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SOCIETY AFFAIRS

By Tom Straka, Greg Brown, and Steve Bullard

The Issue of SAF Membership: An Elite or Broad Organization?

come & division of the SAF (something akin to one of

our working groups); however, Henry Clepper, then
SAF’s execulive secretary, believed that there were too
many divisions already, 5o he decided not to approve the
proposal. The result of that denial, according to the orga-
nization's history, was the birth of the Association of
Consulting Foresters (ACF),

Today, there are two strong professional organizations
representing professional foresters in the United States,
the SAF and the ACF, and the decision that led to the cre-
ation of the latter has had a significant effect on SAF’s
evolurion and development. In retrospect, it appears that
the decision that led to the ACF's creation was made with
little concern for its potential implications. Whethey that
is indeed the case is a mauter for historians, but what's
not up for debate is the fact that so called safe decisions,
intended not to “rock the boat,” may have greater conse-
quences than ntore prouctive alternatives.

Last March, the SAF Council approved development
of an accreditation program for Natural Resources Man-
agement (NRM) programs, These are not the old conser-
vation majors of long ago—typically, NRM programs
have rigorous science and math requisements, as well as
Tesource managenent major requircments just as sophis-
ticated as forestry's. The Council’s approval was based
on the findings of the Task Force on Accreditation of Ter-
restrial Ecosystem Management Programs, which rec-
ommended accreditation of NRM programs because it
saw a void—not unlike the one in 1948 that resulted in
the ACF—both for some sort of credentialing of NRM
programs and their graduates, and for a professional so-
ciety to give NRM praduates a home. The Council
agreed and voted iu favor of the accreditation of NRM
graduates. Now, in the wake of the Council’s decision, a
second void has appeared: Where are (hese newly cre-
dentialed professionals going 1o find a kome? Will they
organize their own professional socicty like the founders
of ACF, or will an existing society embrace them? The
questions seem kiud of foolish, since you'd expect the
professional society that offers the accreditation to also
become the professional home,

SAF membership has been declining by ahout 3 per-
cent aunually. That continuing trend has created an SAF
that is not sustainable, The SAF Council is working hard
to reverse the trend, and the Sociery has welcomed pro-
fessionals from the “broad area of forestry” for quite
awhile. However, these closely allied professionals have
not been flocking to SAF and do not see us as a profes-
siohal “home.” To see what we mean, consider 3 AF's re-
cently developed accreditation program for urban foi-
estry programs. The earty trend is not encouraging,
which suggests that developing accreditation programs
without developing the organizational infrastructure to

In 1948 a group of consulting foresters sought to be-
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embrace those who enroll in them is self-defeating. After
all, would you want an accredited degree from a profes-
sional society that did not have membership categories
and organizational divisions that embraced your profes-
sional discipline?

The professional societies und educational pro-
grams that enconpass forestry and other natural re-
sources management subject areas are changing fast.
According to a 2010 study of undergraduate enroll-
ment within the National Associntion of University
Forest Resource Programs (NAUFRP)Y by Terry
Sharik and Patricia Layton that highlights current
trends in natural resources education, in 1980, forestry
programs accounted for about 47 percent of natural re-
sources program enrollment, wildlife and fisheries
about 16 percent, NRM about I5 percent, and others
{wood, recreation, water, sofls, range, ete.) about 22
percent. Tn 2009, forestry was down to 22 percent,
wildlife and fisheries was up to 22 percent, NEM rose
to 37 percent, and others were at 19 percent. Now,
combinc these numbers with recent Bureau of Labor
Statistics thal project 20,500 employed in NRM in
2018 and 12,500 foresters in the same year.

Given this data, the critical question for SAF mem-
bers is whether we should try to broaden our Core Val-

Table 1: The Possible Differences between the Options of an “Elite SAF and a “Broad SAF"
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ues, Mission, and membership, while simultaneously
holding fast to our forestry identity and heritage.

The SAF Council has been addressing these sirategic
planning issues via the framework outined in Good 1o
Great, a book by Jim Collins (HarperCollins Publishers,
2001) that describes the planning process used by suc-
cessful orgauizations. The core process addresses three
circles: what the organization is pussionate about, what
the organization is best at, and what drives its economic
engine. Collins calls this the “Hedgehog Concept,” and
our broader view of SAF envisions a hedgehog like the
one in Figure 1, where we best counect all three circles to
reinforce each other in determining SAF’s future,

Obviously, the Council must address the implications
of accrediting NRM programs, as doing so will lead to a
set of “falling doiniuoes™ that goes something like this:
SAF fills the void for accreditation of NRM programs; a
second void develops, and some organization fills the
need for a honme for these professionals; if SAF also fills
the second void, the question is, *“To what extent SAF
will have to change?” [s SAF willing to muke the neces-
sary changes, including developing broader Core Values
and writing a new Mission Statement as shown in Figure
17 That is a question for the membership. But the gues-
tion also needs to be addressed forthrightly aud in terms
of our strategic plan.

President Dziengeleski recently suntunarized this sit-
uation very succinctly and asked, “Who do we want and
need us members?” He described two options that con-
trasted the organizational dynamics well, while recog-
nizing there are many options. We'lt vefer to thent as an
“Elite SAF” and a “Broader SAE.” The firs¢ option
means an SAF with traditional fovestry praduates and a
few ullied professionals as members. Membership of this
SAF would he small, close to what we have now (al-
though we don’t know exactly when membership will
bottom out). The other option is a broader SAF that uuty
embraces all allied professionals. Tt would not just in-
clude NRM graduates, but likely would incorporate
some related professional societies. Could we even re-
verse that decision of 1948 and find a bome for ACF
within SAF? Table 1 illustrates possible difterences be-
tween the two options.

Of course, forestry is distinctive in that it alone em-
phasizes forest sustainability and management of that re-
source’s ecological, economic, and social parameters.
Forestess are the experss on forests and timber, and soci-
ety's fundamental need for wood and timber is the foun-

(“Membership” contivwed vn page 11)
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University of Idaho SAF Student Chapter Holds Seminar Series on
Current Natural Resources Issues

uced with waning interest in and
Fdwindling attencince at its bi-

weekly mcetings, the SAF Student
Chapter at the University of Idaho de-
cided it needed to do something if the
chapter was going 10 survive. So, after
much discussion, the chapter’s remining
members decided to launch a Graduate
Speaker Seminar series, which they hoped
would spur greater interest in the chapter
and its activities, bring people from the
universiry’s naturid resources-related dis-
ciplines together, and get graduates and
undergraduates together to discuss scien-
tific topics.

The chapter's efforts paid off so well
that, Anthony S. Davis, co-faculty adviser
to the student chapter and an assistant pro-
fessor in the College of Natural Re-
saunrces, believes that this approach could
“serve as a model for other chapters faced
with declining participation.”

“Attendance at meetings was weak; we
were down to fewer than 10 people at our
meeetings,” he said, “Our leadership group
convened and felt that a unique approach
like this miglt be a way to draw on the cu-
riosity thut seems to run throughout our
student body. Now, atiendunce has been
between 25 and 40 people, and member-
ship is up to more than 20 students.”

A graduate student presents hls research to Unlversity of Idaho students during an
[nstallment of the recenlly developed Gradwate Student Semlinar serles. The unlversity's
SAF Sludant Chapter launched the aerles as a way to Increase attendanca at Its meetings.

Each seminar highlights a graduate
student’s research in a natural resources—
related subject, such as forestry, fisheries,
wildlife, and range seience and manage-
ment. Then, after each presentation, there
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is an inforinal question-and-answer ses-
sion with the speaker.

Graduate students in the SAF chapler
appreciate the opportunity to hone
their public speaking and presentation
skills.

“As a graduate student, T was given a
chance 1o work on presentation skills and
become more familiar with the breadth of
euiting-edge research of my peers,” said
Cliad Hoffinan, a doctoral studemnt study-
ing fire science.

Davis agrees and says the experience is
invaluable, especially for those students

who haven’t had the chance to present
their work.

“Our graduate students are able to
present in front of an audience that is in-
texested in the subject matter, aware of
muny facets of natural resources, and non-
threatening,” said Davis. “For some grad-
vate students, this may be their first time
having to not only present their research,
but defend it through u question-and-an-
swer session. By increasing their comfort
level in front of an audience, our graduate
studenes will be more effective at commu-
nicating their findings.”

d from page 9)

dation of our prolession, No fovester is ever going to apologize
for being timber-oriented. But members of SAF are much more
than just wee or timber managers; We manage many more natu-
ral resources beyond trees. Our forestry curricula have ex-
punded to reflect that, our codes of ethics recognize that, and
our everyday practices reflect that. Our management has always
been ecosystem management, and our focal point has always
been sustainability. Unfortunately, the general public often does
not reulize that and, sometimes, associates us with the unregu-
lated extraction of resources rvather than their conservation.
Also, even though we are interested in the human dimension
(i.¢e., public perceptions and attitudes) of forest manageent,
the peneral public has failed to recognize this. Timber harvest-
ing is part of what we do; perhaps a broader membership and
nussion of SAF wilt help corect the unfavorable public per-
ception coward forestry.

We see the Council wrestling with these decisions soon afice
the new nccreditation program is implemented. Notice we are
advocating that SAF make a conscious decision on this issue,
eather than following the path fate may choose for us if we jnst
decide to wait und see what happens. We bave an opportunity
here to define our own fupure. This is a hwge decision thut im-
pacts our membership categories and the foundations of SAE
To be acceptable to the membership the organizational infru-
structure must protect, enhance, and continue our traditions,
fnndamentat forest management philosophy, and core values.
That is an absolute requirement. If the changes we suggest as
necessary cunnot be made without meeting that requirement,
this dog won’t hunt. However, if we allow things to happen as
they will, then we give up conwrol of SAF's destiny. We'd pre-
fer to keep what control we can in terms of SAF's destiny and

address the opportunity presented by accreditation of NRM pro-
grams as part of our strategic planning.

We recognize that we ure proposing elemental changes for
SAF. Another task force would be nceessary to deternine the
organizational ehanges necessary to truly muke a home for
NERM graduates. Perhaps SAF would be mainly CFs and
CNRMSs, essentially having two divisions, There are lots of
ways 1o make the adjustment. Would you welcome NRM pro-
fessionals at your chapter meetings? If we did, it could save
many of our declining chapters, boost artendance at national
conventions to two or three limes the current levels, and expand
professional development opportunities for all SAF members.
Of course, we also need to think about what we'd lose.

‘The SAF Coungcil is interested in what members have to suy
about this. The Sewrce has space allocated for the considerable
letters this cotumn may generate. et the Council know what
you think of this idea.

Send your thoughts to sewrce@safnet,ory or The Forestry
Source, 5400 Grosvenor Lane, Bethesda, MD 20814-2198.

Straka is the council member from District 8; Brown is chair
of the SAF Educational Pelicy Review Commitiee and chairs
the Tusk Force on Educational Programs in Terrestrial Ecosys-
tesns Management; and Bullard is president-elect of the National
Association of University Forest Resources Prograis.

“The National Association of University Forest Resource Pro-
grams {NAUFRP) is a group of foresay and elosely allied NRM
programs from 67 universities. It includes the SAF-accredited
programs, plus a few more universitics with major NRM pro-
grams. While there are roughly 50 SAF-accredited forestry pro-
grams, there are roughly 80 NRM programs within just the
NAUFRP. Consider that nearly all the SAF-accredited pro-
grams are in the NAUFRE, but many more NRM programs
exist outside of NAUFRP.
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The seminars are a boon to undergrad-
vates as well, said Davis, becausc they
pive undergraduates a chance to see many
of their TAs, supervisors, and friends in a
professional setting, which helps them un-
derstand that research is conducted by
“real people”—and that they are not so far
removed from it

“By having graduate students present
and defend their research to an informed
audience, they develop as early mentors
aud fenders,” said Davis, “At the same
line, it connects our undergraduate sw-
dents to cutting-edge research, which
helps prepare them for the real world and
provides a strong balance for the theory
that they learn every day in classes. Ex-
posing them, in real rime, to vesearch that
they may hear about in classes, through
wark, or in the news demystifics it and
promotes critical thinking.”

The seminar series has also succeeded
in bringing together students from the uni-
versity's different schools, including the
Coltege of Natural Resources, the College
of Science, the College of Agricultural
and Life Sciences, and the Enyironmental
Science program, and generated inrerest
in the vuiversity’s other clubs.

“One of iy biggest passions as a stu-
dent leader is encouraging undergraduste
participation in clubs and pride in our cal-
lege,"” said Trevor DoBell-Carfsson, “ My
goal for these seminas is to incredse stu-
dent awareness of what some of our best
graduate students are doing, and 1o try and
get underpraduates excited about some of
the many possibilities elubs provide,”

For more information, vontact An-
thony S. Davis, assisteant professor of na-
tive plant regeneration amd silviculiure,
director, Center for Forest Nursery and
Seedling Research, Department of Forest
Ecology and Biogeosciences, University
aof ldalo, usdavis@uidaho.edn.
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