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A poor understanding of the dynamic institutional arrangements of local forest user groups 

has impeded practical community-based conservation efforts in the tropics. Although there are 

challenges and opportunities presented by community-based initiatives, an emphasis is placed on 

the importance of empowering local people to manage specific natural resources through 

legitimate and accountable institutions. The notion that the devolution of rights to local levels 

enables equitable, efficient, and institutionally sustainable management of natural resources is 

often promoted in such programs. Conservation institutions in the Amazon region focus 

increasingly on the urgency of changing present land use patterns and rates of primary forest 

deforestation through the creation and involvement of producer groups in sustainable forest 

management. 

I developed a model for collective action to explore the relationships among group 

cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior. I compare these 

relationships in two large coffee-producer organizations in the San Martin Region of the 

Peruvian Amazon Basin. These organizations are differentiated by their organizational 

orientation, focusing on social development and environmental marketing.  
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The study population of 102 coffee farmers participated in questionnaires, 35 of which 

were selected to participate in a semi-structured interview and a farm visit over the course of a 

three month period. Correlation analysis presents a discrepancy in the correlations among 

variables between the comparison groups, whereas the themes from interview responses support 

these correlations. Findings demonstrate that strong organizations require strong leadership that 

promotes group members’ engagement in decision-making and information sharing that may 

foster group commitment to the organization and particular behaviors and actions, such as 

conservation behavior. 

The exploration of organizations with different organizational orientations offers important 

findings for the creation or maintenance of a group members’ sense of belonging and long-term 

commitment to the organization. The difference in orientation between comparison groups may 

relate to the difference in their collective efforts for conservation as well as the reasons for 

conservation.  

Community-based conservation efforts must consider the diverse internal social 

institutions characterizing forest user groups in order to understand the factors influencing 

collective action for sustainable forest management. 



 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Background 

There is a growing international focus on the link between environmental degradation and 

social inequity, which frame both goals and strategies of community-based conservation 

programs. Governments, donors, and international NGOs have experimented widely with 

participatory strategies in natural resource management since the 1992 Rio Declaration. Several 

programs considered experiments in natural resource management, such as CAMPFIRE in 

Zimbabwe, joint forest management in India, and Gestion des Terrior in Mali, have encouraged 

participatory processes in local management and local decision-making (Agrawal 2002). These 

programs may provide positive examples of local, democratic institutions that may have positive 

ecological and social effects.  

Conservation programs that promote local collective resource management often assume 

that the local community has superior knowledge about their resources and is more capable of 

managing them than exogenous organizations (Brosius et al. 1998; Agrawal and Gibson 1999). 

Some scholars argue that local users themselves “can—and have—constructed institutions to use 

their natural resources sustainably” (Gibson et al. 2005, 274). These conservation programs also 

assume that communities are small, homogeneous entities with shared values and interests that 

assist collective decision-making. Agrawal (2002) maintains that these assumptions are flawed, 

suggesting that communities are most likely heterogeneous in ways that may hinder their ability 

to conserve. Even among local communities which outwardly seem homogenous, communities 

may display large variations in wealth, interests, and patterns of resource use, to name a few. 

These differences have important impacts on land use behavior and thus the politics of 

community-based conservation programs. 
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Similarly, other scholars place an emphasis on the dynamic and diverse makeup of social 

institutions that mediate the relationships between social actors (Leach et al. 1999). Recent 

research focuses on the conditions that affect successful management under different institutional 

structures (Mushtaq et al. 2007).  

Local communities are involved now in making decisions about local resource use, 

contrary to their roles under exclusionary policies of the past. Some scholars perceive today’s 

approaches to forest governance as a positive move away from the centrally administered, top-

down regulatory policies of the 19th and 20th centuries (Ribot et al. 2006). Sixty countries are 

decentralizing some aspects of natural resource management to date. Local communities and 

organizations in the worlds’ developing nations have assumed responsibility for governing 200 

million hectares of forests since the 1980s (Agrawal 2002).  

Chapter 28 of the 1992 Rio declaration placed the initial international emphasis on the 

process of ‘good governance’ as a precondition for achieving local environmental sustainability. 

This approach rests on two major ideas. First, it is necessary “to mobilize the energies and 

initiative of citizens” in local communities to change attitudes, values, and behaviors (Evans et 

al. 2006, 854). Second, the governance process is a key mechanism to involve citizens and local 

organizations into the decision-making process to increase political engagement (Evans et al. 

2006). Some scholars think governance is central to both the collective action and sustainability 

discourse, where “the fundamental driver of sustainable development must be a democratic 

debate—decisions reached through open discussion, consensus based on shared goals and trust” 

(Christine and Warburton 2001, 21). Some scholars emphasize the importance of contemporary 

experiments with governance arrangements on all levels—local to international—as resources 

become scarcer (Ribot et al. 2006). However, the relationship between governance and 
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sustainability has not been tested (Evans et al. 2006) and a review of the literature shows major 

gaps in our knowledge about how different aspects of governance affect forest conservation 

outcomes. 

Purpose of the Study 

Early efforts to eradicate coca in the 1990s through the promotion of coffee production and 

the formation of coffee organizations led to new territories for coffee farmers in the San Martin 

Region of the Peruvian Amazon Basin.  Today, the region is a major coffee-producing region in 

Peru and one of the most deforested regions in the country. The greatest net declines in forests 

have occurred in tropical countries at the regional level (Ribot et al. 2006). 

The Amazon region faces the direct threat of deforestation and degradation, which is 

strongly intertwined with the possibility of substantial regional drought driven by global climate 

change (Betts et al. 2008). Conservation institutions in the Amazon region focus on the urgency 

of changing present land use patterns and rates of primary forest deforestation. Betts et al. (2008) 

suggest that addressing deforestation and the recuperation of forests in the Amazon region raises 

challenges in policy, governance, sustainability, and economic science. Further research is 

needed to better understand the interplay between drivers of deforestation and local institutions 

for forest management (Hayes 2006). 

Some scholars who study collective action suggest that effective efforts for local resource 

management depend on local organizations’ ability to act collectively. Many natural resource 

systems, such as forests, are subject to collective management or use by multiple individuals, 

often for a variety of purposes (Edwards and Steins, 1998). Sustaining these resources depends 

upon successful coordination and cooperation (Poteete and Ostrom 2004).  

Meinzen-Dick and others (2004) claim that local organizations should develop robust 

governance mechanisms based on strong leadership and engaging members in decision-making. 
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Turner (1999) argues for emphasizing the critical social relations and institutions that require 

support and strengthening in the context of conservation programs. Agrawal and Gibson (1999) 

contend that research should focus on a community’s internal attributes and decision-making 

processes to understand its propensity to conserve resources.  

Social movement theory provides useful insights for organizational research (Morrill et al. 

2003; Rao et al. 2000). Shiferaw et al. (2008) contend that collective action through 

organizations, such as farmers’ associations or broad-based social movements, can provide a 

stronger voice in negotiations with government officials, NGOs, and others. However, a poor 

understanding of the dynamic institutional arrangements of local user groups has impeded 

practical community-based conservation in the tropics. 

Literature about community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) programs 

addresses strengthening governance mechanisms and local institutions. Although there are 

challenges and opportunities presented by community-based initiatives, an emphasis is placed on 

the importance of empowering local people to manage specific natural resources through 

legitimate and accountable institutions (Kull 2002). The notion that the devolution of rights to 

local levels enables more equitable, efficient and institutionally sustainable management of 

renewable natural resources is often promoted in such programs (Kull 2002).  

I developed a model for collective action to explore the relationships among group 

cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior. There is an absence of 

research considering these three variables in literature pertaining to social movements or 

collective action. Similarly, there is little empirical research that exists for governance. The 

exploration of this proposed model in the context of two large coffee producer organizations in 

the San Martin Region may benefit conservation initiatives that promote sustainable forest use 
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through local user groups. There are currently 20 large coffee-producer organizations in the 

region, many of which promote sustainable agricultural practices in response to the current state 

of deforestation and its potentially severe impact on the ecosystem.  

In addition, an understanding of the factors influencing collective action for sustainable 

management among resource-dependent populations may also have important policy 

implications (Poteete and Ostrom 2004). Barrett et al. (2001) affirm that there is a pressing need 

for theoretical and empirical scholarship to identify robust predictors of institutional strength in 

performing conservation tasks and to determine the implications for conservation program 

design.   
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter first examines the evolving study of collective action. I review and discuss 

two key constructs, group cohesion and collective identity, both of which are central to my 

research. The discussion then moves to governance as a construct rarely empirically studied. 

Governance is central to understanding the degree to which collective identity and group 

cohesion can lead to sustained collective action. 

Social Movements and Collective Action 

Social movements became a topic of scholarship in the mid-19th century with the rise of 

mass action in industrialized nations like England and Germany. Marxist scholars, in particular, 

devoted attention to these mass actions involving “radicalization and expansion of ‘voice’” 

(Snow et al., 2006, 20).). Scholarly interest in social movements declined greatly in the post-

WWII period in Europe and the United States, due, in part, to the Cold War decline of Marxist 

scholars in the western world. Interest grew enormously, however, as social movements grew in 

the 1960’s, starting with the civil rights movement. The term “new” social movement came into 

use as scholars realized that collective action extends well beyond the class-based behavior 

posited by Marxist scholars. 

The term “new social movements” is much broader in conception than simply mass action. 

Contemporary scholars extend our understanding of social movements to incorporate many 

forms of collective action. Snow and colleagues (2006), for example, view social movements as 

concerned with mass action to address broad social justice issues. The term “new” distinguishes 

scholars who study the broader forms of collective action and refers to both the actions 

themselves and the body of theory used to explain this behavior. New social movements now 
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extend far beyond the original Marxist thinking. For example, contemporary scholars address 

such diverse forms of collective action as cultural, emotional and identity movements.  

According to Snow et al. (2006, 6), social movements are “one of the principal social 

forms through which collectivities give voice to their grievances and concerns about the rights, 

welfare, and well-being of themselves and others by engaging in various types of collective 

action.” Albert Melucci sees social movements as one of many different kinds of collective 

action. Others scholars emphasize “the role of collective action and social movements in the 

creation of new organizational forms and fields of practice” (Rao et al. 2000, 243). Perspectives 

on social movements grew from the notion that they represent a method of resolving social 

conflict and are the driving force behind protest and collective action (Touraine 1985; Simsek 

2004). However, the new social movement perspective marks a departure from the understanding 

of social movements as collective action in the form of protest from the 1980s.  

Collective action theory seeks to explain conditions of mobilization and understand why 

and how rational individuals construct common goals and interests, and how they usher them 

through the complexities of the political arena and public space (Dubet and Thaler 2004). Most 

definitions of collective action include—“the involvement of a group of people, a shared interest 

within the group, and some kind of common action which works in pursuit of members’ 

perceived shared interests” (Marshall 1998). Collective action usually includes rules and 

decision-making structures (Meizen-Dick and Knox 2001). Rules applied to natural resource 

management may include the restriction of use, as well as processes for monitoring, sanctioning, 

and dispute resolution (Ostrom 1992). Collective action “does not necessarily require an 

organization, although organizations may make collective action more effective or efficient for 

some tasks” (Meinzen-Dick et al. 1999).Examples of collective action include collective 
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decision-making, setting group conduct rules, implementing decisions, and monitoring adherence 

to rules (Meinzen-Dick et al. 2004). Furthermore, concepts of collective action vary and include 

an event, an institution or a process.   

Where the perspectives on social conflict attempted to explain mobilization, new social 

movement theory emphasizes cultural and moral perspectives and group identity (Williams 

2006). Similar to Torraine, Melucci views new social movements “as forces of democratization 

in which identity…stands as the emblem of the contemporary forms of collective action” (1989, 

218). Melucci makes a distinction between society and politics by making identity central to new 

social movements (Vahabzadeh 2001). Melucci (1989) does not consider the dimensions of 

social phenomena as political and argues that they function according to a different logic. 

Melucci places society as “the principal domain of action and the ultimate source of meaning 

that stands prior in relation to politics” (1989).  

Vahabzadeh (2001) argues against Melucci’s perspective and proposes that sociologists 

should identify contexts that make demands possible without seeing these contexts as referential, 

rational foundations. He advocates a non-referential approach to movements that understands the 

global character of new social movements, “not as a normative categorization and universal 

grounding but as the translation of experiences from one local context and language into those of 

another” (Vahabzadeh 2001). Vahabzadeh’s perspective “does not exclude, for example, Third 

World ecological movements from the general category of new social movements.” Unlike their 

Western counterparts, these movements are entangled with issues of poverty and labor in non-

Western societies (Vahabzadeh 2001). Considering both the social-psychological and socio-

political understandings of social movement scholars, this study considers both social interaction 

and political factors as influences on social actors’ decisions and actions in a global context.  
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 Collective Identity 

The theoretical notions of collective action rest on the idea that a group cannot exert 

collective control over resources without both social relations and some form of collective 

identity (Polletta and Jasper 2001). Collective identity is a widely used concept involved in the 

social sciences and most extensively in social science literature about social movements. 

Researchers use collective identity to understand and identify why people participate in 

movements and to assess movements’ impacts (Polletta and Jasper 2001). Collective identity 

plays a critical role in mobilizing and sustaining participation. Wallis (2004) proposes that 

individuals choose actions that create identity and that people define who they are in terms of the 

people with whom they interact and how they interact.  

Various disciplines define collective identity differently, but most share the understanding 

of “a personal cognitive connection between the individual and the work group” (Riordan and 

Weatherly 1999, 316). Recent definitions also consider the value and emotional significance of 

group membership, first proposed by Tajfel (1978) in the social identity theory. Collective 

identity represents an individual’s “cognitive, moral, and emotional connection with a broader 

community, category, practice, or institution, which represents a shared sense of “we-ness” 

(Poletta and Jasper 2001, 284). Deaux (1996) asserts that outsiders may construct and enforce 

collective identity, but it depends on the group’s acceptance of individuals. 

Many scholars of social movements are interested in collective identity because dominant 

resource mobilization and political process theories are not fully adequate (Poletta & Jasper 

2001). Collective identity frequently refers to some sense of political consciousness and 

collective action in the social movement literature (Ashmore et al. 2004). Gamson (1991, 29) 

argues, “Any movement seeking to sustain commitment over a period of time must make the 

construction of collective identity one of its most central tasks.” Power relationships within a 
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particular social arena may influence identity formation, as suggested by Byrne and Mosse 

(1995). 

The centrality of identity in the new social movement framework distinguishes it from 

older social movement perspectives. Melucci defines collective identity as “an interactive and 

shared definition produced by several interacting individuals who are concerned with the 

orientations of their action as well as the field of opportunities and constraints in which their 

action takes place” (1989). Melucci argues that one’s identity signifies the actors’ response to 

personal needs through participation in collective action (1989). Melucci also recognizes that 

identity formation is part of a process because it develops in the life-course of individuals and 

groups (1996).    

The conception of collective identity as multidimensional is relatively new and few 

measures of the suggested dimensions exist (Ashmore et al. 2004). The literature generated over 

the past 15 years points to the conceptual rather than the empirical development of identity. 

Ashmore et al. (2004) developed a set of dimensions through a review of the major theories 

involving collective identity developed over the last 20 years. These authors also examined and 

included elements suggested or implicitly rooted in a theory, but never empirically tested or 

conceptually developed.  

Ashmore et al. (2004) propose a set of dimensions for exploring collective identity that 

include list all. This study specifically considers the following dimensions: (1) affective 

commitment (also referred to as “sense of belonging”), (2) behavioral involvement (often referred 

to as “participation”), and (3) content and meaning.  

Affective commitment assesses the emotional attachment people feel toward group 

members (Deaux and Reid 2000; Doosje et al. 1999). It also assesses their sense of belonging or 
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attachment to the group (e.g. Phinney 1992).This dimension has come to the forefront of much 

recent theorizing about collective identity, in part because it is the most well-established 

dimension empirically (e.g., Gautam et al. 2004; Mael and Tetrick 1992; Riketta 2005). 

Individuals may establish, maintain, reproduce and transform their self-identity through 

interactions with tangible possessions (Dittmar 1992) and intangibles such as an organization, 

mission or purpose (Rousseau 1998). Albert et al. (2000, 14) suggest that “by internalizing the 

organizational identity as a definition of the self, the individual gains a sense of meaningfulness 

and connectedness.”  

Research suggests that the emotional-affective aspect of belonging to the group may be a 

strong predictor of important group outcomes (Hinkle et al. 1989; Jackson 2002; Karasawa 

1991). Affective commitment is often operationalized by the use of language, such as the 

differences implied by the use of “I,” “we” and “they.” Ashmore et al. (2004) and others term 

collective identity as “the degree to which people cognitively merge their sense of self and the 

group (Tyler and Blader 2001), suggesting affective commitment is the most central component 

of collective identity.  

Some organizational behavior literature explores the relationships between psychological 

ownership and desired outcomes such as organizational citizenship behaviors (Pierce et al. 2003; 

Avey et al. 2009), commitment, and satisfaction (Van Dyne and Pierce 2004). Avey et al. (2009) 

present belongingness in terms of one’s psychological ownership in an organization that may 

best be understood as a feeling that one belongs in the organization. Avey et al. (2009) define 

two forms of psychological ownership related to a more a more constructive, promotion-oriented 

ownership and a more defensive, prevention-based ownership. These scholars approach 

psychological ownership as a emotional-affective construct. 
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Behavioral Involvement or Engagement, often referred to as participation, is the degree to 

which someone engages in action that directly implies the collective identity in question.  This 

dimension represents an individual’s physical involvement in activities or displays of such 

involvement. One measure of behavioral involvement is the Ethnic Behaviors subscale of 

Phinney’s (1992) MEIM, which includes items such as “I participate in cultural practices of my 

own group…,” while some include displaying one’s group membership by wearing certain 

apparel or donating time and resources to organizations that promote the collective identity. The 

social psychological processes that determine group members’ motivation to participate in social 

movement activities are explored in social movement research as well. Simon and Sturmer 

(2007) found that individuals are more ready to participate when they identify with the group in 

question in their research about gay men’s motivation to participate in social movement 

activities. Some scholars suggest further questions that require attention in future work (Ashmore 

et al. 2004). 

The dimension of content and meaning represents the extent to which group norms are 

acknowledged or endorsed as self-descriptive by a member of that group. This dimension of 

collective identity lacks consistent measures and may enhance the exploration of collective 

identity. This study associates content and meaning with group members’ identification with 

their member responsibilities and rights.  

Group Cohesion 

Work group cohesion stems from collective identity dynamics and processes. Some 

scholars propose that cohesion plays an important role in determining the capacity of a group to 

work together and avoid free-rider behavior (Shiferaw et al. 2008). Cohesiveness refers to the 

degree to which group members are attracted to and motivated to stay with a group (Zaccaro et 

al. 1995). Wech et al. (1998) suggest that although definitions of cohesion vary, the notion of 
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commitment of group members to each other and to group work is essential to most definitions. 

Buton et al. (2007) note that cohesion is not a constant state, rather, it changes over time 

“through the processes of group formation, group development, group maintenance, and group 

dissolution.” There is a newfound recognition that cohesion is not only a precursor of group 

development; rather, it is also a consequence that binds members of a group together (Dion 

2000). 

Some scholars use the term perceived cohesion, which reflects the degree to which 

individual members of a group feel a part of, or stuck to their social group. Similar to the 

dimension of affective commitment or sense of belonging as part of collective identity, Bollen 

and Hoyle (1990) defined perceived cohesion as “an individual’s sense of belonging to a 

particular group and his or her feelings of morale associated with membership in the group.” 

These scholars defined the appraisal of one’s belongingness as taking place both cognitively and 

affectively. At the individual level, perceived cohesion reflects the group’s role in its members’ 

lives. Combining group members’ perceptions provides a group-level perspective on cohesion 

and a bottom-up viewpoint on individual’s roles in the group (Dion 2000).   

The concept of group cohesion has been developed, measured and well-explored by 

sociologists and social psychologists as well as other social scientists (Dyaram and 

Kamalanabhan 2005; Friedkin 2004). Given the importance of cohesion in the study of groups, 

numerous social scientists have made efforts to define and operationalize this construct (Buton et 

al. 2007; see Carron et al. 1998; Cota et al. 1995; Dion 2000).    

Group cohesion often represents an individual-level variable despite its major implications 

for group-level theory (Gully et al. 1995). Several scholars draw attention to the lack of 

conceptual clarity in the meaning of this dimension in individual and group-level theories. 
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Conceptualization of group cohesion emerged as a multidimensional construct in the 1940s after 

many years of inquiry and analysis. It was applied later to the field of sports psychology, 

beginning in the 1980s. Sports psychologist Albert Carron and colleagues defined group 

cohesion as a “dynamic process which is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together 

and remain united in the pursuit of goals and objectives and/or for the satisfaction of members’ 

affective needs” (Carron et al. 1998). They encourage situating cohesion within the social 

context of a group.  

Carron and his collaborators developed a hierarchical model presented in (Figure 2-1). 

Carron et al. (1985) originated the concept of group cohesion that includes the two dimensions of 

group integration and individual attractions to the group. Enoch and McLemore (1967) further 

elaborate the two dimensions of cohesion. They are related to the group’s task (i.e. group goal, 

objectives, and collective performance) and the social aspects of the group (i.e. relationships 

within the group) (Buton et al. 2007). Carron (1982) and Carron et al. (2004) suggest that group 

cohesion involves both social relationships and the achievement of group objectives. Wech et al. 

(1998) suggest that cohesiveness “entails some degree of commitment to tasks individuals 

perform as group members” (Goodman et al. 1987; Hackman 1992). A meta-analysis performed 

by Mullen and Copper (1994) support the notion that the task commitment sub-dimension of 

cohesiveness likely influences performance. 

A meta-analysis conducted by Dion (2000) confirmed that these dimensions exist in the 

research literature. The distinction between task and social cohesion is an important milestone in 

cohesion research (Dion and Evans 1992). The group-individual and task-social distinctions 

represent the four sub-dimensions of group cohesion as presented in Carron’s hierarchical model.  
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Carron and colleagues developed an 18-item Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ) that 

assesses perceived group cohesion by individual group members.  

Governance 

Governance is central to understanding the degree to which collective identity and group 

cohesion potentially lead to sustained collective action. Governance joins strong leadership and 

organization as integral components of the collective action process. Governance generally refers 

to questions about forms of power, authority, and patterns of relationships, rights, and 

obligations among people facing common problems (Newman 2001). The conceptual 

development of governance has gained increasing attention in the social sciences, especially in 

the field of public administration. 

Rosenau (2000) defines governance as a system of rules in which activities stem from 

shared goals that may or may not derive from legal and formally prescribed responsibilities. 

Other scholars identify governance as an institution and/or process that determines the exercise 

of power, choices available to citizens, and decision-making on issues of public concern (Pierre 

2000; Newman 2000; Stoker 2000). Governance is more a process than an outcome, and more a 

vehicle than a destination (Mchanon 1992).  

Proponents of collective action contend that leaders are “critical to social movements: they 

inspire commitment, mobilize resources, create and recognize opportunities, devise strategies, 

frame demands, and influence outcomes” (Smelser 1962; Snow et al. 2006:171). However, 

leadership in social movements is empirically underexplored (Snow 1981; Melucci 1996). 

Political process theorists often analyze the impacts of the structure of political opportunity, yet 

bypass the importance of leadership. Recent discussions of the role of leaders in recognizing and 

acting on opportunities acknowledge this problem (Goldstone 2001; Aminzade et al. 2001). 

Snow and colleagues (2006, 178) propose that we need to examine the interactive relationships 
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among various types of leaders and movement participants to understand how leadership affects 

mobilization. These scholars maintain that “leaders offer frames, tactics, and organizational 

vehicles that allow participants to construct a collective identity and participate in collective 

action at various levels” to mobilize groups (Snow et al. 2006, 167). 

Some literature distinguishes between different leadership styles and associated types of 

movement organization. Leadership style affects decision-making, division of labor, and the 

extent to which the organization is subject to schism (Snow et al. 2006). Several scholars 

propose that transformational leaders encourage human development and interaction and 

promote collective motivation and outcomes (Avolio 1999; Bas 1998; Yukl 2002).  

Another term used in literature in the field of nursing is shared governance. Shared 

governance is “a decentralized approach which gives nurses greater authority and control over 

their practice and work environment, creates a sense of responsibility and accountability, and 

allows active participation in a decision-making process” (May and Buchan 1999). Porter-

O’Grady (1994) contends that shared governance empowers people and involves them in 

relationship building and decision-making. Shared governance is a solution to the perceived 

problem of bureaucracy because it enables people to assume responsibility for and authority over 

their practice (Porty-O’Grady 1994). Those who study shared governance emphasize shared 

leadership, which requires that all players understand the principles, processes, and group 

behaviors (Wilson 1996; Wittenbaum et al. 2004). 

Similarly, literature about community-based natural resource management programs 

addresses governance mechanisms and local institutions. For example, Kull (2002) states that the 

success of CBNRM depends on whether local actors see these institutions as legitimate. Kull 

(2002) recognizes that institutional formation, empowerment, and legitimacy occur within the 
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complex arenas of social relations, culture and regional contexts. Kull (2002) considers the 

problems of achieving legitimacy in both rules and institutions, giving special attention to the 

problems of community institutions. Legitimacy not only applies to institutions and leaders, but 

also to rules. All long-enduring political philosophies recognize human nature as complex 

mixtures of the pursuit of self-interest combined with the capability of acquiring internal norms 

of behavior and following enforced rules when understood and perceived to be legitimate 

(Ostrom 1998).  

The notion of a communicative democracy is also gaining increasing attention within both 

academia and in practice to increase citizen participation in public decision-making (Gutmann 

and Thompson 1996; Phillips 1995; Barnes1999). Wittenbaum (1998) has contributed to a pool 

of literature about collective information sharing as a major component of decision-making. 

Many scholars contend that internal collective-action problems associated with asymmetries of 

power and information are inherent in hierarchical organizations (e.g., Holmstrom 1982; Moe 

1984; Ostrom et al. 2002). Furthermore, Hackman and Morris (1975) suggest that group 

performance processes refer to the task-related interactions of group members when performing 

group activities, including planning, coordination and information exchange.  

Wittenbaum and colleagues (2004, 19) acknowledge that groups make decisions that 

potentially exceed the quality of decisions made by individuals “provided that the group 

members effectively share their diverse sets of knowledge.” Their research explores how groups 

discuss collective information (shared information) at the expense of exchanging information 

held by a single member (unshared information) (Strasser and Titus 1985). Some research shows 

that groups do not pay sufficient attention to the unshared information and consequently make 

inadequate decisions (Vaughan and Stewart 2000).  
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Stott and Walker (1995) argue that self-managed work teams are an emerging trend in 

many organizations and are often associated with empowerment. These scholars propose that 

cooperative and democratic teamwork offers one way of reducing costs and increasing 

cohesiveness and autonomy. Evaluation of shared governance is difficult in practice because of 

the complexity of the concept, the variety of definitions, and its simultaneous implementation 

with other management and practice innovations (McCloskey et al. 1994). Therefore, studies 

yield mixed results and often provide little opportunity for the cross-comparison of results (May 

and Buchan 1999).  

The literature about collective action includes a number of factors influencing the 

effectiveness and outcomes of forest governance (Agrawal 2002). Some of these factors include 

forest user rights and responsibilities; participation by users; accountability of decision makers; 

monitoring of forest outcomes; and institutional capacity building at local, regional, and national 

levels. Some of these factors are critically important for more effective forest governance in the 

tropics (Agrawal et al. 2006). Other scholars provide evidence that effective monitoring and 

enforcement, leadership (Wade 1988; Meinzen-Dick et al. 2002; Baland and Platteau 1996), and 

the members’ shared goals significantly contribute to successful management (De Janvry et al. 

1989).  

The application of social movement theory to organizational research provides useful 

insights for organizations (Morrill et al. 2008). Meadowcraft (2004) suggests that successful 

decentralized management requires enfranchising local populations by devolving rights to local 

communities and strengthening the institutional capacity of local organizations to manage their 

natural resources sustainably. However, a poor understanding of the dynamic institutional 

arrangements of local user groups has impeded practical community-based conservation in the 
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tropics. I use literature focusing on collective action research to explore the relationships among 

group cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior represented in Figure 

2-1. 

Objectives 

 To compare group cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior 
between the Green Gold Cooperative and ProEnvironment, two organizations that differ in 
organizational orientation, the former with a focus on social development and the latter 
with a focus on the environment. 

 To explore the relationship between group cohesion, collective identity, governance, and 
conservation behavior  

Hypotheses 

 Based on my conceptual model, The Green Gold Cooperative will present greater group 
cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior than ProEnvironment. 

 A positive relationship exists between group cohesion, collective identity, governance, and 
conservation behavior. 
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Figure 2-1. Conceptual model of collective action 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Site Selection 

I conducted my research in the San Martin region in the northern Peruvian Amazon Basin. 

There are several reasons this region was an appropriate research site. I chose this site because 

many coffee producer organizations in San Martin are incorporating sustainable forest practices 

to combat the extensive deforestation resulting from immigration to the region in the last 25 

years.  

Early efforts to replace coca production with coffee production in the 1980s created new 

spaces in the San Martin Region for coffee farmers from other regions of Peru. Coffee farmers 

Today, the region is a major coffee-producing region in Peru, but poor agricultural production 

practices have resulted in serious land degradation. This region is now one of the most deforested 

regions in Peru. 

The importance of coffee cultivation to the national economy and the more recent 

recognition of the need to protect natural areas encourage both governmental and private 

organizations to develop sustainable forest management programs. The growth of rural coffee 

producer organizations continues in San Martin, and various agencies support sustainable 

agriculture through several market-oriented certification programs (ie. USDA Organic, 

Rainforest Alliance, Starbuck’s Café Practices). The regional government of San Martin also 

focuses on forest management plans and community-based reforestation projects, as well as 

influencing national forest policies. 

Research Design 

I used a cross-sectional comparative design in this study. The cross-sectional design is 

sometimes called the causal comparative design because it explores the relationships between 
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independent and dependent variables in one or more comparison groups (Ary et al. 2002, Rubin 

and Babbie 1997). This design permits data collection at a single point in time, as I did in this 

study (Ary, Jacobs and Razavieh 2002). I explored the interrelationships among group cohesion, 

collective identity, governance, and conservation behavior in two comparison groups. 

  The theoretical population is small-scale farmers who are members of producer 

organizations that require members to follow the rules and regulations of one or more of several 

certification agencies. The accessible population consisted of eight local coffee groups that 

belong to one of the two large organizations, the Green Gold Cooperative and ProEnvironment. I 

assigned an English name to these organizations to protect their identity. 

 The Green Gold Cooperative and ProEnvironment are both eight years old, are similar in 

size (1,000 members), and share the same geographic location, San Martin, Peru. They both are 

composed of 33 local producer groups dispersed throughout San Martin. In addition, the 

accessible population is composed of farmers who migrated in the last 25 years due to the lack of 

cultivatable land in their region. The available forestland, promotion of coffee production, and 

attractive market opportunities led to the migration of coffee farmers to San Martin.   

I chose to compare these two organizations because they differ in their organizational 

orientation or focus. The Green Gold Cooperative prioritizes social development and emphasizes 

the accountability of local group representatives to their constituents. ProEnvironment is 

characterized by its strong environmental marketing focus and reliance on ecological 

certification for market development.  

The Green Gold Cooperative was created in 1999 and established by community members 

interested in forming local groups and the market opportunities promoted by an individual 

seeking interested coffee farmers. A total of 56 coffee farmers originally founded the cooperative 
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that now consists of 1,000 members and 33 local producer groups. The members of the Green 

Gold Cooperative control the cooperative through representatives elected by their local groups. 

A board of leadership holds meetings with these local leaders bi-annually, both before and after 

the harvest season. The manager of the cooperative coordinates and oversees market 

arrangements for the cooperative’s coffee. Decisions as to particular changes in these 

arrangements are discussed with all local group representatives in the bi-annual meetings. The 

cooperative currently has eight individual buyers who purchase the cooperative’s coffee.  

EcoCafe is a local commercial enterprise in the Moyobamba area of San Martin. EcoCafe 

formed ProEnvironment in 1999 to promote ecologically sustainable agricultural practices to the 

large immigrant coffee farmers who were cultivating natural coffee yet were not organized into 

producer groups. EcoCafe assured the economic viability for these local groups and over time, 

adopted approximately 10 certification labels, such as Biolatina (organic certification) and 

Rainforest Alliance (RA). EcoCafe and ProEnvironment agreed to join both enterprises in an 

alliance and promote the norms and principles of the various certification agencies. EcoCafe 

finances and owns the various certification labels that are incorporated in its regulatory scheme. 

EcoCafe provides technical assistants that educate ProEnvironments’ 33 local producer groups 

on sustainable agricultural practices as well as monitor and enforce the compliance of norms 

required by the various certification agencies.  

Sample Selection 

The cross-sectional design relies heavily on a statistically representative sample to 

generalize the results beyond the sample. I obtained a list of 30 local groups for each comparison 

group upon arrival, which constituted my sampling frame. I used a clustered random sample and 

selected four local groups to represent each comparison group. I selected four local groups that 

met the following requirements: (1) age-one of the oldest groups; (2) size-at least 15 members; 
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(3) location-within three hour radius of the determined central point; and (4) elevation-between 

850 meters-1,100 meters above sea level. These selection criteria attempted to eliminate non-

experimental variables in the study.   

I took a random sample of these clusters by randomly selecting names of local groups. 

Once selected, both organizations provided a list of group members’ names for each of the local 

groups selected. I made arrangements with presidents of the local groups to visit a pre-

established group meeting. I attended these meetings to explain my research objectives and to 

see who would be willing to participate in my research.  

Almost all (95%) of the members were willing to participate in my study. About 95% of 

the group members were present at these meetings. I made consistent efforts to contact and meet 

those participants not in attendance. I made appointments to conduct the questionnaire with those 

willing and there was about a 95% response rate. Non-respondents consisted of individuals who 

left their homes unexpectedly to work on their farms. 

 I used a confidence interval of 95% and tolerable error of .05. The pre-test provided the 

estimation of variance needed to determine sample size. I took a sample of 60 members for each 

of the two comparison groups, 120 in total. The data were aggregated for each comparison group 

for analysis.  

I completed data collection for the questionnaire in three to four weeks prior to a second 

visit dedicated to the interview. I trained two other individuals, apart from my field assistant, to 

assist in conducting questionnaires. These individuals were ecology undergraduate students from 

the University of Ecology in Moyobamba with substantial experience in fieldwork and data 

collection. 
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Addressing Validity and Reliability 

Zeller and Carmines (1980) propose that the process of identifying theoretically 

meaningful relationships bridges the gap between theoretically deduced measures and empirical 

evidence. From the beginning, I used the published research literature to identify the constructs, 

variables and indicators for my research. I incorporated both previously validated variables and 

some variables not used previously to create a theoretical model a priori. Developing a model 

rooted in my theoretical perspective guided my decisions about what data to collect and what 

techniques of data collection to use (Marsh 1982). 

Validity is the most important consideration in developing, evaluating and measuring 

instruments (Ary et al. 2002). Generally, validity is defined as the “extent to which an instrument 

measures what it intends to measure” (Ary et al. 2002). The traditional psycho-social definition 

of validity includes content, face, construct, and criterion validity (Rubin and Babbie 1997, 178). 

A more contemporary perspective (Adcock and Collier 2001) views validity (or lack thereof) as 

the result of a process of validation. In this view, the validation process begins with a thorough 

exploration of the research literature to develop a clear, theory-based definition of constructs and 

to explore the variables and indicators that other researchers have used. Reliability is determined 

by how consistently the instrument measures the phenomenon under study, and validity is 

determined by the extent to which an instrument measures what it intends to measure. 

Instrumentation 

I collected data at the individual level for both comparison groups (Green Gold 

Cooperative: n=53; ProEnvironment: n= 49). Although I started with 60 respondents for each 

comparison group, I eliminated cases with missing data post hoc for a total of 102 cases. I 

developed an index to measure group cohesion, a questionnaire to measure collective identity 

and governance, and a follow-up semi-structured interview to explore all variables.  
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My sample was composed of 102 respondents for the questionnaire, 35 of which were 

selected for the interview based on the quality of information provided by respondents in the 

questionnaire. Measurement of the dimensions of each variable produced data with different 

levels of measurement (ie. interval, ordinal, and nominal).  

Group Cohesion Index 

The index used to measure group cohesion was adapted from the Group Environmental 

Questionnaire (GEQ) developed by Carron et al. (1985) (see Appendix III). The group-individual 

and task-social distinctions represent the four dimensions of group cohesion as presented in 

Carron’s hierarchical model (Figure 2-3). The individual items in the index are statements, 

originally rated on a scale from strongly disagree to agree (from one to five). The group cohesion 

score consists of the respondents’ mean score on all four components in the group cohesion 

index, each of which included multiple items to increase the reliability of the scale (Sommer and 

Sommer 2002; DeVellis 2003).  

Questionnaire 

Collective identity 

Collective identity has a variety of definitions, which creates confusion about its meaning 

and dimensions. I chose to focus on three dimensions of collective identity derived from Tajfel’s 

social identity theory of group (Brown et al. 1986; Hinkle et al. 1989), further refined and 

conceptualized by Ashmore et al. (2004) and Melucci (1989). They are: (1) affective 

commitment, a sense of emotional involvement with or orientation toward the group; (2) 

behavioral involvement, the degree to which the person engages or participates in group 

activities; and (3) context and meaning, the identification with group leaders, member rights and 

responsibilities in this study. Despite extensive research on identity from a new social movement 

perspective, few tested quantitative instruments are available.  
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I developed a questionnaire and semi-structured interview to measure these dimensions, 

all of which are presented in Table 3-1. The collective identity score consists of the respondents’ 

median score on all collective identity items on the questionnaire.  

 Governance 

Evaluation of shared governance is difficult because of the complexity of the concept and 

the variety of definitions. I chose to focus on measuring leadership, information- sharing and 

decision-making as indicated in Table 3-2. Governance joins strong leadership and a 

communicative democracy with information sharing and decision-making as integral factors 

affecting the collective action process. Governance addresses how power is exercised, how 

citizens are given a voice, and how decisions are made on issues of collective concern. 

The complexity of the concept and the little empirical measurements of governance tend to 

yield mixed results and leave questions as to what has been evaluated and often produce little 

opportunity for cross-comparison of results (May and Buchan 1999). I developed items to 

measure governance in both the questionnaire and semi-structured interview, which are 

presented in Table 3-2. The governance score consists of the respondents’ median score on all 

governance items on the questionnaire.  

In addition to items for collective identity and governance, several interview questions 

pertained to group cohesion. These items allowed further exploration of the four dimensions of 

group cohesion measured in the index (Table 3-3). 

Interview 

I completed thirty-six one-hour interviews. I contacted selected participants for the 

interview three weeks after they completed the questionnaire. I asked all participants if they 

would be willing to participate in an interview after completing the questionnaire. All were 

willing. I selected individuals based on the quality of information provided by participants in the 
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questionnaire. I based my evaluation of quality information on participants’ attentiveness and 

ability to provide meaningful answers during the questionnaire. This careful selection of 

respondents for the follow-up interview allowed for the cross check of information provided in 

the questionnaire and the exploration of key topics in greater depth. I interviewed an equal 

number of individuals for each of the two comparison groups. My field assistant and I were the 

only individuals present, as interviewers, in each interview in addition to the participant. One 

individual asked questions while the other recorded the responses. 

Pre-Testing Instruments 

The validation process continues through the data collection and analysis phases of the 

research. Pre-testing addresses aspects of both reliability and validity and ensures that the 

indicators and items in an instrument are contextually meaningful.  

Group Cohesion Index 

I pre-tested the group cohesion index to ensure the validity, reliability, and precision of the 

index. I first tested the index for clarity and simplicity with local university students who are 

familiar with the local farmer population. These students suggested changes as to improve the 

relevance of the statements or to reflect regional language. I used the pre-test results to alter 

language and eliminate unclear statements.  

I performed a reliability test on the index based on the responses of 48 respondents at the 

local university. The Cronbach's alpha was 0.93 and average correlation of 0.48. I removed 10 of 

the 30 items with an item-total cutoff at 0.45. Then, I performed a second reliability test with 15 

respondents similar to the sample population. The Cronbach's alpha was 0.94 and average 

correlation of 0.62. I did not remove more items and kept a total of 20 items on the index. I was 

able to detect unclear statements and alter the language to make the questions most 

understandable to the sample population. In particular, I learned that the scale from one to five 
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confused respondents. Therefore, percentages were used (0-100%) since these individuals are 

familiar with percentages in the cultivation and production of coffee.  

Finally, I conducted a reliability test on the index once the data collection was completed 

with 102 respondents. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83 and item-total correlation of 0.52.  I 

removed 2 of the 20 items with an item-total cutoff at .60. The final 18 items have a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .87 and an item-total correlation of 0.60. I assessed both the Cronbach’s alpha and item-

total correlation in the reliability tests. While the Cronbach’s alpha measures how well a set of 

variables or items measure a single construct, the item-total correlation measures the degree to 

which the items are consistent with each other. These are both important in considering the 

internal consistency of the items. 

Questionnaire 

I conducted a reliability test for items of collective identity once the data collection was 

completed with 102 respondents. The first had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.65 and average item-total 

correlation of 0.36.  I then used confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate the reliability of the 

items used to measure collective identity. One of the eight items for collective identity was 

eliminated. The final six items produced a Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.68 with average item-

total correlation of 0.45.  

I conducted a reliability test for items of governance once the data collection was 

completed with 102 respondents. The first had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.53 and average item-total 

correlation of 0.26.  I also used confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate the reliability of the 

items used to measure governance. Two of eight items for governance were eliminated. 

However, the scores did not change significantly. The final six items produced a Cronbach’s 

alpha score of .56. Items below the item-total cutoff of .30 were eliminated to explore the 

possibility of a higher Cronbach’s alpha score. 
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Interview 

The first step in pre-testing the interview guide was cognitive testing with friends, 

colleagues, and my field assistant. I followed this with a pre-test with two individuals who were 

not in the sample population. Each step resulted in the eliminating and/or altering interview 

questions, based on both the feedback provided by the test subjects and direct observation. I used 

the information gained to detect unclear statements and to alter the language to make the 

questions clearly understandable. I also used the information gained from the questionnaires to 

identify relevant questions and topics to explore in the interviews, and to delete some interview 

items. In addition, my pre-tests with local groups ensured appropriate use of language for all 

instruments. In addition, I reviewed questionnaire responses with participants during the 

interview. This allowed for the confirmation and clarification of responses. 

Table 3-1. Dimensions of collective identity and applied measurements  
Dimensions of 
Collective Identity 

Definition Measure in 
Questionnaire 
(Quantitative) 

Level of 
Measurement 

Measure in Interview 
(Qualitative) 

Affective 
Commitment 
 
 

A sense of emotional 
involvement with or 
orientation toward the 
group  
 

Not applied -How close member feels to 
group 
-Describe relationship with 
larger organization 

Behavioral 
Involvement 

The degree to which the 
person engages in 
action implicating the 
collective identity in 
question 

-Level of 
participation in 
group activities  
 
-If served as group 
leader  

Scale 1-5: Not 
at all Active to 
Very Active 
 
Yes/No 
 

-Member’s contribution to 
the group  
-Member’s intent to remain 
involved in future 
- Price affecting member’s 
participation when 
discontent with price 
-History of leaving group 
 

Content and 
meaning 
 

The extent to which 
dispositions endorsed 
as self-descriptive by a 
member of category 

-Identification of 
member rights  

Responses 
categorized 
into response 
sets 

-Explain rights as a group 
member 
Satisfaction/dissatisfaction 
with rights 
-Explain member 
responsibilities -Explain 
member rules 
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Table 3-2. Dimensions of governance and applied measurements 
Dimension Definition Measure in 

Questionnaire 
(Quantitative) 

Level of 
Measurement 

Measure in Interview 
(Qualitative) 

Leadership  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information-
Sharing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Decision-
Making  
 

Identified 
leaders and 
roles pursued 
in group 
setting 
 
 
 
 
Manner in 
which 
information is 
shared with 
group 
members 
 
 
 
The ability of 
individuals to 
make choices 
and determine 
or control 
decisions and 
actions 

-# of identified  group 
leaders  
 
 
-Do leaders share 
information with 
members? (Y/N) 
 
-Extent to which 
leaders encourage 
suggestions from 
members during 
meetings  
 
-Frequency of group 
meetings/year 
 
 
-Frequency of group 
member suggestions in 
group meetings 
 
-Identification of 
individuals who form 
group rules and 
responsibilities (list) 
 
-Who monitors 
compliance with rules 
(list) 

0-3 according to 
names listed of 
each leader 
 
Yes/No 
 
 
 
Scale 1-5: Not at 
all-A lot 
 
 
 
 
Scale 1-4: Less 
than 2 x/year- 
More than 6 x/year 
 
Scale 1-5: Not at 
all to Very 
Frequent 
 
Scale 0-2: 
(0)Doesn’t know; 
(1)Leader(s); 
(2)Members 
 
 -------- 

-Explanation of changes in 
leaders over time 
-Explanation of consequent 
impacts of leadership 
changes on organization 
-How leader(s) represent 
group 
 
-Leaders effort to involve 
members in group 
discussions  
-Themes most discussed in 
meetings with larger 
organization 
 
 
 
 
-Involvement of members in 
decisions made by the 
assembly of group 
representatives 
-Who decides on group 
activities and how 
-Who decides how shared 
money is spent and how 

 
Table 3-3. Dimensions of group cohesion and applied measurements 
Dimensions of Group Cohesion Definition Measure in Interview 

(Qualitative) 
Task aspects of group: goal, 
objectives, collective 
performance 

-Identification of group goals for 
conservation 
-Desires for future of group 
 

Group Integration-Task  

Individual Attraction-Task   -Satisfaction with how group 
functions  
 

Social aspects of the group: 
relationships within the group 
 

Not applied Individual Attraction-Social  

Group-Integration-Social   -State of Unity of Group since 
beginning 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

First, I will examine the differences between the two comparison groups with regard to 

median scores on both the dependent and independent variables. Then I will examine the 

correlations among the variables. Finally, I will examine the significance of the proposed 

relationships among collective identity, group cohesion, governance, and conservation behavior. 

Test of Normality  

I ran the Shapiro-Wilks test of normal distribution for the outcome variable and predictor 

variables (Table 4-1). The outcome variable of conservation behavior was not normally 

distributed (p<0.05). The predictor variables of identity and governance were not normally 

distributed for at least one of the two comparison groups (p<0.05). I performed both log and 

square root transformations on all predictor variables, but normality was not achieved. Therefore, 

I ran non-parametric tests for the statistical analysis. 

Hypothesis 1 

The two comparison groups will differ as to their levels of group cohesion, collective 

identity, governance, and conservation behavior. 

Comparison of Two Independent Samples  

I used the Mann-Whitney U test to determine if the comparison groups differ based on the 

outcome and predictor variables. The Green Gold Cooperative has a higher median score for 

conservation behavior, the outcome variable, than ProEnvironment (Table 4-2). The Green Gold 

Cooperative also displays a higher median score for the predictor variables collective identity, 

group cohesion, and governance than does ProEnvironment (Table 4-2).  

  
I expected to see a difference between comparison groups with regard to both the outcome 

variable and predictor variables based on my theoretical model. I anticipated that the 
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organization with an organizational orientation around social development, the Green Gold 

Cooperative, would display a higher median score on both the predictor and outcome variables 

than ProEnvironment.  

The measurement for conservation behavior used in this study only includes the number of 

hectares of primary forest maintained and may not be adequate. This measure does not capture 

the construct of conservation behavior based on the theoretical model, and the findings for 

conservation behavior may not be valid.  

Hypothesis 2 

There is a positive relationship between the independent variables of group cohesion, 

collective identity, governance, and outcome variable, conservation behavior. 

Correlations among Study Variables 

I used the Spearman Rank Correlation test to explore the strength of the relationships 

among the predictor variables (Table 4-3). The findings suggest several differences between 

comparison groups in the patterns of relationships among the study variables. Collective identity 

and group cohesion are correlated and statistically significant (p<0.05) only for ProEnvironment. 

Similarly, collective identity and governance, as well as governance and cohesion, are correlated 

in both groups, but are statistically significant (p<0.05) only for ProEnvironment (Table 4-3).  

These findings indicate that the relationship between predictor variables and outcome 

variable across comparison groups are not consistent. The inconsistency of the findings between 

comparison groups challenges the further statistically explored relationship between the predictor 

variables and outcome variable.  
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Regression Model 

I ran logistic regression to determine the most significant predictors of membership in the 

comparison groups. This analysis provides several findings (Table 4-4). First, the two 

comparison groups are confirmed as two independent groups and the model is significant at p<0 

.05. Second, the two predictor variables of collective identity (p<0.01) and group cohesion 

(p<0.01) are the only significant predictors of membership in the comparison groups. The 

predictor variable governance (p=0.24) and the outcome variable, conservation behavior (p= 

0.96), are not significant predictors of membership in the comparison groups.   

These findings do not corroborate my predictions based on the theoretical model. Rather, 

logistic regression shows that collective identity and group cohesion are the only significant 

predictors of membership in the comparison groups.  

Qualitative Analysis 

I took several steps to analyze the interview data. The two individuals present in all 

interviews, my field assistant and I, revised the information collected after every four interviews. 

We then used the final interview summary sheets to archive data. Following data archival, I 

reviewed responses to develop primarily theoretically based themes. The following themes are 

related to the four variables of group cohesion, collective identity, governance, and conservation 

behavior:  

Group Cohesion 
 Commitment 
 Future Vision: State of Solidarity 
 Group Goals for Conservation 

 
Collective Identity           
 Sense of Belonging                                                                                                
 Understanding of Rights 
 



 

Governance 
 Role and Evaluation of Leaders  
 Member Engagement in Information Sharing & Decision-Making 
 
Conservation Behavior 
 Reasons for Conservation 

 
I then developed categories of responses by grouping words, phrases, and expressions 

related to the identified themes. These themes are consistent with my theoretical foundation and 

the only emerging theme is future vision: state of solidarity. This theme is classified here as an 

emerging theme because it was not included in the theoretical model a priori. These categories 

represent similar and contrasting responses between comparison groups group to the specific 

topics addressed. Although there is a discrepancy presented in the quantitative results as to the 

correlations among variables, the qualitative findings support these correlations. The themes and 

categories in Table 4-5 serve to illustrate these correlations.  

The major themes related to the study variables explain the relationship between 

leadership, information sharing between members and leaders, and members’ feelings about their 

engagement in group decision-making, understanding of rights, sense of belonging, and long-

term commitment to the organization. Themes related to goals for conservation and reasons for 

conservation provide insight into the groups’ potential for collective action for conservation. 

These themes offer an explanation for these previously unexplored relationships in the 

conceptual framework of collective action. The differences in responses between groups 

provides insight into the contrasting ways in which respective group members feel represented, 

involved, and connected to their local group and larger organization. 
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Table 4-1. Shapiro-Wilks test of normal distribution for all variables, San Martin, Peru, 2008 
 Green Gold Cooperative ProEnvironment 
 W p W p 
Group Cohesion 0.97 0.30 0.96 0.11 
Collective Identity 0.81 0.00 0.96 0.06 
Governance 0.94 0.01 0.95 0.04 
Conservation Behavior 0.97 .25 0.84 .001 

 
Table 4-2. Mann-Whitney U test for all variables and all groups, San Martin, Peru, 2008  
Variable GGC 

Rank Sum  
ProE 
Rank Sum 

U Z p-level GGC N ProE 
N 

Group Cohesion 3017.50 2235.50 1010.50 1.93 0.05 53 49 

Collective Identity 3270.50 1982.50 757.50 3.62 <0.001 53 49 

Governance 3480.50 1772.50 547.50 5.03 0.00 53 49 

Conservation Behavior 3822.50 1430.50 205.50 7.32 0.00 53 49 
    GGC=Green Gold Cooperative                                                              
    ProE=ProEnvironment 
 
Table 4-3. Spearman rank order correlations for all groups, San Martin, Peru, 2008   

 Green-Gold Cooperative ProEnvironment 
 Group 

Cohesion 
Collective 
Identity 

Governance Group 
Cohesion 

Collective 
Identity 

Governance 

1.00 0.22   0.01 1.00 0.46* 0.44* Group Cohesion 
Collective Identity  1.00   1.00  

 0.21   1.00  0.42*  Governance 

*p<0.05 
 
Table 4-4. Logistic regression for all variables and all groups, San Martin, Peru, 2008 
Variable Wald Stat p value 

16.25019        <0.001 Group Cohesion 
Collective Identity 12.96413        <0.001 
Governance 1.39974 0.24 
Conservation Behavior 0.00199 0.96 
*p<0.05 
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Table 4-5. Theoretically based themes and categories 
Variable Themes Green Gold Cooperative 

Categories 
ProEnvironment 
Categories 

Commitment 
 
 
 
 
Future Vision: 
State of Solidarity 
 
 
 
Group Goals for 
Conservation 

*Resolute Commitment 
Based on member commitment to 
responsibilities and desire to 
improve organization 
 
*Independent as One Entity  
Focus on improving the 
cooperative as one entity  
 
 
1) desire to reforest and construct 
a greenhouse, (2) waiting for 
materials, (3) collecting seeds, (4) 
sharing seeds with group, (5) 
constructing a nursery 
 

*Uncertain Union 
Looking for changes in organization 
and unsure of its future state of 
union 
 
*Market-Dependent   
Depends upon member satisfaction 
with price of coffee controlled by 
EcoCafe 
 
1) desire to reforest and construct a 
greenhouse, (2) waiting for 
materials,  
(3) collecting seeds, (4) sharing 
seeds with group, (5) constructing a 
nursery 

Group Cohesion 

 
Collective 
Identity 

 
Sense of Belonging 
 
 
 
 
 
Understanding of 
Rights 
 

 
*Sense of Ownership 
Members started the organization; 
have the same possessions; feel 
integrated in organization 
 
 
*Voices as Rights 
-Members feel represented  
 

 
*Sense of Detachment 
Members don’t clearly understand 
the structure of organization nor feel 
integrated in organization 
 
 
*Material Benefits as Rights 
 

Governance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Role of Leaders 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluation of 
Leaders  
 
 
Member 
Engagement in 
Information Sharing 
& Decision-Making  
 
 
 
 

*Maximum Authority as 
Representatives 
Representatives hold “maximum 
authority” in org; satisfied with 
number of representatives 
 
*Satisfied Republic 
Leaders facilitate information 
sharing 
 
*Open Exchange 
Members have easy access to 
information 
 
*Democratic Voice 
Members have the right to an 
opinion and expression 

*Rule by One 
Only president has a vote; Need 
more representatives 
 
 
 
*Dissatisfied Onlookers 
Leaders do not call meetings often to 
share information 
 
*Limited Exchange 
Members are not well informed  
 
 
*Voiceless Constituency 
Members desire a voice  
 
 

Conservation 
Behavior 

Reasons for 
Conservation 
 

(1)Resource Scarcity (ie.water), 
(2) Spreading the Consciousness, 
(3) Future Generations  

Part of the requirements of external 
certification agencies 

*=indicate categories of responses 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

The results of my study show that the Green Gold Cooperative has a greater collective 

identity, group cohesion, governance, and conservation behavior than ProEnvironment. The 

Mann-Whitney U Test shows that the Green Gold Cooperative has a higher median score for all 

study variables than ProEnvironment (Table 4-2). The differences in the groups’ responses to 

certain interview topics support these findings. These differences in responses are represented in 

the following themes: role and members’ evaluation of leaders, members’ sense of engagement 

in information-sharing and decision-making, understanding of rights, sense of belonging, 

commitment, group goals and reasons for conservation. These themes illustrate the explored 

relationships among the study variables (Table 4-5).  

Role and Evaluation of Leaders 

Respondents in both groups evaluated their leaders based on their efforts to engage 

members with group information-sharing. In the case of Green Gold Cooperative, respondents 

offered a more positive evaluation of their leaders than those of ProEnvironment. Members of 

the Green Gold Cooperative feel more integrated in the organization’s progress and more 

familiar with current organizational affairs than those of ProEnvironment.  

The results of my analysis suggest that members’ sense of involvement in the organization 

reflects their leaders’ integration of members in current organizational affairs. Group leaders 

facilitate information sharing during group meetings held both before and after leaders attend 

local group meetings and meetings with the larger organization. Respondents in both groups 

evaluated their leaders based on their efforts to engage members with group information sharing. 

Participants in the two comparison groups provided contrasting evaluations of their leaders.   
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Respondents from the Green Gold Cooperative offered a more positive evaluation of their 

leaders than those of ProEnvironment. These respondents indicated that their leaders 

communicate with and engage the group members in the progress of the organization. 

Respondents emphasized the importance of a positive relationship between members and leaders, 

and they noted that the leaders “motivate us to put better work into the organization.” Most 

respondents communicated a high level of respect and confidence in their leaders because “they 

invite us to share information in monthly meetings to inform us of current affairs.” Members 

expressed their recognition of and respect for their leaders who have the “maximum voice and 

vote” in the larger organization. These findings suggest that leaders of the Green Gold 

Cooperative may be considered transformational leaders as characterized by literature about 

leadership styles.  

On the contrary, respondents from ProEnvironment expressed general discontent with their 

group leaders and attributed their dissatisfaction to their leaders’ inconsistent efforts to call 

informational meetings. Some respondents reported that their president “does not call meetings 

to inform the group when necessary,” and “does not even gather group suggestions by calling 

group meetings before attending meetings [with the larger organization].” The leaders’ failure to 

involve members in the organization may explain why members feel “uninformed and unable to 

have a say in the organization’s progress.”  

I asked participants about the characteristics that they find important for a good leader. 

Respondents from both groups said that they prefer “… someone who is a good role model,” 

“…respectful of all members,” and “… carries out their responsibilities well.” Respondents from 

the Green Gold Cooperative conveyed a sense of satisfaction with their leaders’ efforts and 

confirmed the members’ role in decision-making. They concurred that leaders should set a good 
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example for the rest of the group members, while “… they consider the opinion of all members.” 

Respondents also mentioned that that they felt comfortable speaking up during group meetings 

about their opinions, even if they are different from those of other members. The role of group 

leaders in engaging members in information-sharing and group decision-making draws attention 

to the different styles of leadership, which may promote or inhibit a communicative democracy.  

The leadership ideals expressed by the respondents encompass what some scholars refer to 

as a transformational leader (House & Shamir, 1993; Howell and Avolio 1993; Jung and Avolio 

1999). Previous studies (Dutton, Dukerich and Harquail 1994) support my findings and also 

suggest that strong organizational identification enables members to contribute more frequently 

and more freely to the organization. Other authors (Jung and Sosik 2002) also find that 

transformational leadership relates positively to empowerment and group cohesiveness.  

The differences between these two groups also demonstrate a positive association between 

transformational leadership and group members’ collective identity and group cohesion. These 

findings may support the results from logistic regression which establish that collective identity 

and group cohesion are the two predictive variables in this study’s conceptual model or those 

variables that determine membership in the comparison groups (Table 4-4). The contrasting 

evaluations of leaders as well as the role of leaders between comparison groups may contribute 

to the difference in the significance of the model determined in Spearman’s Rank Correlation 

(Table 4-3). Furthermore, the role of leaders within both groups seems to indicate the direction 

of members’ collective identity and group cohesion discussed in the themes discussed below. 

Information-Sharing and Member Engagement in Decision-Making 

Members of the Green Gold Cooperative feel more integrated in the organization’s 

progress and more familiar with current organizational affairs than those of ProEnvironment. My 

findings also indicate that the integration of members in the organization is positively associated 
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with both the number of representatives and the frequency of group meetings for each local 

group. The differences in the number of representatives and frequency of group meetings may 

explain the difference in members’ sense of engagement in the organization between comparison 

groups. 

Seventy-five percent of the Green Gold Cooperative respondents identify with both the 

groups’ representatives and president as their delegates to the larger group. The Green Gold 

Cooperative has an established number of group leaders whom they call “representatives.” These 

individuals represent the local group in the larger organization, in addition to the president.  

Respondents often referred to the “one to ten” (representative to member) ratio in each local 

group and expressed satisfaction with this level of representation, which has increased in the last 

two years. They frequently emphasized that these individuals hold “maximum authority” in the 

larger organization.  

In contrast, 89.8% of the respondents in ProEnvironment identify the president as the only 

representative of the group in the larger organization. ProEnvironment does not have group 

representatives other than the local group president. Many respondents expressed a need and 

desire to have group representatives in addition to the president. They often remarked: “If the 

president can’t go to a meeting, no one ends up going,” and “Others should go in the president’s 

place when he can’t make it.”  

Similarly, the frequency of meeting times seems to affect the information sharing between 

leaders and members and the extent to which group members feel engaged in organizational 

affairs. Both groups hold pre- and post- informational meetings, but ProEnvironment does not 

hold them as consistently and frequently as the Green Gold Cooperative. Ninety-eight percent of 

the respondents from the Green Gold Cooperative reported that they have group meetings once 
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per month. In contrast, 26.5% of the respondents from ProEnvironment said that group meetings 

are once a month and 45% reported that they have meetings less than six times per year. These 

findings show that local group meetings in the Green Gold Cooperative provide more frequent 

and more consistent opportunities to share and receive information than in ProEnvironment.  

Members of ProEnvironments’ expressed dissatisfaction with their leaders’ efforts seems 

to generate members’ perceived lack of voice and sense of engagement in their organization. 

These respondents view their stake in the organization as “not within our control.” Some 

respondents stated, “The coordinator is the only one who can attend organizational meetings so 

only this person has a voice.” Others said, “I want to be more involved, and I think the president 

should request that the organization informs us as to the progress of the organization.” The 

responses from those respondents who indicated that they were “uninformed” support the 

characterization of ProEnvironments’ members as detached. 

Many respondents from the Green Gold Cooperative expressed that the information shared 

during group meetings “…keeps us informed of the progress of the cooperative.” They also said, 

“We can tell our representatives to mention certain points” and “We make decisions together in 

meetings.” Their positive perception of the flow of information seems to affect their outlook on 

their ability to contribute towards the development of the larger organization. These findings 

support the theoretically based positive relationship between cohesiveness and group members’ 

perceived involvement in the organization (Welsch and LaVan 1981).  Scholars of collective 

action often view information as a resource and some believe the control of information appear 

as resources capable of creating a collective form of mobilization (Dubet and Thaler 2004). The 

key to legitimacy is locally accountable representation, in which leaders, rules and institutions 

must be accountable to the people (Ribot 1999).  
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These findings also corroborate previous studies that have found that the flow of 

information within a group either contributes to or inhibits group decision-making (Wittenbaum 

et al. 2004). The decision-making process in the Green Gold Cooperative is probably time-

consuming and requires the participation of many group members. Collective participation and 

open communication play a role in encouraging a group’s confidence in the decision-making 

process and provides a focus for building cooperation and interactions. Improved decision-

making is also associated with strong group cohesion (Dion 2000). An important relationship 

seems to exist between leadership and members’ role in the organization, based on group 

members’ ability to participate freely and gain access to information easily. These findings 

support the notion that a communicative democracy involves both strong leadership and 

information sharing in which information flows freely in all directions (Allen et al. 1988).   

My expectation that governance would represent a predictive variable in the model is 

based on my proposed model and founding theoretical principles. The emphasis on the role of 

governance in the conceptual model and the two organizations’ representations of governance is 

represented most in the various qualitative themes. Consistent with previous findings on 

organizational involvement and collective identity, qualitative findings indicate that leadership is 

central to a communicative democracy or shared governance, involving both improved 

communication (Motz and Lewis 1994) and a strong sense of cohesiveness (Ireson and McGillis 

1998).  

The results from Spearman’s Rank Correlation (Table 4-3) that significance of the model 

differs between comparison groups do not support the qualitative findings. The two groups 

display distinct leadership arrangements, in which the information-sharing and decision-making 

within the groups as well as the role of group leaders may explain this difference in the model’s 
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significance between groups. The Green Gold Cooperative’s stable leadership arrangements 

seem to contrast ProEnvironment’s weak and inconsistent leadership arrangements. 

There were a few outliers identified in the responses relating to information-sharing and 

member engagement in decision-making that are important to consider. One respondent from the 

Green Gold Cooperative mentioned that their local groups’ leaders did not meet their leadership 

responsibilities, and said, “Not all delegates are committed and thus, not all members are 

informed. Likewise, a respondent from ProEnvironment’s said, “For our level of education (or 

knowledge) we have, we [the leaders] do all that is possible, therefore, it [the level of 

representation by leaders] is sufficient because we cannot demand more than we have to provide.  

The respondent was a notable and committed individual who served for several consecutive 

years as a local group president.  His responses were characterized as consistently positive 

despite other members’ discontent. Many respondents were keen to express gratitude towards his 

great leadership, and noted “things just aren’t the same” without his leadership contributions. 

These outliers may represent a segment of the population with similar sentiments.  

Understanding of Rights 

I first asked respondents to identify their member rights in the questionnaire. Respondents 

from both the Green Gold Cooperative and ProEnvironment initially expressed confusion about 

the meaning of a right, often asking for clarification or responding in a perplexed manner. I 

discovered that the respondents from ProEnvironment interpreted their rights as material benefits 

and responsibilities as members rather than entitlements afforded by their membership. Meizen-

Dick et al. (2006) note the difference between these two understandings of rights. Confusion 

with the many different interpretations of rights may explain why difficult theoretical questions 

are often obscured by using language that stresses rights (Nussbaum 2003).   
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I reiterated the question about rights in the interview. Interview responses from 

ProEnvironment and Green Gold Cooperative as to their member rights provide a contrast in 

members’ sense of a voice in organizational affairs. The extent to which respondents expressed a 

connection with their group emerged as the most significant dimension of collective identity. 

Respondents emphasized that their relationship with the organization depends on the quality of 

their leaders’ work and their sense of feeling informed about both organizational affairs and 

member rights.  

Respondents of ProEnvironment expressed a desire to have a voice in the organization. 

These respondents said: “We don’t have rights as members. We don’t have a voice or a vote in 

the organization as we did when it first started. The group’s president is the only person with a 

voice and a vote.” Several asserted that “having informational meetings should be our right.” 

These responses suggest that members feel powerless. Their understanding of rights as benefits 

rather than entitlements implies a reduced sense of engagement in the organization. Additionally, 

respondents’ initial interpretation of their rights as their responsibilities points to their experience 

with the technical assistants of EcoCafe whom they report shape their responsibilities.  

Conversely, respondents of the Green Gold Cooperative expressed pride in their right to a 

voice. They seem to have a clear understanding of their organizational rights, stating, “It is our 

right to stay informed of the proceedings in the organization” and “We have a voice in the 

organization and say in its future…” These respondents feel entitled to the open access to 

information and having an opinion in the groups’ affairs. They also expect their leaders to 

provide information in the monthly meetings as their “right to information.” Respondents also 

equated their ability to contribute via voice as a right.  This supports Pierce et al. (2003) 

definition of rights and responsibilities which includes the expectation of information sharing 
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and holding others accountable, such as their leaders, for representing the organization. Rights, 

or powers, may include decision-making, access to resources, and control over finances (Ribot 

1999), to name a few.  

Participant responses bring to light a connection between leadership and members’ 

understanding of rights. The findings suggest that leadership is an important component in 

acknowledging members’ rights (Krisha 2002). The relationship between leadership and 

members’ sense of engagement may explain why many respondents referred to their involvement 

in information sharing and their ability to voice their opinions as a right. The responses from 

ProEnvironment and Green Gold Cooperative regarding member rights elucidate the contrast 

between a hazy understanding of rights and a lack of voice and a more informed and clear 

understanding of rights. I believe that identifying members’ perception and understanding of 

their rights may explain the degree to which they feel a sense of belonging to their organization 

at large.  

Sense of Belonging 

Members of both groups identify with their groups, but the extent to which they express a 

connection with their group emerged as the most significant dimension of collective identity. 

Responses indicate that members’ relationship with the organization depends on the quality of 

their leaders’ work and their sense of feeling informed about both organizational affairs as well 

as their understanding of their member rights. These findings support those of Avey et al. (2009) 

that transformational leadership is positively related to psychological ownership and that 

affective commitment toward the organization was also positively related to psychological 

ownership. The difference in group members’ sense of belonging captures the concept of 

psychological ownership offered by Avey et al. (2009). The Green Gold Cooperative may 

56 



 

represent the promotion-oriented ownership, while ProEnvironment may represent the 

prevention-oriented ownership.  

The Green Gold Cooperative’s sense of ownership as the owners and founders differs 

from the disconnected ProEnvironment. Many respondents from the Green Gold Cooperative 

referred to their connection with the larger organization: “We’re the owners and founders,” “We 

own the same possessions”; “We’re kept informed of what’s going on in the cooperative;” and 

“We know who buys our coffee.” Many of those who identified themselves as the “owners and 

founders” represented one of the 56 founding members of the organization. They explained that 

individuals in several communities formed the Green Gold Cooperative in collaboration with an 

individual who offered a potential market connection. When people feel like owners in an 

organization, their need for belongingness is met by “having a place” in terms of their social and 

socio-emotional needs being met (Avey et al. 2009). 

On the other hand, the respondents from ProEnvironment expressed their desire to have “a 

closer relationship with the actual organization at large” because “I don’t know about the actual 

progress of the organization of which we are a part.” Some respondents said, “I don’t know 

about the relationship between ProEnvironment and EcoCafe,” and “I know the technicians from 

EcoCafe, but ProEnvironment doesn’t come here to check up on us.” Members of 

ProEnvironment conveyed a sense of confusion about the relationship between ProEnvironment, 

their organization made up of local producer groups, and EcoCafe, the business that both sells 

their coffee and provides technical support. Some respondents evidently feel a stronger 

connection to EcoCafe because they view the company’s employees as more available than those 

of ProEnvironment, and because they feel that EcoCafe offers them services that their own 
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organization does not. Other respondents said, “I don’t even know how our coffee is sold,” 

suggesting that members do not participate in the decisions about selling their coffee.  

I identified two primary grounds for this confusion. First, the current managers of 

EcoCafe initiated the formation of the local coffee groups, and they continue to run the 

organizational meetings and provide technical services and market connections. EcoCafe also 

decided to add market certification labels (eg.UTZ certified, Rainforest Alliance, Starbuck’s 

Café Practices) distinguish members’ coffee. These labels added special requirements for 

producing coffee that necessitate EcoCafe’s technical support and their enforcement of 

certification rules and regulations in all local groups. This may explain why members view the 

staff of EcoCafe as authority figures, those who ultimately control their success in the market.  

Responses suggest that the differences in the two comparison groups’ sense of belonging 

also relates to the origin and creation of the two groups. ProEnvironment feels dependent on its 

original founders, associates of EcoCafe, who continue to provide support to their local groups. 

Respondents’ confusion about the relationship between ProEvnironment and EcoCafe reflects 

their history of dependence on the benefits accrued from their association with this company, and 

its role in controlling organizational processes and access to the market. However, members of 

Green Gold Cooperative feel a sense of ownership and possession most likely tied to their 

involvement from the cooperative since its creation. They impart a sense of independence and 

unity, as one entity run by an effective administration. Both organizations have technicians. 

However, members of the Green Gold Cooperative employ the technicians and consider them 

part of the cooperative. 

The difference between the owners and founders of the Green Gold Cooperative and the 

distanced members of ProEnvironment also provides support for the results from the logistic 
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regression indicating the predictive nature of both collective identity and group cohesion in 

determining membership to the comparison groups. This difference also uncovers the two 

organizations’ existing norms of information sharing between leaders and members as well as 

the organization’s degree of dependency on external entities. My findings suggest that an 

individual’s appraisal of his/her group belongingness is both cognitive (based on information 

gained through experience within the group and with group members) and affective (based on 

their feelings about these experiences) (Bollen and Hoyle 1990).  

These findings seem to corroborate previous research findings and indicate that the 

emotional-affective aspect of belonging to the group may be a strong predictor of important 

group outcomes (Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone and Crook 1989; Jackson 2002; Karasawa 

1991). My findings also corroborate previous research that suggest that transformational 

leadership may contribute to group members’ sense of belonging and long-term commitment to 

the organization, both of which are important for the effectiveness and sustainability of 

organizations (Avey et al. 2009).  

Group Goals for Conservation 

Participants from both groups responded similarly to topics regarding goals and somewhat 

similar actions for conservation. They also mentioned a variety of activities that they want to do 

rather than those actual goals determined by their groups. The Green Gold Cooperative 

expressed the desire to spread their awareness of conserving the forest to other community 

members to a greater extent than ProEnvironment. Respondents between comparison groups 

expressed different reasons for supporting conservation that may relate to the origination of their 

awareness of conservation issues. 

Objectives and working together to achieve them are often central to a work group. 

Similarly, work groups may adopt a process that involves the engagement or cooperation of 

59 



 

group members in the performance of tasks. Research findings do not suggest that stronger group 

cohesiveness and social dynamics necessarily make it more likely that members will cooperate 

with one another and direct additional effort toward group tasks (Dutton et al. (1994) in Wech et 

al, 1998).  

The Green Gold Cooperative’s sense of belonging and their possible classification as a 

promotion-oriented organization, may explain its group goals. Those who use a promotion-

focused approach pursue goals that reflect their hopes and aspirations. On the other hand, 

ProEnvironment as prevention-oriented seems to form its goals for the purposes of reducing 

punishment, sticking with rules and obligations (Avey et al. 2009). Liberman et al. (1999) have 

also shown that regulatory foci are connected to values of conservation (prevention) and 

openness to change (promotion). This may provide an explanation for the different 

organizational approaches of the two comparison groups in this study.  

I asked participants to identify their group goals for conservation and group plans and 

efforts to achieve these goals. Established and agreed-upon group goals for conservation were 

often unidentified. However, I identified several factors that contribute to a range of responses 

related to the group’s initiative in pursuing conservation activities. These conservation efforts 

fall along a continuum, beginning at awareness and ending with action. The most common 

interview responses range from (1) the desire to reforest and construct a greenhouse and (2) 

waiting for materials. Nonetheless, several respondents reported (3) collecting seeds, (4) sharing 

seeds with group, and (5) constructing a nursery. Several respondents in both groups mentioned 

their groups’ initial efforts to construct a greenhouse and say that they are “waiting around for 

additional funds and/or materials” to move forward.  
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  Respondents expressed “greater consciousness” of caring for their natural resources after 

joining the organization. Respondents from both groups seemed interested in “sharing this 

awareness” of the need to protect the forest, especially around waterways. The findings suggest 

that collective action for conservation may also include disseminating a particular conservation 

message to the community at large. Respondents mentioned that community members who are 

not part of the group are generally unaware of their impact on forest resources. Some 

respondents mentioned that they would like to collaborate with the local environmental board to 

promote protecting their forests.    

Reasons for Conservation 

Respondents between comparison groups expressed different reasons for supporting 

conservation. These reasons for the origin of their awareness of conservation issues may relate to 

the groups’ different organizational orientations. The respondents of the Green Gold Cooperative 

most commonly reported water scarcity as the principle reason for protecting the forests. I found 

that an increased awareness and even the pace at which local groups want to take action for 

conservation reflect the water shortage. These respondents were especially interested in 

recruiting more members to make the group stronger and involve the entire community in 

protecting the forest. They believed that “Then more people would be aware and change their 

practices” and that “having more members would make our message louder.”  

Respondents from ProEnvironment were very aware that they should reforest rather than 

cut down trees. I found that their responses were very positive and almost monotonous, as if they 

were answering the question by rote. A reason for this may be respondents’ familiarity with 

questions about conservation, which are routinely asked in inspections by certification agencies 

and technicians of EcoCafe. The interface between locals and external agencies that make and 

enforce the rules regarding sustainable agricultural practices is considered by Kull (2002). 
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Agreeing with visitors’ views can be a polite way of coping with repressive encounters or to 

maintain good relations with authoritative outsiders who may bring unknown benefits.  

The most commonly reported reason for not expanding the area under cultivation for both 

groups was “There are no remaining forested areas in the zone.” This response suggests that 

respondents are not expanding their farms because there is simply nowhere to cultivate. This 

may indicate that they would consider expanding the area under cultivation if forest lands were 

available.  

These findings may provide insight into several social dynamics of groups and their 

potential for collective action for conservation. Findings suggest that the Green Gold 

Cooperative is especially aware of the present-day scarcity of resources, especially water, which 

substantiate their action for forest conservation. Findings also suggest a range of desires for 

collective action for conservation behavior that differ between comparison groups. The 

differences in the groups’ action for conservation and their awareness of resource scarcity or 

reasons for conservation may relate to their organizational orientation. Respondents from the 

Green Gold Cooperative most often expressed an awareness of the consequences of deforestation 

and desire to share this awareness with their community members (those unaffiliated with their 

organizations) who are unaware of their effect on the environment. 

Commitment and Future Vision: State of Solidarity 

Many of the themes discussed seem to explain group members’ long-term commitment 

and future vision for the organization. The theme of state of solidarity emerged in the interview 

responses relating to members’ future vision for their organization. Identifying with an 

organization may enhance commitment to it because of feelings of belongingness and an 

emotional bond (Ashforth and Mael 1989). My findings corroborate those of Avey et al. (2009) 

that intentions to stay with the organization are positively related to psychological ownership.  
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The relationship between sense of belonging and commitment supports the relationship 

between group cohesion and collective identity. In addition, the differences between comparison 

groups also support the findings from logistic regression. These findings both confirm that the 

two comparison groups are independent and that the two predictor variables of collective identity 

and group cohesion are the only significant predictors of membership in the comparison groups 

(Table 4-4).  

The emerging theme of state of solidarity may also explain the respondents’ long-term 

commitment and future vision. Differences between groups with respect to their state of 

solidarity, as either a self-sufficient organization or an organization dependent on outside 

entities, present several reasons for the difference in the model’s significance between 

comparison groups. The correlation between the independent variables in this study’s conceptual 

model is significantly stronger for ProEnvironment than for the Green Gold Cooperative (Table 

4-3).  The only statistically significant correlations (p<0.05) are those for ProEnvironment. 

Respondents from both groups were generally committed to their membership in the short-

term, but differed with regard to their desire for long-term commitment to the organization. 

Respondents from ProEnvironment seemed unsure about their long-term commitment as 

opposed to those from the Green Gold Cooperative. Some of the respondents from 

ProEnvironment said that their long-term commitment “depends on the price of coffee” and “if 

those who make decisions actually listen to us.” In reference to the latter response, one 

respondent said, “It’s like asking for milk when there are no cows.” This respondent used this 

expression to indicate his frustration and disappointment in those who manage EcoCafe who 

seem to neglect members of ProEnvironments’ actual right to an opinion or voice. However, 

these members also continue depending on EcoCafe with hopes that the situation will improve. 
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Several respondents from ProEnvironment who did express their desire for long-term 

commitment to ProEnvironment also perceived their leaders as effective, their group as 

motivated, and their participation as worthwhile. However, many respondents were not in favor 

of the way in which EcoCafe manages their market or ProEnvironment. Some respondents 

indicated that if the price of coffee did not improve, they would have to find another buyer, and 

said that the price of coffee did in fact affect their participation in the organization. However, 

these respondents did not mention that they had access or connections with alternative buyers. 

Many respondents were unsure of the future solidarity of ProEnvironment as well as its ability to 

improve in its partnership with EcoCafe. Avey et al. (2009) suggest that organizational change 

may be difficult to implement for a preventative-based ownership, such as ProEnvironment.   

The Green Gold Cooperative’s sense of ownership highlights members’ dedication and 

long-term commitment to the organization. I found that their desire to commit themselves to the 

organization is connected to their confidence in the organization as a whole and its 

administration. They mentioned that their work and participation bring “Not only monetary 

benefits, but also social benefits.” I also found that their desire to remain committed to their 

organization is related to their future vision of the organization as an independent and self-

sufficient entity.  

Contrary to ProEnvironment, respondents from Green Gold Cooperative indicated that 

their commitment did not depend on the price of coffee and they plan to stick with the group 

“through the good times and the bad times.” This is probably because the price for their coffee, 

as they said, “doesn’t go down.” The Green Gold Cooperative may challenge the perspective that 

a sense of ownership or feeling of possessiveness is different from feeling the desire, need, or 

obligation to remain in an organization (Meyer and Allen 1997).  
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Contextual Information  

During the time of the interview in July 2008, I learned that a meeting had been called by 

the new manager of ProEnvironment to discuss organizational issues. This meeting seemed to 

have surfaced their expressed discontent regarding ProEnvironment’s relationship with EcoCafe. 

Since this meeting had taken place about a week prior, several respondents were informed of the 

most recent discussions in ProEnvironment. The respondents were aware of the possibility of a 

change in the relationship between ProEnvironment and EcoCafe in the near future. Most 

respondents expressed reluctance in continuing their partnership with Ecocafe due to their 

dissatisfaction with the price of coffee and little control over their market in their alliance with 

EcoCafe.   

However, these respondents also seemed to identify with and depend on EcoCafe, since it 

originally had created the local groups and controlled their access to the specialty coffee market 

since the beginning. In addition, the role of the technical assistances’ training, monitoring, and 

enforcing the certifications’ requirements, may explain members’ dependence on EcoCafe.   

In March 2009, eight months after my last interaction with both groups, I returned to Peru 

and visited EcoCafe where I learned about the more recent changes in the relationship between 

ProEnvironment and EcoCafe. ProEnvironment completely split from its partnership with 

EcoCafe, and a total of 180 members decided to stay with ProEnvironment. The rest of the 

members remained in the partnership with EcoCafe. These changes provide some insight into the 

members’ prior angst with the cooperatives relationship with EcoCafe. The changes seem 

concurrent with the members’ high level of dependency and identification with EcoCafe as well 

as the sentiment of confusion as to the relationship between ProEnvironment and EcoCafe.  

However, the changes do not seem to represent the feelings of dissatisfaction with the price of 

coffee offered by EcoCafe. 



 

CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSIONS 

This study provides insight into the internal dynamics of groups that are important to 

consider when developing programs founded on the notions of collective action. These programs 

often aim to empower groups “to establish community building so that the members of a given 

community can feel a sense of freedom, belonging and power that can lead to constructive social 

change” (Hur 2006, 156)   Despite the incorporation of capacity-building, skills training, and 

other empowerment initiatives into these programs, positive outcomes often depend on local 

politics and internal community dynamics and structures (Lyon et al. 2001).  

My findings and previous findings (Kooiman 1993) suggest that governance mechanisms, 

in particular leadership arrangements, may cultivate members’ collective identity and create a 

communicative and democratic environment that encourages group cohesion. Leadership 

arrangements play an important role in the relationship between collective identity and 

governance. The governance mechanisms revolving around the role of leaders and the quality of 

leadership seem to have a potentially significant effect on group members’ sense of engagement 

in information-sharing and decision-making, understanding of rights, belonging, and 

commitment to their organization. My extensive literature review suggests that the latter themes 

are associated most with collective identity and group cohesion.  

Members’ sense of engagement in the organization is a reflection of their leaders’ 

integration of members through sharing information and decision-making. In turn, cohesiveness 

may promote more in-group communication, which also facilitates individual group members’ 

task accomplishments (Lott and Lott 2000; Wech et al. 1998; Keller 1986; Hackman 1976). The 

transformational leader seems to encourage cooperation among group members and may also 

further empower group members’ work process.  
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The exploration of organizations with different organizational orientations offers important 

findings for the creation or maintenance of a groups’ sense of belonging and long-term 

commitment to the organization. The difference in orientation between comparison groups may 

relate to the difference in their collective efforts for conservation and reasons for conservation. 

Strong organizations require strong leadership that promotes group members’ engagement in 

decision-making and information sharing that may foster group commitment to the organization 

and particular behaviors and actions, such as conservation behavior in this study. The principles 

of cooperative and democratic teamwork, which often characterize shared governance, may also 

offer one way to reduce costs and increase cohesiveness and autonomy of work groups. Research 

on leadership development seems to have significant practical implications for psychological 

ownership management and development and performance impact on organizations (Avey et al. 

2009).  

Participatory and community-based natural resource management programs often 

incorporate goals for increased environmental management, efficiency, and improved social 

equity and justice for local people. However, it has been suggested that such programs may 

evolve or change from their originally stated intentions (Ferguson 1994; Scott 1998). They often 

enter directly into the complex socio-political arenas of exercising power and shaping 

institutions. Devolving rights and responsibilities to local communities may not guarantee 

legitimate institutions considering influences from local politics, for example. The introduction 

of these programs may also have the potential to transform local social relations. This may lead 

to outcomes characterized by great variations of failure and success—depending on how 

questions of empowerment and legitimacy are addressed in widely varying regional historical 

and environmental contexts (Kull 2002).  
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Development interventions and community-based conservation programs must consider 

the diverse power structures and the degree to which local political structures are transparent and 

accountable. I believe that there is a need to base the development of these programs on sound 

theoretical foundations in order to avoid the failures of the earlier community-based development 

programs. Practitioners should focus on leadership development and group decision-making in 

local natural resource management efforts involving local user groups. Successful devolution 

involves both effective institutions at the local level and a policy environment supportive of local 

management. The improvement of empirical research methods will also help to successfully 

inform both policy makers on shaping effective policy measures for local natural resource 

management and practitioners developing and implementing these programs. 

In the last two decades, policy reforms have shifted the institutional conditions for natural 

resource governance in many developing countries. These developments place a greater 

emphasis on the role of local actors and communities in decentralized management. The 

emerging and complex governance arrangements demand new methods and verification to 

determine the way in which policy has influenced and perhaps changed the way different actors 

relate to each other and the environment. Proper inclusion of the social sciences into 

multidisciplinary studies is crucial if the results are to be relevant to policy. Barrett et al. (2001, 

236) assert that “the conservation community not only needs to invest in scholarship to sort out 

design questions methodically, it also needs to invest in building and linking effective 

conservation institutions and organizations embodying the behavioral rules that constitute 

institutions.”  

The relationships explored in my study warrant further explorations to understand how 

particular factors influence collective action. My findings suggest that group cohesion is related 
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to the presence of group identity and therefore should be included in the study of social 

movements. Similarly, my findings indicate that governance plays a role in the relationship 

among all study variables. I believe that there is a need to go beyond the established role of 

collective identity in social movements and organizations by including group cohesion and 

governance in future studies. 

The conceptual model that I developed was used to explore the interconnected nature of 

relationships among variables rather than a causal relationship. The repeated exploration of any 

of the explored variables considered part of these feedback loops is important to build a model 

for collective action. However, researchers should consider the cause-effect relationships among 

variables to develop a viable model with respect to collective action for conservation behavior, 

as in this case.  

Issues arise from the various methodological approaches used by different social science 

disciplines and the various definitions of the concepts explored. I used a socio-political approach 

to collective action to best explore the behavior of groups as units of analysis and how factors 

contributing to action develop at the group level through organizations (Meizen-Dick et al. 

2004). Researchers should consider the explored concepts within a variety of contexts involving 

contrasting organizational orientations and extreme group identities to heighten our 

understanding of social movements and the collective action process. I recommend looking at 

different units of analysis as not all movements and organizations are identifiable within fixed 

boundaries. Information gathered from examining multiple sites with less fixed boundaries may 

capture the constant organizing and reorganizing of information and people across time and 

space that characterize social movements.  
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The various definitions and operationalizations of study variables complicated the 

development of my instrumentation and subsequent evaluation. It is important for researchers to 

develop operational definitions and standardized quantitative and qualitative measures of these 

variables. Although I used the relevant literature that I could find to develop items to measure 

both collective identity and governance, I acknowledge that there may be better ways to measure 

these concepts to more accurately to best capture their role in groups. Developing and testing 

valid and reliable instruments could facilitate the validity of findings and expand theoretical 

implications of the factors considered components of social movements.   

One must consider the effectiveness of the instrumentation measuring the variables in this 

study. The response scales and response format used for items pertaining to collective identity 

and governance may need adjusting to best obtain a full range of responses. Researchers may 

consider the use of an index to measure collective identity and governance respectively.  Future 

studies should incorporate additional measures of leadership to improve our understanding of the 

role of leaders and particular leadership styles in the organization. 

The scale used to measure group cohesion was adapted from well-tested group cohesion 

indices. However, this index, and all indices should include both positive and negative attitudes. 

After following the necessary steps to develop the index, I decided to solely use positive 

statements since the negative statements caused confusion and were mostly eliminated during the 

pre-tests. I recommend creating the index in the language in which it will be used. If translating, 

it is best to be cautious with the use of language to ensure that items do not lose their original 

meaning. As indicated in the methods section, all instruments were pre-tested and appeared to 

perform well with the study sample. 
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In addition, the measurement for conservation behavior used in this study may not be 

adequate because it only includes the number of hectares of primary forest maintained. This 

measure does not capture the construct of conservation behavior based on the theoretical model, 

and the findings for conservation behavior may not be valid. I recommend that future studies 

involving conservation behavior incorporate the percentage of change in forest cover to more 

accurately measure conservation behavior. I also recommend that future studies consider 

additional dimensions of conservation behavior, such as the practices and activities dedicated to 

conservation.  

I conducted direct observations on visits to the members’ farms following the interview.  I 

visited a total of 30 farms to gather information about the agricultural practices farmers use for 

sustainable forest management during the months of the coffee harvest. My objective was to 

collect information about farmers’ agricultural practices for sustainable forest management. 

These practices include, but are not limited to, the water sanitation system, shade cover over 

coffee plantation, and species of trees planted for reforestation. However, due to missing data, 

this information was difficult to analyze. Inclusion of this information would have allowed for a 

cross-check of information regarding conservation practices and efforts to reforest addressed in 

both the questionnaire and interview. Future studies should include similar measures through 

direct observation. 

 



 

APPENDIX I 
IRB NOTICES 
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APPENDIX II 
INSTRUMENTATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Date:_________ Participant:___________________      Group Name: _________________  
 
1. How many members belong to the group? _________    Doesn’t know ____ 
2. How active are you as a member of the group? 
___Not at all active   ___ Hardly Active  ___ Neutral    ___ Somewhat active   ___Very Active 
 
3. How often are group meetings held? 
         1. Doesn’t know 
         2. There’s no schedule 
         3. Less than 6 times per year 
         4. Monthly 
         5. Weekly 
 
4. How important is your role as a member in this group? 
___Not at all      ___Hardly     ___Neutral   ___Somewhat     ___Very  
      Important                                                                                   Important 
 
5. What are your responsibilities as a member of the group? 
 
6. Who formed these responsibilities? 
 
7. Who monitors member compliance with group rules? 
 
8. Please name the names of the individuals who correspond to the following leadership 
positions: 
                  President       ____________________________ 
                  Secretary       ____________________________ 

            Treasurer       ____________________________ 
 
9. Who represents your group in the larger cooperative/association?      Doesn’t know ___  
____________________________________________________ 
 
10. Have you ever served as a group leader?   ____Yes   ____ No 
 
11. Who decides the group goals for the year?_____________________________________ 
 
12. Do the members participate in the decision making of both goals?   Yes ____ No ____ 
 
13. How often do members suggest their ideas in group meetings? 
___Never ___Almost never ___ Neutral ____Somewhat ____Frequently  ____Very Frequently 
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GROUP COHESION INDEX 
1 5 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Strongly 
Agree 

GROUP INTEGRATION-TASK           
The members work for the betterment of the group.           
The members feel committed to participating in 
group activities.            
The members know their responsibilities.           
The members put effort into achieving group goals 
together.           
If something goes wrong, all members take the 
responsibility to correct it.           
The members decide what goals they want to 
achieve.           
The members have goals that coincide with those of 
the group.           
INDIVIDUAL ATTRACTION-TASK           
I like making the effort to abide by the group rules.           
I like the responsibilities that I have with the group.           
I like how the group functions.           
The group helps me improve how I work.           
My work with the group helps me in my personal 
development.           
INDIVIDUAL ATTRACTION-SOCIAL           
I like to participate in group activities.           
I have good friends in the group.           
I am content participating in group activities.           
I prefer participating in activities with this group 
than with other groups.           
GROUP INTEGRATION-SOCIAL           
The members prefer working with the group rather 
than independently.           
The members like to spend time together socially.           
The members like to take part in group activities 
apart from group responsibilities.           
The group is united.           
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INTERVIEW 
 
Responsibilities 
*Remind the participant of those mentioned in the questionnaire. 

1. What responsibilities in the group changed over the years? 
 

Probes: 
     How have these changed? and why? 

 
Rule Enforcement 
*Remind participant of those mentioned in questionnaire. 

2. Do you think that the enforcement of the membership rules in the group are effective? 
And Why? 

 
Probes: 
    How strict is this enforcements? 
    What happens if a member doesn’t fulfill responsibilities (ex. Participation in group activity,  
    meeting,…) 
 
Leadership 

3. Do you think that the leaders work has improved or worsened during the last few years? 
 

4. How does your leader represent you (all the members of your group)?  
 
Probes: 
      How has the director’s board changed during the years? 
      Do you think that the leaders do everything possible to involve the members in the group?  
      How? 
 
      
Local Group/Larger Organization 

5. As a group member, how do you see the larger organization (SAY the Green Gold 
Cooperative/ProEnvironment)? Why? 

 
Probes: 
     How involved are the members of the local group in decisions made by representatives or   
      leaders in the Green Gold Cooperative/ProEnvironment? 
     Which themes are discussed most in the organizational meetings (the assemblies)? 
     Would you all like to be less/more involved or have less/more of a say in decisions made in  
      organization? 
 
Rights 

6. What are your rights as a member of the local group (say name) and larger organization 
(Green Gold Cooperative/ProEnvironment)? 
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Probes: 
     Are you all satisfied with these? Why/why not? 
 
Local Group 

7. Are you content with the way your local group (say name) is organized? 
 
Probes 
      Do you hope for changes in the future or do you hope that things stay the same? Why?  
      How do you think the group (say name) will be in 5 years? Why? How so? 
      Do you think the group has gotten more united or disunited in its development? Why is  
      this? 
 
Involvement and Contribution  

8. Do you think you have contributed to the progress of the local group (say name) as a 
member?  How so? 
 

Probes: 
     Do you want to be more involved or less involved in the future? Why? 
     Do you think you will still be a member in 5 years? Why? 
     Until when do you think you will live here in the community (say name)? 

 
Goals 

9. What do you all want for the future of the local group? 
 (In terms of commercialization, conservation, participation of the members) 
 

Probes: 
      What do you all have to do to achieve this? How so? 

 
Market  

10. If you are not content with the price of coffee, does this affect your participation in the 
local group (say name)? How so? 
 

Probes: 
       Have you ever dropped out of the local group (say name) or think of dropping out? Why? 
 
Group Activities 

 
11. Does the local group have work or projects for its own benefit? Explain. 

 
Probes: 
       What kinds of activities has the group coordinated?  
       Whose idea was it to do these activities? 
       Have you thought of and expressed any ideas to the rest of the group? How so? 
       What percentage of members participates in these activities? 
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12. What did you do as a group with last year’s Fair Trade premium? 
 
Probes: 
      Why and how did you all decide to use this money? 
      What is the distribution of the premium in the larger organization and local group? 
       How is this money distributed? 
 
Goals for Conservation 
      13. Do you have plans to protect the forest? Explain. 
 
Probes: 
     What are your plans for the agro-forestry system?  
     Why do you want to/not want protect the forest? 
     Who motivated you to take care of the environment (institutions, individuals)? 
 
     14. Does your group (say name) have plans to protect the forest? Explain. 
 
Probes: 
      Why do you want to/not want protect the forest? 
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INTERVIEW PROCESSING FORM  
 
Date:_________      Participant: ___________________    Group Name: _________________  
 

1. Main points to note 
 
 
 
 

2. Information received on principle questions 
 
Topics                                          Details 

 
Belonging 

 

             Rights 

              

           Leadership  

 

           Satisfaction with Group 

            

           Conservation Goals 

 

            Reasons for Conservation 

 
 
3. Use of language (ie. phrases, expressions, pronouns, etc.) 
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