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Abstract
This inquiry project explored how the Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society (HGHES) could
expand place-based learning programming to the community of Port Clements/Gamadiis
Llnagaay (PC/GL). Inquiry participants were HGHES employees and PC/GL community
members. This inquiry followed the methodology of Action Research with an appreciative
stance, and used a mixed methods approach combining a focus group, interviews and a final
directed conversation. Data from each method informed the subsequent, and ultimately led to the
development of recommendations presented back to HGHES. These recommendations
demonstrated the potential for HGHES programming in PC/GL, particularly if all parties are
thoroughly engaged in the change process. Specifically, this inquiry revealed the benefits that
would ensue from a thorough internal assessment of organizational readiness, and the formation
of a community-organizational advisory team. Consistent throughout this report were themes of
understanding individual and organizational readiness for change, and how participatory
processes can enhance capacity for change.

Keywords: readiness for change, participatory change management
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Chapter One: Focus and Framing

The Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society (HGHES) is a small, private, and charitably
registered Canadian non profit organization (NPO) that offers place-based learning opportunities
in Haida Gwaii, Canada' for visiting upper-year undergraduate students and working
professionals (HGHES, 2016a; see Appendix A for map of Haida Gwaii). At present, the courses
based out of Skidegate focus on resource management and are co-taught by community-based
educators and visiting academics (HGHES, 2016a). Through this innovative education model,
the organization strives to provide students with a highly experiential and transformative
education that simultaneously enriches the local economic and social landscape (HGHES,
2016b). After 7 years in existence, this small non profit is eager to expand its programming into
different disciplines and communities to share the economic and social benefits that come from
hosting HGHES programming while also becoming more sustainable by diversifying
programming (C. Ormond, personal communication, September 29, 2015).2 This particular
organizational inquiry project explored the emerging opportunities and challenges that surround
prospective expansion and integration into a new community, Port Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay
(PC/GL).

I moved to Haida Gwaii in November 2014 and immediately connected to the

organization through its alumni. While integrating into the community, I was impressed by the

! Haida Gwaii is a small archipelago located in the Pacific Ocean off the northwest coast of Canada. It is
unceded Haida territory, and the Council of the Haida Nation collectively holds Hereditary and
Aboriginal Title and Rights to Haida Gwaii.

2 All personal communications in this report are used with permission.
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number of local leaders from both Haida and settler communities who are involved in the
organization as students, alumni, staff, faculty, and advisors. In addition to providing a
transformative and engaging learning opportunity for undergraduate students and working
professionals, the organization appeared to stimulate the local community through economic and,
to a degree, social diversification. Coupled with my personal and professional experience
participating in and facilitating place-based learning opportunities within the tourism sector, I
was eager to find a means of supporting this particular NPO. As someone external to the
organization, I was actively learning about the organization’s culture, history, previous
processes, and future. Given this, I played the role of a facilitator, who supported stakeholders in
expressing their perspectives related to the opportunities and challenges surrounding HGHES in
PC/GL. Throughout this inquiry, I worked closely with the Executive Director and one staff
member to contextualize this inquiry. Though the same size was small, it was representative as
these individuals are, at present, responsible for crafting and leading the proposed change. By
employing methods of action research (AR), I engaged members of the system, both HGHES
staff and PC/GL community members, in a participatory way that lent itself to readying them for
potential change (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014).

A series of conversations with the Executive Director (ED) and other key HGHES
stakeholders led to co-creation of the inquiry question: How can the Haida Gwaii Higher
Education Society expand its current place-based educational programming into Port
Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay, with emphasis on local tourism development? I also explored the

following sub-questions in conducting this research:
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1. How do key organizational and community stakeholders envision tourism-focused
place-based learning opportunities?
2. What models and/or approaches will most effectively support delivering tourism-
focused place-based learning opportunities?
3. What current HGHES programming strengths can be leveraged to enhance the
organization’s capacity for change and program expansion?
4. What opportunities and challenges will impact the introduction of new HGHES
programming?
Significance of the Inquiry
HGHES’ current structure has the organization reliant on grants for 30% of its budget
with programming based only in the communities of Skidegate and Queen Charlotte’ on Haida
Gwaii (C. Ormond, personal communication, May 15, 2015). Organizational leaders recognize
this current structure as a major impediment to organizational growth and longevity, and see
program expansion into other communities and disciplines as one solution. Meanwhile, Haida
Gwaii as a region is working to improve and expand the local tourism industry, with a mandate
of building a cooperative island-wide approach to tourism and tourism development (Haida Open
Forum on Tourism Opportunities, personal communication, May 2, 2015). Outside of a few key
community leaders who have worked with HGHES to identify this opportunity for collaboration,

at the time of the beginning of this inquiry, PC/GL community members and HGHES had yet to

3 The islands include several small villages, each administered by a different elected body. Skidegate and
Old Massett are governed by their respective Band Councils, while Queen Charlotte/Daajing Giids, Port
Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay, Masset, and Electoral Areas D (Rural Graham Island) and E
(Sandspit/K’il Llnagaay) fall under the jurisdiction of the North Coast Regional District.
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discuss programming possibilities or a shared vision between all stakeholders involved. The
simultaneity of these themes served as a spark for initiating an inquiry process that explored the
opportunity for program expansion into the tourism sector within the under-served community of
PC/GL.* From the outset of this inquiry, HGHES was transparent in the fact that it would not be
ready to immediately expand to this community. This inquiry was rather a first step towards
deciding whether such an expansion was possible.

There is a rich diversity of stakeholders involved in this proposed expansion. In addition
to HGHES staff, board members, community member representatives from the PC/GL Village
Council, schools and businesses also hold stake in this inquiry process. On a more peripheral
level, there are academics and academic programs that hold stake in this program, given that they
will contribute to both the logistics of the program and supplying the students. Current and
prospective grant-giving organizations and tourism boards that may logistically support the
emergence of this program are also tangential stakeholders. The emergent Haida Gwaii
destination management organization—comprised of tourism operators, government
representatives, and Council of the Haida Nation representatives—also have an interest in the
development of this stream of programming. This organizational inquiry process intended to
strengthen communication between some of these stakeholders, in order to begin refining a

shared vision for organizational expansion that meets local needs. The priority however, was to

4 Port Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay is a small community of 282 people spread over 13.07 square
kilometers (Statistics Canada, 2017), located in the centre of Haida Gwaii, on Graham Island. The
Village Council of Port Clements governs the community, and there is no Band Council. Historically,
the economy of PC/GL has revolved around forestry and logging. The community has one elementary
school, a grocery store, a clinic, a museum, a library, a community hall, and some locally based jobs
(see Appendix A for a map of Port Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay).
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create a space for PC/GL community members and the HGHES to begin a dialogue on HGHES
expanding programming to PC/GL.
Organizational Context

In 2008, a team of Haida Gwaii residents formed HGHES with the aim of offering
accredited tertiary academic opportunities for visiting and local students that would stimulate
economic diversification in this remote and resource-dependent northern Canadian archipelago
(E. Collins, personal communication, May 13, 2015). The inaugural winter semester program in
2009 involved nine undergraduate students, including some from Haida Gwaii, who learned
about resource management from visiting faculty and community educators (L. Fyles, personal
communication, May 13, 2015). The program was inspired by the current organizational vision
of “shaping the future by sharing Haida Gwaii with the world” (HGHES, 2016b) and operated on
organizational values of respect, contribution, collaboration, excellence and integrity (HGHES,
2016b; see Appendix B for full values statements). The organization was predominantly reliant
on large-scale grants (C. Ormond, personal communication, May 15, 2015). Over the following
years, HGHES has expanded to offer two annual semester programs, welcoming over 200
students to its programs, 11 of which have been local (C. Ormond, personal communication,
June 7, 2016), and a one-time executive-level leadership retreat. Collectively, these programs
enabled HGHES to better and more sustainability support its mission of providing
“transformative education inspired by Haida Gwaii” (HGHES, 2016b); however, the
organization has yet to feel that its programming is both sustainable and sufficient, as determined
through internally developed indicators and external stakeholder consultation. As such, they

continue to expand their efforts in order to improve their model and expand their impact (C.
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Ormond, personal communication, July 6, 2015). In September 2017, the organization will
embark on its first full program expansion, offering courses in the communities of Masset and
Old Massett that focus on Reconciliation Studies after many years of planning. Courses will be
taught by visiting and local academics as well as community educators (HGHES, 2016c). Like
the programs offered in in Skidegate and Queen Charlotte/Daajing Giids (QC/DG), this program
will cater both to local and visiting upper-year undergraduate students (HGHES, 2016c).

Seven years since formation, an ED leads a team of two employees, one of whom is a
former student (C. Ormond, personal communication, May 13, 2015). The ED reports to an
eight-member governance-focused Board of Directors (C. Ormond, personal communication,
May 15, 2015; see Appendix C for an organizational chart). The self-described highly
collaborative team of employees currently work together in three rooms at the Haida Heritage
Center, located in the village of Skidegate (personal communication, May 13, 2015). The
undergraduate level classes take place in this building and in the field, with local students
coming from the major communities of Haida Gwaii and visiting students living in Skidegate
and the neighbouring Village of QC/DG (see Appendix A for a map of Haida Gwaii).

Financially, HGHES is sustained through tuition and program fees, and grants. Each
student pays $4,000 per semester in program fees to cover the direct costs of the program, in
addition to standard undergraduate tuition fees that they pay to the accrediting university, the
University of British Columbia. Through a new partnership with the Gwaii Trust Society,
HGHES is able to offer financial assistance to local students. Additional investments into the
community are made by the students and their parents on accommodation, food, transportation,

entertainment and the gifts they purchase (HGHES, 2016d). Combined, HGHES estimates total



HGHES EXPANSION 15
community spending over the organization’s lifespan in Haida Gwaii is estimated to be
approximately over $3 million (C. Ormond, personal communication, September 29, 2015).
These injections and student spending are among the primary benefits derived by the host
communities (C. Ormond, personal communication, September 29, 2015). In

Ormond indicated that in an effort to diversify funding sources and expand the
organization’s impact, HGHES introduced a one-time executive-level leadership retreat to its
roster of programming in 2014. This program generated some financial gains to HGHES, by way
of surplus revenue, and enhanced the ways in which the organization achieves its mission (C.
Ormond, personal communication, May 13, 2015). However, it was not repeated due to low
enrolment in 2015.

HGHES’s programming is generally well received by the local community (L. Fyles,
personal communication, May 13, 2015). In congruence with the organization’s mission, a
symbiotic relationship exists between the local community and the students; however, key
stakeholders have identified areas where this relationship could be improved (personal
communication, May 13, 2015). Many of these areas involve expanding programs to the other
major communities, and expanding the foci of study beyond natural resource sciences and
studies. Such expansion could potentially benefit HGHES in a myriad of ways, including
improved local relations and organizational revenue diversification; however, HGHES-
community discussions related to growth and expansion are in preliminary phases (personal

communication, September 29, 2015).
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Systems Analysis of the Inquiry

HGHES is a unique and complex organization where change is a non-linear process. As
such, a systems analysis guided by Bolman and Deal’s (2013) process of multiframe thinking
will enable movement “beyond narrow, mechanical approaches for understanding organizations”
(p. 18) by way of structural, human resource, political and symbolic frames—otherwise
understood as perspectives. Figure 1 illustrates the stakeholders that influence these frames, and

Figure 2 illustrates the frames and associated influences directly.

Council of the Haida Nation

Other Haida Gwaii Communities

Parks Canada

Archipelago Local Operators
Management Board
Destination Management Groups

Haida Gwaii
Aboriginal Tourism BC Tourism Industry
BC Professional
Tourism Organizations
Study of Tourism
Current Academics

Other Programs

Tourism Programs

Prospective Students Funders (Potential & Current)

Figure 1. Map of stakeholders and influences that affect program expansion in Port Clements.

Note. BC = British Columbia; HGHES = Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society; Org =
Organizational.
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Circles indicate broad spheres of influence (labeled in bold text) while smaller text indicates
specific stakeholder groups. Those outside the circles are beyond the scope of this inquiry.

Curriculum content & design

Student-community
relationship

Human Resources
Frame

Student-HGHES relationship

Community-HGHES relationship

History of
colonization

Student
economic
investment

Political Frame

HGHES decision making & resource
allocation during times of scarcity

Donor preferences

Competition for grants

Structural Frame

HGES roles, responsibilities, control
and coordination

Community & student
pre-semester
preparations

Symbolic Frame

Meaning attached to
HGHES experience by
students & community

members

Student, community & organizational expectations

Figure 2. Visual depiction of systems analysis guided by multiframe thinking.

Note. Circles indicate individual frames (names indicated in large text) and italicized text within
the circles describes associated influences that fall within the boundaries of this inquiry. Text
outside the circles indicates important influences that are peripheral to the scope of this inquiry.
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In addition to clarifying the frames through which this inquiry project was viewed, it is
also important to clarify the boundaries of this particular inquiry. This initiative, and the ultimate
recommendations, was authored for HGHES internal purposes as a means of preparing them for
future change. However, given that any change relies on the support of the community in which
it occurs, community readiness is very much within the boundaries of this inquiry. This inquiry
has attempted to blend the diverging and converging needs of these two groups, in hopes of
ultimately drafting recommendations that will enable HGHES to initiate conversations regarding
future change.

Bolman and Deal’s (2013) structural frame directs attention to rationality and
organizational structure, placing emphasis on roles, responsibilities, control, and coordination.
The organizational structure of HGHES imitates a web of inclusion whereby the “shape, scope
and mission of an enterprise are defined by those who undertake it, and modified as the effort
proceeds” (Helgesen, 1995, p. 10). Staffs are self-described as adaptive, collaborative, and
directed horizontally rather than vertically with limited rules and policies (E. Collins, personal
communication, May 13, 2015), and the ED uses open communication, resource sharing, and
team building (C. Ormond, personal communication, May 26, 2015). The flexible and
participatory work style, coupled with a sense of urgency, can be highly effective and facilitate
change (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993); however, it is simultaneously associated with
challenges during times of expansion (Bolman & Deal, 2013).

The human resources frame directs attention to the relationships formed between people
and organizations (Bolman & Deal, 2013). For HGHES, this means the relationships between the

organization and its staff, students, educators and community members. Through its work, the
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organization seeks to “contribute to community diversification, vibrancy, and well-being”
(HGHES, 2016b) through principles of mutual respect and a place-based approach to education.
(HGHES, 2016b). For students, the semester experience is a highly personalized and provides
practical experience not often attained in a traditional university setting. Students gain skills,
experiences, and knowledge that enhance their employability, and they build a network within
the industry (L. Fyles, personal communication, May 13, 2015). The majority of individuals
from Haida and settler communities see the experience as an extremely positive force that
provides strong role models for youth, consumers for local businesses, and skilled alumni labour
for the local economy (L. Fyles, personal communication, May 13, 2015). Some constructive
criticism that has been shared by the community about HGHES’s semester program, suggesting a
need for financial assistance for local youth to help with the additional costs of the program, and
a need for more even distribution of economic and social benefits across communities (E.
Collins, personal communication, May 13, 2015). It is for this reason HGHES aims to expand
programming to other communities in Haida Gwaii, in addition to working with stakeholders to
create scholarships and bursaries for local student participation. One of these stakeholders, Gwaii
Trust Society has recently partnered with HGHES to offer financial assistance to locals taking
HGHES programming (C. Ormond, personal communication, March 22, 2017).

The political frame examines how decisions are made and how resources are allocated
within a context of resource scarcity and diverging interests (Bolman & Deal, 2013), directing
attention to the relationship between HGHES program development and its revenue streams.
HGHES’s reliance on short-term grants directs attention to feedback loops—-cyclical processes,

rather than linear relationships that influence other elements of the system (Senge, 2006),
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depicted in Figure 3. A strong reinforcing loop exists between grants and program development,
whereby the need for funding shapes program development according to grant preferences.
Grants, in this case, are typically larger government and private organizations based on the
mainland, some of which fund multiple initiatives on Haida Gwaii. Donor preferences are often
driven by a multitude of external factors that can lack relevance to the organization and
beneficiaries (Cady, 2011) — factors that, in this case, can create competition between HGHES
and other local organizations and communities. The strength of this loop, indicated by the weight
of the arrow in Figure 3, can reduce the influence of a related loop that connects beneficiary
needs—more immediately connected to HGHES’s (2016¢) vision, mission, and values—with
program development. These dual loops contribute to a creative tension, indicated by the red
arrow shown in Figure 3: “a juxtaposition of vision (what we want) and a clear picture of current
reality” (Senge, 2006, p. 132). Both motivate HGHES to expand programming; however, during
times of financial scarcity, the capital investment required may strengthen the influence of the

blue arrow (C. Ormond, personal communication, October 28, 2015).
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Non-Profit Client Needs

Donor Preferences
Program Development

Client Satisfaction

f Secured Grants

Figure 3. Map of reinforcing loops affecting program development.

Note. The red arrow indicates shifting amounts of synergy between the two loops, and weight of
blue and green arrows indicates influence over decision making. The red arrow and weights of
blue and green arrows shift in length and weight depending on internal and external factors.

The final symbolic frame directs focus away from what happens and towards the attached
meaning (Bolman & Deal, 2013). Prior to commencing the experience, students and
communities are prepared by HGHES for the experience, in order to encourage as many positive
connections as possible. For enrolled students, the semester program is an opportunity for
educational and personal transformation. Cohorts emerge with a culture of respect, inspiration,
collaboration, enthusiasm and camaraderie, firmly supported by the organization through stories,
heroes, rituals and ceremonies (E. Collins, personal communication, May 13, 2015). For
community members in QC/DG and Skidegate, stories circulate rapidly in a series of small
communities of Haida and settlers, where the visiting students in particular are extremely visible.
The organization goes to great lengths to work with students and communities before, during and

after the semester experience to ensure positive and mutually beneficial relationships. However,
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a diversity of stories and perspectives all the while emerges from the communities: some revolve
around mentorship and value-added, while others speak about privilege and naivety (E. Collins,
personal communication, May 15, 2015). Although such a diversity of perspectives and opinions
is normal within a given population, and perhaps heightened in a small community, it warrants
consideration all the while. For staff, HGHES is in many regards, a means of reconciling the
tension that exists between residents and non-residents, with a particular emphasis on Haida and
settler relationships (HGHES, 2015). The organization’s ability to manage resource conflict,
resolution, and reconciliation are, in its own untested opinion, among its greatest strengths, and
something it believes can transform future leaders (HGHES, 2015).

Across the aforementioned frames, it is important to recognize the underlying influence
of colonization of the Haida Nation, and how it effects the local landscape, in physical,
environmental, educational, economic, psychological and social senses (Council of the Haida
Nation and Guujaaw v Province of British Columbia, 2002; Haida Laas - News of the Haida
Nation, 2010; Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, 2015). These effects are
complex and multifaceted, and an in depth discussion of them is beyond the scope of this study.
However, they are all the while very much apart of HGHES structure, relationships, decisions,
pre-semester preparation, orientation, and course content; the history of the Haida Nation
underpins each frame through which the organization is viewed and from which it views the
world. Thus, this history and influence underpins much of this inquiry. HGHES proudly works in
close partnership with the Haida Nation, and includes Haida citizens as board members, advisors,
educators, and students (C. Ormond, personal communication, February 6, 2017). Additionally,

any major programming decisions are made with the support of both the Council of the Haida
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Nation and the Haida community at large (C. Ormond, personal communication, February 6,
2017). The organization believes that this relationship, and the opportunity for meaningful cross-
cultural learning, is central to past and current program success—and it is something they hope
to continuously cultivate in the future, as it pursues new initiatives and endeavours (C. Ormond,
personal communication, February 6, 2017).
Overview of the Thesis

In the following chapters, I will detail the progression of this inquiry project, and the
conclusions and recommendations that I ultimately derived. In Chapter 2, I provide a detailed
literature review, analyzing recent and foundational work related to non profit sustainability,
place-based learning, and change management. The subsequent chapter provides an overview of
the inquiry approach, which includes a review of methodology, inquiry participants, inquiry
methods, data analysis and ethical considerations and concerns. In Chapter 4, I detail the themes
and conclusions that emerged through the inquiry process, building connections between
participant responses and relevant literature. The study concludes with Chapter 5, which offers a
series of recommendations to HGHES, including a discussion of organizational implications, a
proposed timeline, and areas for future study.

In the next chapter, I compare, contrast, and synthesize recent and seminal literature
related to three key areas of study: non profit sustainability, place-based learning and change
management. This review provides context for the ensuing inquiry project, and the development

of my ultimate recommendations.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review

The intention of this literature review is to compare, contrast, and synthesize recent and
seminal work on three topics related to this inquiry project: non profit sustainability, place-based
learning, and change management. The first topic explores definitions of non profit
sustainability, and strategies for rendering organizations more sustainable. The second topic
explores leading theories related to place-based education, and how the study of tourism
intersects with this concept. The final topic explores leading concepts of change management,
with particular emphasis on participatory approaches. These three complementing topics were
selected because HGHES is a non profit that offers place-based learning opportunities, and seeks
to use program expansion to foster greater organizational sustainability. Such an expansion
would require significant change, which must be managed both within the organization and in
partnership with the proposed host community. Exploring these three topics builds a bridge
between fostering organizational sustainability and program development, ensuring the
organization is able to change and grow successfully, while remaining true to its vision, mission,
values and clients.
Private Non Profit Sustainability

This section explores literature that focuses on defining and measuring NPO
sustainability. It outlines the current dynamic environment in which Canadian non profits seek to
become sustainable, and successful global approaches for enhancing organizational
sustainability, with particular emphasis on social entrepreneurship. Whilst financial sustainability

was often at the core of concerns voiced by HGHES and was heavily represented in the literature



HGHES EXPANSION 25
at large, this review broadened the conversation to consider elements related to stakeholders,
program quality, and human resources.

Defining and measuring non profit sustainability. A discussion of non profit
sustainability first warrants a brief review of the literature surrounding the unique functioning of
NPOs. In the broadest of terms, the literature consistently described private NPOs as entities that
exist in a third sector to meet social needs unsatisfied by the business or for-profit sectors (Sharir
& Lerner, 2006; Weerawardena, McDonald, & Mort, 2010; Young, 2012). Such organizations,
although legally entitled to have a profit, lack a profit measure: “a single, satisfactory, overall
measure of performance” (Young, 2012, p. 28). Rather, NPOs are driven by a series of often
ambiguous and complex markers of success that are notoriously difficult to define and compare
(Al-Tabbaa, Gadd, & Ankrah, 2013; Young, 2012). Typically, they are accountable to a complex
network of stakeholders comprised of program beneficiaries and donors, who have varying needs
(Weerawardena et al., 2010).

Historically, NPOs have been funded by large and long-term donations and grants;
however, the literature further agreed that today, NPOs operate in an environment that is
increasingly competitive for resources, making service delivery and mission fulfilment more
difficult (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2013; Besel, Lewellen Williams, & Klak, 2011; Weerawardena et al.,
2010). While in a for-profit venture, this competitiveness might be reconciled with enhanced
products or service delivery, NPOs experience a disconnect between these two elements
(Weerawardena et al., 2010; Young, 2012). The improvement of service delivery does not
necessarily equate to more finances; in fact, Weerawardena et al. (2012) and Young (2012)

speculated that the achievement of goals leads to a reduction in funding, as donors no longer
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perceive urgency. As such, a new outlook on fostering organizational sustainability specifically
suited to the non profit sector is urgently needed (Weerawardena et al., 2010).

Turning again to broad terms, the literature converges on the definition of a sustainable
NPO, albeit with varied language. Inspired by the 1987 Brundtland Commission’s definition on
sustainable development’, the literature consistently asserted that non profits are sustainable
when they are able to fulfil their mission and stakeholder commitments by providing services in
the short and long term (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2013; Besel et al., 2011; Bowman, 2011; Sharir &
Lerner, 2006; Weerawardena et al., 2010; Young, 2012).

Measuring NPO sustainability, however, is fraught with diverse interpretations and
approaches. Bowman (2011), focused exclusively on financial sustainability, suggesting it can be
defined and measured as “the rate of change in [financial] capacity in each period” (p. 38). He
offered a series of financial indicators in short and long-term timeframes that indicate whether a
given organization is financially vulnerable and thus, unsustainable. Young (2012) offered a
similar approach, detailing strategies for building effective financial control. However, when
compared to the broader and more holistic literature on NPO sustainability, the foci of Young
(2012) and Bowman (2011) are particularly narrow. Okorley and Nkrumah (2012) suggested that
effective leadership and adequate human resources are essential to fostering greater
sustainability, while Al-Tabbaa et al. (2013) emphasized the importance of quality management.

Weerawardena et al. (2010), Sharir and Lerner (2006) and Besel et al. (2011) converged around

5 In 1987, following the World Commission on Environment and Development, the Brundtland
Commission published the first common definition of sustainable development. It is “development
which meets the needs of current generations without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs" (United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development, n.d.).
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non profit strategy, with particular emphasis on strategic funding decisions and revenue
diversification.

Collectively, the literature firmly supported the assertion that building a sustainable non
profit is a complex and multi-faceted challenge, involving a diversity of stakeholders and
perspectives (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2013; Besel et al., 2011; Bowman, 2011; Sharir & Lerner, 2006;
Weerawardena et al., 2010; Young, 2012). This consensus was an important point in the
literature for me, as often financial sustainability concerns take precedence in NPO
conversations. Although important and essential to organizational survival, the aforementioned
literature aided me in adopting non-linear and system-wide thinking when considering questions
and strategies to explore rendering HGHES more sustainable. However, the frequency with
which financial concerns were voiced did influence the direction of my second subtopic:
entrepreneurial strategies for fostering greater non profit sustainability. While I attempted to
retain a holistic understanding of the term, financial concerns were often at the heart of this topic.

Entrepreneurial strategies for fostering greater non profit sustainability. The
mounting competition between NPOs for resources, financial and otherwise, has led to ample
literature exploring effective strategies for coping and adapting. Current throughout is an
emphasis on adopting entrepreneurial principles to a non profit environment (Al-Tabbaa et al.,
2013; Besel et al., 2011; Bowman, 2011; Okorley & Nkrumah, 2012; Sharir & Lerner, 2006;
Weerawardena et al., 2010; Young, 2012). Although Young (2012) and Bowman (2011) both
emphasized the need for tighter financial processes and control, the broader trend was to

articulate a need for a strategic shift in the way NPO activities are conceptualized (Lambert,
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Alexander, & Schenkel, 2015; Moizer & Tracey, 2010; Okorley & Nkrumah, 2012; Sharir &
Lerner, 2006; Weerawardena et al., 2010).

The literature converged around the need for NPOs to become more innovative, both in
terms of fundraising strategies and service delivery (Lambert et al., 2015; Moizer & Tracey,
2010; Sharir & Lerner, 2006; Weerawardena et al., 2010). For some organizations, this involves
simply transitioning away from government grants and towards a fee-for-service model (Besel et
al., 2011). Other organizations have developed related businesses—social ventures—whose
revenues support the NPO’s social aims (Lambert et al., 2015; Moizer & Tracey, 2010; Sharir &
Lerner, 2006). However, it should be noted that amidst this support for revenue diversification,
one study advocated against this strategy, suggesting that when NPOs, particularly small ones,
work to diversify revenues across private contributions, government funding and commercial
incomes, their overall revenue generating strategies become less efficient (de los Mozos, Duarte,
& Ruiz, 2016). As HGHES considers strategies for fostering financial sustainability, particularly
through programming additions and alternative funding models, considerations of revenue
sources versus organizational capacity are pertinent.

Al-Tabbaa et al. (2013) diverged from the common recommendations related to focusing
on revenue and costs, suggesting that instead effective quality management of NPO services is
most essential to enhancing sustainability. Like Young (2012), Al-Tabbaa et al. (2013)
acknowledged the challenges associated with selecting indicators for performance evaluation,
and then asserted that to become more sustainable, NPOs must focus on both quality of
management and stakeholder satisfaction simultaneously. In the case of HGHES, this would

involve prioritizing a focus on student and community member satisfaction with services. This is
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however, a point contested by the findings of Young (2012) and Weerawardena et al. (2010) who
emphasized that the correlation between services provided and organizational sustainability is, at
a minimum not linear, and at times in opposition, as was detailed in Figure 3 in Chapter 1. There
remain gaps in the literature regarding this relationship, and it warrants future study.

In summary, there are many emerging ideas related to the reinvention of NPOs, in hopes
that through them, these entities can find greater sustainability. While there is no unanimously
preferred concept, multiple ideas challenge the historical operating models of NPOs, which
influenced the conversations I led about how program expansion could render the organization
more sustainable. However, in navigating new models for organizational sustainability, the
organization’s mandate must remain paramount. In the case of HGHES, this means providing
transformative educational opportunities inspired by Haida Gwaii. As such, my second topic of
study: place-based learning and the study of tourism.

Place-Based Learning and the Discipline of Tourism

As non profits strive to become more sustainable, they become more focused with
maintaining a “double bottom line [that] demands a careful balance between resource utilization
... and engagement with local stakeholders” (Moizer & Tracey, 2010, p. 253). In the pursuit of
sustainability, it is possible for NPOs to lose sight of their founding mandate. This section
explores trends and practices in place-based learning, in order to retain connectivity between
broad sustainable organizational development and the commitment HGHES has made to its
stakeholders. This topic also aided in shaping an understanding of what tourism-focused place-
based learning looks like elsewhere; these models and concepts acted as a benchmark against

which I could interpret community expectations relative to organizational needs.
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Understanding tourism-focused place-based learning. Although the newly emergent
concept of place-based education has roots in various disciplines, current literature broadly
agrees that the concept is about how lived experiences shape individual learning (Deale, 2016;
Deale, Elders, & Jacques, 2010; Knapp, 2005; Meringolo, 2014; Smith, 2002; Zandvliet, 2014).
Zandlivet (2014) understood place-based learning through learning environment research
conducted by Kurt Lewin, Rudolf Moos and Herbert Walberg, which documents the influence a
learning environment has on student outcomes. In a similar vein, Knapp (2005) explored the
immediate evolution of the term, and defined it as “a curricular and instructional approach
designed to help students learn about immediate surroundings by capitalizing on their lived
experiences.” (p. 278). His definition was derived from Smith, whom Knapp credited with
bringing the approach into mainstream educational practice in the early 2000s. In his seminal
text, Smith (2002) suggested that this style of education is most natural to human learning, and
has been challenged with the development of schools teaching knowledge developed
elsewhere—a sentiment reiterated by others (Deale, 2016; Deale et al., 2010; Jennings,
Scantlebury, & Wolfe, 2009). This emphasis on learning from the immediate environment acts as
the backbone for HGHES pedagogy.

Meringolo (2014) strayed from the student-centered definition of place-based learning in
his exploration of the concept’s roots in human geography. In it, he adopted a community-
centered perspective on place-based learning, suggesting the concept emerged out of a desire to
conduct collaborative research that could build stronger communities. However, Meringolo
(2014) noted that community benefit and engagement are typically more difficult to prioritize

and understand, particularly when compared to the ease with which we can understand a
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transformative student experience. HGHES’ values include a desire to contribute to the
communities in which they partner, and the organization has a strong sense of the ways in which
they have contributed thus far — be it financially, or otherwise. However, as noted in Chapter 1,
community perceptions of the organization are arguably more diverse and complex than student
perceptions.

As far as place-based learning relates to the study of tourism, there is further alignment
within the literature regarding the existence of a natural and essential overlap between the two
(Deale, 2016; Deale et al., 2010; Jamal, Taillon, & Dredge, 2011). Jamal et al. (2011) reviewed
the historical study of tourism, noting particular educational success in vocational schools and
universities that build industry-specific skills through practical application. They also noted the
opportunity this overlap has for both practical wisdom and social change. Similarly, Deale et al.
(2010) spoke to the importance of a synonymous concept of authentic learning within the study
of tourism—*“learning activities that take place as they would in the real world rather than in
passive learning environments” (p. 145). They suggested that this offers richer learning because
of the connection with community partners, and the direct experience managing hospitality-
related challenges. Deale (2016), Jamal et al. (2011) and Jennings et al. (2009) further developed
this assertion, each independently suggesting that pedagogical practices of reflexivity, team-
based learning and working within communities of practice best equip tourism students to meet
the emergent needs within the industry.

While the Bologna Process in Europe and the establishment of the Tourism Education
Future Initiative initiated a global standardization of tourism education (Jamal et al., 2011),

Smith (2002) cautions “because place-based education is by its nature specific to particular
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locales, generic curricular models are inappropriate” (p. 587). Rather, he offers five thematic
foundations to place-based learning—cultural studies, nature studies, real-world problem
solving, internships and entrepreneurial opportunities, and induction to community processes—
that can be suited to a given setting (Smith, 2002).

Those who study place-based learning within the study of tourism re-iterate these themes.
Cultural studies, for example, refer to the process of connecting local culture and history to the
learning experience (Smith, 2002). Deale (2016) and Jamal et al. (2011) recognized that such
connections aid tourism students in developing the skills needed to understand community
dynamics, and to create ventures that will meet community needs—a new expectation of the
tourism industry. Jamal et al. (2011) and Jennings et al. (2009) also noted that such interactions
encouraged students to be more reflective, another skill they deemed essential to the industry
today.

The literature also suggested that the themes of real-world problem solving and
internship/entrepreneurial opportunities within the study of tourism predate the onset of place-
based learning (Jamal et al., 2011), but continue to recognize that such themes heighten a
student’s ability to respond to career and industry challenges (Jennings et al., 2009). Deale’s
(2016) conversations with tourism entrepreneurs resulted in the specific conclusion that these
real world experiences with mentors and community members were among the most effective
ways of learning essential industry skills related to leadership, communication, creativity and
risk taking. Though HGHES has yet to expand into the realm of tourism studies, themes of

cultural studies and real-world problem solving hold true in current programming. It is likely that
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expanding into the discipline of tourism specifically will however warrant greater emphasis on
entrepreneurial opportunities.

In summary, there is broad consensus within the literature that place-based learning is a
transformative learning experience for students, that there are natural overlaps with the discipline
of tourism, and that a strong community connection is of utmost importance. However, there is
ambiguity surrounding how academics and practitioners can understand the impact such an
experience has on the host community. Given that HGHES attempts to benefit both students and
community members, this ambiguity very much influenced the development of research methods
for organizational and community members, and the consequent recommendations.

Strategies for effective community engagement. Meringolo (2014) noted, “Place-based
learning takes place in an expansive and unpredictable learning environment—outside the
familiar boundaries of classroom or library. . . . [As such] effective collaboration requires
educators to conduct significant outreach and maintain communication with a variety of
partners” (p. 420). He suggested the role of a community member must extend beyond an
advisory capacity: “Effective place-based learning initiatives allow local people to steer their
course” (Meringolo, 2014, p. 420). Much of the other literature was in agreement with
Meringolo’s assertion; I found broad-based recognition that students benefit from engaging with
communities and that strong community partnerships are critical to a successful place-based
learning experience (Bednarz et al., 2008; Deale et al., 2010).

In spite of this agreement, there is considerably less literature written on how such
partnerships are most effectively built. Deale et al. (2010), Jamal et al. (2011), and Bednarz et al.

(2008) note the need to continuously cultivate trusting and collaborative relationships with host



HGHES EXPANSION 34
community members. Deale (2016) offered greater detail, suggesting that to do this, there must
be clear and ongoing communication, partner inclusion throughout the entire project, shared
expectations, carefully defined goals and strong commitment were essential to building such a
relationship. However, the process of building partnerships, particularly within the realm of
tourism studies, is an area that warrants further study.

The gap in literature is potentially explained by the prevalent assumption that
communities who participate in place-based learning will inherently benefit from the experience,
thus placing focus on the student experience instead (Jamal et al., 2011; Jennings et al., 2009).
Davidson-Hunt and O’Flaherty (2007) and Bodorkos and Pataki (2009) challenge this
assumption, suggesting that too often, academic knowledge is imposed on, rather than cocreated
with, a given community, and that this can negate intended benefits. Although they focus on
place-based learning communities as a research method, their definitions echo what has been
reviewed thus far. Both define the concept as an opportunity to create a cross-cultural
understanding of a problem with the goal of aiding communities respond to their own needs
(Bodorkos & Pataki, 2009; Davidson-Hunt & O’Flaherty, 2007). Davidson-Hunt and O’Flaherty
(2007) specifically stress that local communities “are not just sources of knowledge but active
practitioners who coproduce new knowledge that remains rooted in the communities of which
they are apart.” (p. 297). In order to create this relationship, they stress the importance of
individualized relationships reliant on clear communication and trust—a sentiment echoed by
Deale et al. (2010), and Meringolo (2014). HGHES’ use of community educators and local
academics is an important organizational practice that supports the co-creation of knowledge,

while still providing an accredited academic experience (HGHES, 2016e).
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Both Davidson-Hunt and O’Flaherty (2007) and Bodorkés and Pataki (2009) found that
co-authoring a research proposal detailing the project’s intention and process was of tremendous
value. Although specific to research, this process of clarifying visions, values, and goals echoes
much of the literature that explores the elements of an effective team, and the cultivation of trust
(see Kouzes & Posner (2012), Lencioni (2005) and Senge (2006)).

The literature finds broad consensus in the idea that the relationship established with a
host community is essential to effective place-based learning. There is further alignment in the
assertion that trust, clear communication, and knowledge contributions from both parties are
foundational to forming these relationships. The description of HGHES culture in Chapter 1
indicated that current organizational values and practices align with these pillars; however, a
deeper exploration into this essential alignment became a central component of this inquiry.
Managing Change

This section explores the literature related to change management; specifically, it
explores theories related to assessing readiness for change, and strategies for participatory
change management. Throughout both topics, there is an overarching trend encouraging
organizations to ensure those affected by the change both understand the change and deem it
necessary. This trend echoes the essence of building effective partnerships with place-based
learning communities, which indicated potential synergies across concepts. This topic was
selected in order to build an understanding about when and how HGHES can best plan to initiate
change both internally, and with a sub-section of its beneficiaries.

Assessing readiness for change. Readiness for change is widely defined as the degree to

which individuals are prepared to implement a given change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi &
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Ruona, 2010; Eby, Adams, Russel, & Gaby, 2000; Gértner, 2013; Nordin, 2012). Furthermore,
understanding this readiness is widely understood as foundational to implementing successful
change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi & Ruona, 2010; Eby et al., 2000; Gértner, 2013; Nordin,
2012). The roots of readiness are connected to the seminal work of Kurt Lewin, who coined the
term unfreezing to explain the essential shift in beliefs and attitudes that must occur in order to
motivate change (as cited in Choi & Ruona, 2010). Specifically, Choi and Ruona (2010)
extrapolate that employees must view the change as both necessary and likely to be successful.
Whilst Lewin has been criticized for being overly linear and simplistic, current leading change
management theories generally revolve around this concept (Cummings, Bridgman, & Brown,
2016). Cummings et al. (2016) eloquently detail how leading change management theories each
include an element of unfreezing—whether it is Lippitt’s 1958 concept of developing a need for
change, and establishing change relationships, or Kotter’s eight steps of change, which include
establishing a sense of urgency, forming a guiding collation and creating a vision. They also
draw parallels to modern practices of McKinsey Consulting and Price Waterhouse Cooper
(Cummings et al., 2016). These stages further parallel the Action Research Engagement model
(ARE; see Appendix D) which, in short, uses collaborative inquiry to prepare for change (Rowe,
Graf, Agger-Gupta, Piggot-Irvine, & Harris, 2013). Amidst the leading literature on change
management, Sonenshein and Dholakia (2012) note that there is a tendency to focus on
individuals as obstacles or resistors to change. Their work diverges from this paradigm, instead
applying social psychological research to understand the ways that individuals construct positive

understandings about change (Sonenshein & Dholakia, 2012).
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Within the literature surrounding readiness for change, there is a distinction between
individual versus organizational readiness for change. Choi and Ruona (2010) explored
individual readiness, suggesting three strategies that can enhance an individual’s readiness for
change. While historically they noted that power-coercive and rational-empirical strategies have
been employed, they argued that participative strategies (‘“normative-reeducative strategies”) are
the most effective (Choi & Ruona, 2010). Sonenshein and Dholakia (2012) also explored change
from an individual’s perspective. Their work focused on how individuals facing adverse changes
attach positive meaning to that which surrounds them.

Kee and Newcomer (2008) examined, by contrast, activities that assess organizational
readiness for change. They offered a series of key activities that leaders should consider before
initiating change, in order to understand risk and organizational capacity—a variation of
readiness. This includes clarifying what mandates the change, analyzing the complexity of
change, identifying common interests and objectives, managing specific objectives and
measures, anticipating the scope required, understanding the capacity and limitations of the
organizations, developing risk mitigation plans, and identifying and initiating discussions with
prospective change partners (Kee & Newcomer, 2008).

However, readiness for change extends beyond simply understanding the current context.
Girtner (2013) and Nordin (2012) both explored the qualities necessary in leadership to inspire
change. Nordin (2012) suggested, “Charisma, attention to individualized development, and
willingness to provide intellectual stimulation are critical traits to leaders during the change
process” (p. 247). He suggested that these qualities, among others, increase an employee’s ability

to identify with the organization, and that this identification is essential in building readiness for



HGHES EXPANSION 38
change (Nordin, 2012). Gértner (2013) adopted a slightly different approach, suggesting that a
leader’s ability to be reflective and aware of alternatives is central to readying an organization
for change. Goffee and Jones (2000) further supported Gértner’s assertions in warning that while
a leader’s ability to sense situations is a quality of inspirational leadership, there is
simultaneously a risk that leaders are projecting bias onto the surrounding elements. Géirtner
(2013) advocated that leader adopt mindfulness practices, in order to broaden their understanding
of their organization, their role and change—a concept echoed by Senge (2006) who noted the
importance of a leader’s continuous pursuit to see current reality more clearly.

If appropriate assessment of readiness for change is critical to the successful introduction
and implementation of a given change, it is essential to understand both willingness and
readiness for said change, both within the organization and community. It was apparent from the
outset of this inquiry that the proposed expansion project is needed; however, it was equally
apparent that HGHES was not yet prepared for this change to occur. Given this, an ongoing
understanding of the changing state of readiness for change is an important stage in preparing for
said change. This literature informed both the development of questions to assess community
readiness for change, and the recommendations related to preparing the community and
organization for change.

Participatory change. Choi and Ruona (2010) stated, “Individuals are not naturally
resistant to change—rather, they resist the imposition of change, or the way change is imposed to
them” (p. 50). Resistance, as a result, is not necessarily a predictor of actual obstacles to change,
but more an indication about how the change was implemented (Choi & Ruona, 2010). Authors

of change management literature, whether focused on individuals, organizations, or
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communities, broadly agreed that providing those who will experience the change the
opportunity to participate in the change process would lead to higher levels of successful change
(Castelloe, Watson, & White, 2002; Choi & Ruona, 2010; Gartner, 2013; Kotter, 1996; Kouzes
& Posner, 2012; Sonenshein & Dholakia, 2012; Zimmerman et al., 2013).

The practice of participatory change, championed by Castelloe et al. (2002), is a fusion of
three leading theories in community development—community organizing, popular education,
and participatory development. Castelloe et al. (2002) offered a guiding process for community
development practitioners to organize, support and foster participation within the groups with
which they work with (Castelloe et al., 2002). Luluquisen and Pettis (2014) echo this process,
applying participatory change concepts to a specific community engagement initiative. Although
not explicitly connected to theories of organizational change management, there are numerous
connections and overlaps between the concepts. These overlaps bridged what is otherwise a
perceived gap in the literature related to introducing place-based learning programming to new
communities.

Castelloe et al. (2002) first stressed the importance of researching the given community,
and holding meetings with grassroots leaders to understand needs, assets, and goal. In this early
exploratory stage, the practitioner begins to understand the community’s local context (Castelloe
et al., 2002), perhaps gaining an understanding of their readiness for change. The practitioner
also begins to form connections with a group of decision makers, who take on leadership roles
within this change process (Castelloe et al., 2002). This defined group of diverse individuals
echoes Kotter’s (1996) concept of a guiding coalition: a group of individuals who extend beyond

the immediate leadership team and are ultimately responsible for crafting a vision for change.
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Luluquisen and Pettis (2014) also adopted this concept, in creating a steering committee
comprised of community residents and government officials who were responsible for setting
strategic direction and making decisions. Within this initiative, there was also a youth committee,
designed to incorporate youth perspectives and resources, while also building their capacity and
sense of agency (Luluquisen & Pettis, 2014). In reflecting on their experience and feedback from
this committee, Luluquisen & Pettis (2014) noted the paramount importance of creating
opportunities for community representatives to affect real change within this committee, be it
through institutionalized voting power or leadership training opportunities that enhance their
ability to participate.

The engagement of diverse perspectives ensures that the vision statement developed is
steeped in community needs, and driven by those who will be affected by it (Castelloe et al.,
2002; Luluquisen & Pettis, 2014). It also ensures that the proposed change extends beyond the
knowledge and potential biases of those in leadership positions, as cautioned by Gértner (2013)
and Goffee and Jones (2000). This change management approach parallels organizational change
management work by Kotter (1996), Kouzes and Posner (2012) and Senge (2006), who each
emphasized that establishing a statement that resonates both on logical and emotional levels to
those affected by it is of paramount importance.

Castelloe et al. (2002) offered 10 core attitudes and behaviours that govern the
participatory change process, which can be summarized as a belief in the people, an
understanding that they hold wisdom, an emphasis on questions and listening, a reliance on
participatory tools, and a desire to build confidence, friendships and mutual learning. This

participant-focused approach paralleled Choi and Ruona’s (2010) support for normative-
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reeducative change strategies, which encouraged individuals to lead their own re-education about
a potential change, building partnership, trust and commitment (Choi & Ruona, 2010). This
approach is also echoed by Zimmerman et al.’s (2013) work on Front Line Ownership, which
stresses employee-ownership, rather than management-ownership, over a given change.

It should be noted that while Armenakis et al.’s (1993) work on readiness for change is
foundational to the field, many of his recommendations diverged from the participatory
approaches encouraged by many of his colleagues. His strategies for enhancing readiness tended
to focus strategies of persuasive communication and managed external information about the
necessity of change, which Gértner (2013) viewed as counterproductive to change. Armenakis et
al. (1993) noted the role of active participation, but it received only peripheral mention in their
work.

In drawing parallels between participatory change and organizational change, I found a
frame for my inquiry project. Although a 5-year timeline was discussed from the outset of this
inquiry, theories connected to participatory change highlight essential preparatory processes that
must occur in advance of introducing a given change. Engaging leaders to understand needs,
assets and goals (Castelloe et al., 2002) became the focus of my inquiry, and the subsequent
stages of participatory change were foundational to my recommendations.

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, I have compared, contrasted and synthesized recent and seminal work
related to this inquiry project. This has included an exploration of non profit sustainability,
including definitions of, and strategies to enhance, sustainability. I also reviewed literature

related to place-based education, with specific reference to how the discipline of tourism
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intersects with this pedagogy. Finally, I reviewed change management literature, with emphasis
on participatory approaches that contribute to organizational and individual readiness for change.
These intertwining topics provided context for this inquiry project, and the ultimate development
of my recommendations. In the next chapter, I will discuss this inquiry project’s approach. This
will include a review of project participants, inquiry methods, study conduct, data analysis, and

ethical concerns.
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Chapter Three: Inquiry Project Approach

In this chapter, I explore my research methodology, the associated methods, and my
overarching approach. This includes a discussion of my project participants, my selection
process, the rationale for my methods, and my process for data analysis. I conclude the section
with an overview of the relevant ethical concerns, and how I protected the wellbeing of my
participants throughout the course of the inquiry.

The research question I asked was as follows: How can the Haida Gwaii Higher
Education Society expand its current place-based educational programming into Port
Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay, with emphasis on local tourism development? I also explored the
following sub-questions in conducting this research:

1. How do key organizational and community stakeholders envision tourism-focused

place-based learning opportunities?

2. What models and/or approaches will most effectively support delivering tourism-

focused place-based learning opportunities?

3. What current HGHES programming strengths can be leveraged to enhance the

organization’s capacity for change and program expansion?

4. What opportunities and challenges will impact the introduction of new HGHES

programming?
Inquiry Approach

This project was guided by the principles of action research (AR), a methodology that

“uses continuing cycles of investigation designed to reveal effective solutions to issues and

problems experienced in specific situations and localized settings” (Stringer, 2014, p. 1). The
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methodology holds a dual-goal of contributing to social science and social action, and relies on
collaboration between the researcher and the client to change thought patterns (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2014). Although I first selected AR for its ability to find localized solutions that fit the
dynamics of a particular challenge (Stringer, 2014), it is also a method very much in line with
this project’s organizational and system-wide culture. HGHES as an organization operates in a
highly inclusive and participatory manner (personal communication, May 13, 2015), reflective of
AR philosophy. The 77i-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving
Humans (TCPS; Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Natural Sciences and Engineering
Research Council of Canada, & Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada, 2014) corroborated the importance of using collaborative methods when including First
Nations people in research. Within the AR methodology, I took an appreciative stance, focusing
on “what gives life to organizations” (Bushe, 2010, p. 235) rather than problems and solutions
(Bushe, 2012; Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005). Through this stance, I worked to illuminate
existing practices that can be expanded upon in order to influence positive change (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2014).

AR is, in its entirety, comprised of numerous iterative cycles that include execution of the
proposed change. [ however, confined this project to the ARE model (see Appendix D for a
visual representation), as per the stipulations of the Department of Leadership Studies at Royal
Roads University. This model “seeks to explicate an action research cycle of collaborative
inquiry, dialogue, reflection and deliberation that strengthens the readiness of the organization to
launch a structural or process change intervention” (Rowe et al., 2013, p. 19). I moved through

the iterative cycles of looking, thinking and acting as I worked with the organization to



HGHES EXPANSION 45
collectively discover a series of possible solutions to their challenges (Rowe et al., 2013), which
[ ultimately delivered as recommendations to the sponsor and key stakeholders

I used a multi-method qualitative approach, employing a focus group, interviews and a
directed conversation to collect qualitative data related to my overarching inquiry question.
These methods aided me in “interpret[ing] people’s constructions of reality and identify[ing]
uniqueness and patterns in their perspective and behaviour” (Glesne, 2011, p. 19). Used together,
these three methods complemented each other, triangulating my research findings in order to
enhance the rigour of this study.
Project Participants

I selected research participants for this inquiry from HGHES (4 staff and 8 board
members) and the community of PC/GL (total population of 282 people). I initiated the study
with a focus group in which I purposefully selected and interviewed four individuals, based
primarily on their ability to lead this change. Participants represented HGHES and the local
government, and included a cross-section of ages and genders. Following this preliminary
discussion, I expanded the inquiry to the community through a series of interviews with
participants selected through maximum variation sampling, in order to connect with individuals
who represent a diversity of perspectives (Glesne, 2011) indicative of the population at large. I
invited 10 individuals and 6 participated. For my third research method, I returned to HGHES
leadership, working with a cross-section of the organization’s leadership to process community
recommendations through a directed conversation. Given the small size of the organization and
the capacity all have to lead change, I selected participants based on convenience. I invited 5

individuals and 2 participated. Unfortunately, no members of the Board of Directors were able to
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participate; however, the Executive Director conferred with them in advance and brought some
of their perspectives to the session.

Throughout all methods, I invited individuals over the age of 19 from the community of
PC/GL and I ensured representation of First Nations and non-First Nations heritage, male and
female genders, and various age brackets. I felt this degree of community and organizational
participation was realistic, and did not compromise depth, diversity, and engagement of multiple
viewpoints. It also allowed me to protect vulnerable populations and ensure equal representation
of voice. In altering my sampling method for the second research method, I hoped to negate
biases that may have emerged in purposefully selected focus group participants. This assisted in
developing comprehensive recommendations, validated by multiple perspectives (Glesne, 2011).

As someone external to the organization with limited real or perceived organizational
power, I felt there were no concerns related to my influence or power-over. As such, I personally
invited the participants and conducted the research. However, relevant to my research and my
broader perceived power within it, is my position as a non-Indigenous academic who has been
steeped in a Eurocentric discourse. Given the difficulty with which “this body [can] engage in
alternate perspectives to find value in multiple forms of knowledge as alternate possibilities in
social organization” (Ermine, Sinclair, & Jeffery, 2004, p. 18), I relied on a practice of critical
self-reflection to deconstruct my personal biases that stem from my dominant paradigm. This
process helped me hold space for space for diverse voices, which included but is not limited to
the Haida perspective.

Returning to organizational power within my research, I intentionally limited my

sponsor’s public participation in the process, as it could have created a perceived power-over
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problem. However, it was all the while essential that he was a member of the focus groups, along
with members of his team.

Central to my entire research project was the support of my Inquiry Team, a group of
individuals who “accept responsibility to implement the ARE project, guide the processes,
convene meetings, ensure data are gathered and compiled and facilitate decision making” (Rowe
et al., 2013, p. 23). Each team member signed a confidentiality agreement (see Appendix E for
the agreement). My inquiry team included a peer from my Royal Roads cohort, an academic with
a familiar with HGHES, an academic from the field of tourism, and a representative from the
Council of the Haida Nation. All filled advisory roles to the project, offering oversight to my
decision making processes.

Inquiry Methods

This section provides an overview of the inquiry methods used in this study, including
data collection methods, study conduct, and methods for qualitative data analysis.

Data collection tools. In this project, I collected data through interviews and focus
groups over three phases. In the first phase, conducted in October 2016, I used a focus group to
understand how HGHES and PC/GL leaders conceptualize tourism-focused program expansion.
This phase built a preliminary understanding of, and relationship between community leaders
and organizational leaders, discovering shared opinions and areas of tension. I then expanded the
conversation to other community members in order to investigate programming possibilities
through a series of one-on-one interviews, conducted between October and December 2016. This
process provided space for community members to express opinions without the direct

participation or influence of HGHES, thus encouraging greater authenticity in responses. These
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anonymous responses shaped the questions I selected for the final directed conversation,
conducted in December 2016, in which HGHES leadership reconvened to process community
perceptions relative to organizational needs. The use of multiple methods, similar to the use of
diverse participants, aided me in triangulating my results to build rigour and trustworthiness in
my study (Glesne, 2011).

Focus groups. 1 intended to begin and end my research by facilitating two in-person
focus groups—*“a research technique that collects data through group interaction on a topic
determined by the researcher” (Morgan, 1996, p. 130)—with an unstructured approach (Morgan,
1996) (see Appendix F for research questions). However, low participation in the final focus
group meant that I transitioned the method to a directed conversation that followed the principles
of a semi-structured focus group.

I piloted the questions for the focus group and directed conversation with members of my
inquiry team, who provided insight into flow, biases, and information that could be gleaned. I
selected this method because of its potential to provide insight into complex motivations, and its
potential to build understanding between participants through conversation (Morgan, 1996; Palys
& Atcheson, 2014). There is a concern that when compared to individual interviews, focus
groups require more time and resources (Palys & Atchison, 2014) and that they generate fewer
ideas as a result of group-think (Morgan, 1996; Palys & Atchison, 2014). However, this concept
of groupthink also aids in the generation of new ideas, shared values, and a common vision—
elements essential to program and organizational development (Kouzes & Posner, 2012), thus
contributing to broader organizational change. In facilitating the focus group and directed

conversation, I exerted minimal influence over the progression of dialogue, in order to place



HGHES EXPANSION 49
emphasis on the generation of knowledge, rather than the answering of questions (Morgan,
1996). In summary, I felt that a focus group’s ability to engage community and organizational
leaders in a topic they are all connected to outweighed the potential detractors.

Interviews. Following the first focus group, I facilitated a series of 30-minute semi-
structured interviews. Glesne (2011), who is not an action researcher, defined interviews as a
process whereby “researchers ask questions in the context of purposes often important primarily
to themselves” (Glesne, 2011, p. 102) (see Appendix F for research questions). Favoured by
many qualitative researchers for speed, flexibility and depth, interviews are able to capture the
interviewee’s individual story (Madill, 2011) . A semi-structured interview increases the
method’s flexibility, as it allows the researcher alter pre-established questions as the interview
progresses (Glesne, 2011), This creates opportunities for clarification and depth. However,
within this method, the interviewer risks tainting the interviewee’s response through his/her
choice of questions asked, responses given, and overarching verbal and non-verbal behaviour
(Glesne, 2011; Madill, 2011)—risks I acknowledged in conducting these interviews. In
developing the questions, I focused on experience and behaviour, avoiding questions that test
knowledge or broad motivations (Glesne, 2011). I again pre-piloted and piloted these questions
with members of my inquiry team before the formal interview, in order to identify bias or undue
influence (Glesne, 2011).

Study conduct. Upon receiving approval for my research from Royal Roads University, I
convened formal meetings with members of my inquiry team to develop a research action plan,
which we iteratively revisited throughout the process. Drafts of this plan were shared with my

sponsor and full inquiry team, in order to build dependability and rigour (Stringer, 2014).
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Our first activity was to identify and recruit participants. I worked with my inquiry team
and project sponsor to select individuals who met my predetermined criteria, and I then
approached them electronically and by phone with a standardized letter of invitation (see
Appendix G for the letters of invitation). I managed all responses in order to avoid any real or
perceived power issues from direct HGHES involvement.

As I recruited participants, I simultaneously engaged in the development and piloting the
questions for my proposed research methods. I began this process with a thorough review of the
literature surrounding interviews and focus groups, paying particular attention to strategies for
success. As I drafted an action plan and corresponding script, I then engaged my inquiry team for
feedback on my intended process and questions (see Appendices F, G and H for Research
Questions, Letters of Invitation and the Research Information Letter). After incorporating their
preliminary feedback, I piloted both methods with a number of volunteers, recruited based on
convenience. They provided further insight on the process and questioning, which I then re-
reviewed with my inquiry team and in light of the literature. At this point, there was satisfaction
with my questions and I progressed with my research.

Before initiating any formal research, I provided each participant with a written consent
form (see Appendix I for the consent form) that detailed the nature of the study and their
involvement. They had the choice to sign and participate, or to withdraw. This consent form was
also provided to individuals who participated in the piloting of my research methods.

With consent gained, I first conducted a 45-minute focus group (FG) that engaged
community and organizational leaders in a preliminary conversation related to the scope and

viability of the proposed program. Before beginning the questions, the group engaged in a brief
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conversation to clarify scope and intentions from both parties. With a common understanding
established, I acted as a facilitator who monitored questioning and emotion throughout the
discussion with as minimal intervention as possible (Morgan, 1996). I audio recorded the
session, and transcribed it afterwards. Throughout the study, I made large visual notes to capture
key points of the conversation as a form of member-checking throughout. This aided in
increasing the validity of my results.

With a sense of the possibilities established, I then began a series of 30-minute semi-
structured interviews (I) with a broader group of community stakeholders. Participants had
varying levels of pre-existing knowledge regarding HGHES and their expansion plans. In order
to create a baseline of understanding, I provided a brief and standardized summary before
commencing questioning. Questions (see Appendix F for research questions) explored the
participants’ willingness and readiness for the proposed change. I audio recorded each interview,
and transcribed them afterwards.

I intended to conclude this study with a second focus group with members of the HGHES
staff and board, which would connect these individuals with the community feedback. However,
with only two individuals in attendance, this focus group became a follow up directed
conversation (DC), lasting approximately 40 minutes. I audio recorded this session, and
transcribed it afterwards. As there were only two participants in attendance, there were many
opportunities for perspectives to be expressed by one individual and interpreted by both the other
participant and myself, the interviewer. The speaker was then able to clarify their perspective,
allowing for ongoing member checking throughout the process. This may have not been possible

with added voices in the conversation.
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Following the gathering and analysis of data, I returned to my sponsor to present and
advance the recommendations with the stakeholders who will ultimately own the
recommendations. Given that the process will largely revolve around the development of an
expansion strategy for internal organizational purposes at first, I ensured that a variety of
decision makers within HGHES had the opportunity to review, comment, and modify the
recommendations. After providing an electronic copy of the draft recommendations to the
Executive Director and Program Coordinator, we met to discuss their responses and feedback in
person, which I then incorporated. These two individuals will be responsible for championing the
change, and providing advice to the Board of Directors on future direction and action. With their
modifications incorporated, I then provided a summarized version of the recommendations along
with the full report to the Board of Directors, and I extended the opportunity for them to provide
written or verbal feedback. I then incorporated the information I received from them. Overall,
there was a high degree of congruence and acceptance of the recommendations; stakeholders saw
value in the suggestions, and appreciated the alignment with current operations (personal
communication, January 27, 2017). Once all stakeholders had reviewed the recommendations,
the final deliverable was presented to the organization, which handled future conversations and
discussions internally. I remain a resource to them as they assess their readiness and continue
conversations with the community.

Data analysis. [ employed a thematic analysis to illuminate commonalities and tensions
within the qualitative data by way of an iterative and intensive coding process (Glesne, 2011).
Within and across methods, I worked with verbatim transcripts to identify themes, patterns, and

inconsistencies in order to illuminate dominant and alternative thought patterns. I documented
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these trends and inconsistencies manually with a series of colours and graphic recording tools,
and I noted key quotations and statements.

Central to my analysis was the maintenance of trustworthiness and validity, which
Stringer (2014) defined as a confirmation that the findings “do not merely reflect the particular
perspectives, biases or worldview of the researcher and are not based solely on superficial or
simplistic analyses of the issues investigated” (p. 92). I incorporated these elements first through
consideration of Creswell’s eight procedures for increasing validity (Creswell, 2014, pp. 201 —
202): prolonged engagement, triangulation, peer review, negative case analysis, clarification of
researcher bias, member checking, rich descriptions, and external auditing. Creswell
recommended a researcher undertake a minimum of two methods. I found five to of particular
use: triangulation, member checking, peer review, negative case analysis, and clarification of
researcher bias.

The use of two methods over three phases with a variety of participants, some of whom
returned for multiple phases, aided the triangulation of my results, in that there were multiple
opportunities to explore similar questions. Furthermore, as I authored the study findings, I built
connections with current literature and found many consistencies and parallels. This process
triangulated my research findings within the broader field. I ensured member checking, as
referenced in preceding sections, occurred within or following each research method, in order to
ensure accurate understandings of participant perspectives. My practice of verbatim transcription
further aided in this rigour. My reliance on my inquiry team throughout my research process
supported Creswell’s concept of peer review, whereby individuals external to my research aided

me in delving into how I interpreted my results.
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My understanding and use of negative case analyses was supported by Glesne (2011),
who suggested that the incorporation of a contextual discussion of study elements that were
unavailable, peculiar or unpredicted, builds further trustworthiness in the findings. I found this
particularly useful, and strove to represent any inconsistencies in my final report and in the
development of my recommendations.

Clarification of researcher bias occurred through a research journal I kept, inspired by
Kolb’s experiential learning cycle (Chapman, 2015). In it, I recorded personal thoughts,
emotions and behaviours in order to enhance my attentiveness, intelligence, reasonableness and
responsibility towards this study (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014; Glesne, 2011). Having worked in
many similar small NPOs to HGHES, I knowingly hold some biases and assumptions regarding
the elements of a sustainable NPO, and how to find balance between them. I used practices
including Argyris’ (1997) right hand/left hand column activity to develop awareness about
additional biases and areas of researcher-influence.
Ethical Issues

The TCPS defined its overarching value to be a respect for human dignity, in that
“research involving humans be conducted in a manner that is sensitive to the inherent worth of
all human beings and the respect and consideration that they are due” (Canadian Institutes of
Health Research et al., 2014, p. 6). I considered the TCPS policy in formulating my project, and
subjected it to the review of the Royal Roads Research Ethics Board and the Council of the
Haida Nation.

Respect for persons. Central to incorporating a respect for persons is the requirement to

gain free, informed, and ongoing consent (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2014).
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I ensured each participant, who was each over the age of majority, was fully informed of the
study’s intention, and I ensured they participated without any real or perceived coercion or
influence. They were also made aware that they could withdraw at any point. Although I could
not guarantee anonymity in the focus groups, I ensured confidentiality of published results
through a secure and encrypted coding process for all methods.

Concern for welfare. A concern for welfare refers to the “quality of that person’s
experience of life in all its aspects” (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2014, p. 7).
The primary risk to participating in this study related to participant expectations for future
change and support from HGHES. Given that this program will not be initiated with certainty
and/or immediately, it was essential manage expectations by reiterating both through written and
verbal instruction that this process was limited to inquiry in order to determine feasibility. I
informed participants of perceived benefits or risks, and ultimately allowed them to make a final
judgement regarding their participation (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2014,
p-7)

Justice. Fair and equitable treatment of all involved in the research process is central to
upholding the principle of justice (Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2014). The
decision to purposefully invite a cross-section of an extremely diverse population, with the
intentional inclusion of often-marginalized voices reflected this principle.

Research involving the First Nations peoples of Canada. I engaged the local Haida
community in this study by purposefully selecting heritage as a consideration within the
interview participant selection process, as Haida Gwaii is the traditional land of the Haida

Nation. Section 9 of the TCPS states that this decision requires prior community engagement
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(Canadian Institutes of Health Research et al., 2014). Given this, I gained support from the
Council of the Haida Nation for my research project and methods and I included a member of the
Haida Nation on my inquiry team.
Chapter Summary

This chapter began with an exploration of the tenets of AR, my research methodology,
and the merits of adopting an appreciative stance. In exploring my inquiry process, I detailed my
research participants and the associated selection process. I also provided a description and
justification of my research methods, which included a focus group, interviews, and a directed
conversation. This chapter also included a description of how the study conduct progressed, and
my process for analyzing the data. The chapter concluded with an overview of leading ethical
issues, and my strategies for protecting the wellbeing of my participants. In the following
chapter, I will explore the findings and conclusions that emerged during this inquiry process.
This will include will include a description of six key themes and four study conclusions, that

ultimately inspired the final recommendations.
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Chapter Four: Inquiry Project Findings and Conclusions
HGHES is currently in a state of transition. The organization is exploring prospective
expansions in order to improve overall sustainability, both in financial and social senses. PC/GL
represents the fourth community on Haida Gwaii they wish to broaden their reach to, and this
inquiry project assessed the viability of this initiative and the potential ramifications for HGHES.
In this section, I explore the study findings, conclusions, and limitations. I explored the following
inquiry question: How can the Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society expand its current place-
based educational programming into Port Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay, with emphasis on local
tourism development? I also explored the following sub-questions in conducting this research:
1. How do key organizational and community stakeholders envision tourism-focused
place-based learning opportunities?
2. What models and/or approaches will most effectively support delivering tourism-
focused place-based learning opportunities?
3. What current HGHES programming strengths can be leveraged to enhance the
organization’s capacity for change and program expansion?
4. What opportunities and challenges will impact the introduction of new HGHES
programming?
Study Findings
A series of themes emerged as research participants from PC/GL and HGHES expressed
their views regarding the introduction of programming to the community. An overarching
observation suggested the community of PC/GL is enthusiastic, but not quite ready, for the

introduction of HGHES programming. Such readiness may be bolstered through community
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consultation and participation in the visioning process—a practice currently used by HGHES.
The following findings provide insight and context into how HGHES could effectively prepare
and approach this change, both within the organization and in partnership with the community.

1. PC/GL has unique opportunities, fuelled by a proud and passionate community.

2. HGHES programming will be closely linked to broader and somewhat contested

community change.

3. All parties value high community engagement during program development and

execution.

4. Slow timing appeals to changing circumstances.

5. The right students could enrich the community.

6. The community has much to teach the students, and the world.

Theme 1: PC/GL has unique opportunities, fuelled by a proud and passionate
community. Participant responses established a proud backdrop against which conversations
about programming potential in PC/GL occurred. In answering the question, “What makes Port
Clements special,” there was immediate consensus that the community’s location in the middle
of Graham Island is one of its greatest assets (FG-3, FG-4, I-1 to I-6). This location provides
protection from the weather (I-1, I-2, I-4), easy connections to all other communities on the
islands (I-1, I-3 to I-6), and quick access to pristine and protected wilderness areas (I-1 to I-4).
Participants also noted that the limited development of the community created an exciting “blank
slate” (I-5) for future development (I-2). Respondents felt these qualities made the community an
appealing base for outdoor adventure tourism activities (I-5, I-6) and a convenient base from

which you can access the islands’ full breadth of amenities (I-5, 1-6).
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Respondents also referenced the 200 individuals that make up PC/GL as an asset. This
small population lends itself to creating a close-knit and supportive community (FG-4, I-3 to I-5)
that is eclectic (I-5) and diverse (I-3), with a strong base of local volunteers (FG-3, FG-4) and
knowledge holders (FG-3). However, as conversations progressed, internal tensions surfaced.
Participants referenced the intensity of some community-wide discussions, noting a series of
strong personalities (FG-4), and deep-rooted oppositional views about the future direction of
PC/GL (I-2, I-4,). Such tensions could potentially discourage acceptance of new ideas and
initiatives. Much of this divide seemed to occur between those who were employed by the
resource extraction industries, versus those who were not (I-2, 1-4).°

Theme 2: HGHES programming will be closely linked to broader and somewhat
contested community change. PC/GL’s development has largely been fuelled by the resource
extraction industry. However, as old forests dwindle and contracts expire, the community is
beginning to realize a reinvention will likely occur (I-1, I-2, I-4). This prospect excites a growing
number of residents (I-2, I-4 to I-6). They see opportunities related to secondary manufacturing
and tourism as central to the community’s new future (I-1, I-2, I-4, I-5). However, those who
expressed this excitement were not currently employed in the resource extraction industry. These
respondents were very aware that those who are employed in that sector are much more resistant

to the change:

% Though there have been significant divisions created between the resource extraction industry and
citizens of the Haida Nation (see Haida Laas — News of the Haida Nation, 2010) such tensions were not
referenced during the interviews.
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Overall the biggest challenge in Port Clements is still going to be education and
convincing the people that work in the reserves sector, uh, that other industries are not
their frigging automatic enemy, that their job is not to try to stifle development of
everything else so that they can continue to be this little bush backwater town. . . . And
now I would say we're down to 40% thinking that way. 2 years ago, it was 50. 4 years
ago, it was 60. It will continue to change to the positive. (I-2)

HGHES participants expressed that they do not intend to lead any form of change in the
community: “We’re not saying we are the solution, but we’re saying we’re part of it . . . we’re
not trying to come in and re-create what Port is. We just want to be a piece of a larger project to
help with the community” (DC-1). However, when asked the question “HGHES is interested in
introducing a senior undergraduate semester community-based program into Port Clements,
similar to their model currently in Skidegate/QC and Masset/Old Massett, and it may focus on
the study of tourism and community development. How do you feel about this idea?”
respondents had overwhelmingly positive responses that were deeply connected to the
community’s needs (I-1 to I-6). Many did not distinguish between hosting students to study
tourism, and the development of the local tourism industry itself. For example, one respondent
answered,

Fantastic! Port Clements really, really needs that. I see logging as a dying industry and

that’s what we’re based around. We’re a perfect opportunity here in the middle and

we’ve got lots to offer for tourism so it’s a good situation. (I-4).
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Given that the potential tourism-focused programming tightly overlaps with the community’s
reinvention, HGHES is perhaps more closely linked to broader community change here, than in
the other communities in which it is pursuing partnerships.

Theme 3: All value high community engagement during program development and
execution. Throughout the study, respondents referenced a desire to be engaged in the
development and execution of local programming opportunities, whether they focus on tourism
or otherwise (I-4, I-5). This desire is congruent with espoused HGHES values, in that the
organization strives to regularly include local community members (DC-1, DC-2).

During the pre-interview contextualization of HGHES programming, I stressed that the
host community need not be a case study or expert in the given subject matter. Rather, the
community acts as a backdrop against which programming is held. However, when study
participants were asked to envision programming in PC/GL, many responded by describing
educational opportunities that would benefit and/or appeal primarily to the local population. This
included programming that could support the development of a value-added forest industry
(FG-4, I-1), small business ownership/development (FG-4, I-1), and/or new industries that might
support the local economy (I-4). These responses indicated an appetite for local education
opportunities that might support the community’s anticipated transition away from relying on
resource extraction. However, in spite of repeated reminders that the focus was on upper year
undergraduate programming, the opportunities desired were not often aligned with this mandate.
There was at times a focus on vocational and applied educational opportunities (FG-4, I-1, 1-4).

One participant noted that residents often perceived community engagement as a box-

ticking exercise, whereby it occurs but once. This participant recommended sustained and
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consistent engagement sessions that occur numerous times over a long timeframe, ensuring a
diversity of participants are able to join the conversations (I-5). Other participants noted the need
to engage members of council (FG-4, I-6), particularly given the fact that council membership
will change dramatically over the coming 5 years with numerous confirmed resignations. Given
the lack of a band council in PC/GL, no formal protocols are in place within the Haida
population (I-6). The lack of formal protocols does not however, negate the importance of
engaging this population and other minority populations within the community.

It is through this engagement that PC/GL and HGHES might find synergies between
organizational mandate and community needs and expectations. Such conversations might also
further potential partnerships with local organizations, which are currently pursuing plans for
expansion and/or development that could ultimately support visiting students (I-4, FG-3, FG-4).

Community engagement is central to how HGHES currently operates, with one
organizational member noting that they expect resistance to change, and recognize the need to
establish trust within the community (DC-2). Indeed, DC-2 said she would be more concerned if
no resistance was voiced at all. HGHES feels strongly that they achieve as much community
support as possible before initiating programming, and they actively hold community meetings
in current and prospective host communities (DC-1). It was also noted that should there be too
much resistance within the community, programming would not go forward (DC-1, DC-2). DC-2
identified that the organization’s ability to be present in its programming was among its greatest
strengths. However, this respondent also expressed concern that in taking on additional programs
in new communities, it may be difficult to retain this connectivity (DC-2). DC-1 mentioned that

the organization might consider either expanding its Board of Directors or creating advisory
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teams in order to include locals in organizational leadership. However, there are internal
concerns that this might result in “too many cooks in the kitchen” (DC-1).

Theme 4: Slow timing appeals to changing circumstances. Both HGHES and PC/GL
are amidst periods of extensive change. While expansion to PC/GL is an exciting opportunity to
provide support and services to a new community (FG-1, DC-2), a slow and cautious time-line
seems to satisfy community and organizational needs.

For HGHES, the 2018 expansion to Old Massett and Masset represents a fundamental
shift in the way the organization works. Until this expansion, the entire organization—students,
staff, and board members—have been concentrated in Skidegate and QC/DG (DC-1). One team
member identified the organization’s ability to be present in daily programming as one of its
greatest strengths. This member speculated that allies and partnerships could extend the
organization’s capacity in other communities, enabling a presence without being physically
present. However, these relationships take time to cultivate and have yet to be fully relied on
when executing programming (DC-2). The impact this transition will have on organizational
culture and programming quality remains, at present, an unknown. A slow expansion timeline
provides the organization to expand, reflect, and act—"taking expansive leaps while also taking
baby steps at the same time” (DC-1).

There are also financial sustainability concerns related to HGHES expansion, which were
noted by organizational members (DC-1, DC-2) and one community member (I-5). Expansion,
particularly in a short timeframe, places added stress on operational costs (DC-1). This strain,

coupled with a new operating model, could threaten program quality and organizational
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longevity (I-5). A slow timeline for expansion to PC/GL provides HGHES time to develop and
pilot business models that might render the organization more financially sustainable (DC-1).

PC/GL community members were also receptive to the proposed timeline, for a variety of
reasons. The concept of tourism, although it has been discussed for many years, appears to be
slowly gaining traction (I-2, I-4). New residents have brought new perspectives and initiatives to
the community, which are being met with enthusiasm by a growing number of people (I-2, I-4, I-
6). The release of a tourism report has bolstered further interest in the industry (FG1-3, FG1-4),
with some activities coming into fruition quickly (I-6). The local museum is also exploring ideas
related to expansion in the next couple of years, again with the idea of stimulating local tourism
development (I-4). Amidst this percolation of supportive ideas, there are all the while sceptics
and detractors, who require time to grow comfortable with new ideas. One interview participant
summarized the need to wait well:

Any sooner than [5 years] and its going to be a little bit . . . I don’t know that there would

be enough here quite yet—unless you want to get into the social dynamics of that

progression of events that has to occur. (I-5)

Political and economic shifts are also bound to occur within the next 5 years, which could
significantly alter the local landscape. Current council members and staff are openly tendering
resignations (FG-3, FG-4). There is no definitive knowledge regarding the new council’s values
and views, although there was some hesitation regarding their appetite for creating change (FG-
4). It will invariably take time to cultivate support and trust within this new team, once
established. Changes in the nature of forestry contracts could also dramatically shift the local

landscape. Not only will it reorganize the employment situation for many residents, these
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companies also rent many of the houses in PC/GL, and a decline in their work could reduce the
current pressures on rental shortages (FG-4, I-1).

Theme 5: The right students could enrich the community. Most participants noted
that the presence of students could very much enhance the quality of life in PC/GL. The
economic impact of the students was appealing, but participants were more focused on the social
influence the students could exert (FG-4, I-1, I-3, I-4, I-6). Many were excited about the
perspectives the students could bring to the community. Specifically, participants noted the local
benefits that could come from interacting with people from a different worldview, suggesting
that new people bring new ideas that challenge the way things have been done traditionally
(FG-4, I-3, I-4). Another described current HGHES students as “a burst of youth into the
communities” (I-1), who have had different upbringings and bring a multitude of skills to where
they live (I-1). Another participant also noted that more people in the community could stimulate
a demand for more services, which would increase the quality of life for residents (FG-4). In the
long-term, it is also possible that these students will provide ongoing benefits to Haida Gwaii
based on this foundational experience. One participant described the program as a seed planted
in students that can yield a myriad of benefits - namely, a lasting commitment to the well being
of Haida Gwaii (I-1).

While there is great potential for benefits to the community and to the students, there
were some concerns attached to their presence. Often, this type of opportunity attracts students
who participate with openness, curiosity, and enthusiasm (I-6, DC-1). A resident and former
HGHES student suggested that while PC/GL can be quiet and has a smaller service market,

students often seek out the activities that appeal to them (I-6). However, two participants feared



HGHES EXPANSION 66
that finding the right type of students for PC/GL could be a difficult undertaking (I-3, I-5). I-5
had hesitations regarding the impact 20 new individuals would have on a small community of
200 people. This participant, and one other, worried that a large group of students who are often
perceived to come from a higher socio-economic category with many opportunities might elicit
friction or resentment from local community members (I-1, I-5). There was also a fear that in
such a small community, negative behaviour from one student could cause irreparable damage,
and that managing these relationships should be “at least on a radar” (I-5).

One HGHES staff member echoed these concerns, noting that in the organization’s
experience, the pre-existing relationship with the community is foundational to successful
student integration (DC-2). While both participants in the directed conversation noted the
importance of the preparatory work that precedes the arrival of students, DC-1 also recognized
that there are always variables that are often not resolved until a pilot project occurs.

Theme 6: The community has much to teach the students, and the world. PC/GL
residents expressed enthusiasm about welcoming students to their community, both for the
perspectives students could bring to the community, and for what the community could share
with students. “It very much exposes the students to our culture over here—but it also exposes
our islands to the rest of the world. And there’s a lot to learn over here” (I-4). While it was
emphasized that the community is a backdrop rather than a case study, participants were quick to
discuss what they knew and what the community could teach (I-3, I-5).

In response to the proposal for studying tourism, participants had mixed feelings. One
individual recognized that formal tourism initiatives were considerably more established in other

communities, namely QC/DG, Skidegate and Sandspit/K’il LInagaay and wondered whether
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those communities would make better backdrops (FG-4). Another participant expressed
confusion about the merits of the study of tourism in general, noting that most local operators
had not pursued such a degree (I-1). Two participants also expressed a concern about local
expertise, noting that finding particular skills locally can be a challenge (I-1, 1-4).

In considering other areas of focus that might reflect community resources, participants
suggested anthropology, archaeology and ecology (I-1), sociology and marine biology (I-2),
history (FG-3) and social sustainability (I-3). Participants supported these foci of study with local
examples of how PC/GL could provide unique and topical learning experiences—be it through
community politics, old growth forests, unique marine ecosystems or ancient and undiscovered
Haida artefacts and sites.

One participant, significantly more familiar with the discipline of tourism, eloquently
wove together the many elements mentioned by other community members into a succinct
tourism-focused program (I-5). This person argued that the study of tourism had to incorporate
elements of business development, politics and public administration, economics and history.
This participant disagreed with the prevailing thought that there was not enough tourism
development in PC/GL to warrant study. Rather, this participant suggested, “People don’t
understand small sometimes, and they don’t understand the value of small” (I-5). This same
participant argued that small communities suffer because larger communities drain their human
resources, thus limiting a community’s capacity to reinvent itself outside of resource extraction
(I-5). In studying and supporting the reinvention of these communities on micro and macro
levels, lessons could be gleaned that apply to a host of small communities in northern British

Columbia and more globally (I-5).
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Study Conclusions

Based on the analysis of the study findings, I have drawn four conclusions that could
assist HGHES in understanding how it can expand its place-based educational programming into
PC/GL, with an emphasis on local tourism development. These conclusions build connections
between community needs and organizational strengths, and begin to illustrate areas in which
there is movement for future action. The conclusions are as follows:

1. Enthusiasm for a slow timeline suggests a low readiness for change.

2. The participatory change management processes currently practiced by HGHES are

essential to successful development.

3. There is a potential disconnect between how the organizational and community
stakeholders envision programming in PC/GL.

4. The current model of delivering tourism-focused place-based learning at HGHES can
work in PC/GL, although it will not necessarily address concerns of organizational
sustainability.

Conclusion 1: Enthusiasm for a slow timeline suggests a low readiness for change.
Amongst respondents, I found generally strong theoretical support for HGHES programming
expansion to PC/GL, particularly if it occurred on a slow timeline. Community members felt that
in 5 years there could be adequate social and logistical support in place for students and
programming (I-4, I-5, 1-6). At present however, community members recognized their current
state of transition, and their lack of infrastructure. HGHES hoped, as had been consistently
communicated from the outset of the inquiry, that within 5 years the organization could develop

business models that would support the operational costs associated with the delivery of
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additional programs (DC-1). Respondents as a whole expressed a prevailing sentiment that, at
present, neither the organization nor the community thought they had the capacity to successfully
implement the change, but this was not for a lack of interest or motivation. Change management
scholars suggested these sentiments are indicative of a low readiness for change. Numerous
authors stressed that understanding readiness on individual and collective levels are essential to
the successful implementation of a given change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi & Ruona, 2010;
Eby et al., 2000; Kotter, 1996). The state of low readiness was known by HGHES from the
outset of this inquiry, given that concerns related to organizational capacity had been explored
through Masset/Old Massett expansion conversations. However, theories of readiness were all
the while useful for interpreting current capacity — especially within PC/GL — and the qualities
that both HGHES and PC/GL should look to observe prior to pursuing further expansion
initiatives.

In returning to Lewin’s seminal work (as cited in Choi & Ruona, 2010), both parties have
yet to be entirely unfrozen. At present, a growing number of community members feel that this
change (programming expansion) is necessary in order to support the reinvention of PC/GL (I-2,
I-4, 1-5). However, this sentiment is not unanimous (I-2), nor do those who believe in the change
feel it is likely to be successful now. The prevailing sentiment within HGHES is similar, in that
organizational members see the change as important but not immediately necessary nor
logistically possible (DC-1, DC-2). Lewin’s model was, however, criticized for being overly
simplistic (Cummings et al., 2016), and the concept of unfreezing does not lend adequate insight

into the precursors required for successful change.
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Kotter’s (1996) eight stages for change offer deeper insight into readiness. He asserted
that a sense of urgency precedes all other steps, including the formation of a leadership team and
the drafting of a vision. This urgency, he argued, inspires cooperation and momentum, essential
to moving change forward (Kotter, 1996). In the case of HGHES and PC/GL, this sense of
urgency is decidedly absent from all parties on individual and collective levels.

Kotter (1996), Armenakis et al. (1993) and Sonenshein and Dholakia (2012) each
provided strategies for increasing a sense of urgency, which included a focus on strategic
communications. Both discussed the merits of creating a perceived crisis, however, given that
this change extends beyond the formal boundaries of HGHES, this direct manipulation may not
be appropriate. Armenakis et al. (1993) briefly referenced the concept of participatory
experiences, further developed by Choi and Ruona (2010), which aids individuals in
independently understanding the need for change through self-guided and/or participatory
processes. Sonenshein and Dholakia’s (2012) discussion on communication strategies supports
this concept of individual discovery. They argued that effective communication aids employees
in discovering and attaching positive meaning about a given change. They note that strong
communication enables individuals to identify benefits derived from the change and build
commitment to a changing organizational identity — two essential precursors for encouraging
support for, rather than resistance to, a given change (Sonenshein & Dholakia, 2012).

While the lack of immediate readiness within the community and organization was
anticipated at the outset of this inquiry, the elements of readiness discussed in this conclusion are

all the while relevant when developing and assessing readiness in both parties in the future.
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Conclusion 2: The participatory change management processes currently practiced
by HGHES are essential to successful development. In assuming that “individuals are not
naturally resistant to change—rather, they resist the imposition of change, or the way change is
imposed to them (Fuegen & Brehm, 2004; Knowles & Linn, 2004)” (Choi & Ruona, 2010,

p. 50), the way HGHES introduces the proposed change to PC/GL matters. This is of particular
importance given that the perceived change intersects closely with major and deeply personal
shits occurring in the community at large. Many community members offered advice regarding
educational focus and local benefits that could be derived from HGHES involvement in PC/GL
(I-1, I-2, I-3, I-4, I-5, 1-6), suggesting an enthusiasm to participate in, rather than observe, the
development of the program. As an organization, HGHES has a strong history of engaging the
communities in which they work. While a detailed analysis of current partner community
perspectives was beyond the scope of this study, the organization’s sustained activity and
positive reviews suggests that their current practices of community engagement are strong, and
can be relied on and expanded upon.

Authors of change management and community development literature offered ample
support for a participatory style of change management (Castelloe et al., 2002, Choi & Ruona,
2010; Cummings et al., 2016; Kotter, 1996; Kouzes & Posner, 2012; Luluquisen and Pettis,
2014). The theory of participatory change first stresses the importance of researching the given
community and holding meetings with grassroots leaders to understand needs, assets, and goals
(Castelloe et al., 2002), a stage largely accomplished through this inquiry project. Participatory
change theory then stresses the importance of forming a team that will construct a unifying

vision statement steeped in community needs (Castelloe et al., 2002)—a practice echoed by
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Kotter (1996), Kouzes and Posner (2012), Luluquisen and Petis (2014), and Senge (2006). Kotter
(1996) argued that this team should contain four key characteristics: position power, expertise,
credibility, and leadership. Luluquisen and Petis (2014) added further detail to these
characteristics, noting the importance of ensuring community members have real power within
these teams — both through formal decision making processes, and their personal abilities. They
also note the importance of incorporating youth, who are often reduced to powerless positions
(Luluquisen & Petis, 2014).

In the case of programming expansion to PC/GL, this coalition will need to include both
organizational and community members, in order to build the style of partnership required for
effective place-based education (Bednarz et al., 2008; Deale, 2016; Deale et al., 2010; Jamal et
al., 2011; Meringolo, 2014). Given the parallels between Kotter’s (1996) recommended qualities
and the research participant selection criteria, there is already a group of individuals familiar
with, and interested in, this change process who could volunteer to join this team if the
opportunity was presented. Expanding this group to include a youth representative or advisory
committee would also be a worthwhile consideration.

With this team established, Kotter (1996) then emphasized the need to cocreate a vision
and trust—a sentiment echoed by a variety of theorists both within the discipline of leadership
(see Kouzes & Posner, 2012; Lencioni, 2005; Senge, 2006) and place-based learning (see
Bednarz et al., 2008; Deale et al., 2010; Jamal et al., 2011; Meringolo, 2014). Leadership experts
Kouzes and Posner (2012) suggest that “engaging others in a collective dialogue about the
future” (p. 117) is essential in developing a common purpose that encourages extraordinary

work. This simple concept is often lacking in organizations and teams, which can result in a high
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level of dysfunction and a high potential for failed change initiatives (Kouzes & Posner, 2012;
Lencioni, 2005).

As a community-HGHES governing committee takes form, change management
literature refocuses the change process on individual readiness for change. Armenakis et al.
(1993) briefly alluded to the concept of active participation, whereby individuals self-discover a
need for change through their own activities. This concept, further developed by Chin and Benne
(1985), Choi and Ruona (2010) and Sonenshein and Dholakia (2012), suggests that while change
agents (HGHES) can guide the learning experiences through communication and action, they
must let go of any overt control over what the individual discovers. Sonenshein and Dholakia
(2012) stressed the ways in which individuals attach positive meaning to change, particularly in
adverse circumstances. However, they also noted that this process is deeply personal and subject
to a myriad of influences, including personal worldviews and the influence of colleagues. In
initiating change, leaders must focus on embodying the following core values: participation,
empowerment, growth, development, learning, dialogue, collaboration, authenticity, openness,
and trust (Choi & Ruona, 2010). Given that the change at hand will occur both internal and
external to HGHES with a group of individuals facing change on many different fronts, this style
of change management will likely resonate well.

Conclusion 3: There is a potential disconnect between how the organizational and
community stakeholders envision programming in PC/GL. Current literature related to place-
based learning suggested that program success is heavily reliant on effective community
engagement (Bednarz et al., 2008; Deale et al., 2010; Jamal et al., 2011; Meringolo, 2014). Such

engagement is conditional on the construction of trusting relationships between a variety of
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partners and on a series of shared expectations and goals (Deale, 2016). Authors of leadership
literature suggested that this trust and shared expectations are cultivated through the
collaborative definition of a shared vision and values (Kotter, 1996; Kouzes & Posner, 2012;
Lencioni, 2005; Senge, 2006), as discussed in Conclusion 2.

In PC/GL, interview participants viewed the organization in a favourable light. One
interviewee stated, “Overall I’'m impressed with what they’re doing . . . they set their biases aside
and did it right” (I-2). Another participant said, “My impression of the organization is very good.
I think they have a team there that is outstanding. I think they have the human resources in place
to make this work” (I-5). All participants saw an organization that had the potential to enrich the
community through its capacity to invest in the local economic, social, and educational
landscapes (I-1, I-2, I-3, I-4, I-5, I-6), in a way that would support the redevelopment of the
community in light of a declining reliance on the resource extraction industries (I-1, I-2, I-5).
This excitement parallels the way in which HGHES intends to collaborate and support the
communities in which it hosts students (HGHES, 2016¢).

This preliminary alignment would suggest an ease with which involved stakeholders
could cocreate a guiding vision, which should be crafted early in the change management
process. Kotter (1996) suggested that such a vision must be both sensible to the head and
appealing to the heart. Kouzes and Posner (2012) echoed this sentiment, adding that in
developing this mission, there must also be clarity around personal values and how they relate to
shared values. The vision that is ultimately developed should inspire a clear message for change
inclusive of two key components: the need for change, including the discrepancy between end

and current states, and the ability individuals and the collective have to change (Armenakis et al.,
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1993). This statement ultimately acts as a springboard for conversations that extend beyond the
preliminary leadership team.

Whilst central to effective leadership, the development of an adequate vision statement is
often difficult, and at times abandoned or neglected (Senge, 2006). As the inquiry progressed, |
gathered further insight related to individual visions and values for potential programming in
HGHES. In doing so, discrepancies between community and organizational needs and values
were illuminated. For example, the community of PC/GL often referenced educational
opportunities related to small business development and management as well as value-added
manufacturing opportunities (FG-4, I-1, I-2). Many participants referenced educational
opportunities that local residents might benefit from taking part in, and often these opportunities
were related to vocational or applied learning, rather than undergraduate academic coursework.
Although HGHES is focused on the academic sphere and is considering opportunities to expand
in professional development training opportunities (DC-1), vocational training is currently the
domain of another local educational partner, as indicated by a signed agreement (FG-2). The
organization is however considering how, through partnerships, its might aid in making such
opportunities more accessible to the local populace (DC-1).

Conversations internal to HGHES unveil new ideas for encouraging greater local
involvement in programming, including communicating the broader skills developed through an
undergraduate education (critical thinking, problem solving, public speaking, communication)
(DC-1) and partnering with other organizations to increase the accessibility and availability of
on-island learning opportunities (DC-1). In reviewing these concerns during the final focus

group, one participant noted, “This process opens our eyes to what people want and it’s
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prompting us to think about whether we can or want to offer it and that’s a valuable process in
and of itself” (DC-2). Although there is not yet cohesion between the ideas percolating within
HGHES and PC/GL, alignment may be discovered through added conversation and engagement.

Conclusion 4: The current model of delivering tourism-focused place-based learning
at HGHES can work in PC/GL, although it will not necessarily address concerns related to
organizational sustainability. In spite of PC/GL being a significantly smaller community than
those in which HGHES is currently working in, it would appear that the upper-year
undergraduate semester model of place-based learning could work in this community. There is
preliminary support for the initiative, and the necessary infrastructure is either in place or in
development (I-4, I-5, I-6). While there are obstacles ahead, a member from HGHES reflected
that many of the same challenges were faced when initiating programs in other communities,
suggesting they are not insurmountable (FG-2). However, early discussions around program
expansion were partially motivated by a desire to increase organizational sustainability. In
assessing the proposed expansion’s impact on the organization, concerns arose regarding its
ability to indeed render the organization more sustainable, when considering a holistic definition
of the term (financial, human resource, stakeholder, and beneficiary needs). It would appear that
while expansion across Haida Gwaii would make the organization more appealing to local
stakeholders, thus improving local support, such expansion would likely challenge other
elements related to organisational sustainability.

PC/GL community members clearly articulated the value in having every community on
Haida Gwaii included in HGHES programming (I-2, I-3), and this expansion could improve

HGHES’s ability to serve a subset of beneficiaries: the residents of Haida Gwaii. The expansion
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in course offerings would also improve the products available to a second set of beneficiaries:
the students. As initially anticipated by HGHES, this expansion would likely improve
beneficiary and stakeholder relationships and support, thus contributing to overall organizational
enhancement.

Weerawardena et al. (2010) and Young (2012) emphasized that while in a for-profit
venture, product and service delivery enhancement would be rewarded with increased revenue,
this is not necessarily the case in an NPO. In this particular scenario, expansion of services
would place greater demand on the financial and human resources elements of the organization
(DC-1). With respect to financial considerations, one participant noted that such an expansion
would not likely occur until summertime and professional development programming had been
put in place, in hopes that that style of program might generate a surplus of revenue that would
support semester-style programs (DC-1). Whilst there is ample support for the concept of a
diversified portfolio of non profit revenue sources (see Chabotar, 1989; Tuckman & Chang,
1991; Hager, 2001; Frumkin & Keating, 2011), de los Mozos et al. (2016) suggested that
diversified revenue actually reduces an organization’s ability to efficiently raise funds. They
cautioned that with a diversified portfolio, funders may reduce contributions in light of other
funding sources, and that internal expenses may grow while revenues remain the same or
contract (de los Mozos et al., 2016). They stressed that the added internal complexity has an
especially adverse relationship between revenue diversification and fundraising abilities in
smaller NPOs (de los Mozos et al., 2016).

Study participants also voiced concerns about the added strain additional programs could

place on the organization’s human resources and, by extension, program quality (DC-2, 1-4). One
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employee felt that much of the current program’s success was a result of being present in the
community and with the students (DC-2). The feeling of connection is a primary takeaway from
those who participate in the program, and recreating this sentiment at satellite campuses is a
substantial shift for the organization’s culture, given the added reliance on allies and partnerships
(DC-2). However, within the organization’s leadership, these concerns were very much
recognized and addressed. Many of the lessons related to the added demands on the organization
will be learned through the impending expansion to Masset and Old Massett, and adjustments to
the organizational model will be made accordingly. One participant stressed that expansion
would be a combination of “expansive leaps while also taking baby steps” (DC-1), in order to
ensure that the core staff—one of the organization’s most valuable resources—is well cared for
and supported (DC-1).

Summary of conclusions. In summary, the literature related to non profit sustainability,
place-based learning, and change management aids in building connections between community
and organizational needs, as it relates to implementing new programming in PC/GL. Through
analyzing and connecting academic literature with the themes of the inquiry, a series of
conclusions become apparent. First, both parties must exhibit a strong readiness for change
before the introducing a formal change, and such readiness could be understood and enhanced
through participatory processes. Participatory processes build a case for co-developing a shared
vision specific to this program; however, at present, tensions exist between both parties that may
complicate this process and thus future action. Finally, it is important to note that this
programming expansion will not address internal concerns related to organizational

sustainability; indeed, it could render elements of the organization less sustainable. Careful
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consideration must be given to the ways in which the organization expands as well as the
elements required to comfortably support these transitions.

Scope and Limitations of the Inquiry

This inquiry was highly focused on the specifics associated with programming expansion
within the community of PC/GL. The study only engaged residents of this community, and
conversations with HGHES were focused on opportunities and challenges associated with
expansion to this community. Although comparisons were drawn between themes associated
with PC/GL and expansion initiatives in the communities of Masset, Old Massett, and
Sandspit/K’il Llnagaay, caution should be exercised when extending these findings and
recommendations to other HGHES programs. It should also be noted that this study did not
engage community members from current host communities, and thus their perspectives on how
HGHES programming impacts them, and the merits and/or detractors of the organization is not
included in this study.

It should also be noted that while PC/GL is a small community, there is significant
diversity in the community members. Though the sample size was small, the study engaged
approximately 2% of the population. Those who participated were asked questions that reflected
both their personal experiences, and their impressions of community experiences at large, thus
extending the study’s understanding of local dynamics. However, the majority of those who
chose to participate in this study had a connection to the local tourism industry and/or an interest
in HGHES programming. These participants have, as a result, likely skewed the findings towards
an overly positive feeling regarding programming in the community. Further engagement must

occur with the community more broadly, in order to expand the sample size of participants and
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the diversity of perspectives included. Specifically, engagement efforts should be focused on
individuals who are actively employed by the local resource extraction industry. Such
individuals might be more included to participate in community-wide consultations, or less
formal interviews conducted outside the scope of an academic study.

Additionally, this inquiry was limited in its exploration of how citizens of the Haida
Nation perceive HGHES programming, particularly within PC/GL. This study adopted a
community-centric approach, and although citizens of the Haida Nation were invited to
participate in the interviews, questions were the same for each participant, irrespective of
heritage. In selecting this approach, I recognized the danger of perpetuating an ongoing trend of
leaving “Indigenous peoples . . . invisible in most areas of academic study” (Koptie, 2009, p.
144). However, the inquiry project required a community-wide understanding of readiness for
new programming and as such, I sought balance in the perspectives represented. As mentioned,
citizens of the Haida Nation were invited to participate in this research, and one individual opted
to do so. Additionally, two members of the Haida Nation reviewed the recommendations in their
capacity as HGHES board members, and another reviewed the entire inquiry as a member of my
inquiry team. These individuals’ perspectives have been recognized throughout this report, both
in study findings and modifications; however, the insights regarding how the Haida population in
PC/GL views, and would be affected by new programming is decidedly limited. Additional
inquiry should be devoted to this topic as programming decisions advance, perhaps with the
support of the recommended governing committee.

A final limitation associated with this inquiry was the participation of HGHES.

Organizational participation was ultimately limited to a small group of staff members, and the
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Executive Director was the primary source of information on current organizational context.
Board participation was also limited. Although members did want to attend and support this
research, timelines and scheduling conflicts meant that they could not participate in the final
focus group; however, one participant did act as a proxy for some of their perspectives. Board
members did receive an advance copy of the final recommendations, which they were invited to
provide feedback on, either in person or electronically, and the organization will continue to
discuss these recommendations together internally. The decision to proceed with limited
involvement was intentional. As a small organization, those consulted were the individuals most
involved with, and potentially affected by, the proposed change. The HGHES board is focused
on governance and fundraising while the Executive Director and staff lead organizational
activities and development. While a larger sample size would have provided added insight into
the organization, the current level of involvement felt appropriate given the current context.
Chapter Summary

This chapter provided a detailed analysis of this inquiry project’s findings. This included
a description of six emergent themes, identified by systemically analyzing participant responses
during this inquiry process. This chapter also includes a discussion of four conclusions, derived
by fusing the emergent themes with relevant literature. Consistent across these themes and
conclusions was the importance of appropriately building and assessing readiness for change, in
a participatory and inclusive manner both within HGHES and PC/GL. This chapter concluded
with a discussion of the limitations of this study, which are relevant for both future study and

implementation of the proposed recommendations. In the following chapter, I will detail five
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recommendations resulting from this inquiry process, which includes a discussion of

organizational implications, a proposed timeline, and opportunities for future study.
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Chapter Five: Inquiry Implications
In this final chapter, I provide a series of recommendations to HGHES as they consider
programming expansion to the community of PC/GL. These recommendations have evolved
from literature reviews, my inquiry findings, and my research conclusions. Following these
recommendations, this chapter explores implications for the organization, including
consequences of not implementing these recommendations. The chapter concludes with a series
of recommended areas for future study related to the topics explored throughout this inquiry.
In conducting this research, I explored the following inquiry question: How can the Haida
Gwaii Higher Education Society (HGHES) expand its current place-based educational
programming into PC/GL, with emphasis on local tourism development? I also explored the
following sub-questions in conducting this research:
1. How do key organizational and community stakeholders envision tourism-focused
place-based learning opportunities?
2. What models and/or approaches will most effectively support delivering tourism-
focused place-based learning opportunities?
3. What current HGHES programming strengths can be leveraged to enhance the
organization’s capacity for change and program expansion?
4. What opportunities and challenges will impact the introduction of new HGHES
programming?
Study Recommendations
This section provides five recommendations, derived from reviewing select literature,

inquiry findings, and study conclusions. This inquiry has revealed potential for a partnership
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between HGHES and PC/GL; however, it has also confirmed a low state of readiness for change
within both parties at present. The following recommendations are intended to support both
HGHES and PC/GL as they conceptualize and potentially prepare for change in a collaborative
and participatory manner. The recommendations should be implemented over a slow but
continuous timeline that actively engages those who will be affected by the proposed expansion.
The recommendations are as follows:

1. Conduct an internal assessment of organizational readiness for change within

HGHES.

2. Develop a governing committee comprised of individuals from HGHES and PC/GL

to further explore preliminary concepts.

3. Work to discover consensus on shared vision and expectations about the program,

including key contributions and benefits.

4. Expand the conversation to the community at large.

5. Celebrate success.

Each recommendation is detailed in the following sections. A discussion regarding the
organizational implications, a proposed timeline for action, and the risks of not adopting these
recommendations follows.

Recommendation 1: Conduct an internal assessment of organizational readiness for
change within HGHES. Throughout this inquiry, questions arose regarding if and when
HGHES had the capacity and readiness to expand programming to PC/GL. A current internal
assessment revealed that new financial and human resource strains elicited trepidation from

employees and community members, particularly in regards to the impact a larger geographic
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region with more programs would have on program quality (DC-1, DC-2, 1-4). The Board of
Directors also raised concerns, voiced by proxy, regarding the specific alignment between
HGHES programming needs and the community dynamics in PC/GL (DC-1). These concerns
can be summarized as hesitations about the likeliness that the proposed change is both needed
and would be successful—key indicators of low readiness for change (Choi & Ruona, 2010).
Given this current context, an ongoing internal assessment of individual and
organizational readiness for change is an important precursor to future action. Although it was
unsurprising that involved parties were currently not ready for change, the subsequent questions
and recommendations should be revisited as conversations regarding programming expansion
continue. Within these conversations, it will be important to consider both the organizational and
individual perspectives and needs.
I recommend beginning with an assessment at the organizational level. In structuring this,
I have adapted considerations from Kee and Newcomer (2008) into a series of key questions that
would guide this ongoing reflective conversation.
*  What mandates this change, and is expansion to PC/GL essential to HGHES’s
mission?
« How complex will this change be, and what scope is required?’

*  What are the limitations of our organization as it relates to the change?

7 Consideration of the merits and detractors of revenue diversification should be considered within this
point, as described by de los Mozos et al. (2016).
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* What do we all agree are the common interests and objectives of this change, and
how can we measure our success against them?

« What plans can be developed to mitigate potential risks?®

*  What discussions need to occur with prospective change partners (see
Recommendation 1)?

*  What are the stories and elements of success within HGHES’ current programs
that might support expansion to other communities?

The individual readiness of the members of the organization should also be considered
during this assessment. Given the small size of HGHES, the individual responses of each staff
and board member to the following questions, adapted from Lewin’s seminal work (as cited in
Choi & Ruona, 2010), should be sought out and considered:

* Is the change necessary to organizational survival?

* How will this change improve the organization?

* How will this change make the organization more effective?
*  What benefits will I derive from this change?

* Is the change likely to be successful?

Change management scholars offered a multitude of strategies for fostering positive
answers to these questions within a given team. This includes normative-reeducative strategies

(Choi & Ruona, 2010), communication techniques to build urgency and vision (Cummings et al.,

8 Consideration should be given to how students will integrate into the community of Port
Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay, given the small population size and the specific local dynamics.
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2016; Sonenshein and Dholakia, 2012), reflective and mindful leadership (Gértner, 2013), and a
close attention to individual employee needs and feelings (Nordin, 2012; Sonenshein and
Dholakia, 2012). Such strategies, explored in greater depth in the literature review, could be
adapted to suit the context of HGHES, in order to find either a positive or negative consensus
across the organization that will support future action.

In answering all these questions, it will be important to encourage honest and authentic
responses. Senge (2006) and Short (1998) both suggested that this style of communication begins
first with the self, whereby a leader or individual begins practising self-inquiry and self-
discovery. As this practice cements, it establishes an example and culture for others to follow
(Kouzes & Posner, 2012). While my preliminary sense of the organization is that open
communication is a well-enshrined practice, I recommend exploring these questions multiple
times through multiple settings to provide space for true responses.

Recommendation 2: Develop a local governing committee comprised of individuals
from HGHES and PC/GL. In addition to the internal organizational assessment, HGHES
should continue conversations with select community members regarding programming potential
in PC/GL. This recommendation is inspired by both place-based learning and change
management literature, which converge on the importance of thoroughly engaging community
members in a given change (Bednarz et al., 2008; Castelloe et al., 2002; Choi & Ruona, 2010;
Deale et al., 2010; Jamal et al., 2011; Kotter, 1996; Luluquisen and Pettis, 2014; Meringolo,
2014). This priority is reflected within the leadership team at HGHES, who seem to espouse their
written values of respect and collaboration (DC-1, DC-2). However, in spite of this alignment

between academic and organizational values, I found a large diversity of perspectives related to
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best practices for community engagement. An interviewee voiced this concern in saying that
engagement must extend beyond a few select interactions (I-5). This individual also noted the
importance of considering and engaging a balanced group of knowledgeable stakeholders, who
are not necessarily those with the loudest voices (I-5).°

Kotter (1996), Castelloe et al. (2002), and Luluquisen and Pettis (2014) offered a clear
first step for initiating engagement: develop a diverse team, extending beyond the immediate
leadership group, who will become responsible for building a vision for change. Meringolo
(2014) added that advisory teams, although common, are not necessarily sufficient. Both
Meringolo (2014) and Luluquisen and Pettis (2014) cautioned that effective relationship building
hinges on community members steering the course—not just providing advice.

This first recommendation requires HGHES to internally define the role of this governing
committee with this recommendation in mind, establishing clear terms of reference, and then
clearly communicate this role to the community at large. This team should include individuals
who have the capacity to lead and inspire change, both within HGHES and PC/GL. In crafting
this committee, attention must be given to ensuring a diversity of perspectives and variety of
internal community power structures. This will include ensuring representation from the Haida
community, the resource extraction community and the youth in the community. DC-1

mentioned prior internal conversations had occurred surrounding this concept in which

? Throughout this inquiry project, a number of interview participants expressed interest in the
development of this program. My commitment to protecting anonymity restricts sharing contact
information; however, it is likely that these individuals will step forward if the opportunity to join such
a team was presented to the whole of PC/GL. It should be noted, however, that a limitation of this
inquiry was that those engaged in this project had a pre-existing interest in this style of programming.
In forming this committee, it will be important to ensure a diversity of perspectives is represented.
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individuals raised concerns related to the added complexity of accommodating many decision
makers. While valid, without this team in place there is a high risk of developing a program that
lacks roots in the local community and struggles to discover the intersection between community
need and organizational capacity.

Recommendation 3: Work to discover consensus on shared vision and expectations
about the program, including key contributions and benefits. In regards to the proposed
format of programming in PC/GL, preliminary discussions revealed potential for the traditional
HGHES programming model to succeed. It appears the community has—or will soon have—the
necessary infrastructure to support students for an undergraduate semester opportunity (I-4, I-5,
1-6). Additionally, the study of tourism, with connections to community development and/or
rural studies, has preliminary support within the community (I-1, I-2, 1-3, I-4, I-5, I-6). However,
interview participants had varied interpretations regarding what the study of tourism means, and
they offered many additional areas of interest and local expertise that might cross-pollinate with
other areas of HGHES programming (FG-3, FG-4, I-1, 1-2, I-3, I-4, I-5, 1-6). This preliminary
support for programming is encouraging; however, I believe added support would be garnered if
the full governing committee co-designed the vision for the program. This would involve
revisiting the area of focus and the nature of the program together, in order to establish a vision
and expectations that resonate strongly with all those involved. As one HGHES representative
noted,

It seemed like the vision that [some] held for community programing was very different

from what we would offer. . . . This [inquiry] process opens our eyes to what people want
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and it’s prompting us to think about whether we can or want to offer it—and that’s a
valuable process in and of itself. (DC-2)

Kouzes and Posner (2012), Kotter (1996), and Senge (2006) emphasized that an effective
vision must appeal to both the logical and emotional levels of those who it affects. It must speak
to a common commitment derived from the personal values and visions of those involved
(Kouzes & Posner, 2012; Senge, 2006). Senge (2006) cautioned that visions drafted by senior
management are often reflective of a strategic vision or the personal visions of a select few,
rather than the energy of the whole. Such visions decrease the chances of encouraging
individuals to feel personally responsible for and committed to making the vision happen.
Instead, it increases the chance of superficial compliance, non-compliance, or simply apathy
(Senge, 2006). While the preliminary program vision offered by HGHES does speak to
individual community members, greater commitment will likely be attained with greater
community participation. This emphasis on participatory processes aligns with literature on
change management more broadly, reiterating the importance of active and consistent
involvement of those affected by change (Castelloe et al., 2002; Choi & Ruona, 2010; Kotter,
1996; Luluquisen and Pettis; 2014).

In addition to developing a vision for the program, it is also important to establish clear
expectations around the programming. Throughout this inquiry, participants expressed a
multitude of ideas about the benefits of the program to PC/GL. Some participants looked forward
to programming that would aid in the transformation of their community, with an emphasis on
local learning opportunities (FG-4, I-1). A few of the participants were focused on the economic

stimulus (I-1, I-5), while others remarked on the potential that came with welcoming new
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students, and thus different worldviews into the community (FG-4, I-1, I-3, I-4, [-6). Amongst
these expectations, I found varying degrees of alignment with HGHES objectives. Clarification
of possibilities and an effort to match community needs with organizational capacity will aid in
developing clear communication between the organization and community around expectations
and goals, as recommended by Deale (2016).

Perhaps the most important benefit derived from the aforementioned process is the
potential development of trust. Discussing personal needs, motivations and stories is, according
to Lencioni (2005), an essential first step in fostering trust within a team. Scholars unanimously
agreed that trust is among the most foundational components of an effective place-based learning
partnership (Bednarz et al., 2008; Jamal et al., 2011).

Recommendation 4: Expand the conversation to the community at large. Up until
this recommendation, conversations regarding programming direction have concentrated within a
relatively small group of individuals. Assuming a coherent vision and series of expectations can
be established, HGHES should then expand the conversation to include the broader community,
relying on strategies derived from participatory change management literature, theories for
communicating change, and successful internal HGHES practices for engagement. In developing
these engagement sessions, internal power structures within PC/GL must be considered,
including the dynamics between Haida and settler residents and between those who own or
manage resource extraction companies, those who are employed by such companies, and those
who work outside the industry. It should be noted that during these larger conversations, the goal
is not to rewrite a vision or expectations, as too many diverging perspectives can often stall, if

not thwart, the development of a successful vision (Senge, 2006). Rather, the objective is to
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communicate the proposed change and seek out small alterations that will strengthen
community-organizational alignment and ownership. The goal of this recommendation is to
ensure that knowledge is cocreated with community members, rather than imposed on them
(Bodorkés & Pataki, 2009; Davidson-Hunt & O’Flaherty, 2007).

Chin and Benne (1985) concepts of normative-reeducative strategies assume that
individuals are self-interested and inherently social. In the face of change, normative-reeducative
strategies assume that individuals must both rationally understand the change as well as find
alignment between the change and their values, attitudes, and perceptions (Choi & Ruona, 2010).
It is presumed that in order to develop understanding and alignment, individuals affected in
change must participate in change—a sentiment echoed by other scholars (see Castelloe et al.,
2002; Choi & Ruona, 2010; Senge, 2006; Sonenshein & Dholakia, 2012)

This approach of broadening the programming conversation to the community at large is
a regular practice within HGHES—and a strength on which the organization can rely. DC-1
noted, “We’d obviously be doing community meetings leading up and we’d want people to come
and attend—we’d want to achieve as much of the support of the community as possible prior to
the take off of the programs.” However, one participant emphasized that such engagement
should be sustained and should extend beyond a few select community feedback sessions (I-5).
This individual recommended a series of small conversations over a long timeframe. This
recommendation aids in ensuring that as word spreads regarding this change, a diversity of
individuals can become involved.

Recommendation 5: Celebrate success. In the coming years, HGHES will undergo a

series of substantial changes. It can be anticipated that the organization will experience a
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multitude of successes and setbacks, as it finds its new and expanded identity on Haida Gwaii. In
a preliminary conversation with HGHES leadership, one individual described the culture that
emerges through the student experience as one that relies on respect, inspiration, collaboration,
enthusiasm, and camaraderie (E. Collins, personal communication, May 13, 2015). This
description echoed the self-described culture of the organization, which again included adjectives
such as collaborative and adaptive (E. Collins, personal communication, May 13, 2015). During
FG-2, both participants voiced hesitations regarding the impact the planned expansions might
have on organizational capacity, team development, and program excellence.

This final recommendation is but a reminder to celebrate successes along the way.
Participants clearly expressed apprehension around expansion, particularly as it relates to the
organization’s reduced ability to be present with all students participating in programming
(DC-1, DC-2). Celebrating success could aid in easing this apprehension. Celebrations of success
are, according to Kouzes and Posner (2012), essential to creating and sustaining a sense of unity
and community. They also aid in building dedication and commitment in the face of difficulties
and obstacles (Luluquisen and Pettis, 2014). Public and private celebrations build commitment
and remind individuals of the values and vision that motivate them. These celebrations also build
social support and gratitude for the work completed, enhancing individuals’ commitment and
satisfaction (Kouzes & Posner, 2012).

The final recommendation is that HGHES prioritize internal employee recognition, and
celebrations with the communities in which they work. Those organizing these celebrations
should make a clear point of bridging geography in order to foster a spirit of organizational

unity. In addition to these celebrations, they should prioritize opportunities for feedback and
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concerns in order to retain connectivity with the small and essential team involved. While
Recommendations 1 through 4 are presented in a sequential fashion, this final recommendation
should permeate these stages. Celebration should be firmly embedded in the change process, in
order to sustain morale, energy, and unity.
Organizational Implications

In drafting the aforementioned recommendations, I engaged my sponsor and key
organizational stakeholders in their development. Preliminary development of the
recommendations occurred during the directed conversation, when I brought key findings from
the community member interviews back to the organization. In presenting these findings, we
discussed the implications for this specific expansion, and organizational expansion at large. The
intention of this directed conversation was to gradually introduce my findings to HGHES,
making a space for organizational stakeholders to voice reactions and digest the results prior to
hearing the draft recommendations.

Following this final focus group, I returned to the literature and my study findings to draft
a preliminary set of recommendations. These were in turn shared with my sponsor and the staff
member who had been central to this inquiry thus far and will be a key figure in implementing
programming expansion. The recommendations were also shared electronically with all board
members. Each individual was invited to provide written or verbal feedback on the
recommendations, and comments received were incorporated. This stage was central in creating
organizational ownership over the recommendations, thus increasing the likeliness for

implementation.
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In addition to this direct engagement regarding the recommendation development phase
of the inquiry, I also engaged my sponsor throughout the entire inquiry process. He received
drafts of my project as it progressed, and provided valuable modifications and insight along the
way. We had a series of informal conversations regarding the direction of the inquiry, the
emergent findings, and the internal developments in HGHES that influence this specific
expansion. These conversations shaped my methods, questions, and drafting of my ultimate
recommendations.

Leadership and resource implications. As has been referenced throughout this inquiry,
expansion of programming to PC/GL will dovetail off a significant shift in the way in which
HGHES operates. Given that this expansion would likely be the final of three anticipated
expansions (Masset, Old Massett, Sandspit/K’il Linagaay), many of the leadership and resource
implications mentioned may exist and/or be resolved in advance of the specific expansion to
PC/GL. Theses implications do however all the while warrant consideration.

The most obvious implication, which pertains to both HGHES leadership and resources,
is HGHES’s expanded geographic boundaries. During DC, a conversation occurred regarding the
fact that the organization felt its successes to date were a result of their ability to be present and
attentive to programming, as it occurs (DC-2). During this conversation, it was also noted that
nearly all of the organization’s current network and resources (educators, board members,
connections, infrastructure) were currently concentrated in the south-end of Graham Island (DC-
1). While consideration had been given to the ways in which the organization could better
involve other communities, a decision had yet to be made (DC-1). In the face of expansion to

multiple communities, PC/GL included, the leadership of HGHES and the resources within it
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will need to become more islands-wide, while still retaining that close community connection
that has rendered HGHES so successful thus far.

Of course the resources require to sustain an islands-wide focus are considerably more
than what is currently required to operate in two proximate communities. Undertaking this
expansion will require additional funding sources. Although this might initially come from
funders interested in supporting a pilot project, organizational sustainability will depend on
sustained revenue generating models. This might occur through the establishment of professional
development training, or another business model or partnership not yet considered. That said, in
developing these alternative revenue generating models, HGHES should remember that
diversified revenue sources for small non profit organizations may compromise the overall
ability to fundraise (de los Mozos et al., 2016).

Implementation process. The following implementation process is designed to attach
milestones to the anticipated 5-year timeline for expansion to PC/GL. Given that consensus has
not been reached regarding whether or not such an expansion will occur, emphasis within this
process is placed on the stages that must occur to make this decision effectively. The specific
logistics associated with this expansion are beyond the scope of this inquiry.

Phase 1: Reviewing recommendations. To date, HGHES staff and board have reviewed
the aforementioned recommendations electronically and in small groups. Prior to any formal
decision-making or community engagement, the proposed recommendations and timeline should
be reviewed by all key organizational stakeholders at an in-person facilitated session. This
session will be an opportunity to modify process to thoroughly reflect organizational voices

within the proposed plan and change. Important to note is that during this session, decisions
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should not be made regarding whether or not to pursue programming in PC/GL; rather, focus
should be directed towards deciding on a plan to make this decision in partnership with the
community. This session will be an essential launching point for all future activity.

Phase 2: Updating the community. Throughout this inquiry project, PC/GL community
members were generous with their time and ideas. Prior to participating in the interviews, they
were made aware that there was no guarantee of future programming in their community (see
Appendix H for Research Information Letter), and yet they made meaningful contributions all
the same. Whilst it is perhaps not appropriate to share the entire contents of this report with the
community members, it is important to honour their participation by sharing the organization’s
reactions to this report, along with any insight into future direction. In delivering organizational
reactions, HGHES could also offer the opportunity to join the HGHES-PC/GL advisory team
(Recommendation One) in the coming months. I feel it is important to reconnect with
community members as soon as possible, as interviews occurred in November and December of
2016.

Phase 3A: Internal self-assessment. From September — December 2017, HGHES will
pilot its first expansion to a new community in Masset/Old Massett. During FG-2, it was noted
that a great number of lessons would be gleaned from the expansion, which would surely
influence any subsequent expansions. The conclusion of this pilot project will undoubtedly spark
substantial internal reflection regarding the future of the organization.

While much of this reflection extends beyond the scope of this inquiry, elements of it
pertain directly to the decision to pursue programming in PC/GL. Between March 2017 and

March 2018, I recommend commencing the internal self-assessment process described in the
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first recommendation, which includes discovery around organizational and individual readiness
for added change. This assessment will converge and diverge with the Masset/Old Massett
reflection, along with other conversations occurring within the organization at large. It will be
inevitable that there are readiness conversations related to PC/GL expansion, and readiness
conversations regarding expansion at large. I do however recommend ensuring that there are
some PC/GL -specific conversations, which examine organizational and individual readiness for
this particular change. Although it remains the last of three prospective expansions, it warrants
devoted energy and attention; without this, it risks slipping out of sight and the 5-year timeline
stands to be compromised.

Throughout these conversations and self-assessments, HGHES will need to consider
organizational implications from a human resource perspective, a financial perspective, and a
beneficiary perspective, ensuring the full breadth of organizational sustainability is considered. It
will also be important that throughout these conversations, there is adequate space for the final
recommendation: celebrating successes.

It should be noted that this internal assessment will likely be ongoing over the subsequent
years, and that consensus will likely emerge slowly. Within the early months, it is more
important to gauge openness to programming, rather than make a firm decision. With this
openness, a subsection of the leadership team should progress onto the second component of
phase two, which will likely inform a final internal decision.

Phase 3B: Develop a governing committee, and cocreate a shared vision and
expectations. In conjunction with internally assessing readiness for change, HGHES should

concurrently pursue the formation of a governing committee for programming expansion in
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PC/GL. Representatives for this committee may have been identified during Phase 1—during
this phase, formation and engagement with this committee will occur (see Recommendations 3
and 4). Again, it must be emphasized that in forming this committee, local power dynamics
should be thoroughly considered and a diversity of perspectives from various groups in PC/GL
should be included.

While it is possible for HGHES to make a decision regarding programming internally,
involving the community in making this decision should increase the likeliness that the decision
will be both well received, and adopted. There is however a risk of creating false expectations
regarding the likeliness with which programming PC/GL will progress. As a result, HGHES will
need to clearly communicate that this committee will have a discovery focus, rather than an
implementation focus—and that the timeline will be long. The organization should also clarify
any other parameters for this committee that it decides on internally.

With the committee formed, the task of co-creating a shared vision and series of
expectations occurs. However, rather than focusing on developing a concise vision statement, the
committee should first begin with individual introductions that share personal values, aspirations
and motivations as they relate to this program. The process of clarifying and building
connections between individual values will lend itself into the development of a shared vision,
which will likely occur over a series of meetings, some of which might be best suited to off-site
locations. Note that the ensuing shared vision could be either in support or against prospective
programming in PC/GL.

Phase 4: Engaging the community and incorporating feedback. Once the governing

committee has co-drafted a vision and a series of expectations, the discussion should be
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expanded to the community at large. This stage should occur irrespective of whether the decision
is to continue or cease exploring programming opportunities in PC/GL. However, if the
committee’s vision is to cease this exploration, the community engagement required may be
significantly less intensive. Assuming the conversation continues, devoting a year to this
prolonged discovery creates adequate time and space for a multitude of individuals to become
involved. This will provide time for the ideas to gain traction within the community, and time for
those who are perhaps reluctant at first to join the discussion. Important within this stage is the
thorough engagement of a diversity of perspectives from various internal power structures
(Haida/settler, resource extraction managers/employees, those outside resource extraction
industries). This may require active invitations and follow up, to ensure that the inquiry extends
beyond solely those who have an interest in the program—a challenge experienced during this
particular inquiry.

Phase 5: Go/No-Go Decision. As the slow and continuous engagement progresses,
clarity should emerge regarding the feasibility of program expansion to PC/GL. In order to
remain roughly within the anticipated 5-year timeline for program initiation, a final decision
reflective of community and organizational needs should be in mid to late 2019. Should the
decision be to advance with programming, the organization would then embark on defining the
curriculum and instructors, organizing logistics and marketing the program externally over the
following 2 to 3 years.

Consequences if reccommendations are not implemented. In the event that
recommendations from this inquiry are not implemented, two primary risks arise, related to how

PC/GL community members interpret HGHES and their decision making process.
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The first risk relates to the relationship with community members of PC/GL. While there
was not unanimous support for the expansion there were some early adopters who, because of
their participation in the process, will be considering ideas and opportunities. Maintaining
communication with these community members regarding next steps and intentions will be
essential in sustaining strong relationships. Failing to communicate with these individuals,
irrespective of decisions made, could create or intensify feelings of exclusion and/or alienation. I
will continue to work with my sponsor to honour participant confidentiality during this
communication phase.

The second risk relates to making decisions regarding future programming decisions
without adequate community participation. While HGHES clearly demonstrates their active
commitment to their values of respect and collaboration (see Appendix B for full values), it all
the while requires resources to engage the community particularly without guarantee of future
programming. It would undoubtedly be simpler to make an internal decision regarding an interest
in expanding programming in PC/GL, which would then be shared with the community.
However, the literature on participatory change clearly demonstrates that engaging those affected
by the change, in the change process, leads to greater overall success. Even if the ultimate
decision is to forego or further postpone programming in PC/GL, this is a decision that should be
made in partnership between the organization and the community. In doing so, there are better
chances of sustaining positive relationships between the two parties.

Implications for Future Study
Throughout the process of this inquiry, a series of topics emerged that warrant future

consideration, connected to both this specific context and the broader disciplines explored.
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Specifically this includes developing a deeper understanding of current HGHES community
partner perceptions regarding both HGHES performance, and higher education more broadly.
Further study might also focus on topics related to change management in small non profits, and
the intersection between organizational, student and community benefit in a place-based learning
experience. This may include investigation into tourism as a livelihood strategy for remote
communities, and the implications of introducing such a strategy. These gaps are relevant to a
growing number of community-based NPOs worldwide, which seek to grow and create change
and knowledge for all involved.

First, this inquiry lacked formal studies assessing community member perceptions of
HGHES in QC/DG and Skidegate. Though anecdotal information was readily available, a
formalized assessment of organizational performance from this perspective might facilitate any
ensuing expansion initiatives. Furthermore, during this inquiry process, some questions were
raised regarding Haida perspectives on academic education, particularly at the undergraduate
level. Though the Council of the Haida Nation and many prominent Haida citizens support
HGHES, a formal understanding of broader community interpretations of tertiary education
could be of use in aligning the organization with the partnering communities. This line of
inquiry could also be extended beyond the boundaries of the Haida nation, to residents of Haida
Gwaii at large. This extension may reveal interesting tensions and opportunities for partnership
and learning.

Second, there was a decided gap on change management literature within small and/or
fledgling NPOs. Ample literature exists on change management within large business or non

profit structures, which places emphasis on management teams, internal communications and
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information dissemination (Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi & Ruona, 2010; Kotter, 1996). While
much insight can be gleaned and applied to small organizations, formal insight into how small
teams might prepare for and execute on change, particularly in the face of resource scarcity. This
information would be useful to the plethora of small community-based organizations worldwide,
which perhaps struggle to develop and refine their managerial processes as they expand and
contract over their lifespan.

An offshoot of this gap could include investigation into how effectively small non profits
cope with revenue diversification. One study suggested that they would struggle to effectively
fundraise in the face of revenue diversification, and this assertion warrants deeper investigation
in light of the movement towards social enterprising organizations (de los Mozos et al., 2016).

Finally, it is evident that the relationship between a community and a place-based
learning organization must be strong (Deale et al., 2010; Jamal et al., 2011; Meringolo, 2014). A
strong relationship rests on the underlying assumption that all parties derive benefit. Specifically,
it is broadly assumed that students bring a financial and social benefit to the host community.
Although research participants do lend credibility to this assumption, there remains little
literature documenting the community-derived benefits from hosting students, particularly when
compared to the volumes that exist on the student-derived benefits (see Bednarz et al., 2008;
Knapp, 2005; Smith, 2002). Meringolo (2014) notes that documenting this relationship is
decidedly difficult, particularly when compared to the ease with which we can document and
understand the student transformation. His research focuses on community benefit derived from
place-based learning opportunities with a focus on collaborative research, and the co-creation of

knowledge (Meringolo, 2014). This model differs from the learning opportunity offered by
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organizations like HGHES, whereby the focus is on students learning in a community, rather
than with the community. Although insights can be gleaned the inferences from Meringolo
(2014), ample gaps exist related to the benefit communities derive from the act of hosting
students. This area might be first understood by furthering current explorations of community
perceptions regarding HGHES performance and impact. These lessons could then be expanded
to the oft-contentious field of volon-tourism, where communities host volunteers in a less formal
learning environment.

Within this line of thinking, there was also a gap in the literature related to introducing
place-based learning to new communities. Host communities occupy an ambiguous middle
ground in the place-based learning equation: they are neither apart of the organization, nor are
they the primary beneficiary. It is important that they derive benefits from the opportunity, but
also important that they contribute to the general functioning of the program. It is pivotal that
there be a strong relationship between all parties (Bednarz et al., 2008; Deale, 2016; Deale et al.,
2010; Jamal et al., 2011; Meringolo, 2014). Forging this relationship involves consideration of
complex and sometimes contradictory needs, as indicated by the discrepancy between
community desires and organizational requirements. However, literature on this topic is
decidedly scarce. Organizations with an interest in creating or expanding place-based learning
opportunities worldwide could benefit from added insight in this area. This may be an
opportunity for future personal research, which might contribute towards a professional or
scholarly article.

Given that this inquiry explored ideas related to place based learning and the study of

tourism, there are opportunities for additional investigation in this specific sphere, particularly if
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HGHES pursues this discipline specifically. This could include inquiry into the implications of
introducing tourism initiatives into indigenous communities, and the merits and difficulties
associated with pursuing tourism as a livelihood strategy for remote communities. An inquiry
into such themes should include both a thorough review of current literature, and active
investigation into community perceptions regarding toe future of tourism on Haida Gwaii, and in
PC/GL specifically.
Thesis Summary

This inquiry project fused a thorough literature review with HGHES staff and PC/GL
community member input, in order to develop five recommendations that could guide future
action related to HGHES programming expansion in PC/GL. Given the current low readiness of
change within both parties, these recommendations will support the conceptualization and
potential preparations for change. Central to all recommendations is conducting the various
stages in a participatory and collaborative way that acknowledges and celebrates successes along
the way. Additionally, it will be important that implementation of the recommendations occur
over a slow but continuous timeline, with consistent communication between both parties.
Although some of this communication will parallel with other expansion initiatives currently
underway, it will be important that HGHES provide PC/GL with devoted attention over the next
5 years, so as to move this discussion forward in one direction or another. If these
recommendations are implemented, I believe they will aid both parties in realizing the potential
they have for forming a partnership that can provide a transformative learning experience for
local and visiting undergraduate students. Additionally, I believe that establishing this

partnership will support changes both within HGHES and PC/GL. However, should this process
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reveal insurmountable obstacles in a partnership, discovering these obstacles together will assist
in a smoother dissolution of the idea.

In moving forward, the sponsor and key stakeholders will continue to consider
programming opportunities in PC/GL. However, with the imminent pilot of the organization’s
first expansion project in Masset and Old Massett (September 2017), organizational attention
will likely be focused on first successfully managing this change. As HGHES reflects on the
implications of this change for HGHES at large, it will be important to devote some attention to
how lessons learned affect prospective programming in PC/GL. This will initiate conversation
required to spark collaboration with PC/GL over the following 5 years. As clarity emerges
around future programming decisions in Masset and Old Massett, and the organization more
broadly, my sponsor and I agree that these recommendations will move to the forefront of
strategic organizational conversations with the Board of Directors. Until then, these
recommendations will remain on the radar of organizational staff, who in turn are responsible for
informing the Board about (C. Ormond, personal communication, January 27, 2017).

As an individual external to the organization, I will not retain a defined role in this
initiative following the completion of this thesis. However, given my personal and professional
connections to the organization, I have offered to act as an advisor to any PC/GL -specific
expansion conversations and initiatives. I personally look forward to how this organization
grows and continues to contribute to the communities on Haida Gwaii, and I will enthusiastically

support the organization in any way that is helpful.
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Appendix A: Maps of Haida Gwaii and Port Clements/Gamadiis LInagaay

Figure AI. Map of Haida Gwaii.
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Note. The red circles indicate communities with current programing, and the blue circles indicate

anticipated programming.

Adapted from BC Maps — Haida Gwaii — Queen Charlotte Islands, by British Columbia Travel

and Discovery. Copyright 2017 by BC Curios Ltd. Adapted with permission. Retrieved from

http://www.ourbc.com/bc_maps/haida_gwaii/bc_maps haida gwaii_queen_charlotte

_islands.htm
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Figure A2. Map of Port Clements/Gamadiis Llnagaay with indication of key businesses and
destinations.

Note. From Walking Tour of Port Clements by Haida Gwaii Destination Marketing Organization.
Copyright 2017 by Haida Gwaii Destination Marketing Organization. Reprinted with permission.

Retrieved from http://www.gohaidagwaii.ca/images/uploads/Final%20Port Clements Map
(2).pdf
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Appendix B: Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society — Organizational Values

Respect

HGHES and the programs we deliver are based on the principle of mutual respect, for each other
and for the ecosystem of which we are part. HGHES respects and learns from the leadership of
the Haida Nation.

Contribution

By making higher education available in Haida Gwaii, HGHES contributes to community
diversification, vibrancy, and well-being. We enrich the lives of the people who come to Haida
Gwaii, from across Canada and the world, to study and teach.

Collaboration

Our community and place-based approach to education provides students the opportunity to learn
from local knowledge-holders in addition to their professors. Bringing together diverse groups of
people to work and learn together fosters new ideas and innovative solutions.

Excellence

HGHES strives for excellence in all our programming and aims to distinguish our organization
internationally for providing exceptional transformative educational experiences.

Integrity

HGHES subscribes to rigorous ethical standards, delivers on our promises, and is transparent and
accountable to our students, faculty, and the partners and supporters who make our work
possible.

Note. From Our Vision, Mission, and Values by Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society, 2016,
Queen Charlotte, Canada: Author. Copyright 2016 by Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society.
Reprinted with permission. Retrieved from http://hghes.ca/vision-mission-values/
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Appendix C: HGHES Organizational Chart

Operations Manager
Executive Director

Finance Manager

Board of Directors (8-member)

Note. Adapted from Team by Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society, 2016, Queen Charlotte,
Canada: Author. Copyright 2016 by Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society. Adapted with
permission. Retrieved from http://hghes.ca/team/
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Appendix D: Action Research Engagement Model
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Note. AR = Action Research; ARE = Action Research Engagement.

From Action Research Engagement, by Rowe, Graf, Agger-Gupta, Piggot-Irvine, & Harris,
2013, ALARA Monograph Series No. 5, p. 20. Copyright 2013 by Rowe et al. Reprinted with
permission.



HGHES EXPANSION 121
Appendix E: Inquiry Team Member Letter of Agreement

In partial fulfillment of the requirement for a Master of Arts in Leadership Degree at Royal
Roads University, Lindsay Seegmiller (the Student) will be conducting an inquiry research study
at the Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society into practices that can be created or enhanced to
build organizational sustainability. The Student’s credentials with Royal Roads University can be
established by calling Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Acting-Director, School of Leadership Studies:
[email address] or at [telephone number].

Inquiry Team Member Role Description

As a volunteer Inquiry Team Member assisting the Student with this project, your role may
include one or more of the following: providing advice on the relevance and wording of
questions and letters of invitation, supporting the logistics of the data-gathering methods,
including observing, assisting, or facilitating an interview or focus group, taking notes,
transcribing, or reviewing analysis of data, to assist the Student and the Haida Gwaii Higher
Education Society organizational change process. In the course of this activity, you may be privy
to confidential inquiry data.

Confidentiality of Inquiry Data

In compliance with the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Policy, under which this inquiry
project is being conducted, all personal identifiers and any other confidential information
generated or accessed by the inquiry team advisor will only be used in the performance of the
functions of this project, and must not be disclosed to anyone other than persons authorized to
receive it, both during the inquiry period and beyond it. Recorded information in all formats is
covered by this agreement. Personal identifiers include participant names, contact information,
personally identifying turns of phrase or comments, and any other personally identifying
information.

Bridging Student’s Potential or Actual Ethical Conflict

In situations where potential participants in a work setting report directly to the Student, you, as a
neutral third party with no supervisory relationship with either the Student or potential
participants, may be asked to work closely with the Student to bridge this potential or actual
conflict of interest in this study. Such requests may include asking the Inquiry Team Advisor to:
send out the letter of invitation to potential participants, receive letters/emails of interest in
participation from potential participants, independently make a selection of received participant
requests based on criteria you and the Student will have worked out previously, formalize the
logistics for the data-gathering method, including contacting the participants about the time and
location of the interview or focus group, conduct the interviews (usually 3-5 maximum) or focus
group (usually no more than one) with the selected participants (without the Student’s presence
or knowledge of which participants were chosen) using the protocol and questions worked out
previously with the Student, and producing written transcripts of the interviews or focus groups
with all personal identifiers removed before the transcripts are brought back to the Student for
the data analysis phase of the study.
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This strategy means that potential participants with a direct reporting relationship will be assured
they can confidentially turn down the participation request from their supervisor (the Student), as
this process conceals from the Student which potential participants chose not to participate or
simply were not selected by you, the third party, because they were out of the selection criteria
range (they might have been a participant request coming after the number of participants
sought, for example, interview request number 6 when only 5 participants are sought, or focus
group request number 10 when up to 9 participants would be selected for a focus group). Inquiry
Team members asked to take on such 3rd party duties in this study will be under the direction of
the Student and will be fully briefed by the Student as to how this process will work, including
specific expectations, and the methods to be employed in conducting the elements of the inquiry
with the Student’s direct reports, and will be given every support possible by the Student, except
where such support would reveal the identities of the actual participants.

Personal information will be collected, recorded, corrected, accessed, altered, used, disclosed,
retained, secured and destroyed as directed by the Student, under direction of the Royal Roads
Academic Supervisor.

Inquiry Team Members who are uncertain whether any information they may wish to share about
the project they are working on is personal or confidential will verify this with Lindsay
Seegmiller, the Student.

Statement of Informed Consent:

I have read and understand this agreement.

Name (Please Print) Signature Date



HGHES EXPANSION 123

Appendix F: Research Methods Framing and Questions

Focus Group A Framing and Questions

Framing

Intention of this session is to brainstorm a vision for potential programming.

My next step is to take this vision and run it past community members through interviews
(in person and phone)

Tourism has been proposed as the areas of study, but this is not set in stone.

Questions
1. What is special about Port Clements
2. What do you think HGHES programming could look like in Port Clements, assuming
there will be a focus on tourism and place-based learning?
a. Types of programs and learning opportunities?
b. Number of people?
c. Most important features?
3. From your perspective, what could Port Clements and HGHES achieve by introducing
these kinds of programs in PC?
4. What strengths exist within PC and HGHES that we could work with if developing this
program?
5. What challenges will impact the introduction of this program?
6. What might this program and the community of PC look like after 5 years in operation?
7. In your opinion, what is the most important thing to keep in mind when thinking about
programming possibilities in PC?
Draft Interview Script and Questions
Framing

The intention of this interview is to discover local thoughts around potential
programming with HGHES. Programming takes a while to initiate and this is a
preliminary step at gauging community interest. Actual classes are probably 5 years out,
but there is plenty of work to do between now and then in terms of securing support and
developing potential courses and themes.

The host community is a backdrop for the courses offered. While there should be local
interest in the subject matter, the host community doesn’t need to be an expert on the
material.
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Thus far, HGHES has offered opportunities that are geared towards approximately 20
senior undergraduate students. They follow a semester model and the students live in the
community. They would like to continue this model in other communities.

At first, Port would host students for 4 months of the year, moving towards 8§ months in
the future.

Interview Questions

What makes Port Clements special?

How aware are you of HGHES’s current programing? And, what are your impressions of
the organization?

HGHES is interested in introducing a senior undergraduate semester community-based
program into Port Clements similarly to their model currently in Skidegate/QC and
Masset/Old Massett, and it may focus on the study of tourism and community
development. How do you feel about this idea?

How do you think development in Port Clements could be supported, in part, by HGHES
programming?

Are there other areas (including tourism) that senior undergraduate semester community-
based program could focus on as well?

What key things should be considered in developing HGHES programming (examples —
role of community support, logistical issues, local community knowledge, etc.)

What obstacles do you think HGHES may face, and how might they work around them?

Draft Focus Group B Questions

Focus Group Questions

1.

What excites you about HGHES programming in Port Clements? What makes you
nervous?

Many community members were very enthusiastic about the prospect of HGHES
programming in Port Clements. They saw it as an opportunity to boost the profile and
economy. However, some residents will likely resist this change. How can HGHES
engage those who are reluctant?

Many residents were excited about the prospect of tourism, but they also saw
opportunities connected to the community’s logging past and readiness for a new future —
be it through secondary manufacturing or business skills development. How can HGHES
help locals benefit from programming opportunities?

Many were excited about the influx of students into their community, however there were
some hesitations related to how students would fit into a tight knit community of 300



HGHES EXPANSION 125

people (with no cell reception!). How do you think HGHES students would fit here, and
how could you prepare them?

5. When we first began this project a year ago, HGHES was described as a work
environment that was team based, collaborative, adaptive and inclusive. What will the
expansion to 3 new communities mean for how you work together?

6. What are the top opportunities and challenges that could come through this expansion for
HGHES?
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Appendix G: Letters of Invitation

Email Invitation: Focus Group A Participants
Dear [Prospective Participant],

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership at Royal Roads University.

The objective of my research project is to explore how the Haida Gwaii Higher Education
Society (HGHES) could expand its place-based programming into the community of Port
Clements, with a focus on the study of tourism. Currently, the organization is interested in
collaboratively crafting a vision that could steer future actions. I am interested in learning how
you envision this potential program, what features you consider to be important, and what
challenges you think exist.

Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because of your involvement with the
organization and/or with the community of Port Clements. In working with a team of advisors, I
have identified you as an individual who could be instrumental in brining this program into
fruition. As such, I believe you will bring valuable perspectives to this consultative visioning
session. I would like to stress that this session will not result in decision-making, but rather
guidance for how the organization can move forward effectively.

This phase of my research project will consist of a focus group, and is estimated to last no more
than 60 minutes. It will be held on [date, time, and location].

The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you
to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this
information before responding.

I want to clarify that there is no requirement to participate. Should you participate, your
participation will be entirely voluntary and you are free to withdraw up until the end of the focus
group session without prejudice.

If you do not wish to participate, simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not
participate will also be maintained in confidence. Your choice will not affect your position with
the organization in any way.

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the
project and its outcomes.
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If you would like to participate in my research project, please e-mail or phone me at:

Name: Lindsay Seegmiller
Email: [email address]
Telephone: [telephone number]

Sincerely,

Lindsay Seegmiller
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Email Invitation: Interview Participants
Dear [Prospective Participant],

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership at Royal Roads University.

The objective of my research project is to explore how the Haida Gwaii Higher Education
Society (HGHES) could expand its place-based programming into the community of Port
Clements, with a focus on the study of tourism. Currently, the organization is interested in
collaboratively crafting a vision that could steer future actions. I am interested in hearing your
ideas for how this program might best help the community, including what elements of Port
Clements should be apart of the program, and how you would like to see the community
involved.

Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because of customize based on the selection
criteria that this person fits into. I believe you will bring valuable perspectives that will enrich
this conversation.

This phase of my research project will consist of a series of semi-structured interviews, estimated
to last 30 minutes. It will be held on [date, time, and location].

The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you
to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this
information before responding.

I wanted to clarify that there is absolutely no requirement to participate in this study and that
should you participate, your participation will be entirely voluntary. You are free to withdraw
from the study up until the beginning of the interview.

If you do not wish to participate, simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not
participate will also be maintained in confidence. Your choice will not affect your position with
the organization in any way.

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the
project and its outcomes.
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If you would like to participate in my research project, please e-mail or phone me at:

Name: Lindsay Seegmiller
Email: [email address]
Telephone: [telephone number]

Sincerely,

Lindsay Seegmiller
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Email Invitation: Focus Group B Participants
Dear [Prospective Participant],

I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership at Royal Roads University.

The objective of my research project is to explore how the Haida Gwaii Higher Education
Society (HGHES) could expand its place-based programming into the community of Port
Clements, with a focus on the study of tourism. Currently, the organization is interested in
collaboratively crafting a vision that could steer future actions. I am interested in learning how
you envision this potential program, what features you consider to be important, and what
challenges you think exist.

Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because of your involvement with the Haida
Gwaii Higher Education Society. In working with a team of advisors, I have identified you
because of your centrality within the organization. I believe you will bring important insights to a
conversation that deconstructs the views and recommendations of Port Clements community
members. I would like to stress that this session will not result in decision-making, but rather
guidance for how the organization can move forward effectively.

This phase of my research project will consist of a focus group, and is estimated to last no more
than 60 minutes. It will be held on [date, time, and location].

The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you
to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this
information before responding.

I want to clarify that there is no requirement to participate. Should you participate, your
participation will be entirely voluntary and you are free to withdraw up until the end of the focus
group session without prejudice.

If you do not wish to participate, simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not
participate will also be maintained in confidence. Your choice will not affect your position with
the organization in any way.

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the
project and its outcomes.
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If you would like to participate in my research project, please e-mail or phone me at:

Name: Lindsay Seegmiller
Email: [email address]
Telephone: [telephone number]

Sincerely,

Lindsay Seegmiller
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Appendix H: Research Information Letter

Study Title: Non profit Sustainability through Program Expansion at the Haida Gwaii Higher
Education Society

My name is Lindsay Seegmiller, and this research project is part of the requirement for a
Master’s in Leadership at Royal Roads University. My credentials with Royal Roads University
can be established by contacting Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Acting-Director, School of Leadership
Studies: [email address] or at [telephone number].

Purpose of the study and sponsoring organization

The purpose of my research project is to understand how the Haida Gwaii Higher Education
Society can expand its place-based programming into the community of Port Clements, with a
focus on the study of tourism. This study will intentionally engage organizational and
community members, to develop a comprehensive vision for this program, and the activities
required to bring this vision into fruition.

Your participation and how information will be collected

The research will consist of interviews and a focus group. The focus group will include
approximately 6 participants and will last no more than 60 minutes. The interviews will engage
approximately 10 individuals, and will last approximately 30 minutes each.

The questions asked in both sessions will be derived from the following:

*  What has your experience been with HGHES? What do you like about the organization,
and what do you dislike?

*  What kind of tourism and education opportunities exist within Port Clements?

* How should/can Port Clements community members be involved in new education
programs related to tourism?

*  What challenges will impact the introduction of new HGHES programming?
Benefits and risks to participation

This study intends to enhance the effectiveness of the Haida Gwaii Higher Education Society.
The study is engaging a diversity of participants, in order to influence the development of the
organization in a way that is reflective of local needs and aspirations. By contributing your
perspectives to this study, you will be given a voice in the direction of the organization’s growth.

While I hope you will participate in the study, there is a chance that not all of your ideas and
perspectives will be incorporated into the ultimate recommendations. As we are utilizing group
methods, we expect a diversity of perspectives to emerge and we will search for common themes
within them. There is also a risk that this potential program will not advance at all, based factors
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connected to this study and otherwise. This study is intended to be simply an inquiry into
feasibility.

Inquiry team

An inquiry team will work in partnership with the lead researcher, Lindsay Seegmiller in an
advisory and supportive capacity. The individuals involved include Rhoda Viray, Caitlin
Blewett, John Colton and Jason Alsop.

Confidentiality, security of data, and retention period

I will work to protect your privacy throughout this study. All information I collect will be
maintained in confidence with hard copies (e.g., consent forms) stored in a locked filing cabinet
in my home office. Electronic data (such as transcripts or audio files) will be stored on a
password protected computer on my home computer. Information will be recorded in hand-
written and audio-recorded formats and, where appropriate, summarized, in anonymous format,
in the body of the final report. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any
individual unless specific agreement has been obtained beforehand. All documentation will be
kept strictly confidential.

The encrypted data collected will be retained for 3 years following the conclusion of the study.
No data or information pertaining to an identifiable individual who has withdrawn at anytime
from the study will be retained for any period.

Due to the nature of focus groups, it is not possible to keep the identities of the individuals
anonymous from the researcher, facilitator or other participants. We ask that as a participant, you
respect the confidential nature of the research by not sharing the names or identifying comments
outside the group.

Sharing results

In addition to submitting my final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a
Master’s in Leadership, I will also be sharing my research findings with the Haida Gwaii Higher
Education Society. My specific recommendations will be available to participants, and HGHES
will host a community consultation to discuss results. My findings will also be published through
Royal Road’s Digital Archive, Pro-Quest and Library and Archives Canada.

Procedure for withdrawing from the study
You may withdraw from participating in this inquiry at anytime.

For those participating in a focus group, if you choose to withdraw from the study prior to the
scheduled date and after agreeing to participate, please contact Lindsay Seegmiller so that a
replacement can be found. Should you withdraw from the focus group once it has begun, your
spoken comments made prior to leaving have impacted the group’s conversation and will remain
as part of anonymous data from the inquiry.
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For those participating in interviews, if you wish to withdraw from the interviews, please contact
Lindsay in advance. Should you wish to withdraw during or following your interview, you may
request your data be withdrawn up to two weeks following the interview. After this point, it will
become part of the anonymous data set from this inquiry.

Your decision to withdraw from the focus group or interview, either before or during the method,
will be kept completely confidential.

You are not required to participate in this research project. By replying directly to the e-mail
request for participation you indicate that you have read and understand the information above
and give your free and informed consent to participate in this project.

Please keep a copy of this information letter for your records.
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Appendix I: Consent Form

By signing this form, you agree that you are over the age of 19 and have read the information
letter for this study. Your signature states that you are giving your voluntary and informed
consent to participate in this project.

L1 T consent to the audio recording of the Focus Group / Interview

I T commit to respect the confidential nature of the Focus Group / Interview by not sharing
identifying information about the other participants

Name: (Please Print):

Signed:

Date:




