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Mobilizing for participation in natural-resource management: 

Comparisons between Latino forestry-workers, Ecosystem restoration advocates and

Mushroom harvesters in Southern Oregon

Introduction and Objectives

At first glance, the national forests of the Western U.S. do not strike one as a likely site to address issues of labor, immigration, or social mobilization. Indeed, Oregon’s forests are often valued as sacred places to be conserved or timber rich reserves of green gold.  Neither image easily lends itself to exploring the complex negotiations and contestations of people struggling to participate in natural resource management.  Stressing the relationships between people and forests, by contrast, allows one to see resource management as a practice intrinsically embedded in social and political contexts and, consequently, influenced to greater or lesser degrees by the agendas of different groups.  This research seeks to compare the relative successes and failures of three different groups – Latino forestry workers, Anglo ecosystem restoration workers and multi-ethnic mushroom harvesters – who all depend on natural resources for a livelihood, in their efforts (or lack thereof) to gain a voice in decision-making around Oregon’s forest resources.  How do these groups participate in resource management, what are their motivations, and to what extent do they succeed or fail in gaining a voice?  By comparing and contrasting factors within and between each group, this research will take a broader perspective on people’s participation in resource management.  In emphasizing contextual similarities and differences, my research will also explore how participatory research means different things in different contexts (see final section on the relevance of participatory research).

Latino forestry workers

Obscured in the understory, Latino forestry workers constitute a non-unionized and seasonal workforce of primarily Mexican immigrants
 who do virtually all the manual labor to maintain and conserve Oregon’s national forests
.  Unlike Anglo forest workers from rural communities who identify historically with timber-harvesting/ logging activities (Brown 1995), forestry workers are a ‘mobile workforce’ who travel throughout the Western U.S. to find seasonal employment in agriculture, non-timber forest products, tree-planting, general stand maintenance (Brown & Marín-Hernández 2000) and, most recently, fire-fighting.  Their mobility, however, coupled with differences in class, race and citizenship status (many are undocumented), has ostensibly rendered migrant workers largely invisible to place-based interest groups
.  Furthermore, although forestry-workers amass extensive place-based knowledge about natural resources, they are systematically excluded from decision-making about resource management.  In essence, Latino forestry workers are not only marginalized from participation in rural community-forestry initiatives
, but they also an intensely vulnerable and exploitable workforce.  Thus far, they have not made any significant inroads into participation within natural resource management. 

Ecosystem restoration workers and “Quality Jobs” in Oregon

This group is made up of Anglo labor and environmental leaders along with various concerned organizations and community representatives, all of who are working to promote innovations in contracting by state natural resources agencies
.  More specifically, the goal of this loose coalition is to increase the number of year-round, family-wage job opportunities in the emerging fields of forest and watershed restoration, and to improve the quality of work on the ground.  These actors are primarily working towards this end by formulating a potential bill concept for “Oregon Quality Jobs in Natural Resources”, which they hope to make a reality through state legislation in 2003.  Many community members in this group are Anglo, U.S. citizens and claim a history of belonging to Oregon and working in natural resource-related jobs such as millwork and logging.  The environmental leaders of this coalition tend to be middle-class white professionals with connections to environmental organizations and resources in areas outside Oregon as well.

Ironically, ecosystem restoration work constitutes tasks currently being done by many Latino crews (clearing brush, cutting trails, prescribed thinning) and categorized as manual labor or low-skilled work.  The Quality Jobs bill concept essentially seeks to professionalize this labor-force and make it skilled work.  What is critical is that the Latino community has been absent from any of these discussions.  In effect, once manual labor becomes upgraded, Latinos in the field are likely to be displaced.  Moreover, given that ecosystem restoration is largely seasonal work, the economic feasibility of full-time, year-round or high-paid work in this sector is questionable.  While the Anglo community is justifiably concerned with participation in decision-making about natural resources, their access, as citizens, to the formal political realm may threaten the economic survival of Latino forestry-workers.  How this plays out and the process of this group’s mobilization needs to further explored.
Mushroom harvesters and the Forest Service
Wild mushroom harvesting is one of the most ethnically diverse forest products industries in the Pacific Northwest (McLain 2000).  Between November and March, harvesters pick and sell wild mushrooms to field buyers, who then sell them to gourmet restaurants in the U.S. or to consumers abroad.  In a first of its kind gathering last summer, representatives from various mushroom-harvesting communities met with the Forest Service in Crescent Lake, Oregon. The meeting was organized to address harvesters’ concerns around the potential impacts of logging on mushroom production and harvesting and the process of planning and decision-making about Forest Service lands.  Made possible through the coordinating efforts of key non-governmental organizations
, this meeting was largely motivated by harvester concerns about the commercial sales and potential sales of Forest Service land, which has been or is slated to be logged for fuels reduction and/or thinning for forest health.  

After the meeting, mushroom harvesters decided that they would challenge Forest Service plans to log further areas and insisted on having a voice in resource management decisions.  In this situation, many Southeast Asian mushroom harvesters, who constitute a minority population with a significant presence in non-timber forest products, were excluded from consultation around the management of public lands.  More specifically, the US Forest Service failed to conduct proper NEPA (National Environmental Protection Act) procedures when carrying out an Environmental Impact Assessment on the effects of prescribed thinning for forest health in the Crescent Lake area.  In effect, the ecological impacts of thinning for mushroom productivity and the socio-economic impacts of reduced harvests for collectors were overlooked.  Harvesters’ mobilization around this issue is currently being facilitated with guidance from certain non-governmental organizations and facilitated by leaders and representatives of respective harvester communities.

Research Questions 

Given that all three of the groups mentioned above depend on natural resources for a livelihood, I center my research around the following questions: How do these groups participate in resource management, what are their motivations, and to what extent do they succeed or fail in gaining a voice?   What accounts for the differences in trajectories and tactics of mobilization (or lack thereof) around each group’s respective participation in decision-making about and the management of natural resources? 

To answer these broader questions, I will analyze each group’s mobilization practices by looking at several factors that might account for similarities or differences between cases.  These factors are addressed via the following sub-questions:

1. How does citizenship or legal status affect participation in resource management and strategies for political mobilization?  Is citizenship a necessary factor for successful participation and mobilization?  What other kinds of mobilization take place outside the formal political realm, especially among undocumented Latino forestry-workers?

2. What role do kinship ties, civic associations and social networks play in different forms of participation and tactics of mobilization?  How does occupational structure and access to external resources facilitate or hinder mobilization in these three cases?  

3. How does each group frame its livelihood concerns and how does the context of framing impact the nature and outcomes of participation and mobilization?  Are ‘environmental’ framings more successful in garnering the support of Oregon’s powerful mainstream environmental lobby?  What are the costs and benefits of such framing for each group?

4. How does “positionality” – as one’s race, class, gender, language and cultural positioning in society – affect the possibilities of mobilization?  What socio-economic and political factors have shaped the actors and the ‘playing field’ upon which they struggle for participation in resource management?

Overall, this research aims to analyze how different groups can or cannot mobilize to address their concerns around and participation in natural resource management.  In the process, it attempts to take seriously the absence of discussion about immigration, race and power relations in debates over natural resource management (Romm 2002).  The broader issue of how certain environmental framings may help or hinder social mobilization in the contemporary context of Southern Oregon will also shed light on the historical, political and socio-economic relations that have made such processes/ framings advantageous and the possible limitations they pose.  Tracing these genealogies will help to inform alternative possibilities for taking action around resource management as well as to shift the terms of mainstream environmental and policy debates.  This research is one step towards understanding the interconnections between mobilization efforts, structural inequalities and the varying experiences and abilities of different groups to improve their economic and social well-being.

Literature Review on Social Movements and Political Ecology

Theoretical perspectives from social movement literature and political ecology have direct bearing on my research questions.  Social movement theorists have emphasized three concepts to examine the ability of groups to mobilize politically: political opportunity structures, mobilizing resources, and the framing process (McAdam et al. 1996).  Similarly, the emerging field of political ecology addresses the issues of access to, control over, and distribution of natural resources.  As a broad approach, political ecologists have explored the role of various factors affecting control, access and distribution of resources, including: multiple scales over time and space (Blaikie 1999), the role of power relations within social networks (Carney and Watts 1991, Schroeder 1993, Berry 1996), development of structural barriers (Pulido 2000, Romm), and representations of nature and the environment (Gregory 2001, Mann 2001, Pulido and Peña 1998). 

Citizenship and legal status – The first sub-question relates most centrally to the research tradition on “political opportunities” in the social movement literature.  Despite earlier ambiguities around identifying political opportunities, McAdam notes that recent social movement scholars have narrowed this concept to four common aspects: 1) the relative openness or closure of formal political institutions, 2) stability or instability of elite alignments that undergird a polity, 3) presence or absence of allies among the elite, and 4) capacity of the state to repress social actors.  Indeed, the form of mobilization among ecosystem restoration workers, within the formal political realm, is largely contingent on their status as citizens.  By contrast, many mushroom harvesters are legal immigrants with fewer opportunities to participate in formal politics such as voting in state and local elections.  This group, however, still has standing to challenge the Forest Service’s violation of NEPA protocol because they do not face the threat of deportation. The lack of participation among Latino forestry-workers may be significantly related to their undocumented status and consequent fear of deportation, but it may not be solely ascribed to this factor. The relative success of migrant farm-workers’ struggles in California suggests that the lack of permanent legal residency is not always a necessary barrier to political participation or policy change (Gutiérrez 1995, Dean 1996, Pulido and Peña 1998).  The presence of Latino forest-workers legally employed on H2-B visas (Dept of Labor Statistics) and permanent residents, who were granted amnesty through the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program under the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (Stephen 2002) and may now work in forestry, also reveals that not all Latino workers in Oregon are undocumented. Legal status, therefore, while posing real challenges, might not always be the primary factor obstructing social mobilization and participation.

Social structure and external resources – Studies in both social movement literature and political ecology have focused on various aspects of social structure and resource mobilization. Social movement analysts stress the importance of factors that are ‘internal’ to the specific movements or groups, their bureaucratization, sites of mobilization and access to monetary or other resources.  McCarthy and Zald, for example have tended to focus on mobilization within formal institutions such as churches and unions while Tilly and McAdam discuss the significance of informal family and kinship networks.  Berry points out that people’s ability to mobilize resources and socio-economic opportunities is deeply embedded within relationships of patronage while Schroeder and Ribot illustrate how access is also explicitly structured by gender and class relations.  These perspectives relate to my sub-question on kinship ties, social networks, access to external resources and occupational structure.  

It might be argued that mobilization among Latino tree-planters may be facilitated through common social networks, similar cultural practices and shared concerns over livelihood conditions.  At the same time, these very factors may also pose barriers to effective participation and mobilization. In forestry work, for example, many workers feel obliged to their contractor who is often a family relation or friend.  This is exacerbated by the fact that re-forestation/ tree planting is highly sought after work, paying $10-12/hour compared to field/farm work, which pays only $6.50/hour. Social networks and occupational structure also influence mobilization and participation among ecosystem restoration workers and mushroom harvesters.  Members advocating for ecosystem restoration work speak a common language and claim a history of belonging in the area.  This potentially facilitates identification with conceptions of who belongs to the “local community” and has entitlement to jobs in natural resources. Mobilization and participation among the multi-ethnic group of mushroom harvesters may be influenced by the presence and ability of representatives from each ethnic community to work together.  While mushroom harvesting is structured on the basis of individual permits, harvesters still rely on members in their respective kinship or ethnic networks for transportation to picking sites and demarcating picking areas.  Finally, the fact that all harvesters convene at a common camp during the picking season presents both potential venues for mobilization and hindrances to this process, due to increased regulation and surveillance (McLain).

The availability of external resources – in the form of financial resources or strategic alliances with non-governmental organizations and environmental lobby groups – has been an advantage both for ecosystem restoration advocates and for mushroom harvesters. Access to external resources, however, can also be a mixed blessing.  While resources are often vital for organizational development and movement formation, they may also impede mobilization by the cooptation of more radical or alternative goals (Piven 1979).  These issues surface in different ways for mushroom harvesters and Latino tree-planters.  Alliances with external organizations were not only critical to harvesters’ meeting and negotiations with the Forest Service, but the presence of external groups also shifted the agenda.  While mushroom harvesters were primarily concerned about extending the length of the picking season and gaining access to more sites, allied groups successfully introduced the possibility of challenging Forest Service plans to log further areas and demanded the participation of marginalized groups in the consultation process.  The relative lack of mobilization in the Latino community, by contrast, might be related to the influx of state resources in certain community organizations.  The recent expansion of the local health clinic, for example, has been a source of tension within the Latino community.  Some activists claim that La Clínica del Valle is no longer capable of radical organizing because it receives state funds and has bureaucratized and professionalized its organization.

Framing processes – Questions regarding the environmental framing of various groups’ issues are connected to recent developments in social movement theory.  David Snow and other scholars have found that social actors use frames to define and interpret problems and to suggest alternative solutions.  In politically opportune circumstances, frames – or the manner in which issues are portrayed – are important because they can potentially garner the support of key allies and influence public perception and sympathy on a given issue.  

I believe that ecosystem restoration advocates and mushroom harvesters are relatively successful in mobilizing for participation in resource management because they use the language of ‘environmentalism’ to rally key allies to the struggle.  Advocates’ attempts to create a niche in “ecosystem restoration” harness several mainstream environmental concerns – around wildlife habitat conservation, preservation and restoration – and opens the door to greater financial resources and political leverage.  Although mushroom harvesters do not use such explicitly ‘environmental’ language, their challenging of the USFS is based on environmental grounds.  More specifically, they are challenging the failure of the USFS to follow proper NEPA (National Environmental Protection Act) protocol in assessing the socio-economic impacts of logging for mushroom harvester livelihoods.  Latino forestry-workers do not appear to have come together to frame their concerns in environmental terms or link with external allies who might help with further mobilization.  Thus, while all three groups depend on natural resources for a livelihood, the application or absence off environmental frames leads to different outcomes in mobilization.

Race and positionality – Scholarship in political ecology with a focus on environmental justice, suggests that “positionality” is factor that accounts for the lack of a social justice agenda in mainstream discussions on the environment.  Analyzing positionality – one’s race, class and gender position in society – and the historic processes that shape people’s social contexts provides insights into dominant representations of the environment and the concerns of mainstream environmental movements.  Scholars such as Romm, Pulido, Almáguer and Limerick have noted, however, that the structural forces of white privilege and institutional racism shaped the inequitable distribution of and access to natural resources throughout the U.S. West.  In effect, structural inequalities based on white privilege and institutional racism underlie present-day claims about who does or does not belong to particular places and who can make legitimate claims to resource management.
In looking at mainstream environmentalism, for example, Wu and Turner note that the powerful white, middle-class environmental lobby traces back to the  “nineteenth century conservationist and preservationist activism of Ralph Waldo Emerson, John Muir, Gifford Pinchot and other white male outdoorsmen”.  These men’s class, race and gender positions influenced certain perspectives of nature and the environment, which do not directly reflect the livelihood concerns of poor, working class or people-of-color populations (Taylor 1997).  To have Oregon’s powerful environmental lobby as an ally, given their access to political and financial resources, might help marginalized groups in their own struggles for mobilization and participation in resource management.  The price for such an alliance, however, might be to frame issues in a manner that appeals to the interests of mainstream environmentalism.  Social justice issues such as immigrant vulnerability or exploitative labor conditions may therefore not be part of this framing, even though they are critical to more marginalized groups and may better address and appeal to their livelihood concerns.

Research Methods

This proposal is motivated by preliminary research I did in Southern Oregon last summer.  Between June and August 2002, I established contacts with: key non-governmental organizations, community members and leaders from each of the three groups, government employees, and political officials.  By attending meetings with ecosystem restoration advocates and mushroom harvesters and conducting informal interviews with social-service providers and acquaintances within the Latino community, I learned about relevant issues regarding people’s mobilization around and participation in natural resource-management. 

To further pursue my research questions, I will use methodological aspects of the political ecology approach, such as analyzing factors at multiple scales (individual, group, and regional levels) and considering historical processes to understand present patterns and outcomes. I will interview key informants, organizers, workers, and external allies from each group. To prevent giving the impression of taking sides or arousing suspicion among any of the groups, I will conduct interviews with different players separately in both time and space.  I will also speak with government employees from the US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Department of Labor and Industries, and Department of Employment. All these semi-structured interviews will help gather information on mobilization efforts and tactics, people’s perception of and motives for participation in resource management and their position within social and occupational structures. I will conduct this research in Southern Oregon where most members of the relevant groups live and work, at least for part of the year. 

Latino forestry-workers

To gain a foundation in understanding the occupational structure and dynamics of tree-planting work, I will rely on published research, ethnographic observations and conversations with colleagues working on this issue.  Given that little has been published on the demographics or internal dynamics of this occupation, especially with regard to undocumented workers, I will attempt to interview contractors who legally employ H2-B workers.  I will use a list, recently obtained from the Department of Labor, of such contractors in Oregon.  I will also contact another list of all contractors who do tree-planting work in Oregon.  I will gather oral histories about tree-planting from members of the Alliance of Forest Workers and Harvesters (AFWH), based in Eugene, OR and ask them to put me in touch with contractors they know personally.  Because the issues and concerns of Latino tree-planters are the most difficult to access, I will live in the Medford/ Phoenix area, which serves as a major hub for labor contracting.  I will conduct interviews with forestry-workers (in either Spanish or English) to gather information on their patterns of migration.  To learn more about the social concerns and dynamics of the Latino community, I will conduct ethnographic research by attending mass, quinceñeras, and talking to health and social service workers and the families of tree-planters.  If I am able to establish trust and legitimacy within this community, I will also join crews in the field while they work.  Such access will ultimately depend on the willingness of the contractor.

I will augment key informant information with information from official records.  I will examine police, court and Department of Labor and Industry records and document the kinds of complaints, ‘protests’ or contestations that members from the Latino community have engaged in.  A lack of reported violations or litigation may signal the inability or unwillingness of community members to take action within the formal political realm. Police records might also show that an inordinate number of Latinos are arrested, in relation to the rest of the population.  Such factors may play a role in this community’s reluctance to mobilize in the formal political realm.  Newspaper archives and contemporary radio commentaries (in both Spanish and English) will also reveal issues relevant either directly to tree-planting work (the presence of fires, stories about work-based accidents) or to the Latino community more generally (advertisements for round-trip travel to Mexico, learning English, establishing legal status).  English-language radio commentaries in Southern Oregon, moreover, often involve locals’ sentiments towards and reactions to immigrant populations and “illegal aliens”.  

Ecosystem restoration advocates

I will interview various constituents of this group to assess what roles each member plays in mobilizing around the bill concept for Quality Jobs in Oregon and if they feel vested in this effort.  To gage people’s ‘history of belonging’, I will inquire into people’s past and continued relationships to natural resource-related work and what factors they consider to have affected resource regulation and management.  I will also ask about peoples’ conceptions of “community” and whom they see as having legitimate claims and access to work in ecosystem restoration.  While much of this can be done through semi-structured interviews, but I will also survey other community members, such as family relations, friends and others in this group’s social networks, to assess perceptions of pressing natural resource issues.  To address the broader question of citizen participation in natural-resource management, I will look at government archives and document the history of all proposed and approved legislation on resources and their management.  I will examine the substance of these bills, what groups supported them, public opinion and media coverage on these issues, and their final outcomes. Noting what bills get on the legislative agenda, whether passed or not, will give some indication of Oregon’s environmental politics.  I will also attend meetings and workshops held by this group as well as read through previous minutes to identify prominent themes and concerns.  Minutes from public hearings around resource-related issues will help reveal which groups participate in decision-making and what their issues of concern are.

Mushroom harvesters

I will interview individual pickers that I have already established contact with to assess their perceptions of and expectations around the process of challenging the Forest Service.  Using snowball sampling, I will get the names of other harvesters from my existing contacts.  I will ask different harvesters about their perceptions of relationships with external allies and how they see such alliances as helping them to gain a potential role in resource management.  In documenting peoples’ main concerns and desires with regard to mushroom harvesting, I will identify how these issues are framed (in environmental terms, social justice, etc.) and the strategies (or lack thereof) behind various framings.  I will look at published ethnographic research to build an understanding about the occupational dynamics of mushroom harvesting work and the historical conjunctures that led to the constitution of this multi-ethnic group.  I will also join pickers in the field during the harvest season (mid-November to mid-March) and engage in participant observation while in the mushroom camps.  This will allow me to see how different groups of harvesters communicate with one another, identify salient issues and mobilize around them.  I shall also inquire about other kinds of political mobilization these groups are currently involved in or have been involved with in the past.  This would include examining documentation on voter turnout in their various communities, participation in civic associations and lobbying around other political issues.  Interviewing local residents in the vicinity of the mushroom camps will also give some idea about the public’s perception of different groups of harvesters.  Initial experiences last summer indicate that Southeast Asian pickers are seen by some locals as “foreigners”, which in turn, may limit their sense of entitlement to mobilize around natural resource management.

The Relevance of Participatory Research

In a recent paper on civic science and participatory research, Kathleen Bagby and Jonathan Kusel document some lessons learned from the Pacific West Community Forestry Center’s work with underserved communities.  They note that key tenets of participatory research include: working through effective partnerships, involving cultural mediators, building trust, focusing on equal empowerment and having research which benefits the communities concerned.  In their brief outline of experiences with mushroom harvester communities and Latino forestry workers, it is apparent that there is no set template for doing participatory research.  In effect, PR methods vary in the context of different communities.  My research questions implicitly address such variations in the methods and meaning of participatory research. I believe that looking at the broader context of people’s participation in resource management will also contribute to a deeper understanding about the challenges and feasibilities of doing participatory research and the forms it might take.  In this sense, my proposal may partially be seen as a meta- perspective on the relationships between people’s participation in natural resource management, their different political and economic contexts and the role of participatory research. 

While driven by theoretical questions, my research interests ultimately stem from a deep commitment to participatory research.  To take PR seriously, I believe one must be honest about the research endeavor and the limitations posed by the context of any given project.   In this regard, the timeframe and process of dissertation research is often structurally incompatible with the much longer term commitments needed to establish highly participatory, community-driven research.  At the same time, my research is driven by different communities’ concerns about access to and participation in natural resource management.  Indeed, my research questions are primarily based on the concerns people expressed during my conversations with them last summer.  While no community is actively pursuing this research, their concerns constantly shape my inquiries.  

More importantly, in looking at variations in people’s participation in resource management, I believe my findings will be useful to groups struggling to gain political voice.  It will also be relevant to allied organizations such as the Jefferson Center and Alliance of Forest Workers and Harvesters.  Learning from three different communities increases the potential for mutual dialogue and learning between groups. This is because comparative research can reveal patterns, relationships, success and failure of strategies that might not be apparent to those involved in any one particular case.  At present, for example, concerns about labor and immigration are not seen as critical issues for people advocating ecosystem restoration management.  The political economy of Latino immigration, however, will continue to effect restoration work. To bring up such issues, while also explicitly acknowledging the uneven playing field of political participation might help facilitate alliances or initiate dialogues which were not otherwise on the horizon.  As Bagby and Kusel note, participatory research ultimately involves establishing relationships of trust and legitimacy with the communities concerned.  In the process of exploring how different communities do or do not mobilize around participation in natural resource management, I see my research as a step towards establishing trustworthy relationships and facilitating communication within and between different groups.  My research is participatory in that: the questions of the study are influenced by communities’ concerns, it involves listening to people tell their stories, and the analysis and findings from research will be shared with community members and relevant organizations who are involved with increasing people’s access to and participation in natural resource management.
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Tentative Budget

1.0 Transportation

1.1  Berkeley – Medford (Round-trip): 700 miles

AAA estimate for vehicle maintenance and gasoline: 32 cents/ mile

(32 cents x 700 miles) =$224/ round-trip


$224 x 2 trips* = $448








 (*Justification for the second round-trip in budget: I will come down to Berkeley after three months of field- work to consult with my committee on the progress and direction of research).





 



1.2  Travel within Oregon for interviews, visits to mushroom camp, and research in state and university archives:  Approximately 600 miles/ month.

32 cents/mile x 600 miles x 12 months =$2,304

Total transportation costs: $448 + $2,304 =  $2,752


           

2.0 Living Expenses


2.1 Room for rent in a house: $500/ month x 12 months = $6,000





2.2 Food budget: $300/month x 12 months = $3,600







Total lodging & food costs: $5,460 + $ 3,600 = $9,060




         
3.0 Health & Safety

3.1  Insurance coverage with University Health Services UC Berkeley = $556

3.2  Field medical kit = $45

Total health & safety costs: $556 + $45 = $601







4.0  Operational and Research Expenses

4.1  Phone costs for arranging meetings and long-distance interviews: $40/month x 12 months = $480

4.2 Guide to Legislative Records in the Oregon State Archives = $20

4.3  Photocopying material from libraries and archives = $500

4.4 Dictaphone = $75

4.5 Batteries and cassettes for dictaphone = $60

4.5 Digital camera and 64mb flash card = $500

4.6  Notepads and pens = $40


Total operational and research costs: $480 + $20 + $500 + $75 +60+500+40 = $1,675

_______________________________________________________________

GRAND TOTAL:


$14,088







     

� “Latino immigrants working in the woods are mostly Mexican mestizo, southern Mexican indigenous (especially Mixtec), and Guatemalan.  There are also significant pockets of Salvadorans and Hondurans, though in much smaller numbers.  Tensions among these groups, especially indigenous/non-indigenous are intense, often blatantly racist.” (Email correspondence with Beverly Brown, Director of the Jefferson Center/ a local NGO: February 2002).


� This work includes intensive management operations such as tree-planting, pesticide application, thinning, and prescribed burns.


� I use ‘place-based’ interest groups or ‘communities of place’ to identify rural working-class communities that are traditionally associated with forestry and timber related work.  Generally speaking, ‘communities of place’ located in the Pacific Northwest and Northern California constitute unemployed loggers, mill-workers and their families, and are primarily of Anglo descent.  These groups have been the primary beneficiaries of initiatives like the Northwest Forest Summit (1993), out of which monies were granted to develop training programs for unemployed loggers.  Such programs, however, did not target under-represented communities (Brown & Marín-Hernández, 2000).      





� Over the past two decades, growing public environmental awareness, the introduction of stricter environmental legislation and a changing political economy have all contributed to the severe decline of timber-harvesting operations in the Western U.S., and Northern California and the Pacific Northwest in particular (Brown, 1995).  In response to these changes, there has been a gradual shift in natural resource management towards community-based forestry.  


� According to organizers in this coalition, “workshop participants included a range of leaders and concerned citizens, including conservationists, union leaders, sawmill, nursery and restoration workers, community leaders, industry representatives and small woodlot owners, educators, scientists and others” (minutes from a meeting around Quality Jobs in Oregon).


� The Jefferson Center and Pacific West Community Forestry Center





