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Abstract

In Alabama, local grassroots groups have emerged as important players in building
community capital, fostering community engagement, and providing cost-effective solutions.
Despite popular beliefs about environmental politics and the South, the state is home to hundreds
of civic and environmental organizations that are often overlooked as potential partners for
collaboration and sources of community capital. This study examines numerous natural resource-
based civic groups and non-profit environmental organizations in Alabama, with a focus on
resource mobilization theory. The study analyzes the relationship between collaboration
formation strategies and their impact on shared collaboration, while also investigating challenges
and perceived barriers to successful collaboration. A mixed-methods design was employed, with
a qualitative analysis of mission statements from 195 civic groups, and a web-based survey
gathering quantitative data from participants between June 6th and July 17th, 2023. The results
showed that Alabama's environmental groups have a predominance of "localism," with water
being the main issue focus for the civic environmental groups. Lack of government action,
ineffective environmental enforcement regulations, and insufficient funding are the challenges to
building natural resources protection in Alabama. Participants also noted that collaboration can

be time-consuming, and a lack of resources can be a barrier to successful collaboration.
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HOMEGROWN ENVIRONMENTALISM:

AN ANALYSIS OF NATURAL RESOURCE-BASED CIVIC GROUPS ACROSS ALABAMA

Citizens step into non-violence civic engagement when they are negatively affected by
environmental issues and the government neglect to protect the environment (Opp 1988;
Pichardo 1997). Citizens frustrated with the lack of government and political action often start
grassroots non-governmental organizations (NGOs). These NGOs aim to increase pressure for
necessary policy changes, implement an environmental policy, enforce environmental laws, and
solve ecological issues (Kempton et al. 2001; McCormick 2023). These NGOs do not wait for
politicians to take necessary actions to put interest issues on the agenda. Instead, these NGOs
take the necessary action by “flexing their muscles on the world scene” so that government and
political parties notice the activity (Giddens 2013 p.7).

The history of Southern environmentalism has been neglected, and the United States
South is the site of far more environmental activism than has been acknowledged (Spears 2017).
Environmental awareness started to emerge in Alabama with the publication of the book “silent
spring,” which brought attention to the harmful effects of pesticides and raised public awareness
about environmental issues (Buttel 1995). As a result, citizens established Alabama
environmental council to protect natural resources, water quality, and wildlife conservation.
Further, a multi-racial environmental coalition between the upper-middle whites and African
communities was a significant advancement in the history of the environmental coalition in
southern Alabama (Moberg 2005). Moreover, grassroots alliances and community-based

networking appeared as the right solutions to fight environmental injustices, challenge industry,



and improve governance on behalf of the citizen of Alabama. In addition, this group draws
members from a wide range of social and occupational backgrounds to address environmental
issues that unite the entire community regardless of class or race (Barron 2017; Freudenberg and
Steinsapir 1991; Hines 2007; Moberg 2005).

Alabama has an incredible number of local environmental groups. These hundreds of
civic organizations are an often-overlooked partner for collaboration and a source of community
capital. While this might contradict popular beliefs about environmental politics and the South,
the issue and corresponding local needs still need to be explored. The Alabama Department of
Environmental Management (ADEM) is the state government agency charged with the
enforcement of environmental policy in the U.S. state of Alabama. It was formed in 1982 to
adopt and implement the rules and regulations and create agencies and commissions to execute
ecological law. ADEM governs clean air, water, and safe drinking water laws, including other
federal water acts and hazardous waste environmental laws. However, the agency has been
accused of not enforcing environmental regulations and thoroughly criticized by local
protection groups for not enforcing rules (Baily et al. 1993)

ADEM frequently fails to uphold Alabama’s scant environmental laws. ADEM has
permitted numerous threats to the community and environmental health across Alabama. One
notorious example is the 2008 discharge permit on the Mulberry Fork of the Black Warrior
River, less than a quarter mile from Birmingham’s drinking water intake, which has faced a
sizeable lawsuit for discharging contaminants into the river (Spencer 2011), complaints on
dumping poultry sludge on the neighborhood in Morgan County (Metro Editor 2021), waste
dumps on Uniontown. Research on the role of non-governmental organizations (NGOS) in

collective action predicts they will not interact with grassroots groups, citing partnerships with
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corporations and states, the apolitical delivery of social services, and accountability towards
donors as disconnecting professionalized actors from volunteer-based grassroots groups
(Chewinski 2019).

ADEM frequently allows to exceed legal pollution limits than their permit allows.
ADEM’s refusal to uphold environmental laws resulted in ADEM Reform Coalition (ARC)
formation in 2002. The ARC has further charged the Alabama Environmental Management
Commission for lack of necessary oversight and its refusal to hold the agency accountable.
However, when state agencies such as ADEM fail to uphold basic protections and expose local
communities to severe threats in conservative states like Alabama, a different kind of
environmentalism emerges. | describe this alternative form of environmentalism as ‘homegrown
environmentalism’ since it is authentically grassroots, differs from national trends, and takes on a
uniquely Deep South ‘camouflage’ character.

Local grassroots groups emerge to take action, conserve and protect their surrounding
environment (Freudenberg and Steinsapir 1991). Thus, camouflage conservation is one of the
more effective strategies emerging from hunting and fishing groups seeking to conserve local
ecosystems and waterways. This is sometimes referred to as the “hook and bullet’ crowd, who
present an alternative form of environmentalism to the progressive green groups commonly
found in urban areas. Many of these camouflage conservation-type groups leverage their sizeable
localized network to provide a cost-effective solution by taking necessary action by mobilizing
community capital (Morris et al. 2013). These groups possess valuable resources, such as social
capital, which enables them to act as intermediaries and foster connections between citizens,
government entities, and other relevant organizations (Morris, McNamara, and Belcher 2019). It

is critical to understand the relationships between those concepts to understand homegrown
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environmentalism and the coalition formation of the groups. Previous studies suggested
coalitions have not been thoroughly studied or frequently discussed in social movement
literature. Instead of systematically examining the formation of teams as a crucial phenomenon
for research, scholars tend to analyze them as just one aspect of a broader narrative of a social
movement (Bystydzienski and Schacht 2001; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Meyer and Corrigall-
Brown 2006). To address this study gap, this study systematically examined Alabama’s
Environmental group’s coalition formation (i.e., perceived barriers to coalition).

It is critical to understand the relationships between those concepts to understand
homegrown environmentalism and the coalition formation of the groups. Previous studies
suggested coalitions have yet to be thoroughly studied or frequently discussed in social
movement literature. Instead of systematically examining the formation of coalitions as a crucial
phenomenon for research, scholars tend to analyze them as just one aspect of a broader narrative
of a social movement (Bystydzienski and Schacht 2001; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Meyer and
Corrigall-Brown 2006). To address this study gap, this study systematically examined Alabama’s
Environmental group’s coalition formation (i.e., perceived barriers to coalition).

This study used a mixed-method study design. The first section of this Study will
investigate specific areas of environmental concern (issue focus) and the geographic focus of
Alabama's civic and environmental groups. Moreover, the second section of the study will
examine the association between perceived collaboration strategies (supporting shared coalitions,
sharing financial resources, sharing information, sharing strategies, co-hosting events,
coordinating legal support, and lobbying) and the effectiveness of shared collaborations.
Additionally, the third section of this study further inspects the challenges groups face in

collaborating. A content analysis of the mission statement was used to understand the ideology
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of issue focus in the groups of Alabama; multiple regression model analysis was used to measure
the effectiveness of collaborative strategies, and a descriptive study was carried out in hopes of
offering an understanding of the challenges and barriers to collaboration.

This research will examine collaboration by applying resource mobilization theory
(RMT). The theory of resource mobilization was selected for this study because collaboration
between organizations occurs when they share various types of resources, such as authority,
support, money, labor, tacit knowledge, skills, and expertise (Edwards and McCarthy 2004), all
the resources groups need to collaborate and operationalized their organization. According to
resource mobilization theory, organizations need all kinds of resources, including internal and
external resources, to operate (McCarthy and Zald 1977).

This research is significant because it examined Alabama’s civic and environmental
groups on a scale not often used to study environmental organizations. This research includes
professional and grassroots, local, and state-level environmental groups in Alabama to study

collaboration through a lens of resource mobilization theory.

Study Obijectives

The specific objective of this study was as follows.
1. To examine the specific areas of environmental concern (issue focus) and the geographic
focus of Alabama's civic environmental groups.
2. To investigate whether there are homegrown civic and environmental groups in Alabama
3. To study the association between perceived strategies of collaboration (supporting shared
coalitions, sharing financial resources, sharing information, sharing strategies, co-hosting events,

coordinating legal support, and lobbying) and the effectiveness of shared collaborations

13



(coordinated outreach, sharing resources, sharing knowledge, shared lobby and legal support, co-
hosting events) among environmental organizations.
4. To investigate the perceived challenges/barriers organizations face when collaborating with

other groups.

Homegrown Environmentalism

Figure 1: Study objectives

5. To examine the perceived barrier to collaboration identified by Alabama’s civic environmental

organizations.

To accomplish the stated goals, this study poses three research questions.
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Research Question 1: Are there a significant number of homegrown civic and environmental

groups operating in Alabama compared to professionally originated environmental groups?

Research question 2: Is there an association between perceived strategies of collaboration
(supporting shared coalitions, sharing financial resources, sharing information, sharing strategies,
co-hosting events, coordinating legal support and lobbying) and the effectiveness of shared
collaborations (coordinated outreach, sharing resources, sharing information, shared lobby and

legal support, co-hosting events) among environmental organizations?

Research question 3: What are the perceived barriers to collaboration among organizations?
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Homegrown Environmentalism

“Homegrown” means native to or characteristic of a particular area or grown, produced,
or originated at home or in a specific local area. According to the Cambridge Dictionary, “If
something is homegrown, it belongs to or was developed in its local area.”

Environmentalism is devoted to protecting natural resources from harmful influences. It
is a complex and multifaceted concept that has evolved and has many facets. Environmentalism
is a broad umbrella term covering a variety of groups, mechanisms for generating money,
committed individuals, and lobbying initiatives that aim to preserve the natural world and stop
harmful activities. It came about due to the industrial and urban restructuring of the late 19th and
early 20th centuries, which questioned conventional environmental history (Gottlieb 2002).

Environmentalism is a complex and multifaceted concept that has evolved over time.
(Gottlieb 2002) defined environmentalism as a network of proficient organizational participants,
resourceful fundraising mechanisms, determined albeit frequently outnumbered lobbyists, and
enthusiastic individuals ambitious to protect environmental treasures or battle detrimental
practices. Environmentalism is a broad umbrella, including diverse groups, fundraising
strategies, dedicated individuals, and advocacy efforts, all working towards protecting the
environment and preventing detrimental practices (Gottlieb 2002). Moreover, environmentalism
encompasses various groups that primarily react to specific issues, operating on a case-by-case
basis with limited scopes and identifiable objectives. (O’Riordan 1991) suggests
environmentalism is a metaphor for our feeling about the behavior of the natural world. It
includes social, economic, and political issues of environmental conservation. American

environmentalism comprises various local, regional, and international networks rather than a
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single entity. It is still alive and active and consists of multiple networks, including mainstream,
environmental justice, and radical environmentalism (Schlosberg and Bomberg 2008). However,
(Lewthwaite 1966) considered environmentalism provocative and confusing because it
encompasses at least two fundamentally different concepts, often mixed.

Contemporary environmentalism in the United States can be traced back to the chaotic
urbanization and industrial transformations during the latter part of the 19th century and the first
two decades of the 20th century (Gottlieb 2002). The history of environmentalism and
movements can be simplified into a sequence of conservationism, environmentalism, and
ecologism (Rootes 2004). Initially, hunting played a significant role in nature conservation.
Conservationists, focusing on the sustainable use of natural resources, shared similar concerns.
Preservationists emphasized the spiritual connection between humans and nature, celebrating
wilderness and opposing exploitation. Conflict arose when conservation efforts clashed with
resource proposals (Rootes 2004). The emergence of new social movements was established,
focusing on environmental protection issues and human rights, and in the theory of New Social
Movement (NSM), a mobilization pattern characterized by nonviolence and civic engagement
(Pichardo 1997). Participants are the population of the communities affected by the issues (Szasz
1994), and individuals negatively affected by industrial growth-related environmental problems
came to protest to have a solution (Opp 1988). Hence, participants are the individuals and
communities of the local environment who oppose the siting of hazardous waste sites and landfill
or chemical radiation poisoning (Walsh 1981). During the early nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, US, Europe, and Australian campaigns fought for clean air, water, and safe disposable
of Sewage and other waste (Rootes 2004); the formation of the reform environmentalism took a

modern turn by addressing issues like clean water, sewage disposal, and public health, emerged
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as separate campaigns until scientific advancements and the development of ecology united them
into a coherent environmental (Rootes 2004).

Krasny and Tidball (2012) studied the importance of community capital to earth
stewardship and used “homegrown” to describe local civic and environmental groups. He asserts,
“..... Homegrown solutions are also important to communities, including poor communities, and
that recognizing, respecting, and partnering with these groups may contribute to earth
stewardship” (p. 7). They considered local grassroots groups as social and community capital to
achieve local needs. “Homegrown environmentalism” is a concept of the grassroots movement
that involves individuals and communities taking action to conserve, protect, and prevent
contamination of their surrounding environment, along with promoting ecological democracy
(Freudenberg and Steinsapir 1991, Krasny and Tidball 2012;). It is a grassroots movement that
involves individuals and communities taking action to protect the environment and promote
environmental democracy. They are authentically grassroots, differ from national trends, and
take on a uniquely ‘camouflaged’ character. They significantly impact local and state
environmental policy, enforcement of environmental laws, and shaping ecological issues
(Kempton et al. 2001).

As Morris and colleagues (2013) explain that these groups have the advantage of being
flexible and adaptable compared to bureaucratic structures. This flexibility allows the personnel
of civic groups to develop knowledge, expertise, and credibility when engaging with
communities. Moreover, grassroots organizations can offer cost-effective and innovative
solutions by mobilizing their citizen members through best management practices. These
organizations are well-positioned to provide broad-based support and implement practical

solutions to various challenges. Additionally, local civic groups provide small-scale,
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straightforward, and cost-efficient solutions that can rival more traditional and infrastructure-
based approaches. These groups possess valuable resources, such as social capital, which enables
them to act as intermediaries and foster connections between citizens, government entities, and
other relevant organizations (Morris et al. 2019).

A conceptual model for homegrown groups has been developed inspired by Krasny and
Tidball's (2012) “civic ecology practice.” Homegrown practices emerged in response to social
and environmental needs, threats to people, places, communities, and an urgency to address local
problems. Homegrown practices bring positive outcomes for society by increasing trust and
credibility; it is an influential channel for local organizations. (Figure 2)

This model (fig. 2) was inspired by the ideas advanced in Krasny and Tidball's (2012) conceptual
model for civic ecology practice. Homegrown practices emerged in response to social and
environmental needs, threats to people, places, communities, and an urgency to address local
problems. Homegrown practices bring positive outcomes for society by increasing trust and
credibility; they work as an influential channel for local organizations.

There is a lack of literature that solely focuses on homegrown environmentalism and only
minimal study surrounding civic, and environmental groups throughout the Deep South.
Accordingly, building on the existing literature, hypothesis 1 has been developed to address this
research gap.

Hypothesis 1: There is a significantly higher number of homegrown civic and

environmental groups operating in Alabama compared to professionally originated

environmental groups.
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A Conceptual Framework for Homegrown Environmentalism

Homegrown Environmentalism
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Figure 2: Conceptual model for Homegrown Environmentalism.
Alabama’s homegrown environmental groups differ from national professional groups
like Green Peace and Sierra Club. National groups engage regulatorily and court systems that
focus on broad issues or problems (Buttel 1995) and tend to be more competitive for Financial

support. In contrast, the homegrown groups depended on human resources and connections with
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other groups and coalitions; successful organizers worked hard to build contacts, share strategies,
and form alliances with other organizations (Marshall 2002). Additionally, Alabama’s groups had
a higher average retention rate than educator and professional groups (Deutsch, Lhotka, and Ruiz-
Cordova 2009). When compared to national organizations, grassroots groups are less concerned
about national policy and focus more on local problems (Cable and Benson 1993). Kempton et al.
(2001) further asserted that local environmental groups are “more numerous, more diverse, and
more politically focused than suggested by most of the research literature on the environmental
movement” (p. 575).

There is little difference between grassroots and homegrown groups. All homegrown
groups are grassroots, but all grassroots groups are not homegrown. "Grassroots associations are
locally based, significantly autonomous, volunteer-run, formal nonprofit (i.e., voluntary) groups
that manifest substantial voluntary altruism as groups and use the associational form of
organization and, thus, have official memberships of volunteer who perform most, and often all,
of the work/activity done in and by these nonprofits" (Smith 2000, p.7). Grassroots groups can
rely on state or government funding; on the other hand, homegrown groups rely on the

fundraising effort of the community and the group.

Many Alabamians are deeply concerned about how environmental issues are being
addressed in the state, and this concern is evident through various means, including the
emergence of civic and environmental groups, especially in areas designated as potential sites for
new regional facilities (Bailey et al., 1993). As major national organizations shifted their focus to

litigation and political lobbying, some individuals began rethinking this approach and focused on
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local issues. They formed citizen groups in response to a growing dissatisfaction with larger
organizations’ handling of environmental matters (Bailey et al., 1993).

The rising environmental awareness in Alabama has led to the emergence of numerous
ecological organizations founded and led by dedicated residents. Groups form due to concerns
about environmental and public health threats, especially in areas designated as potential sites for
new regional facilities. Experts like lawyers and environmentalists educate and support these
communities, encouraging active community participation to address the issues effectively
(Bailey et al., 1993). Thus, groups of Alabama that were more educated possessed cultural and
human resources, including skills and experiences essential for organizing and monitoring the

group (Deutsch et al. 2009)

In the environmental movement of Alabama, established organizations such as the Sierra
Club and the Audubon Society represent a singular perspective. In contrast, local groups
advocate for deeper and more personal involvement, driven by solid emotional convictions that
leave little room for compromise. These grassroots organizations primarily focus on lobbying
efforts within their respective states (Bailey et al., 1993). This distinction highlights the
approaches larger national organizations and community-based groups take to address
environmental challenges. These groups didn't compete for resources. Instead, they collaborated
by pooling their resources and participating in a larger-scale management plan (Deutsch and
Ruiz-Cordova 2015). This plan attracted external funding and benefited the groups. Additionally,
there was a focus on promoting biodiversity and engaging the public in protecting these valuable

resources (Deutsch and Ruiz-Cérdova 2015)
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The majority of their leaders come from educated middle-class backgrounds, while the
membership includes individuals from diverse backgrounds, both men and women. Individuals
at retirement age with both the financial means and free time available and a significant personal
investment in protecting natural surroundings are more interested in creating groups (Deutsch et
al. 2009; Bailey et al. 1993). Moreover, Smaller rural communities tend to have more older
members (Bailey et al. 1993). Additionally, an individual’s socioeconomic status is a crucial
factor in determining their likelihood of participating in group activities, indicating the broad-
based engagement of people from various demographics in the environmental movement (Bailey
et al., 1993; Deutsch et al., 2009). These community-driven organizations play a crucial role in
addressing environmental issues at a local level, complementing the efforts of larger national
organizations and emphasizing the importance of grassroots initiatives. “Those who join
environmental groups in Alabama tend to look like Alabamians demographically, politically and
ideologically” (Bailey et al. 1993 p.35)

Resource Mobilization Theory

The emergence of Resource Mobilization theory (RMT) in the late 20th century marked a
significant development within sociology. The main idea of this theory is to understand the
collective efforts of communities and societies. RMT arose as a reaction to traditional social-
psychological theories concerning social movements (Snow 1990). RMT explains the perspective
that focuses on how social movements and organizations acquire and utilize resources to achieve
their goals. The theory posits that organizations adopt operational strategies to achieve optimal
results (Michaelson 1994). The theory was developed to identify the relationship between
organizational characteristics and strategy; the argument is that a social movement's success and

activities depend on its ability to attract resources (McCarthy and Zald, 1977).
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According to the theory, Organizations require a range of internal and external resources
(McCarthy and Zald 1977), including information, support, labor, skills, expertise, tacit
knowledge, and legitimacy (Edwards and McCarthy 2004) to maintain their existence. Moreover,
(McLaughlin and Khawaja 2000) assert, “Resources are needed to build new organizations and
different network boundaries. More importantly, they must engage in various types of collective
action that challenge the prevailing frame and promote the movement’s alternative interpretation
of reality.” (p. 425)

Resources have always played an essential role in the coalitions of local environmental
groups (Chewinski 2019); organizations that form alliances need resources to maintain their
operations; groups with limited resources often join coalitions because it allows them to expand
their activities and opportunities (Staggenborg 1985). Moreover, various resources, such as
sharing physical, human, and cultural resources, help build an organizational alliance (Chewinski
2019; Diani 2015). However, Soule and King's (2008) finding contradicts the prediction made by
resource mobilization theory. They found that protest organizations are less likely to specialize
when they have limited resources like disposable income. Additionally, they added that
organizations with a broad range of skills and abilities can operate more efficiently and cost-

effectively due to their larger size and adaptable structure.

The formation of collaborations can be influenced by various organizational
characteristics such as goals, formalization, and resources; when groups have broader objectives
and identities encompassing different causes or movements, they are more likely to join
coalitions (Brooker and Meyer 2018). Moreover, when organizations build relationships with
allies, form coalitions, and create communication networks, they can generate resources

(Edwards, McCarthy, and Mataic 2018). Moreover, the size of an organization can influence the
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amount of resources it receives. According to Chewinski and Corrigall-Brown (2022), larger

organizations have a better chance of acquiring financial resources.

Effectiveness Of Collaboration
To define collaboration as a theoretical concept, this study adopts Gray’s (1985)

conceptual definition of collaboration as "the pooling of appreciations and tangible resources
(e.g., information, money, labor, etc.) by two or more stakeholders to solve a set of problems
which neither can solve individually” (p. 912), rather than viewing collaboration as an
authoritarian state of organization. Gamson defined collaboration as a “Temporary means of
oriented alliances among individuals or groups which differs in goals”(Gamson 1961 p.342).
According to Gamson's definitions, collaboration refers to a perspective that focuses on
membership and partnership with specific goals in mind. McCammon and Moon (2015) assert
that collaboration happens when different activist groups agree to work together towards a shared
objective. However, social movement coalitions vary in duration, shared activities, costs, risks
faced by each organization, and the nature of their goals and the political outcomes they achieve
(Brooker and Meyer 2018).

To solve critical organizational issues, organizations often adopt collaborative solutions
to solve the problems which work for every sector, including business, agriculture, health, and
environment management (Gray 1985). Additionally, collaborations are beneficial for local civic
groups because they address local-level community concerns; local organizations enhance social
capital within communities and organizations, bridge barriers, offer organizational stability, and
provide organizational permanence (Mix 2011). Furthermore, frequencies of collaborative
activity can be positively related to the strength of its perceived benefits among non-profit

organizations (Foster and Meinhard 2002)

25



Local environmental groups have formed close collaborations to increase trust and
credibility and create an influential channel to the organization network. The formation and
collaborations of these groups depend on various factors, such as geographic distance,
organizational type, issue focus, and inter-organizational relationships. Wang and Soule (2012)
studied social movement organizations in public protest and organizational collaboration. They
found that collaboration among organizations is influential in spreading the movement and
significantly affects the network. Moreover, Pitt and Congreve (2017) conducted a study that
examined the collaborative approaches of 10 localities in the USA and England. They concluded
that close collaborative relationships with community partners help establish trust and credibility
across communities. One example of a successful collaboration project for the restoration and
conservation of biodiversity is the Chicago Wilderness Consortium. This regional alliance
comprises over 250 public and private environmental organizations (Miller 2005) and has
successfully advanced natural resource conservation and restoration efforts through active
collaboration with other organizations (Moskovits et al. 2004). The Chicago Wilderness
Consortium has also provided a systematic plan for the recovery of biodiversity in the Chicago
wilderness. Research has delved into various strategies organizations can employ to promote
environmental activism and how these approaches impact social movement groups. Diversifying
strategies can benefit organizations as it enables them to gather the necessary human resources
for environmental action. Utilizing various strategies can result in a larger mobilized population,
achievement of goals, and improved chances of organizational survival for social movement
organizations (Chewinski and Corrigall-Brown 2022). Moreover, when social movement
organizations (SMOs) employ a variety of strategies, it typically leads to a larger mobilized

population, tremendous success in achieving goals, and improved chances of organizational
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survival (Bernstein, 1997; Olzak & Ryo, 2007; Pousadela, 2016). Additionally, organizations
require individuals with a broad range of skills, knowledge, expertise, institutional advocacy, and
demonstrations (Chewinski and Corrigall-Brown 2022). However, the approach to coalition
strategy may vary depending on the group involved. Established organizations tend to adopt
more comprehensive strategies with broader goals, in contrast to less established groups (Soule
and King 2008). Based on existing literature, hypothesis 2a and 2b has been developed:
Hypothesis 2a: There is no association between the perceived strategies of collaboration
and the effectiveness of shared collaborations among environmental organizations. (Null
Hypothesis)
Hypothesis 2b: There is an association between the perceived strategies of collaboration
and the effectiveness of shared collaborations among environmental organizations.

(Alternative Hypothesis)

Challenges/Barriers to Collaboration

A successful movement organization requires corporate formation, leadership, and means
for obtaining resources and support (McCarthy and Zald 1977). These resources are often
difficult to obtain, creating barriers to achieving organizational goals. Dumitrica and Felt (2020)
studied the walls to participation at the individual level by examining obstacles they face in
movement by interviewing parent organizers, campaign organizers, and volunteers and found
personal struggles like motivation, lack of resources, working with allies, and interactional
barriers as significant barriers to participation. Bédoyan, Aelst, and Walgrave (2006) assert that
the obstacle to achieving mobilizations also varies at the national and international levels.

Whether or not this holds in Alabama’s highly localized organizations has yet to be seen. The
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authors further indicate that psychological and political barriers are more exogenous. Another
barrier grassroots organizations face is the lack of resources or competition for resources (Meyer
and Hyde 2004). In addition to resources, grassroots organizations often face time-consuming
bureaucratic barriers that require determination. However, passion usually dies out over time
(Washburn 2019). Collaboration with other groups can bridge barriers between organizations
because of similarities in their local communities (Mix 2011). As organizations often face
challenges to collaboration, based on the existing literature, hypothesis 3a and 3b has been
proposed as follows,

Hypothesis 3a: Lack of resources will limit collaboration between organizations.

Hypothesis 3b: Time constraints on the commitment to collaboration will limit

collaboration between organizations.
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There is a significantly higher number of homegrown civic and
1l environmental groups operating in - Alabama compared to
professionally originated environmental groups.
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There is no association between the perceived strategies of
H22 collaboration and the effectiveness of shared collaborations among
o environmental organizations.
There is an association between the perceived strategies of
HYPOTHESIS ) H2b  collaboration and the effectiveness of shared collaborations among
environmental organizations.
0
0
Time constraints on the commitment to collaboration will limit
H3b collaboration between organizations.

Homegrown Environmentalism

Figure 3: Research Hypothesis
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD

A database was established to identify and document Alabama’s civic and environmental
groups. The "Alabama Grassroots Clearinghouse” (Bailey, Dubois, and Robinson 2005) served
as the foundation for this database. This database was an excellent point to start this research. As
(Carmin 1999) point out, studying environmental groups can be difficult because a significant
number of them operate informally, lack a tax-exempt status like 501(c)(3), and have a tendency
to be short-lived. The previous dataset of environmental groups in Alabama was collected over
ten years. The website’s primary objective is to function as a directory of citizen groups
operating within Alabama, specifically those formed in response to concerns related to natural
resources and environmental issues. The creation and maintenance of this website aim to
document a wide range of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and facilitate communication
among groups that share similar interests. All the names of the active groups listed on the
website were collected and recorded in a new Excel file. I follow Andrews and Edwards’s (2005,
p. 216-217) criteria for selecting environmental groups with some modifications. 1) all groups
have an Alabama mailing address; 2) groups make public interest claims (not industry groups);
3) groups have a 503(C) status; 4) subunits are separate organizations; 5) no high school or
college groups were added. and 5) excludes state agencies.

The initial step involved conducting an internet search using the name of each group to
locate their respective websites. From these websites, information such as website addresses,
email addresses, contact details, mission statements, and mailing addresses was recorded into the
file. Additionally, a search was conducted through newspapers and newsletters to identify newly
active environmental groups. In the second step, a thorough social media search was performed

using platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and YouTube to maximize the number of
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Homegrown Environmentalism

Figure 4: Qualitative and Quantitative Data collection methods

Identified groups, as such groups widely use these platforms. This process involved
searching for the group's name to gather relevant information. Finally, in the third and final step,
other Alabama directories, including the "Alabama River Alliance" directory (not publicly
available), were consulted to crosscheck and fill any gaps in the database of active groups. As a
result of these efforts, the databases were updated, reconstructed, and significantly expanded,
documenting a total of 249 groups, reflecting a 279% increase compared to the "Alabama

Grassroots Clearinghouse.” The database captured information about the activity status of the
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groups, categorizing them as new, active, or inactive—the new groups, defined as those
established within the past five years. The database also contains information about group name,
website address, email address, contact information, mailing address, contact person information,
mission statement, county and region of group location, and their respective Facebook,
Instagram, Twitter, and YouTube addresses. All that information was meticulously recorded in

the Excel file.

METHOOLOGY
ALABAMA
GRASSROOT SOCIAL MEDIA
CLEARING HOUSE WEBSIIES SEARCH SEARCH
EXISTING WEBSITE | |
| 54 GROUPS WERE
REMOVED DUE TO
ALABAMA 249 GROUPS WERE INACTIVITY, NOT
DIRECTORIES IDENTIFIED HAVINGAN
ALABAMA
| | MAILNGADDRESS
195 GROUPS WERE
SELECTED FOR
DATA
COLLECTION

Homegrown Environmentalism
In the data cleaning process, thirty-seven groups were found inactive. Any groups that
Figure 5: ALGCH data collection flowchart

website was inactive for more than ten years and groups that didn’t have social media
accounts were assumed to be inactive. Five groups were deleted due to not having a nonprofit
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status. Two groups were deleted due to not having any website or social media; thus, any
information couldn’t be derived.; two groups were deleted due to not having an Alabama mailing
address; Six groups were removed because they don’t operate in Alabama. Two groups were
deleted because the group’s issue focus was not environmentally related. Finally, one hundred
and ninety-five groups were selected for the next phase of data collection.
Research Design

After a thorough review of the literature, it was concluded that a mix method design
research approach utilizing an online survey method would be the most suitable for investigating
the hypothesized relationships. Opting for an online survey over a paper-and-pencil traditional
study was driven by its accessibility, recruitment facilitation, economic advantages, time
benefits, efficiency, and convenience, benefiting both the researchers and the respondents (Van
Selm and Jankowski 2006). This survey measured the identification of Alabama’s homegrown
environmental group, dimensions, perceived factors of effectiveness of shared collaborations,
types of challenges when collaborating, and potential barriers to collaboration. Details of the
survey instrument and the research procedure used for collecting the data are provided below.
Auburn University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was sought before the beginning

of the survey. All the information related to the survey is provided in Appendix A.

Sample

To enhance the data already within the ALGCH, this study collected data through a
survey (see Appendix A). To collect data, a survey questionnaire (see Appendix A) was
developed by using and modifying previously used survey instruments to measure Alabama’s

homegrown environmental groups, the effectiveness of collaboration, challenges, and barriers to
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collaboration. All the environmental groups listed in the ALGCH database are samples of this
survey. Any person working or volunteering (e.g., directors, president, vice-president, member)
in the organizations can participate in the survey. The participants must be 19 years or older to
participate, as 19 years of age was the legal age of consent for research in the state at the time of

this study.

Survey Design

A pilot test was carried out to evaluate the clarity of the survey guestionnaire. Six
graduate students from the graduate program at the same university were given the paper-pencil
format of the survey with a request to participate in the study. They were asked to report any
challenges they faced during the survey completion or any suggestions they had for
improvement. In addition, two faculty members piloted this survey and provided valuable
feedback and suggestions. Additionally, invaluable feedback came from the graduate student’s
thesis committee members (i.e., three graduate faculty members) to refine the wording of the

items.

Research Instrument

This survey questionnaire was constructed through Qualtrics, where the contents were
divided into three parts. Auburn University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was
sought at the study’s beginning. At the beginning of the survey, an Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approved information letter was included that briefly described the purpose, risks, and
benefits of the study as well as no compensation would be provided for taking part in this study

was also notified, Additionally, a guarantee of confidentiality of their personal information was
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sought (See Appendix A). In the second part, the organizational information of the respondents
was collected. All the questions related to collaboration and collaboration barriers were asked
after the administrative information part. In the third section, demographic information was
obtained. An open-ended question was added to the survey to get a deeper understanding of the
challenges environmental groups of Alabama face in building natural resource protection.

The survey was sent to the email address of the 195 ALGCH database organizations.
Each organization received an invitation to participate. The survey period was from June 6"
2023, to July 17™ 2023. A loss of potential participants occurred during the survey phase

because they left the survey in the middle. Multiple emails were bounced in the system and

SURVEY DESIGN | .i , ‘

N = o
First section: Organizational

Information

Second Section: Collaboration

MIX METHOD DEVELOPED IN
DESIGN QUALTRICS

Third Section: Barriers to
Collaboration

Fourth section: Demographic

Homegrown Environmentalism

Figure 6: Data collection instrument

couldn’t be sent to the participants. The survey link was also provided to the group’s social
media accounts to maximize the response rate. Twenty-two organizations participated in the
study, reflecting an 8.5% response rate. Among them, eleven responses were incomplete. Eleven

survey responses were analyzed for the final analysis.

35



This study will utilize Smith's (2000) definitions of grassroots associations to
differentiate and identify homegrown environmentalism from other local groups. Smith (2000)
asserts grassroots association as “locally based, significantly autonomous, volunteer-run, formal
nonprofit (i.e., voluntary [third sector, civil society]) groups that manifest substantial voluntary
altruism as groups and use the associational form of organization and, thus, have official
memberships of volunteers who perform most, and often all, of the work/activity done in and by
these nonprofits.” (p.07)

Five survey questions were added to the survey to identify and differentiate the
homegrown groups from other environmental groups. Initially, the survey enquired about the
main geographical area of interest for the group's activities. To determine the genesis and
principles of the group, the survey also included questions on the group's philosophy, the nature

of its projects, and its primary funding source. (See Appendix A and Appendix C)

Data Analysis
Qualitative analysis

This research followed the (Gulliver, Fielding, and Louis 2020) issue-focus coding
method to categorize the groups in issue focus. The issue was identified through content analysis
of the mission statements of organizations, with a focus on their claimed critical environmental
issues. Most of the groups categorized them in multiple issue focus. (Andrews and Edwards
2006) Suggest that most groups sort themselves into three to four levels (i.e., issue focus) instead
of sorting themselves into mutually exclusive categories. The group categorization was adopted
from previous research on ALGCH (Lhotka, Bailey, and Dubois, 2008). Water, education,

recreation, board, conservation, advocacy, land trust, wildlife, environmental justice, forestry,
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pollution, agriculture, university, and plants these categories were identified as the group’s issue
focus area.

Each group’s geographical sphere of operations was determined by the following
(Gulliver et al. 2020). Each group was categorized by their name or from their own descriptions.
Groups website, description of vision, and mission statements were coded to find the geographic
sphere. After the initial coding, the group’s geographical focus was categorized into four areas,
1) local, 2) statewide, 3) national, and 4) international. Furthermore, the focus of groups and their
The geographic location was compared and combined to conduct a more in-depth analysis.

(Appendix B for more details).

An open-ended question was added to the survey to get a deeper understanding of the
challenges Alabama’s environmental group faces in building natural resource management. All
the responses to the open-ended question were recorded in a Microsoft Word file by respondent
ID. An inductive coding approach was used to analyze the data. First, categories were identified
as they appeared and coded narrative data accordingly. Then categories were used to identify
themes like words or phrases that reflect specific events on observation. Additionally, a visual
map of the most popular words from the responses was developed into a Word Cloud.
Quantitative Analysis

To analyze the quantitative data, several data analysis methods were used. Details of the
data analysis process are described below. Descriptive statistics were performed in SPSS to
examine the hypothesis of whether there is a significantly higher number of homegrown civic
and environmental groups operating in Alabama compared to professionally originated

environmental groups. The variable of the data was the geographic focus, group origination, the
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primary source of funding, groups focus on projects and groups philosophy. All the variables are

listed in Appendix C for more details.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
Content )
analysis of .
issue focus and Inducfuve
geographic coding
focus
Categories
Themes

Homegrown Environmentalism

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Descriptive
statistics
with Anova

Descriptive
Analysis

Figure 7: Qualitative and Quantitative Data Analysis Process

Descriptive analysis with an ANOVA was done in the software SPSS to investigate the

assumed hypothesis of whether there is any relationship between strategies of collaboration and

the effectiveness of collaborations. The effectiveness was measured by a five-point Likert scale

(very effective=5, somewhat effective=4, neutral=3, somewhat ineffective=2, ineffective=1) to

analyze the data (Likert 1932). The dependent variable is the perceived effectiveness of

collaboration, and the independent variable is the strategies of collaboration. The measurement

of dependent variables was coordinating outreach, sharing information, sharing resources,

sharing lobby legal support, and cohosting events (see Appendix A and Appendix C). The



independent variables were Supporting shared coalitions, sharing financial resources, sharing
information, sharing strategies, co-hosting events, and coordinating legal support and lobbying.
All the data were cleaned and coded before analyzing on SPSS. The effectiveness was measured
by a five-point Likert scale (Likert 1932). First, the mean value of the five-point Likert scale data
was acquired. Second, they were compared with the independent variable.
Perceived Barriers to Collaboration

To examine research question three and examine the hypothesis of perceived barriers to
collaboration and the type of challenges groups face in collaboration was analyzed by a
descriptive analysis of a five-point Likert scale in SPSS. The variables were lack of need to
collaborate, collaboration takes too much time and effort, difference in interest, lack of resources
to maintain collaboration, desire to operate independently, we are often too busy to collaborate
were measured and coded for analysis (strongly agree= 5, somewhat agree= 4, neither agree nor

disagree = 3, somewhat disagree= 4 to strongly disagree= 1). (See Appendix A for more details)
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

Qualitative Results

Issue Focus

Issue focus was coded by content analysis of the organizations and identifying the key
environmental issue each organization claimed to work on. The study of issue focus 195
organizations shows that water (28%) is the central issue focus area where 54 organizations of
total working in Alabama (figure 8). Many of these groups also focus on multiple issues while
keeping water as the prominent focus, including conservation, protection, advocacy, and
education of natural resources.

The second central issue focus area is education (9%) and recreation (9%). Conservation
(8%), Board (8%) is the third major area. Advocacy (7%), land trust (6%), wildlife (5%),
environmental justice (5%), forestry (4%), pollution (4%), agriculture (4%), University (2%),
Plants (2%), Others (1%) remain the other issues where groups work on (See figure 8). All the
group’s names, categories, and areas of operations are listed in Appendix B.

As previously mentioned, Alabama’s civic and environmental groups' issue focus is not
limited to one; instead, they categorized themselves into several mutually exclusive categories.
The most mutually exclusive categories are water, recreation, pollution, advocacy, and
education. Broad/general, water, recreation, agriculture, and forestry are the second mutually

exclusive categories. The least mutually exclusive categories are wildlife and policy advocacy.
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Group Category by Issue Focus
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Figure 8: The primary issue focus of the environmental groups of Alabama.

Alabama is renowned for its ample water resources, which include a vast network of

rivers, streams, and lakes that contribute significantly to the state's natural beauty and economic

prosperity. Alabama, also known as the "Waterway State," boasts around 132,000 miles of rivers

and streams, making it one of the most water-rich states in the U.S. In addition to these, Alabama

has numerous lakes, such as Wheeler Lake, Lake Martin, and Guntersville Lake, which bolster

its impressive water assets. The state is crossed by many rivers, including the Tennessee River,
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the Alabama River, the Coosa River, the Tombigbee River, and the Black Warrior River, among
others. These rivers offer not only recreational opportunities for fishing, boating, and water
sports but also play a crucial role in trade and commerce as vital transportation routes.

Because water is such an important resource in Alabama for public consumption,
industry, and recreation, many grassroots organizations are devoted to maintaining freshwater
and surface water areas' sustainability. These various organizations reflect the diversity of
Alabama'’s grassroots activists. Conserving and preserving water sources is critical for Alabama.
The need to protect, conserve and manage water resources is essential for recreation, ecological
sustainability, and economic prosperity, which will mitigate environmental health risks related to
water. The establishment of water protection and conservation groups has had a significant
positive impact on Alabama'’s ecosystem and society (Deutsch and Ruiz-Cérdova 2015).
Furthermore, it has enhanced water policy by advocating for it and providing a platform for
environmental education, as well as working toward the restoration and protection of water
bodies (Deutsch and Ruiz-Coérdova 2015). The major local and statewide water groups and their

mission statement analysis are given below.

The Alabama Rivers Alliance (ARA)

The Alabama Rivers Alliance (ARA) is a group of individuals and organizations that
collaborate to conserve and restore Alabama's rivers. Their focus is on promoting sustainable
water policies, preserving habitats, and ensuring water quality. ARA engages in grassroots
advocacy, education, and community outreach to protect the health and vitality of Alabama's
rivers. The Alabama Rivers Alliance has a mission to protect and restore the natural heritage of

Alabama's rivers and watersheds. They bring together organizations, individuals, and
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communities to advocate for clean and healthy water resources, promote sustainable water

policies, and safeguard diverse aquatic ecosystems for present and future generations.

Alabama Water Watch (AWW)

Alabama Water Watch (AWW)is a citizen volunteer water monitoring program that
empowers individuals to become active stewards of their local water resources. Through
workshops and training, AWW equips volunteers with the skills to collect water quality data that
meets recognized standards. The mission of Alabama Water Watch is to empower citizen
volunteers to become operational stewards of Alabama's water sources and to promote the
responsible management and protection of Alabama's aquatic ecosystems for the profit of both

the public and nature.

Mobile Bay keeper

Mobile Bay Keeper is committed to safeguarding the Mobile Bay watershed and the
surrounding coastal areas. They work on issues such as water pollution, wetland preservation,
and coastal restoration. Their activities include monitoring, education, and advocacy to protect
the unique ecological and economic resources of the Mobile Bay area.
Coosa Riverkeeper

Coosa Riverkeeper has a primary goal of safeguarding the water quality and biodiversity
of the Coosa River basin. They employ various methods such as monitoring, legal actions, and
community engagement to ensure polluters are held accountable, and that cleaner waterways are

advocated for.
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N %

L.ocal Statewide National National and International

Water 54 (28%0) 47 2 4 1
Education 18 (9%0) 13 3 1 1
Recreation 18 (9%0) 11 5 (0]

Board 15 (8%0) 3 2 10 o

Conservation 15 (8%0) 12 2 1 (o]
Advocacy 14 (7%) 6 5 2 1
Land Trust 11 (6%) 5 6 (o] o
Environmental Justice 9 (5%) 4 4 1 (0]
Wwildlife 9 (5%0) 1 3 5 o
Forestry 8 (4%) 4 3 1 (o]
Pollution 8 (4%0) 5 3 (o] o
Agriculture 7 (4%) 2 3 1 1
University 4 (2%0) 3 1 (0]
Plants 3 (2%) 1 1 1
Others 2 (1%%0) 2
Grand Total N=195 119 43 29 4

Table 1: Alabama’s environmental organization's issue and geographical focus

Geographic Focus

Group geographic focus was analyzed by adopting the method of (Gulliver et al. 2020). After
analyzing the group website and the mission statement, groups were categorized based on their
names or self-descriptions and coded for their geographic focus (Gulliver et al., 2020). This
allowed to determine the geographical scope of each group. From the total sample (n=195), 61%
of groups 119 of total samples found the local area as their primary geography focus, 43 groups
work statewide (22%), 29 groups work nationally (15%), and four groups are national and
international (2%). (Figure 8 and Table 1). All the group’s names with geographic focus will be

found in Appendix B and Figure 9.
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Out of all the groups, 119 of the total sample found the local area as their primary
geography focus (See figure 9). As "Local" indicates, they operated within a specific town, city,
or area. The water category had the highest percentage of local groups, with 47 out of 54 groups
falling into this category. Education was followed, with 13 out of 18 groups categorized as local,
followed by conservation, with 13 out of 15 groups falling into the local category. These results
indicate that Alabama’s environmental groups have a predominance of “localism,” which is
similar to the finding of (Andrew and Edward 2005). The land trust groups were the most
prominent organizations operating throughout the state. The broad groups were also highly
active at the state level.

The survey data also represent a dominance of “localism.” In that survey, there was a
question to indicate which of the following described their primary geographic focus of activity
1) local, 2) regional, 3) national 4) international. Only groups focused on environmental concerns
beyond local 38%, the majority of the group focused exclusively on the local community (62%),
and no groups presented as international group orientation.

This finding indicates that environmental groups in Alabama have local exposure to their
group’s activity. (Andrew and Edward 2005) asserts “...... Despite the proliferation of a
transnational environmental movement, a global focus is not reflected in the orientation of
environmental groups that many environmentalists encounter in their communities. Rather, the
kinds of environmental groups that have emerged throughout North Carolina reflect a clearly

local orientation demonstrated by the issues addressed (p. 222).”
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Figure 9: Primary geographic focus of the groups

Challenges to Building Natural Resource Protection in Alabama
Lack of Action from the Government

Political and government entities exhibit interference at both the state and local levels.
Despite knowing about environmental problems and potential solutions, the government does not
take action at the state and local levels. This hinders proper disclosure of hazards and the
allocation of funds for resilience. Respondent Quote:

“Political/government inaction or inattention. We generally feel like we know where

the environmental problems are and how to solve them. However, continued
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interference or inaction at the state—and sometimes the local level—prevent proper

disclosure of hazards or funding for resilience.”

Ineffective Regulations of Environmental Enforcement
The ineffective regulations for environmental enforcement are a critical issue. The
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) is taking fewer actions to hold
polluting corporations accountable for their actions. There is a need for stricter penalties,
improved funding, and different leadership within ADEM. Respondents say,
“ADEM is unable to hold polluting corporations responsible for their actions. ADEM
needs much stiffer penalties, better funding, and different leadership. The state does not
need to be funding ridiculous projects like the Northern Beltline, which will cost us $93
million per mile, will result in the loss of thousands of acres of habitat, and will further
damage the Black Warrior and Cahaba River basins. Governor Ivey and other leadership
need to understand that we will get more economic development out of outdoor
recreation and resulting tourism than out of projects that destroy our waterways.”
A respondent stated a nuanced and complex picture of the state's political and societal situation
concerning environmental issues. The culture of Alabama has essential implications for
policymaking, environmental activism, and collaboration with other stakeholders. The

respondents quote-

“The political culture of the state is one of scarcity, and scarcity breeds competitiveness

and pitting causes against each other. The old "environment vs. jobs" is prevalent in this
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culture, and it manifests itself in an extractive economy that keeps environmental groups

and communities in a defensive, reactive posture. It is difficult to come together to be

FOR proactively protecting the environment when we are always fighting for crumbs.

This culture also breeds cynicism among the masses, which makes mobilizing activists a

challenge.”

The “jobs vs. environment” mindset is a false trade-off mindset between economic
development and environmental protection, which suggests that one must be sacrificed for the
other. Economic growth and environmental protection are not mutually exclusive. One should
not be offered for the others. Environmental groups' and communities' divisiveness leads to a
defensive approach relegated, and they constantly feel the urge to protect themselves.

A comprehensive environmental education program is necessary for children's learning
opportunities about natural resource protection and their perception of their surrounding nature.
Outdoor environmental education programs and skills, such as biking, hiking, climbing, and
kayaking, create a chance to see nature very closely and motivate children to protect the beauty
of nature. Respondents mentioned,

“Lack of environmental education programs in K-12. Children need to have learning

opportunities in school about our natural resources through environmental education, and

schools should offer outdoor skills with recreation like biking, hiking and climbing.”
Furthermore, another respondents quote-

“One of our activities is a kayak trip down the lower Sipsey Fork of the Black Warrior

River. This is a 12-mile trek. The students are always impressed with the beauty of the

river, and those students are changed by this experience.”
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Besides the theme mentioned above, several themes of the challenges to building natural

resources protection in Alabama appeared in the analysis. A qualitative model analysis with key

— | Lack of environmental education

— Limited resources

Political/government inaction & ineffective
enforcement is environemental regulations.

Inadequate enforcement and funding
for environmental agencies

Lack of state funding

Key challanges for natural resource protection

Capacity issues of organizations

Low self-esteem and corruption
perception

themes of the challenges to building natural resources protection in Alabama is shown in Figure

Additionally, a visual map of the most occurring words in the qualitative responses was provided

Figure 10: Key Challenges for natural resource management
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Figure 11: A visual map for the most common words in the qualitative data analysis in the

word cloud visualization map

An overview of the most used and asserts words by the respondent. This map has
concisely summarized the qualitative data and helped identify patterns. From the data, funding,
river, and environmental education appears most recounted words. These results indicate that
these three fields need more attention from the government, environmental groups, and
policymakers.

Quantitative Results
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The demographic information from the survey reveals a distribution of 64 % females and
36% males. In terms of age, the majority, encompassing 73 %, fall within the 60-and-above and
45-60 age range and 27 % within the 30-35 age range. Of the respondents, 90% serve as
directors, and the remaining 10% are employees. When considering ethnicity, the data shows that
90% of the individuals identify as Caucasian, while the remaining 10% represent other

ethnicities.

Identifying Homegrown Groups

Most respondents reported a local focus (55%) as their primary geography focus, while a
significant portion had a regional focus (46%). Notably, no respondents reported a national or
international geographic focus. This suggests that the groups primarily focus on community
issues and are based in the local or regional area. The majority of the group's origination was by
the local community (82%), (18%) reported collaborative effort between local and external
entities as their group's origination process. This emphasizes the significance of community-led
efforts and indicates a dedication to addressing challenges specific to their community.
Moreover, the majority of the group's primary source of funding is a combination of local and
external sources (64%), (36%) reported local community donations and fundraising efforts as
their source of funding. Furthermore, the study investigated the group's issue focus and
philosophical orientation. The majority of respondents (55%) stated they work on a local issue,
while a substantial proportion (46%) reported they are concerned about local and grassroots
regional issues. Interestingly, none of the respondents indicated a broad focus for their groups.

Regarding philosophical orientation, the majority (91%) expressed a grassroots affiliation as
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their group's philosophy, while 9% reported a combination of grassroots principles. Notably, no

respondents

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Homegrown Groups

Descriptive Statistics

Std.
N Minimum Maximum  Mean Deviation

What is the primary 11 1 2 1.45 522
geographic focus of your
group's activities?
How did your group 11 1 3 1.36 .809
originate?
What is the primary source 11 1 3 2.27 1.009
of funding for your group?
What is the focus of your 11 1 3 191 1.044

group's projects and

initiatives?
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How would you describe 11 1 3 1.18 .603
the overall philosophy and
approach of your group?

Valid N (listwise) 11

Reported top-down or externally guided philosophies. This highlights the grassroots nature of
these organizations. (See figure

The descriptive analysis implies the mean value of primary geography focus is 1.45,

indicating that group activities are in the local area. The mean value for the group origination
process is 1.36 suggests that local community members founded groups. The primary funding
source combines local and external entities with a mean value of 2.27. The focus of the project
and initiatives is addressing specific local issues with a mean value of 1.91. The mean value of
1.18 indicates that the group’s overall philosophy is grassroots and community-driven.

The results indicate that most of these groups focus on their local or regional area, and
they start in the local community. Their main goal is to address local or grassroots issues. They
follow a grassroots philosophy and use funding from both local and external sources. This
result supports the result of (Kempton et al. 2001; Smith 2000). These findings support the
hypothesis that there is a significantly higher number of homegrown civic and environmental

groups operating in Alabama compared to professionally originated environmental groups.
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Figure 12: Bar graph for each variable for homegrown environmentalism

Perceived Effectiveness of Collaboration

Table 3 displays the distribution of responses for each variable, delivering an overview of
the respondents’ perceived effectiveness levels of different collaborative strategies. The most
significant result was observed for the variable "Sharing information," where 80% of respondents
reported highly effective outcomes. This indicates that sharing information between
organizations is widely regarded as a successful and beneficial collaborative strategy. Similarly,
"Coordinate outreach” was reported as highly effective by 60% of respondents, suggesting that
coordinated outreach efforts between organizations are also perceived positively. On the other
hand, "Shared lobby & legal support™ garnered mixed responses, with 60% of respondents
reporting somewhat effective outcomes. Additionally, "cohosting events" received relatively
lower effectiveness ratings, with only 20% of respondents reporting highly effective results. No

group reported collaboration as ineffective. This striking finding implies that collaboration is a
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significant aspect to consider when organizational enhancement is needed for environmental
groups and policymakers.
Perceived Effectiveness Levels of Different Collaborative Strategies
The results from the perceived effectiveness table indicate that different variables were evaluated
by the respondents. For the variable "information sharing," 80% of respondents found it highly
effective, while 20% considered it somewhat effective. Regarding "coordinated outreach,"” 60%
of respondents rated it as highly effective, 30% as somewhat effective, and 10% remained
neutral. For "sharing resources," 50% of respondents found it highly effective, 20% somewhat
effective, and 30% chose the neutral option.
In the case of "shared lobbying and support,” 60% of respondents viewed it as somewhat
effective, 30% as highly effective, and 10% remained neutral. As for "co-hosting events,"”
opinions were more evenly distributed, with 40% considering it somewhat effective, 40%
neutral, and 20% finding it highly effective. Notably, none of the respondents rated any of the
variables as somewhat ineffective or ineffective (See Table 3).

A crucial finding from the results is that none of the respondents rated any of the
variables as somewhat ineffective or ineffective. This could mean that, overall, the respondents
have positive perceptions of the collaboration strategies and activities.

Table 3: Distribution of responses for each variable of the perceived effectiveness
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Variable Ncutral Somewhat Effective Highly Effcctive
(%) (%) (%)

Coordinate outreach 10 30 60
Sharing information 0 20 80
Sharing resources 30 20 50
Shared lobby legal 10 60 30
support

Cohosting events 40 40 20

The mean values for each variable show that, on average, the participants rated all aspects
positively, with scores ranging from 3.91 to 4.82 out of a maximum of 5. The highest average
rating was observed for Sharing information (mean = 4.82), indicating a strong inclination
among respondents to engage in sharing relevant information. Coordinating outreach received an
average rating of 4.45, followed closely by Shared lobby legal support with a mean of 4.27,
demonstrating a positive attitude toward collaborative efforts. No participants reported

collaboration as ineffective.

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of Collaboration Effect
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Statistics

N Valid
Missing

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum

Maximum

Coordinating

outreach

11

4.45

5.00

.688

Sharing

resources

11

4.18

4.00

874

Sharing

information

11

4.82

5.00

405

Shared lobby

legal support

11

4.27

4.00

.647

Cohosting

events

11

3.91
4.00
3a

831

The ANOVA table shows that the regression model is not statistically significant (p =

.100), which is >0.05, as the F-value of (F=4.004) is not significant at the predetermined
significance level. This suggests that the overall model does not significantly predict

collaborative effectiveness. (Table 4)

It can be inferred from the results that there is no correlation between the perceived collaborative

strategies and the success of shared collaborations within environmental organizations. This

supports hypothesis 2a, which suggests that the perceived collaborative strategies do not
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significantly impact the effectiveness of collaboration. It is important to note that various factors,
such as the sample size, the study's specific context, or limitations in the measurement of
perceived collaboration and collaborative effectiveness strategies, could influence the non-
significant result. Further research with a larger sample size and a refined measurement approach
may provide more insights into the relationship between Collaboration strategies and

effectiveness in environmental organizations.

Table 5: ANOVA table for effectiveness of collaboration

ANOVA
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 1.733 6 289 4.004 .100°
Residual .289 4 072
Total 2.022 10

a. Dependent Variable: Collaboration effect

Perceived Barriers to Collaboration

The descriptive statistics of the five-point Likert scale measure barriers through different
variables. “Lack of resources” (mean = 3.57) is perceived as a significant barrier, followed by
“Collaboration taking time” (mean = 3.14), and operating independently (mean = 3.29) emerged

as a significant barrier indicating that these factors are considered significant impediments to
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collaboration. On the other hand, differences in interest (mean = 2.14) and the lack of need to
collaborate (mean = 1.17) were perceived as comparatively lower barriers. Being too busy to
collaborate (mean = 2.86) fell between the scale's higher and lower end. (See Table 6)

Based on the results, organizations need more resources to collaborate. Additionally,
collaboration can be challenging due to the time and effort required. This result supports the
hypothesis that lack of resources will limit collaboration between organizations. which suggests
that lack of resources can limit collaboration between organizations. The finding also indicates
that some organizations may view collaboration as a time-consuming process that could hinder
their ability to collaborate. However, participants also recognized that adequate resources are
essential for maintaining collaboration.

Organizations perceive limited resources; they may hesitate to engage in collaborative initiatives
due to concerns about their ability to sustain them. This result is similar to Dumitrica and Felt
(2020), who also found that more resources is needed to collaboration among social movements.

On the other hand, "Difference in interest” and "Lack of need to collaborate™ were seen
as relatively minor barriers. This result suggests that participants did not view these factors as
significant impediments to collaboration. It implies that organizations recognize the value of

shared interests and the need for collaboration when it aligns with their goals and objectives.

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of the five-point Likert scale of the barrier to collaboration

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
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Lack of need to collaborate
Collaboration takes time
Difference in interest

Lack of resources

Operate independently
Too busy to collaborate

Valid N (listwise)

1.71

3.14

2.14

3.57

3.29

2.86

1.254

1.069

1.069

1.272

1.254

.690

Note: Strongly agree 5, Somewhat agree 4, Neither agree nor disagree 3, Somewhat disagree 2,

Strongly disagree 1

CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

This study aimed to examine different civic and environmental groups in Alabama. The

study had specific objectives, including examining the environmental issues and geographic

areas that these groups focus on. It also aimed to determine whether there are any homegrown

civic and environmental organizations in Alabama, explore the connection between perceived

collaboration strategies and the effectiveness of shared collaborations among environmental

organizations, investigate difficulties encountered during collaboration, and identify potential

barriers to collaboration faced by Alabama'’s civic, and environmental organizations. This study
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employed a mixed method study, a combination of surveys, and content analysis to answer the

research questions and to test the hypothesis.

HYPOTHESIS

H3a &b
Supported

Homegrown Environmentalism

Figure 13: The results of the assumption and supported hypothesis.

First, this study hypothesized that civic and environmental groups in Alabama originate
from the local community than professionally established groups. The results show that these
groups mainly address local or grassroots issues, they are established from community concerns,
and they have a grassroots philosophy. These findings support the hypothesis and highlight the
prevalence of homegrown groups in Alabama. Homegrown groups have a unique feature of
localism; they address local or grassroots issues and follow a grassroots philosophy. Second,
results implied that organizations recognize the value of shared interests and the need for
collaboration when it aligns with their goals and objectives.

Second, this study hypothesized that either there is an association between perceived
strategies and the effectiveness of collaboration or there is no association between strategies and

the effectiveness of collaboration. This study found no association between the perceived
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collaborative strategies and the success of shared collaborations in environmental organizations.
This supports the hypothesis indicating that the perceived collaborative processes do not
significantly affect the effectiveness of collaboration. While this study may have yet to reveal
any noteworthy results, it should not be assumed that the examined strategies are always
ineffective or irrelevant. Instead, it highlights the importance of a nuanced approach when
evaluating collaboration and indicates that various factors should be considered in the future. In
future studies, exploring the subtleties and potential interactions between these strategies and
other contextual factors may be worthwhile to understand successful collaboration in
environmental groups. These findings have practical implications for environmental
organizations involved in collaborative efforts. Although the strategy examined may not be the
sole determinant of collaborative effectiveness, they are still important factors for organizations
seeking to improve collaboration outcomes.

Additionally, this study hypothesized that limited resources and time constraints on the
commitment to collaboration would limit collaboration between organizations. Results support
both hypotheses and show that limited resources and time constraints limit collaboration between
organizations. The barriers to natural resource protection opened a new path for organizations.
The lack of action and attention from the government towards local issues has resulted in a
reluctance to report environmental hazards and insufficient funds for resilience efforts. To tackle
these challenges, it is necessary for political and governmental bodies to take practical leadership
and make decisive efforts to prioritize the protection of the environment and sustainability.
Additionally, the ineffectiveness of environmental regulations and enforcement, particularly
within the Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), contributes to the

problem. To hold polluting corporations accountable for their actions, it is essential to implement
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stricter penalties, secure improved funding, and establish competent leadership within ADEM.
By doing so, Alabama can better protect its natural resources and foster a culture of
environmental stewardship.

Moreover, Alabama'’s political culture's prevalent "jobs vs. environment™ mindset
perpetuates a false trade-off between economic development and environmental preservation.
This mindset hampers collaborative efforts and fosters a defensive approach among
environmental groups and communities. To overcome this divide, it is crucial to emphasize that
economic growth and environmental protection are not mutually exclusive but can coexist
harmoniously. Encouraging collaboration among stakeholders and demonstrating the economic
benefits of outdoor recreation and tourism opportunities can lead to proactive measures to protect
the environment. Furthermore, investing in comprehensive environmental education programs
for K-12 students is essential. Alabama can instill a sense of responsibility and appreciation for
the environment from an early age by providing learning opportunities about natural resource
protection and engaging children in outdoor activities. These experiences can foster a lasting
commitment to environmental conservation, creating a more sustainable future for the state and

its natural heritage.

Limitations

The study's sample size is notably small, with only eleven respondents. Due to this
limitation, the diversity of civic and environmental organizations may not be represented in the
sample, which could ultimately affect the generalizability of the findings. Limited internet
access, expertise in handling the organization's email, and not having a person to handle emails

and social media may negatively affect the sample size, as the study was conducted via a web-
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based survey. The study relies on self-reported data obtained through surveys and content
analysis of websites. This method may be subject to response bias, where participants may
provide answers they think are excellent or favorable. Future studies can combine several
methods of data collection, such as interviews or observations, and case studies which could

provide a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon.
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APPENDIX A

CONSENT INFORMATION LETTER (IRB Protocol #23-058 EX 2302)

What will be involved if you participate? Your participation is voluntary, and if you decide to
participate, you will be asked to provide information about your organization's coalition with
other environmental groups and the obstacles your group faces in forming such coalitions. This
should take between 10 to 20 minutes to complete.

Avre there any risks or discomforts? There are no known risks associated with participating in this

study. You can quit the survey at any time, and no signed consent form is required.

Are there any benefits to yourself or others? Participating in this study will not result in any
direct benefits to you. However, your organization will be promoted for free to the Alabama
Grassroots Clearinghouse website of Auburn University, which can help citizens and
communities working on environmental issues to seek to protect their environment. This study

will benefit the people of Alabama.

Will you receive compensation for participating? You will not be compensated for your

participation, but we appreciate your time.

You can withdraw from the study at any time by closing your window. If you choose to

withdraw, your identifiable data will be deleted. Once you submit anonymous data, it cannot be
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withdrawn. Your decision about participating will not affect your relationship with Auburn
University or the Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology. Your privacy will
be protected, and any data collected with this study will remain anonymous. We will secure your
privacy and the data you provide through two-factor authentication on Auburn University's Box
storage. Only the researcher part of this research will have access to the data. The anonymized
information collected may be used in research, students' thesis/dissertation, published in a
professional journal, and presented at a professional meeting. If you have any questions about
this study, please contact Dr. Ryan Thomson at rwt0012@auburn.edu or Farzana Zinnat at

fzz0021@auburn.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the Auburn
University Office of Research Compliance or the Institutional Review Board by phone at (334)

844-5966 or e-mail at IRBadmin@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.

Q 01) Do you agree to participate?
1) Yes, I agree
2) No, I do not agree

Q 02 Name of your organization
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Q 03 Is your organization a chapter of a larger national organization?
1)Yes

2)No

Q 04 How many paid full-time and part-time employees are a part of your organization (or local
chapter)?

1) Strictly Volunteer-based

2) Below 5

3)5-10

4)10-15

5) 15-20

6) Above 20

Q 05 What is your organization's preferred mailing address?

Q 06 What is the preferred email address or web address for the public to contact your

organization if they want to get involved?

Q 07 What is the primary geographic focus of your group's activities?
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1) Local community
2) Regional
3) National

4) International

Q 08 How did your group originate?
1) Founded by local community members
2) Started by a national or international organization

3) Collaboration between local and external entities

Q 09 What is the primary source of funding for your group?
1) Local community donations and fundraising efforts
2) Grants and funding from national or international organizations
3) Combination of local and external funding sources
Q 10 What is the focus of your group's projects and initiatives?
1) Addressing specific local environmental issues
2) Working on broader national or international environmental concerns
3) Combination of local and external environmental issues
Q 11 How would you describe the overall philosophy and approach of your group?
1)Grassroots and community-driven
2) Top-down and externally guided
3) Combination of grassroots and external influence

Q 11 Which of the following areas does your organization focus on? (Multiple responses)
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1) Broad / General

2) Environmental Education 3) Water
4) Recreation

5) Agriculture

6) Pollution

7) Land Trust

8) Policy Advocacy

9) Wildlife

10) Forestry

11) Other (Please Specify)

Q 12 Please rank which areas your organization focuses on the most.
_ Broad/General
Environmental Education
_ Water
Recreation
Agriculture
Pollution
~ Land Trust
____ Policy Advocacy
_ Wildlife
Forestry

Other (Please Specify)
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Q 13 The following survey questions will be used only for research purposes. The information
you provide in this section will remain confidential and will not be made publicly available. Only

the research team will have access to the data.

Does your organization collaborate with other groups/organizations?
1) Yes

2) No

Q 14 Please list the names of the top five groups your organization collaborates with, starting

with your closest collaborator:

Q 15 What do you consider the most important factors when working with other groups?
1) Shared Interest

2) Geographically proximity

3) Personal relations with the leadership

4) Financial resource

5) Group success and size

6) Others
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Q 17 How does your organization collaborate with other environmental groups? (Multiple
responses)

1) Support shared coalitions

2) By sharing financial resources

3) By sharing information

4) By sharing strategies

5) Co-host events SSu

6) Coordinate legal support and lobbying

7) Others, please specify
Q 18 How often does your organization meet with or collaborate with other environmental
groups?

1) 2Daily

2) 3Weekly

3) Monthly

4) Every few months

5) Rarely

6) Others, please specify

Q 19 DIRECTION: Please indicate how effective shared collaborations have been for your

organization in terms of the following statement
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Somewhat
Ineffective
Ineffective

Coordinated

Outreach

Sharing

Resources

Sharing

Information

Shared
Lobby &
Legal

Support

Co-hosting

Events

Neutral

Somewhat

Effective

Highly

Effective

Q 20 Do your organizations face any challenges when collaborating with other groups?

1) Yes

2) No



Q 21 What type of challenges/barriers do your organizations face when collaborating with other
groups? (You can select multiple responses)

1) Financial/Lack of funds

2) Social/Political

3) Base-building, membership recruitment, and retention

4) Membership turn-over

5) Lack of government action

6) Lack of contact within group members

7) Lack of information sharing

8) Others please specify

Q 22 Please rank in order what you consider to be the most difficult challenges/barriers to
collaborating with other groups.

Financial/Lack of funds

Social/political

Base-building, membership recruitment, and retention

Membership turn-over

Lack of government action

Lack of contact with group members

Lack of information sharing

Others, please specify

Q 23 Please rate the degree to which you agree with each statement as a potential barrier to

collaboration between your organization and other organization.
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Strongly Somewhat

disagree disagree

Lack of need

to collaborate

Collaboration
takes too much
time and

effort.

Difference in

interest

Lack of
resources to
maintain

collaboration

Desire to
operate

independently

We are often
too busy to

collaborate.

Neither agree

nor disagree

Somewhat

agree

Strongly agree
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Q 24 What do you see as the biggest challenge to building natural resource protection and

advancing community health here in Alabama?

Q 25 This part of the survey will be asking demographic information about the participants. This

information will be kept separate to ensure the maximum confidentiality of the participant.

Please write your name.

Q 26 What is your position/role in your organization?
1) 2Director
2) Employee / Organizer
3) Member

4) Other
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Q 27 What is your age range?
1) 218-30
2) 330-45
3) 45-60
4) 560-above

5) Prefer not to say

Q 28 Your Gender?
1) Male
2) 3Female
3) Non-binary / Third gender

4) Other/ Prefer not to say

Q 29 What is your ethnic/racial background or heritage with which you most identify? (Please
pick only one).

1) Caucasian (Non-Hispanic)

2) 3Hispanic

3) Asian

4) African American/ Black

5) Native American/ Indigenous

6) Other
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APPENDIX B

Organizations List by Organizations Name, Category, And Geographic Focus

Water
Organizations Name
Wolf Bay Watershed Watch
Weiss Lake Improvement Association
Weeks Bay Foundation is now South Alabama land trust
Valley Creek Preservation Society
Society To Advance The Resources Of Turkey Creek (Start)
Smith Lake Environmental Preservation Committee
Smith Lake Civic Association
Alabama Coastal Foundation
Save Our Saugahatchee, Inc.
Neely Henry Lake Association, Inc.
Mobile Baykeeper
Middle Tallapoosa River Conservation Association
Logan Martin Lake Protection Association
Little River Waterkeeper

Little Lagoon Preservation Society

Issue Focus area

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

National and International

Local

Lay Lake Home Owners & Boat Owners (H.O.B.0O.) Association, Inc.  Local

Lake Wedowee Property Owners Association

Lake Watch Of Lake Martin
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Lake Mitchell Home Owners And Boat Owners Local

Lake Martin Resource Association Local

Lake Martin Home Owners And Boat Owners Association Local

Lake Jordan Home Owners And Boat Owners Association Local

Gadsden Area Water Watch Local
Friends of the Magnolia River Local
Friends Of The Locust Fork River Local
Friends Of Shades Creek Local
Alabama Rivers Alliance Statewide
Friends Of Pisgah Gorge Local
Friends Of Perdido Bay National
Friends Of Hurricane Creek Local

Friends of Chewacla Creek And The Uphapee Watershed (Chew-Up) Local

Friends Of Bon Secour National Wildlife Refuge National
Friends Of Big Canoe Creek Local
Fowl River Area Civic Association Statewide
Flint River Conservation Association Local
Five Mile Creek Greenway Partnership Local
Five Mile Creek Action Committee Local

Fellows And Advocates Of The Little Cahaba, Organized Local

Escatawpa River Society Local
East Lauderdale Environment Conscious Citizens Local
Dog River Clearwater Revival Local
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Coosa Riverkeeper

Conecuh/Sepulga Watershed Alliance

Committee For The Preservation Of The Lake Purdy Area

Coastal Conservation Association Of Alabama
Choctawhatchee Riverkeeper

Choccolocco Creek Watershed

Chattahoochee Riverkeeper

Cahaba Watershed Project

Cahaba Riverkeeper

Cahaba River Society

Black Warrior Riverkeeper

Cabaha River Authority

Education
Organizations Name
Wetland Environmental Learning Projects (Welp)
University Of Montevallo Environmental Club
The University Of Alabama Environmental Council
Turtle Point Environmental Center
Turkey Creek Nature Preserve
Sweet Alabama
Alabama Coastal Birdfest

A Project Of "South Alabama Land Trust"
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Local

Local

Local

Local

National

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Issue Focus area

Local

International

Statewide

National

Local

Statewide

Local



Shoals Earth Month, Inc.

Alabama Environmental Council

Ruffner Mountain Nature Center

Neighborhood Preservation Coalition

Legacy, Inc., Partners In Environmental Education
Friends Of Pinchgut Creek

Falconers And Austringers Of Alabama

Earth Fest Mobile Bay

Camp Mcdowell Environmental Center

Local

Local

Local

Local

Statewide

Local

Local

Local

Local

Birmingham-Southern College Urban Environmental Studies Program  Local

Auntie Litter, Inc.

O Recreation

Village Point Foundation

Project Healing Waters Fly Fishing
Alabama Bass Federation Inc.
National Speleological Society
Montgomery Grotto

Huntsville Canoe Club
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Local

National

Local

National

Statewide

Local



Holy Hikes - Tennessee Valley
Cullman Grotto Of The Nss

Coosa River Paddling Club

Central Alabama Grotto Of The Nss
Birmingham Grotto Of The Nss
Birmingham Canoe Club

Baldwin County Trailblazers
Autauga Creek Improvement Committee
Anniston Outdoor Association
Alabama Trails Association
Alabama Scenic River Trail

Alabama Hiking Trail Society

Board
Organizations Name

West Alabama Sierra Club

Local

Local

Local

Statewide

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Issue Focus area

National

Village Creek Human And Environmental Justice Society, Inc. (\Vcs)

Southeast Climate & Energy Network

South Alabama Network For The Environment (Sane)

Smartcoast

Sierra Club - Alabama Chapter, West Alabama Group

Sierra Club- North Alabama Group

National

Local

Local

National

National

Local



Sierra Club - Montgomery Group

Sierra Club - Alabama Chapter, Mobile Bay Group
Sierra Club - Alabama Chapter, Coosa Valley Group
Sierra Club - Alabama Chapter, Cahaba Group
Sierra Club - Alabama Chapter

Serving Alabama'S Future Environment

Scenic Alabama Inc

Keep Vestavia Green

Conservation
Organizations Name
The Nature Conservancy Of Alabama
Tennessee Valley Fly Fishers
Sipsey Heritage Commission
Native Habitat Project
Alabama Black Bear Alliance
Mobile Bay National Estuary Program
Friends Of The Turkey Creek Nature Preserve
Friends Of Moss Rock Preserve

Chattahoochee River Conservancy

National

National

National

National

National

Statewide

Statewide

National

Issue Focus area

Statewide

Local

Local

Statewide

Local

Local

Local

Local

Local

Birmingham Grotto of the National Speleological Society Local

Audubon Society — Tennessee Valley Chapter

Audubon Society — Mobile Bay Chapter
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Alabama Audubon Society Local

Alabama Wildlife Federation Local

Alabama Natural Heritage Program National
Advocacy

Organizations Name Issue Focus area
Adem Reform Coalition Local

Alabama Arise Local

Wildlaw Local

Alabama Bicycle Coalition (Alabike) Local

Southern Environmental Law Center, Birmingham Office National

Region 2020 Statewide
League Of Women Voters Of Alabama Statewide
Energy Alabama Statewide
Conservation Alabama Statewide

Citizen's Climate Lobby - Birmingham Chapter Local

Citizen's Climate Lobby National
Alabama Green Party National and International
Alabama Forward Statewide
Land Trust
Organizations Name Issue Focus area
South Alabama Land Trust Local
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Land Trust Of North Alabama Statewide

Hulsey Little River Trust Local
Hometown Organizing Project/Hometown Action Local
Friends of Forever Wild Statewide
Dynamite Hill/Smithfield Community Local
Coastal Land Trust, Inc. Local
Chattowah Open Land Trust, Inc Statewide
Alabama Land Trust ( North Alabama) Statewide
Alabama Land Trust Statewide
Alabama Forever Wild Land Trust Statewide
Wildlife
Organizations Name Issue Focus area
North Alabama Bird Watchers Society Local
Native Fish Coalition, Alabama Chapter National

National Wild Turkey Federation - Alabama Chapter National
Mobile County Wildlife & Conservation Association Statewide

Friends Of The Cahaba River National Wildlife Refuge National

Ducks Unlimited - Alabama Chapter National
Audubon Society — Cullman Chapter National
Alabama Wildlife Center Statewide
Alabama Ornithological Society Statewide

Environmental Justice
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Organizations Name

People'S Justice Council

Mobile Environmental Justice Action Coalition

Issue Focus area

Local

Local

Greater-Birmingham Alliance To Stop Pollution (Gasp)  Statewide

Fountain Heights Farms

Local

Coalition Of Alabama Students For The Environment Statewide

Center For Rural Enterprise And Environmental Justice  Statewide

Black Belt Citizens Fighting For Health And Justice Local

Alabama Waste Sludge Awareness

Alabama Interfaith Power And Light
Forestry

Organizations Name

Wild Alabama

Friends Of Tuskegee National Forest

Alabama Urban Forestry Association

Alabama Treasure Forest Association

Alabama Forestry Association

Alabama forestry foundation

Alabama Forest Resources Center

Alabama Forest Owners’ Association, Inc.

Pollution

Organizations Name
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National

Issue Focus area

Statewide

Local

Statewide

Statewide

Local

National

Local

Local

Issue Focus area



Waste Reduction And Technology Transfer Foundation (Wratt) Statewide

Sand Mountain Concerned Citizens Local
Lowndes Citizens United For Action Local
Lawrence Countians For A Safe Environment Local
Keep Athens-Limestone Beautiful Local

Families Concerned About Nerve Gas Incineration Local

Alabama Pals (People Against A Littered State) Statewide

Alabama First Statewide

Agriculture

Organizations Name Issue Focus area
Jones Valley Urban Farm Local

Heifer International - Alabama International
Gardens On Air, Llc National
Federation Of Southern Cooperatives Statewide
Alabama Sustainable Agriculture Network Statewide
Alabama Cattlemen's Association Local
Alabama Farmers Federation Statewide
University

Organizations Name Issue Focus area

Southern Environmental Center Local

Jacksonville State University Water Quality Lab Local
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Environmental Awareness Organization (Eao) Local

Alabama Water Watch Statewide
Plants
Organizations Name Issue Focus area

Alabama Wildflower Society — Bibb County Citizens Local

Alabama Wildflower Society Statewide
Alabama Invasive Plant Council National
Others

Organizations Name Issue Focus area
Whom It Concerns, Inc Local

Stream Beam Local
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APPENDIX C

Variable category
Homegrown
groups

Variable name
Geographic focus

Group’s origination

The primary source
of funding

Measurement
What is the primary
focus of the group's
activity?

1) Local

2) Regional

3) National

4) International

How did your group
originate?
1) Founded by
local community
members.
2) Started by a
national or
international
organization
3) Collaboration
between local and
external entities

What is the primary

source of funding for

your group?
1) Local
community
donations and
fundraising efforts
2) Grants and
funding from
national or
international
organizations
3) Combination of
local and external
funding sources

Source of scale

98




Group’s focus on
projects

Group’s philosophy

What is the focus of
your group's projects
and initiatives?

1) Addressing
specific local
environmental
issues

2)Working on
broader national or
international
environmental
concerns

3) Combination of
local and external
environmental
issues

How would you
describe the overall
philosophy and
approach of your
group?

1) Grassroots and
community-driven
2) Top-down and
externally guided
3) Combination of
grassroots and
external influence
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Collaboration
strategies

Effectiveness of
collaboration

Barriers to
collaboration

Support shared
coalitions

By sharing
financial
resources

By sharing
information

By sharing
strategies

Co-host events
Coordinate legal

support and
lobbying.

How does your
organization
collaborate with other
environmental
groups? (Multiple
responses)

1) Support shared

coalitions

2) By sharing

financial resources

3) By sharing

information

4) By sharing

strategies

5) Co-host events

6) Coordinate

legal support and

lobbying

Indicate how effective
shared collaborations
have been for your
organization
1) Coordinated
Outreach
2) Sharing
Resources
3) Sharing
Information
4) Shared Lobby
& Legal Support
5) Co-hosting
Events
rate the degree to
which you agree with
each statement as a
potential barrier to
collaboration between
your organization and
other organization
1) Lack of need
to collaborate
2) Collaboration
takes too much
time and effort

Lewis et al. (2008)
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3) Difference in
interest

4) Lack of
resources to
maintain
collaboration
5) Desire to
operate
independently
6) We are often
too busy to
collaborate
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