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Relating to Ohio Wetland Conversion Disputes
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ABSTRACT

This study attempted to characteriz e conflict frames of environmental disputes by examining
twelve actual wetland permitting cases in Ohio. The participants consisted of such interested
parties as applicants, technical, legal or environmental consultants to applicants, U. S. Army

- Corps of Engineers, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency, Ohio Department of Natural Resoures, local agencies, the en-
vironmental community, and citiz ens who have been involved of the permitting process.

The purpose of this study is to provide empirical evidence of how different perceptual frames
existed in the wetland conversion disputes, and to understand different environmental conflict
frames that influenced disputants’ perception relating to dispute resolution. The vehicles used to
collect the necessary data were three survey instruments : Open-ended questionnaires, Likert-
type questionnaires, and ranking questionnaires. Forty-three subjects were contacted for open
face-to-face interviews, 53 subjects for Likert-type mail survey and 54 subjects for ranking in-
strument mail survey.

Analyses of survey results revealed that six different types of frames were clearly idntified
from all the parties involved in Ohio wetland conversion disputes.

It revealed that disputants had statistically significantly different levels of perception to the
frames based on the participants’ role (ie. regulator, applicant, commentor), the number of in-
volved parties in the process, processing time and the issuance of a permit,

The findings also revealed that information sharing among disputants played a significant role
in the process of framing and reframing. The alternative idea, building cooperation through nego-
tiation, was proposed to provide new insight into the resolution of the dispute.
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Figure 1. Research Procedure
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Table 1. Test-retest Reliability Test of the Likert-
w type Questionnaire and Ranking Instru-
ment Using Pearson Moment Correlation

Frames Likert- | Qualitative | Qualitative
type ranking ranking
Aspiration 88 ! 63
Characterization 82 9 99
Lossgain 87 93 99
Process 9 68 98
Outcome 79 82 97
Substantive 66 42 73
Mean: 82 .76 88
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Table 2. Classification of the Likert-type Mail Survey
Respondents by Strata(n=53)

Strata Classification No. (%)
Role Applicant 14 (26)
Regulaor 20 (38)
Commentor 19 (36)
Gender Male 43 (81)
Female 10 (19)
Experience Less than 5 times 22 (42)

6-99 times 14 (26)
Morethan 100 times 17  (32)

Parties involved 1ess than 6 parties 19 (36)
More than 7 parties 34 (64)

Processing time  Less than 4 months 10 (19)
5-12 months 34 (64)
More than 12 months 9 Q7

Grant Issued 40 (76)
Notissued 13 (24)
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Table 3. Examples of Linguistic Cues

"Conflict frames

Linguistic cues Examples
Substantive “This is about+*+” This is about conflicts in values.
ltemization of Environmental values to preserve
specific issues wetlands and land owner’s values to
to make a buck( $ ).

“.-boil down to-++" Dispute is about politics. It boils
down to Congress’ view on protecting
esOUrces.

QOutcome “We do/do not want:+-" I want to try to bulld an environmentally
References to sensitive project.
specific cutcomes

“We accomplished: " We accomplished No Net Loss.
Aspiration “My interest is---” Environmentalists are interested in
References to protecting resources. We are interested
underlying need in making money.

“My desire is»+” My desire is to build an environmentally
sensitive project. I Influenced the owner
of the company.

Loss-gain “We lost---” We've lost 90% of the nation’s wetland
References to . We've lost 40% of the species depending on
negative or positive wetlands. Cost of losing more habitat is
outcomes not justfied by development.

“We saved-++” ‘We saved lots of wetlands. No value
wetland was changed into residential area
and golf course.

characterization “My role is:-+” My role is to have them understand.

References to

relationship “Other parties may/ Parties might not appreciate information
may not---" that may cause difficulty.

Process “They followed:--” They followed guidelines and made

Explicit agreement.

references to

the process “We stepped in-++” We stepped in to stop the tide.
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Table 4. Summary Analysis of the Likert-type In-
strument by Overall Frames (n=53)

Charac- Classification Summat- SD  Test Prob.
teristic ed means stat. and
variables value

Role  Applicant 2281 225 F
Regulator 2283 297 107 348
Commentor 2166 284

Gender Male 2240 289 t
Remale 2241 225 00 0998

Experr less than 5 2223 266 F

ence  times 247
6-99 times 2159 278 144
More than

100 times 2325 280

Parties Less than 6 2420 290 t

involved parties
More than 7 2140 213 401%* 00
parties

Process Less than 3 2456 309
ing time months
4-12 months 2212 253 645** Q15
More than 12 2107 206
months

(o]

Grant  Issued 266.7 280 t
Not issued 2160 256 122 229

**Significant at. .05 level, ***Significant at. .01 level.
Note:Scale 50 =lowest, 350=highest.
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Table 5. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the ' Table 7. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the
Likert-type Instrument by Different Role : Likert-type Instrument by Different Num-
Groups bers of Experienced Groups
Frames Appl-  Regula- Comme F-value Prob. ‘Frames. <5 699 >100 F-value Prob.
cants tors ntors ‘ times  times  times
(n=14) (n=20) (n=19) , (n=23) (n=13) (n=17)
Mean Mean Mean , Mean Mean Mean
(SD) (D) (SD) ; (SD) (SD) (SD)
Aspira- 467 464 466 01 989 Aspira- 471 451 470 30 739
tion (58)  (94) (73) " tion (71)  (88)  (92)
Charac- 450 466 438 55 576 Charac 425 475 471 219 122

terzation  (76)  (86)  (89) terzation  (81)  (75)  (89)

Lossgain 457 4.00 384 309 034

Lossgain  4.26 3.76 412 129 284
Process Iggél 1(1%?‘ 1(1?2) 295*% 061 (76) (L06) (88)
(97)  (83) (95) | Process 415 405 477 301* 058
(1.05) (73) (83)
Outcome  4.69 437 408 1.02 365
(99) (104) (148) Outcome 451 381 455 1.75 183
Substan- 521 480 473 224 116 (L19) ~(146)  (94)
tive (76)  (57)  (70) Substan- 483 500 487 22 799
*Significant at .1 level. | tive (64) a1 (59)
Note:Scale 1=lowest, 7 =highest. *Significant at .1 level.
*denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level. " Note : Scale 1 =lowest, 7=highest.
Table 6. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the Table 8. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the
Likert-type Instrument by Different Gender Likert-type Instrument by Different Num-
Groups bers of Involved Groups
Frames Male Female t-value Prob. Frames  Lessthan Morethan t-value Prob.
(n=43) (n=10) 6 parties 7 parties
Mean Mean ‘ (n=19) (n=34)
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) ‘ SD) (SD)
Aspiration 4.60 492  -118 245 _ Aspiration 494 450 203%* 47
(75) (83) (:86) (68)
Characteriza- 454 442 40 694 Character-  4.73 440 140 167
tion (87) (72) © ization (.98) (74)
. Lossgain 452 3.85 278%* 008
Lossgain é(lé%) %g%) 32 74 (85) (82)
" Process 4.75 4.09 257%* 013
Process 430 441 -33 748 ‘ 104) (81
. (10D (63) - Outcome 506 396 352 (01
Outcome 439 418 48 630 (122) (1.02)
123) (@118 Substantive  4.95 485 51 612
Substantive 492 475 67 507 _ (60) ___(74)
7D (58) **Significant at .05 level ***Significant at .01 level.
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Table 9. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the
Likert-type Instrument by Different Pro-
cessing Time

Frames <3 412 >13 F-valwe Pron
months months moths .
(n=10) (n=34) (n=9)
Mean Mean Mean

(SD) (D) (SD)
Aspira- 497 4.62 447 110 339
tion (86) (77 (61)

Charac- 448 459 427 50 608
terization (1.08) (83) (57)

Lossgain 4667 381* 451  552%%* (07
(71) (86) (77D
Process 518" 431  342*  11.30™* 000

(81) (82) (68)

Outcome 526° 418" 398  394™ 026
(134) (113) (96)

Substan-  4.70 491 501 53 591
tive (58) (74) (60)

*Significant at..05 level, ***Significant at .01 level.
Note : Scale 1=lowest, 7=highest.
~+denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05level.

Table 10. Results from the Statistical Analysis of the
Likert-type Instrument by Different Per-

mit Issued
Frames Granted Not granted t-value Prob.
(n=40) (n=13)

Mean Mean
(SD) Sh)

Aspiration 479 425 2.28%* 027
79 (72)

Character- 471 393 3.12%* 003

ization 74 (.90)

Lossgain 397 446 —1.73* 090
(95) (54)

Process 431 437 —21 835
(.96) (93)

Outcome 428 457 -5 455
(129) (92)

Substantive  5.06 435 357%* 001
(64) (56)

*Significant at .1 leve, **Significant at .05 level,

*¥**Significant, at. 01 level.

Note:Scale 1=lowest, 7=highest.

Table 11. The Measured Relationship between Dis-
putant’s Perceptual Frames and the Char-
acteristics of Disputant’s Role, Sex and Ex-
perience, and Project's Processing Time,
Number of Involved Parties and the Issu-
ance of Grant(n=>53)

As Ch Lo Pr Ou Su SUM

R -0l —-06 -31 0 -19 -26 -17
p=472 p=2315 p=.011 p=.346 p=077 p=.029 p=.106
G 16 -0 -4 HM -0 -0 0
p=.122 p=2347 p=2377 p=2373 p=2315 p=254 p=098
E -01 24 -08 27 -00 02 14
p=465 p=036 p=283 p=.025 p=2481 p=418 p=.147
N =27 -19 -3 -33 -4 -—-07 -—-48
p=024 p=084 p=.004 p=007 p=.000 p=.306 p=.000
P -19 -0 -06 -5 -—-32 13 -3
p=1080 p=.310 p=.314 p=.000 p=.009 p=.160 p=.002
I —-30 -4 23 02 o -4 -16
p=.013 p=.001 p=.045 p=418 p=228 p=000 p=.114

Note:Point biserial correlations were used. Correlation coeffi-
cients 30 to .50 equal a low association. Correlation coefficients.
50 1070 equal a moderate association.

*The following describes the acronyms used in the table.

As: Aspiration frames, Ch:Characterization frames, Lo:Loss-
gain frames, Pr: Process frames, Ou:Outcome frames, Su:Sub-
stantive frames, R :Role, G:Gender, E:Expenience, N:Number
of involved parties, P:Processing time, and 1:Issuance of per-

mit.
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o] BREZHAr=—055)7 R = Y(r=—0.
32)ol BEY HHRIRIRE, HPER gt Ye F
$Eo] #F T A(r=—030), HH: ZdA(r=
—040)3 B T U(r=-044)0] EfY 1ERERA
RE HAT HRERAG orelN JEle ERe
ANOVA 3 t—test ol oJ8f Jelhd HEM: H547
f5 Rell F&siA dAst Qo

5. Za||je| FmE

MFEF oF Z#do] FalA FEpE=AE
d7i9s Zaqde EEEE HAY(Qualitative) 2
Ef(Quantitative) ko2 1 JEL(ranking) S
38k (2" 2)e HIQ KR JEME
ST BRI BE Zaq, #F =4, BE
ZY o] F9agoz MY, HE AR Zdq
o] skl ez yebdt) (19 3)e =@y &
HEE BRIQ HiEor O BEMS I &
RE B Zq, #E Zdd, £E =y o)
FNagoz BE A, Bt =4, B =
Aol stagez ¥y HAD BYE =Y
o] S B HkelAe sk 289 3%
ol BRI HikdAMe AaFed &sld A4
olgt FERE JeliAEd o] xolx FUHA] K
thol O & 4 &3 Hikd ¥A9E 7 o
7] 2 Aoz frach

6. F&2 x|=aj|2(Disputants’ reframing)

MFRETY HFEES A47] A3 e =9
& E2NFe, d¥e A= Y (reframing)
< T3A =AY dvg BIEsidey, o
= B oW P = B1sta HeEr)
IR QE 2719 ZHdE #A & HF
o R WA AEE AME & pese A=
Y B0l Basht B BE 9 =5 R
o] AgA & HeA HAF Hojok ot

Az A Ao ZHUo2E HF fERo]
E7Fssittn qAdY dstdeH, Az
o] sl 890 HFE/L /ML Ae =
Aol F7ol wet ch2A Jeboh of 83%9] fT

——o—— substantive
—e—  aspiration
0 ——a— characterization

“ » -
¥
-

Priority Ranking

a

“w
[5
o
E

Applicants Regulators Commentors

Different Parties

Figure 2. Priority Ranking of the Perceptual Frames
by Different Parties

ENENOm

Percentage Ranking

Applicants

Different Parties

1 Figure 3. Percentage Ranking of the Perceptual

Frames by Different Parties
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BAFESS €9 #F T YL A oy
3, guite] #F ZH UL AL .

ojopL MRULAA oF 50% ] NAHAEL AFAlo]

S 7T Y 2710 T Qe wFEsl] Athito)
M3 YE ZH e BiFEholst sthrh

Afery Al ARASS FiBh WEY) B
FOE HAld BSahazt st MR BE
Moz ARY TsAEg SYEE el K
Bl Bho] = =lolAth 1 5 o 50%
o AR 27|o] B =YL WENPE
B 2 F8 addonE M@l @R 2 RE
5o o3 =z sl PEY BmWES &Y
mEolth oF 31%9] AT B ZHJL
HHEgEd O Fa Bht HF SR dads
Bk EE FIRY O A4 9ol MY
=z HHE HPEESLS HF 279 JEw
BEE upio] Hilighel ™ HEMOE HPd B
g3l HQAR, ol WP HF e
Zd)del o WgsA =0

BREEL KT Fude) HtndR, 94
o Fasts BES o8 4 ZHUYL F
Y EE HEMes ARSI HFu o)
MM Aol B2 Zele st 535
of Yz3AY HEddEel ikl AzeA o
32 FAU, §F S BN $AY, B33
AU, el = RBASA WY
A FEM B Zode Zslsiglch

Hsk(oss) TS RIAY o 83%2] Al
HAEE Fli(gan) ZHQloz A @EsY
EHl 1 B ARzS0) HF AU S TR
HEEEe) Tede T WEsle] £47 maa
Ed] id Aol A7) wWEolUch Lt
$F o BAEX R9Y REE IBAY, B
S5 dAHE oSo] &Mz WIHYL T
MPEESS olduyde ST Yo WEs}
k-
e B 2v)d BFS LA AW KRS
Y539D o 60%9] HBRESS HF Yol
AgHoe HAL, HekLel MEt AL 5
Aok WAk g HeESe 2ragw

HREE S8 Rl B HIESS HEHH
B BRe EESROH HP 2710 QY
UAH EREE BA o)A HEE AR &
Rrdgle WEAA.

7. Xy =2y 2fnt 15

e HF wP BSY HEY DBE T
S sta 2o e Zade At
2 pEe vAn Ik AFelA ¥R AN
Az L HP Fhgel A3 e TIPS
& Efste] BTG W A2 Hch Bob g
%7} 7120 AAD TeQle] B HHE %
get) gow, YUy =eUe MRS
#7h5300 Ak

HPESS BE A9 Bl e AV
el 1 F8 BhEe ¥ a0 S,
$e gpimel Bt BEARA ReiAY,
$F eigel Axgte) xadoe ek Y2
3 Qe A5k

3 R AUge TAY) e AT M
o] @rbssl B Hgmke A% YL 2
A5 S0l HEe 27 AalA "ok ol
o ol A4S o), PPHES Y =y
Aol Y EECE AN zADE oS
#eA WAkl F4s9ch Fisher and Ury
1BDVE HF MRe AY REw ados
Aol 48T FYshs ASE WA %1
£ #rbssna A%sta 9o,

A PRANE 6t Az @ pme
FXERE SAstgEE, e Zeele] &
e EmagE Agdol stk HF 2710 7t
HY B, o, R, WSOl B
ZpEd, TAY) B EUY WL bt
A ek

(2% DeIA viebduist o), i Abdutel
7 R, A GVE AZEE fUse 8
Qo] Sk, P ool zalglol e W
2 pEey A0 R Agse Ama o] HuE
o ol H Mkel A4=2 waiAch
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8 EEH 6T BIR HR KR

Initial frame Shifted frame
of disputants of disputants

Information
of other parties’
frames

Information
of other partics’
personality

Information of
other parties’
bargaining
tactics

Key
=== Strong influencing power
———>  Moderate influencing power

Figure 4. The Relationship between the Power of In-
formation of the Parties’ Frames and Re-
framing

A v=re] 404/401 T2 WL BB R
e 9% o8 =23y 718 713 Halo] g
£ Aoy 2o 3o HE 7leu Be
e 228 7HNI Aok BB geEs
< B TR L RF EE BB RZ(prec
tical alternative) #4}, #F AA AT )
Z}7] g2 olssln o, ZTaaPe A3
< guyrL Z2HE A 2 HE dR9 A
AR HUdFow HH Y3 HEe] i
Olx Ao FEEEREo) ik

A gl FA% dif-Eo HFESS BiEH
E {RFF8t7] 998 n)=e] 404/401 T2 aYLe A
APk FESIL Ak oF 81%9 HEESL
Z2aYo] MEH(eflicent) o)A E3lth FHE
sded 1 F8 Hbis 1 FERRe v B
o] Azn, MEMC T BEBME RIFSHA B3}
2, o) z2AEn g dxdA HES RE
HolAm fTBuRGIRTe] 98 2 98 fTEEe)
A prE HEoletn $Hstath. o 63%
o] HPHEELS 404/401 =2 aYo] HEM(effec-

tive)ol2til SHE3IFeH I HhE ZTaagol
BEHNCZ AAY AHikd 7lxsn Iz, A3
RES BEgyeln BE#M g371 =7 A #
7o AAE AFsH, BEHe BES IAR
e el it #EFQ 7135 =yl W2
olgt §HIA & 47%2) HFESo| 404/
401 =23 TAFKS Adsigded 1 B
e 290l A AT LfAL B
X3, M2 getsEle EEE Ekslx Riln
WEE AF flo] ¥R pEdn, Kk
Tk Bdolu vdlg FuA ddzn L9s)
At

ol21 ¥ FIRERLS AU MM & FHgT)
MNE HFHRRE A% N2 HRow AN =
Y FAY & de BEHS FHEEEL A
Gtk (29 5)= 1 8Re DAz Jehd
RO 2 AMHEBAL MYL FFFHA o]og 9
3 #HPE ol= BME X¢Ax g FIHL
293t 33 34 (integrative bargaining) & &
T A Bt HREES e JAL
g o477t Jdon, Y Z o] st}
I AREE AEdA ARERE s o =
el B HHE A Bk ol e
FFN HFEEL HFY 277 S oy
Agrell el FAF ofsirl FH5EA Ha o)z
A% A=) el mWaEsA "k e
AAZE U A ARHFRAL 27] Hgle
9P AAE AAY BogA ZaaPe) e
M, SR ATHE A5AA H Sk
g AT WYY 98 54 Hok

e TAA e dAdEE dHRY
BHIFRALS RIRES fiERe A8 etk =
A e 4 EHEEY 2ANA He Ko
bed ZHlde 4 dE& =dgde fyEs
vro] 9w E B&sln, =dY HR THRe
&olatAl 3t ek ol A5 BHw %
(collaborative nogotiation)o] Aptdez B <= ¢
=5 f=80h ol AMUPRAL AzddL
7FeA dhe A 988 Agstoior sh=n}
MFEENA T 7138 Boste Hapr
A HEEZL JiAle LEY, BEN BE2e



19944 14)

B LR E It HPERES BE A 2l Rt 13

Secure invoivement of
Stepl public mediator

Y

Express clearly disputants' initial
N
Step2 frames to the public mediator

I
Y

Share the collected information
Step 3 with the other parties

Y

Mediators help to identify and separate
Stepd negotiable values from non-negotiabie
deep rooted environmental values

&
Conflicting Conflicting Conflicting
value [ value II value [II

Step s Mediators help to transtorm contlicting
abstract values into aspiration frames

v

Redifine disputants' frames through
Step 6 the collaborative negotiations within
the context of voluntary participation

v

Use the redefined frames for
Step7 evaluating solutions

v

Achieve procedural, substantive and
Step 8 psychological satisfaction for
all the parties

Figure 5. The Proposed Alternative Approach, Using
a Public Mediator

SHSAA fgEe] fgko] olFAA "o of
2 BES HF LY B R ER AT &R
M BRE 2 AFHE dSAIA " HF
MHERRT KPS BYE ZE HEESIA A

AL FoqA dot
V. #EiH

& W BEHFHE ZdlYdo] HERE EAst
T R A 4353 BHE AW B QA=

SEE0) oud ZH UL A o]lE AEA
o] Jle=xg ARG o BRE FE
8 B o) it @ER dold % ZAMAE
& 2571 B85 TEE £ e Zdde X
I UeH, 1 ZYUE HFEe] Y et
t2A vebgor, Z4Zte] ZHYUE AR
wiAE 4 gle EXR(overlapping) HEE Ve
Wt

Zy Q] FWEES HeEE 9, K 2 HF
SEY HF B KEY HF &R A8
HRRRAGR ot RN e & &R Rt
qNA TU FHRE B & HFEES HF
BinE 7t $&5E, HeERRio] o Be] FH

TE R #F € BERETYY FENLE
FAHN O B WERFOE OA Xl £
SRET §5EHA B3 HeREES Y, i
BE 9 HiE Zddol FEMLE F4EUT
M FRERSH], FE <A ST RS HF
SBFE9) st (efficiency), A4 (equity), TRAE
(effectiveness) 7} LHT FHo] Jom, HFMR
of & S vAe AR iEREd Aok &
SRS YN 1FHe 85 2 o] UF
gyoll ole MHEMS ARUA | o8 75
A Aok Belo =aqlol didt Mol A& A
A Ao ZaHelel A#SH HEHE Teidel A
=Y TRl 7HeA ok AZHAS X
%L HFEEY ZHQ FHEe e IERE
el la, oleid HeEEe] ke oS o
gEod, AZHde AT HPEES =4
ol gt L VEEE JUehlo fpSERol
7FsA A

A Pl AMFREE ST DR
F£& REoZ RRSAT. ARUFRAC 23]
FE HOR e 8RS HERM AF 9
T = de] BELS #E HFS B 5 A
e NES FHikolel dAR ), 0% HE H
He BB #EHS B ol OE BEH
gox 4" 5 A& Aol
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