federal level. Most of this work consists of seasonal
employment with one or more of the following federal agencies: National
Forest Service, National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of
Land Management, and the Corps of Engineers. As far as past or current
employment with another environmental organization, many SUWA
respondents have considerable experience with Sierra Club and The
Wilderness Society. Alternatively, those interviewees representing UWA
had little or no experience with the major national environmental groups,
with the exception of Dick Carter’s earlier connection with The Wilderness

Society.
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Only three of the respondents are native Utahns, all formerly with
UWA. All respondents regarded some type of outdoor activity as a means of
expending leisure time, including hiking, kayaking, biking, rafting, and
exploring the desert regions of Utah and other areas of the state.

A number of respondents first began affiliations with their
organization as a member or volunteer. Notably, a love of the land brought
most of these people into involvement with the organizations. Respondents
also expressed that there was a great degree of excitement in working with
relatively newly established environmental organizations, and there was also
a sense of significant camaraderie among the members of each individual
organization.

The preceding profile does reveal a number of similarities among the
leaders of each organization as far as certain sociodemographic attributes and
some particular motivations and activities. Later chapters will provide a
more in-depth analysis of the greater philosophical and structural divergence

between the organizations.

Study Limitations
This section describes a few of the major limitations of this study. The
first limitation is that the interview data were all collected at a single point in

time, winter 1998. Because much of the information is historical, the fact that
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data were obtained during this constrained period is not of significant
concern, but it did force individuals to engage in substantial exercises of recall
to adequately portray the history outlined in this document. Fortunately,
archival data served as both a supplement and clarifying source for the
organizations’ histories.

Secondly, another limitation is the relatively small number of key
informants interviewed. The particular interviewees who participated in this
project represented well the key leadership within each organization and, as
interviews ensued, there was consistency in response to a great number of
questions. Thus, it appears that the select group of interview candidates was
representative and more than sufficient for the focus of this study. However,
there are other individuals with substantial insight and history with these
organizations. As previously mentioned, a list of the names of these
individuals, as recommended by key informants, was collected.

Lastly, although not a major limitation, consistency in interview
format may have enhanced the data. Due to constraints on time and
financial sources available to conduct this study, the majority of interviews
were conducted via telephone. The preferable format for interviewing was
face-to-face, but I noticed no less engagement in the process or general

enthusiasm in response by those interviewed via telephone.
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Overall, although these limitations are recognized, I do not feel that
any of the data presented in this document have been jeopardized due to the

above constraints.
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CHAPTER IV

WILDERNESS IN UTAH

Now in its third decade, the dispute over Wilderness designation in
Utah has been marked by a long and extensive history of court battles,
legislative decisions, political maneuverings, and conservationist
involvement (see Appendix E). To clarify the atmosphere that Utah's
wilderness advocates have worked under and also framed themselves, it is
useful to put the debate in historical context. A more thorough analysis
might examine environmental attitudes throughout Utah’s history, but the
most useful starting point for constructing a chronology of the battle for
redrock Wilderness in Utah is the 1976 passage of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act.
Federal Land Policy and
Management Act

Throughout most of the BLM’s early history, environmental groups
spent little time addressing this agency’s issues. With growth in recreation
use on BLM lands, the creation of some national parks from BLM lands, the
increased popularity of the desert Southwest, and expanded opportunities for
the environmental community to exercise its voice in the courts,
environmental groups began to devote more resources to BLM issues
(Greeno 1990). As increased membership and budgets enabled a proliferation

of environmental organizations, environmental interest groups lobbied for
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an organic act for the BLM with strong conservation provisions (Greeno
1990). The 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act served as the legal
doctrine to enforce multiple use management by the agency, and included

direction to inventory BLM lands for Wilderness qualities.

Inventory and Appeal

The Wilderness review in Utah did not begin until 1978 and it was
comprised of three stages: (1) a “quick” initial inventory to omit lands clearly
lacking Wilderness values; (2) an intensive inventory to demarcate
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs); and (3) an evaluation of suitability and
manageability relative to other uses to bring about a final agency
recommendation (Carter 1992). At the time of the initial inventory, Utah
was the only state in the nation that had no wilderness designations
(Matheson 1986).

Following the initial inventory, 17 million acres of the 22 million acres
under the BLM’s jurisdiction in Utah were omitted from consideration.
Next, the second phase of inventory ensued, establishing Wilderness Study
Areas. Both stages of the review process have been criticized, with the BLM
accused of performing inadequate surveys, changing data accumulated by
field staff, and illegally manipulating the process to give preferential
treatment to special interests and lands with development potential (Wheeler
1985a, 1985b; Jones 1991; Stegner 1994; Torrey 1997). In 1979, Utah’s small

environmental community responded to what they believed was an
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inadequate review with the formation of UWA, Utah'’s first statewide

environmental organization. Shabecoff (1993) notes that today every decision
involving disposal or use of public lands is scrutinized by grassroots groups.
The situation was no different for Utah in 1979, and UWA immediately went
to work—-addressing flaws in the BLM’s inventory.

An inadequate process on the federal level was a major concern to
Utah’s conservationists, but anti-environmental sentiments on the state and
county levels in the early 1980s also represented a formidable obstacle for
environmentalists attempting to rectify a poor process. Grand County and
other regions of southern Utah represented a hotbed of the Sagebrush
Rebellion and county commissioners attempted to bulldoze within
Wilderness Study Areas (Manning 1995). Attempts to create roads are
symbolic of efforts by anti-Wilderness forces to disqualify lands suitable for
federal designation. In 1980 Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-UT) presented legislation
calling for the return of all National Forest Service and BLM lands to the
states (Stegner 1998). Further elimination of Wilderness quality lands by the
BLM prompted UWA and 13 other conservation groups to take their
concerns to the BLM’s adjudication board, the Interior Board of Land Appeals
(IBLA), where they launched a 1,400-page omnibus appeal covering almost
one million acres on 29 units (Wheeler 1985a; Carter 1992). In 1981, this
represented the largest appeal in the IBLA’s history. By 1983, the IBLA
released its findings, ordering a reinventory of 88% of the acreage under

appeal and adding 560,000 acres to Wilderness Study Area status. Eventually,



65
the BLM determined that 3.2 million acres were suitable as WSAs. The

significance of WSA status is that during the interim, before designation is
legislated at the Congressional level, WSAs are managed as de facto
Wilderness, essentially protecting those areas until they are legally

designated.

Utah Wilderness Act of 1984

While waiting for a ruling on the appeal, UWA diligently helped to
assemble a Wilderness bill for National Forest lands in Utah. The mandate to
evaluate the Wilderness qualities of National Forest lands came over a
decade earlier with the passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Typically lands
had been designated using an area-by-area approach, but procedural changes
occurred in the late 1970s, after the ruling in an influential lawsuit, California
v. Bergland. In that case, the court decided that site-specific environmental-
impact statements were required before a roadless area could be developed
and that the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) II did not fulfill
this requirement (Zakin 1993). The ramifications of this lawsuit and the
result of Congress becoming saturated with numerous bills based on the area-
by-area approach led to the process of passing statewide (omnibus) Wilderness
bills. This new approach to Wilderness bills often allowed for “hard release”
language, which excludes Wilderness-quality areas from being considered for
future designation after a bill is passed. Zakin (1993, 96) notes that the new

system of designation had several disadvantages:
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Environmentalists were often forced to negotiate on the basis of

overall acreage instead of on the merits of individual areas.

Even worse, the price for passing virtually every bill was

something called “release language”...the days when a lobbyist

could patiently let political consensus ripen around each

wilderness area were over. It was the antithesis of the slow,

strategic [Howard] Zahniser style; now everything was on the

block...the change to hard-fought statewide bills became

inevitable as wilderness issues attained a higher profile.

With few other conservationists active in Utah, the Utah Wilderness
Act became law in September 1984, with considerable assistance from UWA.
The bill designated 750,000 acres as Wilderness of the three million acres of
roadless land identified by the Forest Service (Wheeler 1985a). UWA viewed

this designation as a core of Wilderness in Utah that could be built on in the

future.

New Voices for Canyon Country

The Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance formalized its existence in
December 1983 and was propelled to action through a “visceral mix of
gorgeous country, death threats, and the unwavering support of just about
every desert rat living in redrock Utah,” according to Del Smith, SUWA’s first
paid staff member (SUWA Newsletter, XV(1) Spring 1998, 5; see Appendix A).
The organization was also formed in response to what it considered a
woefully inadequate Forest Service Wilderness bill for Utah. SUWA
members immediately began to convene conferences with other

environmental organizations such as The Wilderness Society, Sierra Club,
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and the National Parks and Conservation Association in an effort to hammer

out a proposal for BLM Wilderness.

At the same time, UWA was busily preparing its own proposal for
Utah’s BLM lands, anticipating a BLM recommendation for Wilderness in the
not-too-distant future. The year 1985 proved to be significant and defining for
Utah’s conservationists. UWA,