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Contentious coalitions, movement divisions, and strategic action fields: factors motivating
an unlikely alliance of environmental organizations and gas companies

Corinne Ogrodnik, PhD

University of Pittsburgh, 2020

My dissertation explores the factors motivating the formation of a contentious alliance of
environmental movement organizations and major gas corporations. Utilizing Fligstein and
McAdam’s (2012) theoretical framework of strategic action fields, | argue that a field-level
analysis helps to contextualize the strategic decision-making environmental organizations engaged
in as they surveyed broader societal and political conditions for deciding whether to support or
oppose the coalition for advancing their goals. Additionally, I engage aspects of Whittier’s (2018)
typology of frenemy relationship structures to link the interaction of environmental actors with the
dynamics of contention that occurred within the field as a result of the collaboration.

By situating organizational factors, such as resource mobilization and the framing
processes of individual groups, in a wider network of potential alliance and conflict systems
(Klandermans 1997) and proximate fields (Fligstein and McAdam 2012), my analysis shows that,
as new collective action frames, identities, and practices emerged within the environmental field,
uncertainty seeped into the shared understanding of the cultural processes and mission upon which
the environmental field had been built. Additionally, my analysis also reveals that participating
organizations valued the coalition as an important addition to their tactical repertoire and a
necessary strategy to advance the movement’s goals in a politically constrained environment and

globalizing world.



Through this project, | seek to contribute to the emerging body of work focused on the
intersection of social movement, organizational theory and field level analyses. My research also
contributes to the literature on social movement coalitions. Despite the scholarly attention to the
formation of coalitions among social movement organizations (Van Dyke and McCammon 2010),
little work examines factors that influence organizations to pursue extra-movement, and in some
cases, contentious, alliances (Whittier 2018). Finally, my study corroborates key aspects of
Whittier’s (2018) frenemy typology. Understanding the coalition as an adversarial collaborative
relationship among ideologically opposed actors helps to contextualize the alliance structure as a

phenomenon distinct from social movement coalitions.
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1.0 Introduction

Coalition work is a key strategy of social movement organizations. The formation of
alliances between organizations enables groups with similar objectives to pool their limited
resources and expand their capacity for pursuing broader goals (Staggenborg 1986). Scholarship
on movement coalitions emphasizes the importance of compatible organizational ideologies and
preexisting social ties as central factors that facilitate organizational collaboration. Additionally,
this scholarship demonstrates that the presence of political threats, as well as political
opportunities, tend to engender social movement coalitions (Van Dyke and McCammon 2010).

Coalition building in the environmental movement is subject to the ebb and flow of “issue
attention cycles” that either motivate or discourage opportunities for collective action (Downs
1972; Dalton 2015; Ogrodnik and Staggenborg 2016). Environmental problems are particularly
challenging social issues to resolve, not only because of their inherent complexity, but also because
they tend to create competing perceptions about their relative risks to society. Generating sufficient
attention to environmental issues requires the formation of strategic alliances that overcome classic
problems of collective action. When environmental issues arise in society, typically actors with
similar goals and overlapping networks coalesce for specific campaigns to address environmental
problems (Della Porta and Rucht 2002; see also Dalton 2003). Occasionally, however, there are
issues that arise with sufficient scale and intensity to motivate collective action across a variety of
sectors in society.

In the early 2010’s, technological advancements in hydraulic fracturing for shale gas
development was such an issue. With the invention of new extraction methods, shale gas
development had the potential to generate $30 billion in economic activity for the country, while
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threatening the contamination of environmental systems in the regions where the development was
occurring (Burwen and Flegal 2013). No consensus emerged at the national level on how to
balance economic opportunities with environmental protection, and states were left largely on their
own to develop regulatory programs to oversee the development. Pennsylvania and other states in
the Appalachian Basin held vast reserves of shale gas, galvanizing significant attention from both

the gas industry and the environmental movement to the development occurring in the region.
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Figure 1. Shale Plays in the United States Lower 48

With most states adopting lax regulatory frameworks to facilitate the development, the

environmental movement sprang into action to address its environmental impacts. While the



majority of environmental organizations pursued their expected patterns for action and new activist
groups emerged, the formation of an unlikely alliance between several environmental
organizations and major gas companies generated significant contention within the environmental
movement. The coalition, called the Center for Sustainable Shale Development, was formed for
the purpose of creating environmental performance standards for the gas industry to voluntarily
implement during the development. Though some viewed the coalition to be a positive step
forward in a constrained political environment on shale gas development, many perceived the
coalition to be a public relations gimmick aimed at providing green cover to dangerous industry
practices.

Recent scholarship in social movement studies has sought to direct attention to the
complementary literatures of social movement analysis and organization theory for enhancing an
appreciation of extra-movement factors that may influence the formation of social movement
alliances (Davis et al. 2005; Fligstein and McAdam 2012). This scholarship emphasizes that each
tradition’s central ideas are complementary and, when used in combination, can provide a
comprehensive framework for examining periods of conflict and change within a social movement
or organizational field to better explain the formation of movement coalitions (Davis et al. 2005;
Fligstein and McAdam 2012; McAdam and Scott 2005). For example, McAdam and Scott (2005)
suggest that the focus in the social movement literature on process and challenging groups links
with organization theory’s preoccupation with structure and formal organizations to enable a
thorough investigation of episodes of contention or periods of relative stability among
organizations within a movement. Additionally, Bert Klandermans (1992, 1997) underscores the
idea that social movement organizations are embedded within “multiorganizational fields”

(Zurcher and Kirkpatrick 1976; Curtis and Zurcher 1973) influenced by both potential alliance and



conflict systems in those fields, and that organizations can strategically exploit shifting boundaries
of those systems for their benefit and action. Further, in their seminal essay in organization studies,
DiMaggio and Powell (1983: 148) conclude that the “activities of a diverse set of organizations”
can generate a “recognized area of institutional life.” They contend that the value of this
perspective is that it directs attention not only to competition and cooperation among networks of
organizations, but also to “the totality of relevant actors” and the impact that these actors have on
the formation of alliances within an organizational field (DiMaggio and Powell 1983: 148).

Fligstein and McAdam (2011; 2012) seek to merge these parallel ideas in social movement
and organizational theory in their concept of “strategic action fields.” Urging scholars to move
beyond the analytical categories of social movements and organizations, they aim to shift attention
to the primary phenomena of interest that underlie both fields of study: collective strategic action
and the arenas in which it occurs. While perspectives in organizational studies underscore the
tendency of fields to gravitate toward stability (Dimaggio and Powell 1983), and social movement
studies highlight episodes of conflict and change (McAdam and Scott 2005), Fligstein and
McAdam (2012) seek to combine both perspectives in arguing that while fields may generally
reflect stability, that stability is a fragile balance constantly negotiated among organizations in the
field.

| situate my dissertation research on a contentious coalition of environmental movement
organizations and major gas corporations within these overlapping literatures of social movement
analysis and organizational theory, utilizing Fligstein and McAdam’s concept of a strategic action
field as my analytical framework. My research shows that although a movement-centered approach
to analyzing the coalition’s formation and its associated contention might narrowly emphasize the

ideological differences and divergent strategies of environmental movement organizations (Bosso



2005; Ogrodnik and Staggenborg 2016), a field-level analysis offers a more nuanced and
comprehensive examination of both organizational and macro-level factors to explain the
motivations for joining or opposing the coalition and the contention in the movement that ensued
as a result.

Furthermore, I engage aspects of Whittier’s (2018) framework to help define key
dimensions that inform the development of social movement alliances across ideological
boundaries. According to Whittier (2018:5-6), studying the formation of contentious
collaborations requires that analysts “move beyond the concept of a coalition” to appreciate the
unique tensions activists must navigate when participating in uneasy alliances. She (2018: 7)
argues that while “most coalitions grow from compatible ideology or shared collective identity,”
fraught collaboration between otherwise opposed actors is based on more narrowly defined goals
than is typical for social movement coalitions. Defining alliances of this nature as ‘frenemy’
relationships, Whittier (2018) claims that a new typology for analysis is required in which the
congruence of ideology/identity and collaborative interaction are separated. Her typology is

described below:

Neither congruent

Congruent nor opposed Opposed
Interaction toward
shared goal Coalition Pragmatic coalition Frenemies
No direct interaction Spillover Disengaged Detente
Opposition Niche

competitors Pragmatic opponents | Opposing movements

Figure 2. Frenemy Typology



When ideologically opposed actors interact toward a shared goal, frenemies must navigate
the reputational risks, disputes over co-optation from outside actors, and movement factionalism
that tend to surface in the face of such alliances (Whittier 2018). Moreover, to understand the
motivations for the emergence of these relationships, a wide range of social movement dimensions
such as organizations, leaders, grassroots participation, and collective action frames must be

considered (Whittier 2018). Such factors will be examined in the analysis of my case.

1.1 Description of my case

Technological advancements in natural gas drilling and lax regulatory environments
facilitated the rapid development of shale gas (“fracking”) in various regions of the country during
the early 2000’s. Parts of Appalachia in particular, with its vast reserves of natural gas, witnessed
an explosion of development in a span of just a few years (Burwen and Flegal 2013). The state of
Pennsylvania has been at the epicenter of this development, not only because of extensive shale
deposits and “exponential growth” in gas drilling that has occurred across the state, but also
because of its prominence as a “first mover” in enacting statewide legislation to encourage
development of the industry (Rabe and Borick 2013). By the time environmental activists
mobilized in opposition to the development and its impacts in the early 2010’s, fracking was
already an established part of Pennsylvania and the surrounding region’s energy and economic
portfolios (Mazur 2016). Such factors contributed to a division in goals among organizations in
the environmental movement active in the Appalachian region, with some groups calling for
stronger regulations to monitor the process and others insisting on a moratorium on any further

development.



1.1.1 Political climate in Pennsylvania around shale gas development

Given the traditional dependence of environmental organizations on the state for enacting
policies to minimize environmental damage and enforce protections (Dalton et al. 2003), a brief
overview of the recent history of Pennsylvania shale gas regulation contextualizes the political
climate that environmental organizations had to contend with to advance their goals. For starters,
shale gas extraction creates the familiar conundrum of energy development in that it has the
“capacity to generate substantial localized economic benefits” but it also presents “a sprawling
range of environmental concerns that involve every environmental medium (air, land, and water)”
(Rabe and Borick 2013: 322). With little statutory direction from the federal government, shale
gas regulation has largely been left to the states, with Pennsylvania being one of the first to adopt
statewide legislation to encourage the development. With Marcellus Shale deposits covering over
two thirds of the geographical area of Pennsylvania, it was estimated the state would provide over
half of the nation’s natural gas reserves (Burwen and Flegal 2013). After the first successful
extraction of shale gas in Pennsylvania in 2005, a “gas rush” ensued over the course of the
following several years with 7,000 wells drilled before 2013, and no consensus emerging among
political leaders in the state for how to balance economic development with environmental
concerns (Wilber 2012).

Divisions in goals for fracking were exacerbated by opposing viewpoints among
Democrats and Republicans within the Pennsylvania legislature on the extent and necessity of
environmental protections needed for the development. Governor Rendell, a Democrat elected in
2003, was unsuccessful in moving much shale gas legislation forward due to a divided state
legislature; however, he managed to support some incremental regulatory reforms through the

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. Governor Corbett, Rendell’s Republican
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successor, was elected to office in 2010 on a campaign that expressed aggressive support for shale
gas development and minimal governmental interference in the process. Accepting more than $1
million from the oil and gas industry for his campaign, his largest source of funding, Corbett
closely aligned with the industry, promising a favorable regulatory environment to encourage
widespread development (Rabe and Borick 2013).

In February of 2012, Corbett signed the Pennsylvania Unconventional Gas Well Impact
Fee, also known as Act 13, into law. Some of the main provisions in the law include the lowest
“impact fee” for the industry as compared to any other state in the country, which also came to be
used as a “state-level mechanism to deter any local government from taking environmental
precautions beyond those set forth in the legislation, through the threat of withdrawing revenues
in the event of ‘noncompliance’” (Rabe and Borick 2013: 330). The law also took steps to curtail
local control over land-use decisions, including well siting and set-back distances from property
lines and bodies of water, in addition to prohibiting any municipality from challenging state
regulations regarding shale gas well permits. Further, the law included minimal requirements for
industry disclosure of chemicals used during drilling and supported the creation of a commission
of gubernatorial appointees as the lead implementers to provisions of the law. In short, Act 13
under the Corbett administration was “seemingly designed to minimize any threats to rapid
resource development” across the state (Rabe and Borick 2013: 332), leading to an exponential
increase in the number of wells drilled during Corbett’s time in office (www.fractracker.org) and
little concern for the development’s environmental impacts.

While Corbett sought to appease burgeoning environmental concerns about fracking by
forming a 30-member Marcellus Shale Advisory Commission, the group included only four

representatives from environmental groups and was dominated by industry representatives. This



industry-leaning Commission contributed to the development-friendly legislative package put
forward in Act 13, Pennsylvania’s overarching oil and gas legislation (Rabe and Borick 2013:
328). Such factors galvanized the environmental community, inspiring most well-established
environmental organizations active in the region to create advocacy programs and lobby the state
for greater protections, as well as prompting the formation of citizen groups who sought to protest
the development. Some concerned citizens pursued additional strategies, namely the formation of

an environmental-industry alliance, to try to address the development.

1.1.2 Origins of the environmental-industry coalition

As former president of the Pennsylvania-based environmental group, PennFuture, John
Hanger stepped into the role of Secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (PADEP) in September 2008, just as the gas drilling boom was accelerating in the
region. During his time as Secretary of the PADEP under Governor Rendell, Hanger initiated
stronger regulations for the protection of water and environmental resources during gas
development operations. After Rendell’s successor, Governor Corbett, took office, John Hanger
stepped down as Secretary of the PADEP. Once out of office and with eyes on a future
gubernatorial race, Hanger sought to act on recommendations put forth in a federal shale gas
committee report and create regional centers of ‘standards and excellence’ to provide oversight to
the development occurring in the region (Interview, October 9, 2015).

Given his former roles as Secretary of the PADEP and president of PennFuture, John
Hanger had occupied positions in both the environmental and state fields and had worked closely
with industry in his regulatory role. Hanger’s prior experiences had helped him build extensive

networks, as well as engendered his legitimacy as a trusted actor in each of the environmental,
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industry, and state fields. Because of his ambitions in the upcoming Pennsylvania gubernatorial
race, he sought to highlight the Corbett administration’s cozy relationship with the gas industry
and take initiative to create an alternative mechanism for implementing environmental protections
to address the gas development occurring within the region. To this end, Hanger approached a
select few foundations, several environmental organizations, a handful of major gas companies,
and professional allies to form a coalition with the purpose of creating environmental performance
standards for the gas industry to voluntarily implement in the region during development.
According to an industry coalition participant:

My understanding was that John Hanger came away from his time as Secretary of PA DEP

thinking that the polarization (about fracking) had become very damaging. That the chance

of finding reasonable ground on risk, how to tackle the issues of risk and production were
difficult to get to in the environment in which we had sunk. So, he brought what I thought
was the right group of people, which was essential, figuring out who was willing to reach

out, to compromise (Interview, August 26, 2014).

Under the coalition’s original name, the Institute for Gas Drilling Excellence, two
foundations — the Heinz Endowments and William Penn Foundation, five gas companies —
Chevron, CONSOL Energy, EQT Corporation, Royal Dutch Shell, and Range Resources, and five
environmental organizations — Citizens for Pennsylvania’s Future (PennFuture), Clean Air Task
Force (CATF), Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), Group Against Smog and Pollution (GASP),
and Pennsylvania Environmental Council (PEC), all joined the alliance. Several of the
environmental organizations that joined, in particular PennFuture, GASP and PEC, had been
supported by the Heinz Endowments at one time or another, and thus were extended the invitation

to join the coalition. Additionally, EDF and CATF were organizations that possessed technical
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expertise in shale gas drilling, as well as maintained an openness to dialoguing with industry in
other forums, and therefore were asked to participate in the alliance.

Between March of 2011 and March of 2013, organizations within the coalition negotiated
fifteen environmental performance standards for the industry to voluntarily implement during gas
development operations across the region. Part way through the negotiations, coalition participants
changed the name of the Institute to the Center for Sustainable Shale Development (CSSD).

Participants in the coalition recognized the uniqueness of such a collaboration, as
evidenced by the following statements on the CSSD’s website:

The Center for Sustainable Shale Development (CSSD) is an unprecedented, collaborative

effort of environmental organizations, philanthropic foundations, energy companies and

other stakeholders committed to safe, environmentally responsible shale resource
development.

Based in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, the CSSD is an independent 501(c)(3) nonprofit

organization whose mission is to support continuous improvement and innovative practices

through performance standards and third-party certification. Focused on shale development
in the Appalachian Basin, the Center provides a forum for a diverse group of stakeholders

to share expertise with the common objective of developing solutions and serving as a

center of excellence for shale gas development (www.sustainableshale.org).

Implementation of the performance standards is supported by a third-party auditing
program to certify gas industry participants who are in compliance with the standards. Fifteen
initial performance standards were developed to focus on the protection of air, climate and water
resources. According to the coalition’s website, the standards “represent consensus on what is

achievable and protective of human health and the environment” from coalition participants
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(www.sustainableshale.org). The following are key conditions that the performance standards seek
to address:

. i ‘ standard

« Limitations on the flaring of methane gas at well sites
e Use of Green Completions to clear debris out of wells & limit methane loss
e Reduced engine emissions for vehicles serving sites

« Emissions controls on the release of volatile organic chemicals in storage tanks

Surface & Ground Water Performance Standards

o Maximize water recycling to reduce demand of fresh water

o Develop groundwater protection plan to treat wastewater created during development
o Implement closed loop drilling to eliminate surface wastewater storage pits

e Improve well casing design to mitigate risks of rupture in deep wells

o Establish groundwater monitoring to detect potential contamination

e Regulate wastewater disposal practices

e Improve the impoundment integrity of surface wastewater pits to mitigate leaching

e Reduce the toxicity of fracturing fluids

Participants indicated that the areas identified were chosen because of the potential degree
of harm certain development practices could have on human and environmental health, and the
lack of sufficient regulation to address these practices. See Appendix A for a detailed list of the
Performance Standards. Indeed, participating companies have all implemented these practices and

become certified by the CSSD; however, the overall environmental impacts of the CSSD will not
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be evaluated in this thesis. While some environmental organizations viewed the coalition as a
positive step forward in providing oversight to an industry that had few constraints in the current
political environment, other environmental actors were outraged by the alliance. An evaluation of
the factors underlying this contention within the environmental movement is the focus of my

dissertation project.

1.2 My research focus

Writing almost 30 years ago, Christopher Bosso (1991: 151) suggested that the
environmental movement had come to reflect such a multiplicity of groups and approaches that
“calling it a movement obscures the real vibrancy and diversity that lies within it.” More recently,
other scholars argue that attempting to evaluate the activities of environmental organizations
through a “movement-centric” lens can undermine attention to the range of cultural orientations
and logics that constitute environmental ideology and activism (Yearly 2005).

Walder (2009) argues that movement-centered analyses tend to neglect the fundamental
question of how the broader social structure shapes the political orientations of social movements
and the actors within them. Such an approach underappreciates the “fuller constellation of political
and economic forces and actors” that may influence divergent decision-making and behavior
among organizations in a social movement field, even as it obscures the role of other important
actors in episodes of contention (McAdam and Boudet 2012). Additionally, Whittier’s (2018: 199)
focus on characteristic features of frenemy alliance structures underscores several factors atypical
of social movement coalitions: the existence of reputational risks to participants, the use of hybrid

frames for action, frenemy interaction based on a single issue, use of emotional narratives to justify
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frenemy relationships, and the existence of incongruent collective identities, ideologies and
networks. My study rests on these premises, as early attempts to understand the motivations of
environmental organizations that either joined or opposed the coalition, and the contention within
the movement that ensued as a result, left unanswered questions and motivated my search for a

broader framework within which to evaluate my case.

1.2.1 A field-level research framework

To be sure, a movement-centric analytical lens would have led me to conclude that
instrumental goals reflecting narrow organizational concerns explained the rationale for either
joining or opposing the coalition. It would have also led me to conclude that the ensuing contention
was primarily a result of the adversarial orientation of challenger groups to the ‘mainstream’ tactics
of more formalized environmental organizations (McAdam and Boudet 2012). A field level
perspective, however, broadened my analysis and contextualized the strategic decision-making
that environmental organizations engaged in as they surveyed broader societal and political
conditions that presented opportunities and constraints for advancing movement goals. This
perspective also allowed me to situate organizational factors, such as resource mobilization and
the framing processes of individual groups, in a wider network of potential alliance and conflict
systems (Klandermans 1997) and proximate fields (Fligstein and McAdam 2012) to demonstrate
that the combination of these forces influenced the formation of the coalition and shaped the

contention that arose in the environmental movement as a result (Davis and Zald 2005).
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1.2.2 The strategic action field of environmental organizations

Generally speaking, actors in the field of environmental organizations share the same goal
of mitigating environmental pollution and problems. Taking a closer look, the field largely consists
of, on the one hand, a network of national organizations that operate primarily via professionalized
and conventional political channels, and, on the other hand, grassroots groups that are rooted
locally and engage in more disruptive and less conventional political activities (Bosso 2005).
National groups are primarily concerned with larger policy issues, so their strategies tend to
revolve around “insider tactics” and conventional political activities like legislative advocacy and
lobbying (Dalton 2015). Grassroots groups, on the other hand, typically engage in more disruptive
strategies such as protests and sit-ins (Cable and Cable 1995; Rootes 2007). Their activities are
centered on “outsider tactics” and they eschew working via conventional political channels.

Despite the distinctive ideologies and tactics of organizations within the environmental
movement, there exists an understanding among environmental actors about the movement’s
general purpose, repertoires of action, and rules of the game for all organizations in the field to
adhere to (Dalton et al. 2003). These underlying assumptions and the shared goals that exist among
organizations within the environmental movement constitute their arena of activity as a strategic

action field (Fligstein and McAdam 2012).

1.2.3 External actors to the environmental strategic action field

The state is a key external actor to the strategic action field of environmental organizations
(Fligstein and McAdam 2011; 2012). This is because most environmental groups focus their

advocacy efforts on the state, albeit through diverse methods, in pressing for regulations and laws
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to better protect the environment. Organizations also tend to measure progress of the movement in
terms of the quality and quantity of environmental policies enacted and enforced (Dalton et al.
2003). Industry groups represent an additional important external actor to the strategic action field
of environmental organizations. Environmental organizations have historically maintained an
adversarial orientation to industry groups and often lobby the state to monitor industry for
advancing environmental goals. Fiorino (2006) argues that during the 1980’s and 90’s, political
struggles at the national level between pro- and anti-regulation forces led to ongoing conflict
between the government, industry and civil society over the best way to mediate environmental
problems. Industry lobbied for greater flexibility in compliance to support operational innovation
and efficiency in a changing global landscape, while concerned citizens demanded greater
regulatory oversight over actors they mistrusted.

Geopolitical forces and supply problems in the global energy sector during the 1980’s
facilitated the federal government’s interest in supporting the development of a domestic energy
supply, and shale gas development held significant promise to fulfill this goal (Burwen and Flegal
2013). Yet rapidly changing technology in this sector undermined the ability for the government
to regulate the emerging industry efficiently and helped fuel arguments that compliance with
federal laws stagnated the industry’s growth potential in an increasingly competitive international
marketplace. Further, as the source of environmental problems became more complex and varied
in a developing global economy, questions arose over the capacity of the command-and-control
approach to effectively handle environmental regulation (Fiorino 2006).

It was in this political climate that the Clinton Administration announced the “Streamlining
Environmental Regulation” initiative and Congress commissioned three reports detailing the

shortcomings of conventional environmental regulation in the mid 1990’s. By the early 2000’s,
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the federal government mandated the EPA to adopt a new approach to regulation, enabling greater
flexibility in enforcing environmental laws and relying on the expertise of private firms to guide
future rulemaking (Fiorino 2006). Indeed, while the government also extended privileges to citizen
groups for engaging in public comment forums on proposed laws and regulations, most
environmental decision-making processes neglected to engage public stakeholders in any
substantive manner (King and Soule 2007). As a result, some organizations in the environmental
movement shifted their attention away from the state and began directly targeting corporations in
the private sector through boycotts and other means to advance environmental goals (Davis and

Zald 2005; Gereffi et al. 2001).

1.2.4 Environmental-industry alliances

After several successful national boycott and protest campaigns aimed at Nestle, Chevron
and The Home Depot in the 1990°s improved the companies’ environmental performance, directly
targeting corporations gained legitimacy as a movement tactic. By exposing the environmentally
exploitative practices of these corporations, environmental activists were successful in getting
some targeted companies to adopt more responsible behaviors (Bartley and Child 2014). However,
the impact of targeted campaigns that rely on the use of negative tactics is limited. While a direct
target may be ‘named and shamed’ into adopting more sustainable practices, such a strategy has
little impact on fostering change among other operators in targeted industries, or on moving the
needle for regulatory oversight across an entire industry (Bartley and Child 2014). As
environmental groups waged adversarial campaigns against specific companies, “it set in motion
a series of battles between companies and their critics, which led to a demand for more credible
and standardized systems for evaluating claims about the social or environmental impacts of
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industry operations” (Bartley 2003: 441). Moreover, after the 1992 United Nations Commission
on Environment and Development failed to produce a binding agreement on global environmental
management, some environmental actors began exploring alternatives. Out of these efforts came
a focus on more cooperative methods of direct targeting and private certification programs like the
Forest Stewardship Council and the Rain Forest Alliance became a part of the environmental
movement’s repertoire of action (Bartley 2003).

Despite the emergence of a number of environmental certification schemes by the early
2000’s, environmental-industry alliances had yet to gain traction as a legitimate tactic for the
environmental movement (Cashore et al. 2004). By entering into cooperative alliances with
industry, some environmental actors worry that collaborating with “the enemy” compromises the
ability of the movement as a whole to challenge industry practices. Collaboration also raises some
concerns about accountability problems for organizations in the environmental field who may be
lured into such alliances with financial incentives in exchange for acquiescence and green cover
to industry practices. Whittier (2018: 2) argues this is a common feature of frenemy relationships,
such that activist critics of these alliances “often assume that ‘getting in bed with the enemy’
inevitably leads to defeat and cooptation.”

Concerns of this nature can undermine the fragile stability of a field and create a “crisis”
of collective identity and misunderstanding about the appropriate “rules” for organizational
practice in a field. These factors can create factionalism within the movement (Whitter 2018),
ultimately calling into question the boundaries of organizational membership to a field, and the
capacity of a field to achieve its valued ends (Fligstein and McAdam 2012). When uncertainty of
this scope seeps into the agreed upon rules for field membership and behavior, conflict that ensues

has the potential to unravel established relationships and incite protracted conflict among field
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members. These forces can eventually threaten the survival of the field as a whole. Such concerns

are the focus my research.

1.3 Dissertation outline

Whittier (2018) claims that the “story of social change is a story of frenemies,” thus making
these alliance structures important objects of study. Moreover, the importance of environmental
protection in the modern world and the environmental movement’s critical role in advancing this
imperative, requires that analysts pay attention to the emergence of new structures like
environmental-industry alliances. My dissertation seeks to evaluate the constellation of factors —
organizations, leaders, collective identity, frames and resources — that led to the formation of the
environmental-industry alliance, and to consider the nature of the conflict that occurred within the
environmental field as a result of the coalition.

This dissertation is organized into seven chapters. In the following chapter, | discuss the
theoretical foundations that inform my research methodology and describe the data collected to
support my analysis. Data for my project includes twenty-seven in-depth semi-structured
interviews conducted between August 2014 and December 2015, organizational documents from
environmental groups represented in my sample, and media documents from news outlets in which
the coalition is discussed. Seventeen of the interviews are with key-decision makers (i.e. executive
directors, regional directors, and attorneys) from nine environmental organizations active in the
Pennsylvania region that either participate in, support but do not participate in, or oppose the
coalition, as well as four interviews with informants from three gas companies that participate in

the coalition, two interviews with board members of the coalition, one interview with the current
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and one with the former director of the coalition, and two interviews with government
representatives. | used a qualitative analysis software program to systematically analyze the data.

In chapter three, | offer an overview of the intersection of the social movement,
organizational theory, and strategic action field literatures. In this discussion, | examine literature
that highlights the idea that though the social movement and organization literatures have largely
been developed independently of one another, not only are there parallel concepts in each, but the
body of work in each research tradition complements that of the other tradition (Davis et al. 2005;
Fligstein and McAdam 2012; McAdam and Scott 2005). In particular, | explain that perspectives
in organizational studies underscore the tendency of fields to gravitate toward stability (Dimaggio
and Powell 1983), and social movement studies highlight episodes of conflict and change
(McAdam and Scott 2005). | argue that Fligstein and McAdam (2012) combine both perspectives
in arguing that while fields may generally reflect stability, that stability is a fragile balance
constantly negotiated between organizations in the field.

In the third chapter, | also present a conceptualization of the strategic action field of the
environmental movement. While actors in the environmental movement all seek to address
environmental pollution and problems, a closer look at the goals, ideologies, and preferred
strategies of groups in the environmental movement reveals a broad field of diverse organizations,
ideologies and capacities (Bosso 2005; Ogrodnik and Staggenborg 2016).

In the fourth chapter, | situate the details of my case in the literatures described in earlier
chapters, analyzing the contention that ensued among environmental organizations as a result of
the formation of the environmental-industry coalition. | demonstrate that the coalition disrupted
rules upon which the environmental field had been settled and incited fear among some groups

about their capacity to maneuver and adapt to changes occurring within their field. By choosing to
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engage in coalition work with industry, the alliance created uncertainty about established field
rules, violated the movement’s collective identity, and threatened the viability of the
environmental field as a whole to deal with the impacts of shale gas development.

In chapter five, | analyze the influence of framing processes and the perception of political
opportunities and threats as motivations for supporting or opposing the coalition. While challenger
groups perceived the formation of the coalition as a threat to their organizational capacity and to
advancing movement goals on fracking, participating organizations welcomed it as an opportunity
to fashion a “winning coalition” that could generate new repertoires of collective action (Fligstein
and McAdam 2012: 107). Overall, I find that participating organizations perceive the coalition to
be an important tool for advancing the environmental movement’s goals by helping to create and
implement environmental protections for shale gas development within a constrained political
climate.

In the sixth chapter, | analyze the impact of resource mobilization and organizational
learning on the motivation of environmental organizations to join or oppose the coalition. |
demonstrate that, while financial support may have inspired the initial decision to participate in
the coalition, organizations remained invested in the coalition even after the elimination of
foundation funding. Representatives of these organizations expressed the view that cooperatively
engaging with industry increases their credibility vis-a-vis the state, thus improving their ability to
gain access to elite political circles to advance future campaigns. On the other hand, I illustrate
how environmental-industry alliances threaten environmental groups that are resource poor
relative to other organizations in their field, as these groups are reliant on larger organizations for
sustaining the viability of the field, as well as their own survival on some occasions. Accordingly,

when organizations in the environmental field choose to ally with industry instead of other actors
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in the field, I argue that uncertainty settles in regarding the ability for resource poor groups to
coalesce with other organizations to secure their own existence and advance mutual goals.

In the final chapter, | demonstrate how a field level perspective contextualizes the strategic
decision-making that environmental organizations engage in as they survey broader societal and
political conditions that present opportunities and constraints for advancing movement goals, in
addition to supporting the organizational imperatives of resource mobilization and maintenance.
A field level framework engenders a deeper appreciation for the underlying structures that incite
the contention of challenger groups, transcending the traditional focus on their contempt for
institutionalized politics to an emphasis on the uncertainty these groups face when organizations
in their field seemingly shift their loyalties to actors that have long been established as the
movement’s chief target. | also show that while participation in environmental-industry coalitions
is a relatively new form of action for environmental organizations, on the whole the motivations
to participate in them are not indicative of acquiescence to movement co-optation by industry
groups or of narrow self-interest to secure financial resources. Rather, | argue that the motivations
largely reflect a process of strategic decision-making and adaptation to societal changes over which
the organizations have no control, and a decision to employ one strategy among others they believe

to be effective for advancing environmental goals (Delmas and Young 2009).

1.4 Contributions to the literature

Through this project, | seek to contribute to the emerging body of work focused on the
intersection of social movement and organizational theory, and on Whittier’s (2018) research on

frenemies. In my analysis, | demonstrate that, while a movement-centered approach to analyzing
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the environmental-industry coalition might emphasize the divergence of preferred strategies and
tactics between groups in the environmental movement (Bosso 2005), my research suggests that a
more comprehensive examination of organizational characteristics, social movement dimensions,
and field-level factors is necessary to understand the circumstances that underlie the coalition’s
formation and the conflict among environmental groups that followed (Davis et al. 2005; Fligstein
and McAdam 2012). While directly engaging with industry is a relatively new form of action for
environmental organizations, on the whole the motivations underlying this tactic are not indicative
of acquiescence to movement co-optation by industry groups or of narrow self-interest to secure
financial resources, but rather an effort to mutually advance field level goals and organizational
imperatives. Additionally, my case offers empirical evidence to reveal how a field level framework
engenders a deeper appreciation for the underlying structures that incite the reactive mobilization
of challenger groups. A field-level perspective transcends the traditional focus in social movement
studies on these groups’ contempt for institutionalized politics to an emphasis on the uncertainty
these groups face when organizations in their field seemingly shift their loyalties to actors that
have long been established as chief enemies of the field.

Finally, my research contributes to the empirical literature on social movement coalitions.
Despite the scholarly attention to the formation of coalitions among social movement
organizations (Van Dyke and McCammon 2010), little work examines factors that influence
organizations to pursue extra-movement, and in some cases, contentious, alliances. Whittier’s
(2018) research on frenemy alliance structures between feminist and conservative activists
opposed to sexual violence is a critical contribution to this literature. My case provides another
unique opportunity to study the rare phenomenon of extra-movement and contentious alliances,

and to evaluate the potential impact such alliances can have on a movement’s stability.
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2.0 Theoretical foundations and analytical methods

2.1 Introduction

Any research project that focuses on the dynamics of social movements and the
organizations that comprise them rests fundamentally on insights gleaned from the literature on
collective action. Theories of collective action are germane to understanding the mobilization of
groups and alliance structures, and therefore should inform the research methodologies adopted
for a project of this scope. In this chapter, | provide an overview of the key works that constitute
the literature on collective action, and the different analytical frameworks that support the
empirical foundations of this field. Additionally, I offer a brief discussion on the merits and
limitations of the various methodologies utilized in this discipline, explaining why | adopted a case
study approach for my study. Finally, I describe the data collection methods and analytical

framework utilized for my project.

2.2 Collective action for environmental protection

A growing body of literature within sociology and political science analyzes the complex
relationship between the world’s ecosystems and the diverse social systems that utilize and rely on
them. Researchers within this field seek to evaluate the social and contextual factors that underlie
environmental problems and the proposed solutions to address them (Janssen 2002; Berkes et al.

2003; Young et al 2008). Much of this literature highlights the importance of mobilizing social
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structures that help to facilitate the processes of collective action needed to effectively solve
environmental problems (Davidson-Hunt and Berkes 2003). Mobilizing structures are the
“collective vehicles”, such as networks and organizational structures, “through which people
mobilize and engage in collective action” (McAdam et al. 1996). In other words, mobilizing
structures provide the vehicles through which individual behavior is coordinated into group action.
My project is broadly situated in this paradigm of scholarship as my research considers the social
and political processes that inform the emergence of collective action to address environmental
problems associated with natural gas development in Pennsylvania and the surrounding region

(Young 2002; Young et al. 2008).

2.2.1 Social movement coalitions and collective action

From a general perspective, social movements “consist of shifting coalitions of constituents
from varying backgrounds who typically form a number of different social movement
organizations” (Staggenborg 1986: 374). In other words, social movements are comprised of
organizations that cooperate with other groups working toward mutual goals. Interorganizational
collaboration is typically motivated by the presence of external threats or opportunities that signal
a need for new strategies to meet organizational objectives (Gray 1989). Brokering new
relationships and pooling resources enable organizations to navigate turbulent environments or
pursue more ambitious goals. But organizations are dynamic entities with competing interests and
capacities (Kanter 1981), and research demonstrates that coalitions are most easily fostered among
groups with similar preference structures, ideological orientations, and resource levels (Van Dyke

and McCammon 2010; Zald and McCarthy 1987). These similarities help to smooth the pathways
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to coalition work by engendering norms of trust and reciprocity necessary for cooperative action
(Ostrom 2005).

Empirical studies on environmental coalitions indicate that a primary motivation for
environmental organizations to coalesce with organizations outside of their field is to gain access
to arenas from which they are normally excluded. This is for the purpose of creating transparent
and participatory decision-making structures to advance environmental imperatives (Fung and
Wright 2003). Advocates of this strategy argue that conflictual and adversarial approaches to
solving environmental problems lead to insufficient outcomes, and that collaboration with cross-
sector partners engenders deeper and more sustained progress toward environmental goals (Sabel
et al. 2000).

Yet a fuller appreciation of the capacity of organizations to coalesce in an unlikely — and
in this case contentious — alliance requires attention to research in the collective action field. This
research highlights the critical social processes that must be present to enable diverse organizations
to overcome their structural, ideological and resource-based differences to coalesce in pursuit of a
common goal. Such insights are critical not only for providing a deeper understanding of the
factors that motivate cooperation among unlikely partners, but also for guiding the research

methodologies adopted for a project of this focus.

2.3 Foundations of the collective action research paradigm

Foundations of the collective action research paradigm can be traced to Mancur Olson’s
(1965) The Logic of Collective Action and Garrett Hardin’s (1968) “The Tragedy of the

Commons.” Olson (1965) stressed the “free-rider” problem, the idea that social actors perceive the
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costs of mobilizing for a common good to outweigh the benefits, thereby creating one of the most
fundamental challenges to mobilization and collection action. Hardin (1968) furthered this theory
by arguing that rational actors lack individual incentives to cooperate and therefore will use the
commons to the point of its destruction. These pessimistic viewpoints established the early
theoretical foundations of the collective action field.

A number of years later, Russell Hardin (1982) expanded on these foundations by arguing
that collective action problems must be analyzed in the context of dynamic social relationships.
He explained that in ongoing social interactions, an individual’s anticipation of future interactions
impacts one’s present decisions, and thus, any decision to mobilize or not must take into
consideration the effects of an actor’s strategic decision-making processes in dynamic contexts.
Axelrod (1984) sought to empirically test Hardin’s (1982) premise that cooperative behavior must
be understood as a socially dynamic process. By executing a series of iterative Prisoner’s Dilemma
games via a “computer tournament” in which individuals repeatedly “competed” over the course
of time, Axelrod (1984) found that cooperative behavior tends to voluntarily emerge when
individuals can expect to meet one another in future social interactions.

In her groundbreaking analysis of a community-managed water table resource, Elinor
Ostrom (1990) furthered Axelrod’s (1984) theory on collective action. Ostrom (1990) helped to
debunk G. Hardin’s (1968) theory of the tragedy of the commons by illustrating numerous case
studies from around the world of successful collaborative environmental management alliances.
One of her key findings is that even among actors with conflicting interests, effective collective
action has the potential to take shape if the following social criteria exist: the existence of frequent
and extensive communication among resource users, the development and use of specific resource

management rules, and the inclusion of sanctioning mechanisms to punish non-conformers.
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Ostrom and her colleagues (1994) offered further evidence through formal laboratory experiments
to demonstrate that structured opportunities for communication and information sharing are critical
in these instances because it enables the creation of a shared understanding and system of rules for
the management of resources, as well as sets expectations for future group interactions. These

insights helped pave the way for empirically based analyses of collective action.

2.3.1 Reconciling rational actors and collective action

Fundamental to research on collective action is the understanding that individual interests
must be “reconciled” with collective choices to effect cooperative behavior (Lichbach 1996). This
notion primarily grounds analyses of collective action in the rational actor paradigm of human
behavior (Ostrom 2005; Lichbach 1996). The primary assumption underlying the rational actor
approach to human behavior is that individuals act in order to maximize their personal welfare
(Lichbach 2003). However, scholars of collective action have effectively demonstrated that
individual behavior in cooperative situations is influenced by social interaction, and therefore, they
argue that theories of rational behavior must be modified to reflect this reality.

In particular, Ostrom (1998) argues that theories on collective action and mobilization need
to engage a behavioral theory of “bounded rationality” (c.f. Simon 1957). The concept of bounded
rationality underscores the notion that individuals rarely (if ever) possess complete information
about others’ future behavior and cannot perfectly calculate the consequences of choosing
alternative courses of action in social situations. Yet bounded rationality also assumes that
individuals have a dynamic ability to utilize heuristics, learn norms, and craft rules to aid in
decision making in social interaction. These abilities, in turn, often orient one towards agreeing to

cooperative ends (Ostrom 1998). Ostrom (1998) adds that bounded rationality better explains the

28



tendency for individuals who interact with one another to develop trust and norms of reciprocity.
It also facilitates an incentive to maintain one’s reputation in social interaction. When mutual
commitments increase individual returns to cooperative behavior, interest in maintaining a
reputation among group members is also enhanced, thus deepening commitment to that group.
Communication encourages the exchange of information among individuals and can reduce the
uncertainty of future interaction (Ostrom 1998). When participants have the opportunity to
communicate, they tend to discuss how to build norms to encourage compliance with more
collectively beneficial arrangements and outcomes (Ostrom et al. 2007).

Overall, conclusions from both case study analysis and laboratory experiments
demonstrate that dynamic social processes, and especially frequent and extensive communication,
are germane to engendering opportunities for collective action and the formation of strategic
alliances. Ongoing communication and interaction enable actors with competing values, interests
and resource levels to exchange information, develop new perspectives and engage in deliberative
processes for the creation of mutually beneficial outcomes. Additionally, evidence demonstrates
that while specific contexts and histories matter for the emergence of collective action, when a
coalition implements formal mechanisms that facilitate the development of trust, norms of
reciprocity, and an incentive to maintain one’s reputation within the alliance, cooperative
outcomes have a tendency to emerge (Ostrom 2005; Poteete et al. 2010). These insights are critical
for understanding how unlikely — and in this case contentious — coalitions have the capacity to

form.
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2.4 Merits and limitations of the primary methodological approaches

A critical step in my research process was evaluating the methodological approaches that
supported theoretical advancements in the field of collective action and identifying the most
promising research design for my study. Taking into consideration the uniqueness of my case, my
proximity to research participants relevant to the coalition, and my focus on the meaning making
that research participants afforded to their experiences related to shale gas development and the

coalition, I describe below the methodology adopted for my dissertation.

2.4.1 Strengths and limitations of case studies for analyzing collective action

Case study research has been important for drawing attention to unexpected relationships
between different variables of interest in collective action. In particular, Poteete et al. (2010) state
that case study research has helped to reveal the different ways heterogeneity impacts outcomes
for environmental protection. They claim that in-depth knowledge of the situation and related
characteristics is necessary to help decipher complex processes and contingent relationships that
lead to specific outcomes in particular cases (Poteete et al. 2010: 54). Furthermore, Whittier’s
(2018) analysis of frenemy alliance structures involving feminist and conservative movement
activists highlights the importance of contextually specific factors that inform each of the three
cases she analyzes. In her analysis, she presents three types of frenemy relationships: collaborative
adversarial relationship, narrow neutrality, and ambivalent alliance. Because each of these types
of relationships “rest on constructions of meaning,” i.e., on beliefs about the effectiveness of
frames, the ideological implications of relevant policies, and the capacity to trust frenemy

intentions, Whittier’s (2018) study demonstrates that case studies are important for providing
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access to the rich data required to depict the meaning making participants ascribe to their decision-
making and behavior. Thus, the case study approach plays a critical role in supporting the
development of nuanced understandings of the dynamics of collective action across diverse

situations.

2.4.2 Case studies for environmental coalitions

The case study approach maintains several strengths over other available methods. First,
empirical field-based research is often the only available option for the analysis of coalitions that
are context specific and involve complex rules and arrangements. Case study research in these
instances enables researchers to utilize place and situation specific knowledge to tease out causal
processes in explaining the emergence of certain outcomes in different environmental management
situations (Snow and Trom 2002; Young et al. 2008).

Additionally, case study research has allowed researchers to engage in important testing of
some the classic theoretical assumptions of collective action. Indeed, such research has helped to
debunk some of the assumptions of Hardin’s (1968) tragedy of the commons and of Olson’s (1965)
free-rider problem. Poteete et al. (2010) explain that case study research challenged the
conventional wisdom on collective action by demonstrating that: (1) cooperation could occur in
the absence of state regulatory schemes; (2) collaborative arrangements often reflected ‘secure’
agreements that incorporated sanctions for noncompliance; and (3) in some cases, efforts of the
coalition resulted in superior environmental outcomes than did conventional state/regulatory based

approaches.
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2.4.3 My research design

I chose the case study approach because of the exceptionality of the case of the Center for
Sustainable Shale Development, an unusual coalition of adversarial participants with competing
interests and ideologies. To my knowledge, no other environmental-industry alliance exists to
address the impacts of shale gas development. While Corbett’s Marcellus Shale Gas Advisory
Committee could be classified as a narrowly neutral collaborative effort involving industry and
environmental participants, that the alliance was commissioned by the state and focused only on
developing high-level recommendations for shale gas policy distinguishes it from the contentious
nature of the CSSD. Further, the exceptionality of the CSSD case is reinforced by the awareness
that industry and environmental actors in the state of Texas attempted to form a coalition that
modeled the CSSD. Due to the participant’s lack of commitment to the collaboration, the effort
fizzled not long after the alliance was initiated (Interview, September 9, 2014).

Conclusions in the methods literature for studying collective action suggest that a coalition
like the CSSD is a highly unusual phenomenon that requires in-depth analysis. As Maxwell (2005:
90) explains, the selection of ‘extreme’ cases can provide critical opportunities to test established
theories in ways that representative cases cannot. Thus, identifying the CSSD as my case of choice
based on its exceptionality supports my ability to test certain conclusions that have been
established in the literature on collective action and interorganizational collaboration.

Furthermore, a case study approach reflects my interest in understanding the locally
relevant aspects of my study (Maxwell 2005). Not only does this methodology enable me to
develop a rich understanding of the unique contextual factors of the case, but additionally, it
enhances my capacity to evaluate the complex and dynamic social processes that support its

formation and associated contention. Finally, the case study method supports my ability to evaluate
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the meaning-making coalition participants and opponents attribute to the alliance’s formation and

to the impact it has on the environmental field and the organizations within it.

2.4.4 Limitations of the case study approach

Despite the strengths of the case study method and the important role this approach has
played in advancing the field of collective action, scholars point to several limitations of this
methodological approach. One of the primary limitations of the case study method is the inability
to generalize analytical conclusions (Snow and Trom 2002). Often case study research involves
only one or a few cases. This condition lacks the statistical power necessary for making generalized
assumptions and for systematically comparing and synthesizing conclusions (Ostrom 2005).
However, Snow and Trom (2002) contend that while case studies lack statistical generalizability
of their conclusions, what they do offer is the ability to empirically test particular theories, thus
helping to do the work of theoretical development and refinement.

Additional weaknesses of the case study approach include indeterminacy and selection
bias. Indeterminacy refers to an analysis in which “observations are consistent with more than one
hypothesis” (Poteete et al. 2010: 36). Indeterminacy in case studies does not usually result from a
lack of data, but rather “generally arises from the close correlation of conditions of interest”
(Poteete et al. 2010: 36). Given the small sample size and limited degrees of freedom inherent in
case study methods, analysts are unable to control for different variables in order to conclusively
determine causality. Furthermore, indeterminacy poses a challenge because of the dynamic nature
of social processes and of the non-linear progression of outcomes in cooperative resource

management cases. Thus, while the case study approach can be a useful method for teasing out
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complex social processes, making determinate conclusions of causality can be a challenge when
conditions of interest may be closely correlated.

Selection bias is also a risk inherent to the case study approach. Indeed, the analysis of
successful cases of collective action of unlikely partners are not only more easily identifiable than
non-successful ones, but also failures of collective action can often be attributed to non-action
rather than to a break-down of social processes that can undermine cooperative efforts (Poteete et
al. 2010). Thus, selection bias through the case study approach can lead to the over-representation
of successful occurrences of collective action and can bias analytical conclusions related to the

study of general relationships in this field (McAdam and Boudet 2012).

2.4.5 Other methodological options for studying collective action

Just as case study research helped to debunk conventional theories of collective action,
laboratory experiments exposed the theoretical limitations of the rational-choice model of
individual behavior in these situations (Poteete et al 2010). In essence, laboratory experiments
revealed that individuals pursue a variety of behaviors across different situations, and that most
commonly, individuals tend to engage in bounded rationality and adopt ‘conditionally cooperative’
behavior in collective action situations. Laboratory experiments also helped to reveal that
cooperative behavior typically arises when individuals have the opportunity to communicate with
one another, and even more frequently when they have the opportunity to devise sanctioning
schemes to encourage compliance (Ostrom et al. 1994). These findings ultimately engendered
important theoretical extensions to the traditional rational-actor model of individual behavior and
helped to foster a better understanding of what social factors most likely lead to cooperative
outcomes.
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There are significant limitations of the laboratory experiment approach. One of the main
limitations is that laboratory experiments tend to oversimplify the complexity inherent in complex
environmental management scenarios. While simplification in laboratory experiments is a
necessity for enabling the control of particular variables, some analysts argue that this structure
thus fails to capture important dynamics that are affected by complex resource characteristics and
social relationships (Poteete et al. 2010).

A more recent methodological development in the field of collective action is the use of
formal mathematical modeling and simulation techniques to evaluate the conditions under which
cooperation tends to emerge. This technique is called agent-based modeling, a methodology that
utilizes computational representations to evaluate how micro-level mechanisms impact the
development of macro-level patterns in social situations (Poteete et al. 2010). Agent-based models
are constructed from information-processing algorithms that specify various assumptions about
individual behavior and patterns of social interactions. Agents are represented in the models by
dynamic variables that are capable of interacting with other agents and of engaging in goal-oriented
behavior (Poteete et al. 2010: 174). Given its capability of capturing dynamic processes, agent-
based modeling represents a cutting-edge methodology for analyzing the relationship between
individual behavior and social outcomes.

However, a primary weakness of agent-based modeling is the inability for agent-based
models to test hypotheses in a rigorous way. This challenge is underscored by the “lack of widely
practiced protocols for documenting work in agent-based modeling carefully so that scholars can
check and build upon each-other’s work” (Poteete et al. 2010: 177). Given these realities, few
resources exist for analysts who use agent-based modeling and who wish to validate their models

or cross-reference other’s work to aid in the development of new research. Other limitations of
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agent-based modeling include the inability for models to capture the complexity associated with
real life situations (Janssen and Ostrom 2006). While scholars are currently attempting to develop
new ways of adding levels of complexity to the models, these efforts remain in their nascency.

In sum, analysts cautiously offer that the choice of methods available for research on
collective action and unlikely alliances will naturally involve tradeoffs (Poteete et al. 2010). These
trade-offs include choosing between rich and contextually specific case studies and more
systematic and generalizable analyses. While each method entails unique merits and limitations,
scholars underscore that choosing an approach should be based on a number of factors: the
availability and quality of data, the resources and timeframe accessible to the researcher, and the
nature of the questions proposed for analysis (Maxwell 2005). Regardless of which method is
chosen, scholars add that no single methodology should monopolize the research agenda and that
each of the various methods has different and important contributions to make for advancing

knowledge within the collective action field.

2.5 Methodological framework of my project

Taking into consideration the strengths and limitations of the different research
methodologies described above, the methodology chosen for my project is a case study of the
Center for Sustainable Shale Development (CSSD). Utilizing the case study research
methodology, | evaluate from a field-level perspective the constellation of factors that facilitated
the formation of the environmental-industry alliance, and the contention that ensued in the

environmental movement as a result.
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2.5.1 Research methods

Data collected for my project include twenty-seven in-depth semi-structured interviews
conducted between August 2014 and December 2015, organizational documents from
environmental groups represented in my sample, and media documents from news outlets in which
the CSSD is discussed. Seventeen of the interviews are with key-decision makers (executive
directors, regional directors, and attorneys) from nine environmental organizations active in the
Pennsylvania region that either participate in, support but do not participate in, or oppose the
CSSD, as well as four interviews with informants from three gas companies that participate in the
CSSD, two interviews with board members of the CSSD, one interview with the current and one

with the former director of the CSSD, and two interviews with government representatives.

2.5.2 Participant selection

Participants in my study were purposively chosen in order to develop a robust description
and understanding of my case (Maxwell 2005). To evaluate the motivations behind the
organizational decision to join the CSSD, the social processes that facilitated its formation, and
the field and organizational level factors that engendered the contention, | identified the following
informants as critical participants to the study:

1. Leaders of participating environmental organizations who possess decision-making
authority over the organization’s participation in the CSSD

2. Leaders of non-participating environmental organizations who possess organizational
decision-making authority and oppose the CSSD

3. Representatives of gas corporations participating in the CSSD
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4. Key neutral arbiters and government representatives that participate in the CSSD
Environmental informants are representatives of organizations that fall within any one of
the four classifications below. When appropriate, | specify the organizational classification

throughout my dissertation to provide further clarity on the field-level framework adopted for the

project.
Coalition participants Coalition non-participants
e Environmental Defense Fund e Western Pennsylvania
o e Pennsylvania Environmental Conservancy
Incumbent organizations Council e Nature Conservancy
e Clean Air Task Force e SierraClub
e Citizens for Pennsylvania’s ¢ Natural Resource Defense
Future (PennFuture) Council
Challenger organizations e Group Against Smog and e  Marcellus Protest
Pollution (GASP) e  PennEnvironment
e Clean Water Action

Figure 3. Organizational Classification

Furthermore, because a central focus of my study was on understanding the meaning-
making and motivations behind the environmental organizations’ decision to participate in or
oppose the CSSD, engaging decision-makers of environmental organizations was critical to
gaining insight into the purposeful strategies that each organization adopted.

Additionally, | attempted to address selection bias by interviewing leaders of non-
participating organizations. This allowed me to systematically compare data from both types of
sources to minimize the prevalence of “key informant bias” wherein my conclusions could have
been skewed in the favor of the participating organizations had | only interviewed informants from
those organizations (Maxwell 2005). Furthermore, by including industry representatives and

neutral arbiters as participants in my study, | was also able to comparably analyze participant
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depictions of the dynamic social processes that occurred among actors within the CSSD. This
purposive approach to selecting participants for my study helps to increase the validity of my

research conclusions.

2.5.3 Interview methods

For the study, | conducted semi-structured, open-ended and intensive interviews. This
structure enabled me to evaluate how my informants make meaning out of the contextual factors
of the case, and their interpretation of the broader political climate and field environment. Semi-
structured and open-ended interviews also enabled me to identify and tease out the dynamic
processes of social interaction that influenced the coalition’s formation and the contention that
followed. Questions developed for the interview were based on key insights established in the

collective action literature, and on my own understanding and awareness of the case at hand.

2.5.4 Analytical methods

Interviews for my study were recorded with the informant’s permission, transcribed in full,
and uploaded into the qualitative analysis software program MaxQDA. Subsequently, I reviewed
the material to identify patterns and anomalies in the data. Patterns that emerged in the data were
categorized and established as analytical codes in the qualitative analysis software program. Codes
were formulated from key theoretical concepts utilized in the social movement and organization
theory literatures. The goal of coding is to “fracture” the data (Strauss 1987) so it can be arranged
into categories that facilitate comparison and aid in generating explanations based on patterns that

emerged in my analysis. Relationships that emerge between codes were key to informing my

39



analytical conclusions. The use of MaxQDA enabled me to organize and systematically compare

categories of data to identify relationships and establish conclusions for the study.

2.5.5 Validation

Throughout the study, I tried to remain as aware as possible to my own inherent biases as
a researcher, and how this could have impacted the validity of the results of my study. On the one
hand, my position as an environmentalist with a long history in the field provided me with both
easy access to key informants in the field, as well as enhanced my ability to generate rich data with
minimal reliance on inference that may otherwise been a hinderance to my analysis (Maxwell
2005: 110). This long-term and intensive involvement in the field also enabled me to more deeply
understand the meaning making participants generated as a result of the contextual dynamics and
realities of operating within the environmental field.

While my long-standing position in the field may have improved my credibility among
environmental informants, this history may have hampered my credibility with industry
informants. To minimize perceptions that | was an adversarial researcher, | did express my general
positive perception of the coalition to most informants. While this may have impacted how some
informants expressed their views, | attempted to minimize my reactivity to all informant responses
and made a concerted effort to react neutrally to the communication, whether | agreed or not with

what was being offered (Maxwell 2005).
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2.6 Conclusion

Considering the merits and limitations of each methodology for the study of collective
action and unlikely coalitions, in addition to the availability of contextually rich data that my case
offers, this chapter describes the reasons | chose to adopt a case study approach for my project. By
utilizing this methodology, | am able to evaluate specific contextual factors of my case to tease out
causal processes in explaining the emergence of the CSSD and contention within the
environmental field that surrounded its formation (Poteete et al. 2010; Young et al. 2008). While
a case-study approach may limit the generalizability of my conclusions, this study is ultimately
most relevant for explaining the nuanced dynamics of the particular case at hand, and for testing
specific conclusions established in the collective action, social movements and organization theory
literatures. Analyses that consider exceptional cases like the CSSD are critical for revealing what
factors are key to engendering cooperative action to better address environmental problems in a
world where resource management and environmental protection is a complex process rife with

competing interests, limited resources, and a diversity of actors (Young et al. 2008).
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3.0 Conceptual framework: strategic action fields

3.1 Introduction

Fligstein and McAdam (2012) argue that central to understanding collection action is the
need to conceptualize a meso-level social order that links individual interests with coordinated
group behavior. To this end, they claim that fields are the ‘basic building blocks’ of modern
political and organizational life that serve to coordinate individual behavior into (relatively)
ordered arenas of social action (2012: 3). Within these arenas, motivations to seek and maintain
order in a given field rest on material interests and power, as well as, according to Fligstein and
McAdam, existential concerns.

In the field of sociology, and social movement studies in particular, a key preoccupation of
analysis is evaluating the factors that incite mobilization during periods of instability and
uncertainty in previously settled social arenas. Taking this preoccupation one step further, a core
question that Fligstein and McAdam seek to address with their theory of fields is: What makes
actors cooperate with one another, even when conflict is prevalent? While sociologists would
typically focus their analysis on the conditions in which actors resist certain structures and ‘create
alternative worlds’, organizational theorists usually pay attention to the emergence of formal
organizations that engender stability and to the rules and conventions formed to resolve the
contention (Fligstein and McAdam 2012: 5-6). Fligstein and McAdam’s (2012) theoretical
framework seeks to draw on key insights from both literatures to provide a comprehensive

analysis.
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3.2 A theory of fields

Fligstein and McAdam’s theory of fields delineates a framework for analysis that draws on
the central tenants of each of the sociological and organizational literatures. They claim that a
robust analysis of collective action and social life must consider the influence of contextual forces
occurring at both the micro and macro levels, as well as the interdependence of agency and
structure. From a field perspective, social life is best understood by evaluating the complex web
of relationships that shape organized groups and how these groups define and transform their social
arenas (Fligstein and McAdam 2012). Accordingly, field analysts must first specify elements of
the field of interest (structure) in addition to the social processes that engender collective action
(agency) to gain a comprehensive picture of social life, especially during episodes of contention.
They state:
Strategic action fields are the fundamental units of collective action in society. A
strategic action field is a constructed mesolevel social order in which actors (who can
be individual or collec