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Abstract: Network and regime approaches to policy studies are both organized
around the idea of a policy-specific subsystem. The problem with this sectoral focus
is that it overlooks a potentially important source of policy: the intersection of one
sector with another. This article analyses one example of policy change through sector intersection: the case of Clayoquot Sound on the western side of Vancouver
Island, British Columbia. Prior to the late 1 9 8 0 ~B.C.
~ forest policy was conducted
through a traditional regime emphasizing the mutually compatible interests of
industry and government. Aboriginal policy, such as it was, was made in a relatively
distinct policy regime. As a result of a critical combination of conditions in the early
199Os,these two policy regimes intersected, producing dramatic policy changes. This
article analyses the separate regimes for forest and aboriginal policy in British
Columbia and how the two regimes have been transformed in recent years and
become increasingly entangled. The focus is then turned to Clayoquot Sound, a CNcible of change, where these developments have been taken to their greatest extreme.
The article concludes by examining the implications of these developments beyond
Clayoquot Sound and for theories of public policy.
Sommire :L'etude des politiques qui fait appel aux m6thodes dites de d s e a u s et de
<dgime*est ax& sur l'idk d'un sous-systeme caractkristique de la politique. Cette
m6thode sectorielle a le dbsavantage de n6gliger une source de politiques qui peut
stre importante: l'intersection d'un secteur avec un autre. L'article analyse un
exemple de changement de politique entrain6 par l'intersection de deux secteurs : il
s'agit du cas de la baie Clayoquot, sur le c6t6 ouest de I?le de Vancouver, en Colombie-Britannique. Avant la fin des ann6es 80, les politiques forestieres de la Colombie
Britannique suivaient un r6gime traditionnel qui mettait l'acccent sur les int6rCts
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tones, si modestes fussent-elles, etaient formulks dam le cadre d’un regime distinct.
Lorsqu’une combinaison critique de conditions s’est produite au debut des annees
1990, il y a eu intersection de ces deux rbgimes de formulation des politiques, produisant des modifications profondes de politiques. Cet article analyse les deux regimes
diff6rents de politiques forestieres et autochtones en Colombie-Britannique ainsi que
leur evolution au cours de ces dernieres annks qui a men6 l leur enchevCtrement
croissant. On se penchent ensuite sur le cas de la baie Clayoquot, point focal du
changement, oh ces tendances ont atteint leur niveau extr@me.Pour conclure, l’article examine les repercussions de cette evolution, au-dell de la baie Clayoquot,sur les
diverses theories de politique gouvernmentale.

Clayoquot Sound, on the west coast of Vancouver Island in British Columbia, has been a flashpoint of environmental controversy in Canada during
the 1990s. In the glare of national and international media attention, forest
companies in search of profits, and their workers in search of livelihoods,
have been pitted against environmental activists trying to protect as much of
the dwindling ancient coastal rain forest as possible. This political struggle
produced a transformation in the policy landscape in the region. Prior to the
late 1980s, timber companies and the provincial government dominated
forest policy, pursuing their mutually compatible interests in timber harvesting. Environmentalists and aboriginal groups were largely peripheral to forest policy.
By 1996, however, environmental and aboriginal groups had attained
remarkable progress. Allowable timber harvesting in the Clayoquot region
plummeted. Some environmentalists continued protests against the logging
that continued to be permitted, but this time aboriginals were among the
protest targets, because they had become partners in governance with the
provincial government. This article uses this extraordinary case of policy
change to sharpen theories of public policy.
Much of Canadian literature on structural aspects of policy-making has
been influenced by related concepts of the policy community and policy network, both defined loosely as a structural pattern of interaction between
interest groups and state institutions.’ But these concepts are limited in their
ability to address several related phenomena central to policy studies.’ First,
community and network concepts have little to say about policy outcomes;
the dependent variable is an organizational arrangement of actors, not the
policies that result from the interaction of those a ~ t o r s .his
~ is actually a
somewhat peculiar problem, given that measuring one of the phenomena of
most concern to network approaches - the distribution of influence between
various actors - is extremely difficult to do without examining who wins
and who loses in policy outcomes. Second, the network approach thus far
has had a strong static tendency and thus has not been oriented towards
explaining either institutional change or policy change.
Both of these shortcomings have been addressed by the literature on
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policy change, much of it under the rubric of “policy regimes,” which has
been influential in recent years in the U.S.policy literature. While there are a
number of variants, policy regimes are generally defined as consisting of the
same organizational arrangements emphasized by network theorists, plus a
component of both normative and empirical ideas that provide the organizational arrangement with legitimacy - a triad of actors, institutions, and
ideas! The interaction of these different regime components produces
particular policy outcomes, and policy change is caused by changes in the
regime components.
The major approaches to policy change tend to place different degrees of
emphasis on different regime components. For traditional pluralists, policy
change is explained by group mobilization and counter-mobilization. In
more modern Public Choice theories, policy is responsive to public opinion,
so the source of policy change is the changing values or interests of the electorate. Paul Sabatier and his colleagues emphasize “policy-oriented learning,” changes in the shared knowledge base underlying p01icy.~In their
important new study, Frank Baumgartner and Bryan Jones emphasize the
combination of institutions and especially changing public values6 George
Hoberg takes a more agnostic approach: policy-chan e resulting from an
unspecified combination of changing regime elements.
While these works have been valuable in shifting attention to the dynamic
aspects of policy, they are still organized around the idea of subsystems that
are specific to one policy sector. Indeed, one of the most durable ideas in the
field is that policy is best understood by analysing distinctive features
specific to each policy or policy type. From Theodore Lowi and Grant
McConnell, to more recent advocates of the regime and network
approaches, scholars have focused on policy-specific governing arrangements. There are important reasons for this tendency. First, it results from a
natural division of labour among scholars in the pursuit of their policy specialization. More importantly, it has produced some very important findings
about the existence of and explanation for cross-sector differences.’
But the problem with the sectoral focus and particularly with the more
static Canadian network approach is that they overlook a potentially
important source of policy: the intersection of one sector with another.
This phenomenon has received scant attention in the policy literature. In
their critical review of the network literature, Michael Atkinson and
William Coleman refer to “boundary shifts” between the attentive public
and the subgovemment as a source of policy change, but they do not go so
far as to analyse the intersection of different policy sectors? Atkinson and
Coleman, as well as Paul Sabatier and Hank Jenkins-Smith, mention spillovers from other policy sectors as a source of change. But the concept of
spillovers used in these works has been restricted to outputs from one
policy sector altering the general conditions that affect the operation of
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another policy sector. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith use the example of U.S.
energy policy in the 1970s, when efforts to increase energy independence
increased emphasis on domestic coal, creating significant implications for
the environmental policy sector.1°
In contrast, the concept of sector intersection involves the overlap of actors
and institutions that comprise the policy regimes for different sectors. For
instance, in the only available scholarly article on the subject, Wyn Grant and
Anne MacNamara analyse the intersection of the agricultural- and bankingpolicy communities in England and Ireland. This intersection first occurred
in the 1920s, when, as a result of a financial crisis in the agricultural sector,
governments established state-sponsored institutions to provide agricultural
credit. Elements of the banking community became permanent fixtures
within the agricultural-policyregime, and members of the agricultural-policy
regime became central actors in one segment of the banking regime." While
they provide a valuable case study, Grant and MacNamara do not develop
the idea of intersection conceptually or theoretically.
The degree of intersection can vary across three dimensions. The first
dimension is the portion of the relevant policy domain. For instance, in
Grant and MacNamara's case study, the banking and agricultural sectors
overlapped, but only in some areas of the policy domain. Banking became
critical in the provision of agricultural credit, but not in setting quotas or
price supports. The second dimension is geographical. Different sectors may
intersect in one geographical area but not throughout the entire political
jurisdiction. Finally, a temporal dimension must also be considered. Intersection may be a temporary phenomenon - for example, in the relief of some
immediate crisis - or it may be a more durable phenomenon.
In terms of the forces producing sector intersection, two basic sources can
be identified. The first source would be some type of significant disruption
in economic, social or political conditions. When significant disruptions
occur, the outcome can yield reconfigurations of patterns of actors, institutions, and ideas and may result in substantial policy change.12The second
major source for policy-sector intersection would be the result of the strategic actions of political actors. Such a regime source would rest with actors
employing various resources in pursuit of their interests, their actions
shaped by certain institutional and ideational ~0ntexts.l~
In attempts to
pursue their interests, actors may not be content with the current regime
arrangements. Efforts at strategic manipulation may go beyond the venue
changes discussed in much of the U.S.literature (such as a change from an
administative to a judicial forum) to attempts to reshape issue definition and
even to transform regime structure. Of course, these conscious efforts by
"rational" actors may not have the intended consequences.
This article analyses one example of policy change through sector intersection: the case of Clayoquot Sound. Prior to the late 1980s, B.C. forest
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policy was administered through a traditional regime that emphasized
the mutually compatible interests of industry and government. Aboriginal
policy, such as it was, was made in a relatively distinct policy regime. As a
result of a critical combination of conditions in the early 1990s, these two
policy regimes converged and produced dramatic policy changes.
The paper begins with descriptions of the separate regimes for forest and
aboriginal policy in British Columbia and how the two regimes have been
transformed in recent years and become increasingly entangled. The paper
then turns to Clayoquot Sound, a crucible of change, where these developments have been taken to their greatest extreme. The paper then concludes
by examining the implications of these developments beyond Clayoquot
Sound and for theories of public policy.

The B.C. forest policy regime
The forest industry in British Columbia represents the single-largest component of the provincial economy. A Price Waterhouse survey for 1994
concludes that the forestry industry in B.C. generated sixteen billion dollars’
worth of sales, directly employed 95,500 people, and generated over 4.5
billion dollars in tax revenue^.'^ Apart from the value of wood products as
a commodity, B.C.’s forests also create wealth as places of recreation and
tourism. More recently, B.C.’s forests have begun to be recognized for noneconomic values as well. Forests are complex ecosystems that contribute to
the human and ecological health of the province by protecting water quality;
maintaining regular patterns of water flow that reduce erosion, thus preserving soils and their nutrients; and providing habitat for wildlife, including B.C.’s rich salmon resource.15 In the vexing task of managing B.C.’s
forest resources, the government must balance a matrix of values and priorities that are often in conflict with one another. The management of forests in
B.C. is somewhat different from that in most other parts of the world. In
British Columbia, ninety-five per cent of the forested land is publicly
owned.16
Policy regimes consist of actors, institutions and ideas. Historically, the
forest policy regime was dominated by government (through the Ministry of
Forests) and by industry, with mutually supporting interests in economic
development. The industry was assured a continuous supply of wood,
which it subsequently processed and marketed; and, in return, the province
was assured revenues through stumpage fees and taxes. In addition, the
industry ensured employment and economic development in the rural areas
of the province.*’ Jeremy Wilson has written about the strength and persistence of the industry-state alliance:
The state is impelled to protect the interests of the industry because, by dint of their
control over key decisions on investment, employment and the like, major compa-
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nies shape the general level of economic prosperity which government actors regard
as a crucial determinant of their re-election chances.I8
Until the 1980s,environmentalists and aboriginal peoples were peripheral
actors. The institutional component of the regime was characterized by the
immense discretion the chief forester had in implementing the government’s
management responsibilities. Because of its importance to the general provincial economy, the cabinet also played a significant role. Avenues for
appeal or redress, especially for non-business interests, were very limited.
The legitimacy of this regime was supported by the concept of sustainedyield forestry, which in British Columbia was used to justify the rapid conversion of old-growth forests to more routinely managed second-growth
forests.19
Given the vast resources of both the government and the forestry industry, the regime was easily able to resist early pressures to reform. Accordingly, as the traditional forestry regime persisted in its rapid conversion of
B.C.’s forest resource, it was slow to recognize the changing sensibilities and
priorities of society towards its natural resources. It would eventually take a
formidable political force to break this alliance and the economic ideology
that supported it.

Unlike environmental groups, First Nations groups have
difficulty using public opinion as a resource to motivate
policy-makers to address their concerns. Instead, their
major political resource has proven to be the power of
law
While the surge in environmental concern in the late 1960s had some
impact on the B.C. forest policy regime, the next major wave of environmental concern of the late 1980s had far more profound effects. In the late 1980s
and early 1990s, a combination of forces came together to transform the
forest policy regime.” The dominant actors changed. The 1991 election gave
the reins of power to the Mike Harcourt NDP government, which in its platform had pledged itself to reforming forest policy and to expanding wilderness protection. Environmentalists moved from the periphery to the core of
the regime, as a series of developments dramatically expanded their political resources. First, sustained public support for more environmentally
sensitive forest practices put great pressure on the government to respond.
Second, structural changes in the industry created a sustained period of high
prices, softening the blow to the corporate bottom-line of increasing the
costs of production. Third, a brilliant campaign by international environmentalists, led by Greenpeace, tapped the environmental concerns of inter-

POLICY CHANGE THROUGH SECTOR TNTERSECTION

393

national consumers to threaten boycotts of B.C.forest products. By bringing
international (mainly European) market pressure to bear, environmentalists
gave both the government and forest companies the incentives to promote
more environmentally sustainable forest practices.’l
The regime also witnessed susbstantial changes in ideas and institutions.
As Ken Lertzman et al. argue, the industry and government-dominated
forest policy regime had learned from past experience that the established
policy was unsustainable.22 The “liquidation-conversion” paradigm that
dominated the traditional forestry regime gave way to one where ideas are
more contested, with environmentally oriented ideas, such as biodiversity
and sustainable ecosystem management competing with industrial silviculture for influence with policy-makers.
Ideas about appropriate governing structures also changed, as demands
for change extended beyond the environmental shortcomings of forestmanagement policies to the governing arrangements of the regime itself.
The rise of environmentalism exposed the closed nature of the policy
regime, and the legitimacy of the governing arrangements came under
increasing stress.= After its election in 1991, the Harcourt government
launched a bold experiment in governance. The government believed that a
shared decision-making and a consensus-based process was the solution to
solving B.C.’s internecine land-use conflicts. To this end, in January of 1992,
the government announced the formation of the Commission on Resources
and the Environment (CORE) - a new institution that was to develop a comprehensive land-use plan for various regions of the province through multistakeholder negotiations. Many of the groups that were simply members of
the attentive public under the previous regime suddenly found themselves
in the forefront of the policy-making process. In effect, the bargaining style,
previously characterized as closed and highly discretionary, expanded to
include multiple actors representing various interests in a highly pluralistic
policy network.
As an experiment in governance, CORE failed. None of the round tables
achieved consensus, and CORE staff had to generate the plans themselves.
Those plans became proposals to cabinet, which subsequently modified
them to address political concerns. While the revolution away from cabinetstyle government did not occur, CORE did provide an avenue for the institutional representation of environmental values and, for that reason, played a
crucial role in regime tran~formation.’~
These changes in actors, institutions and ideas produced significant
changes in B.C. forest policy. The amount of wilderness protected from logging has been expanded dramatically. A new Forest Practices Code was
adopted to implement more stringent regulation for harvesting where it was
permitted. A comprehensive new inventory analysis provides the basis for
recalculations of the allowable harvest levels across the province. These new
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policies have resulted in an estimated reduction of between eight and seventeen per cent in annual harvest levels.=

The B.C. aboriginal policy regime
During this period of transition in the forestry regime, B.C.’s aboriginal peoples adopted a relatively neutral stance; this was significant because forestry
and land-use policy had long been of paramount concern to First Nations.
Despite initial cooperation between environmentalists and aboriginal
peoples, First Nations maintained an independent stance throughout this
period. For instance, there was no formal aboriginal representation at the
CORE round-table negotiations. Also, First Nations were quiet during the
summer of 1993,when over 800 people were arrested in a massive civil disobedience campaign organized by environmental groups at Clayoquot
Sound. This is not to say that aboriginal peoples‘ concern about developments in the forestry sector had diminished. On the contrary, aboriginal
peoples have always and continue to emphasize the importance of forests to
their cultural and economic survival. The reason for the seemingly passive
aboriginal position during this period of transition was the fact that First
Nations in B.C. were in the process of altering the political landscape of
aboriginal policy.
Traditionally, the aboriginal policy regime in B.C. was poorly developed.
Because of its control over contested land, the provincial government was
the dominant actor, with the federal government playing a considerable role
and aboriginal groups largely excluded from meaningful participation. The
politics of aboriginal peoples in British Columbia has consistently focused
on the question of aboriginal title.26Early settlement in Canada was usually
preceded by treaty negotiations between aboriginal peoples and the federal
government. The only exception to this process, apart from some places
in the Arctic and small areas in the Maritimes, was in British Columbia.
Despite the initiation of a treaty process in 1850 by Governor James Douglas
(producing fourteen treaties covering small areas on Vancouver Island), only
one treaty has ever been negotiated, agreed to, or signed by a First Nation in
B.C. (Treaty No. 8 in northeastern B.C.).
Prior to 1991-92, the provincial government steadfastly refused to recognize the existence of aboriginal title in B.C. Furthermore, British Columbia
consistently used the institutional excuse of the constitutional division of
powers to claim that all aboriginal matters were in the federal government’s
jurisdiction, as stipulated in the Canadian Constitution. Of course, using this
argument conveniently ignored the fact that Crown land and resources are
under provincial jurisdiction. Hence, the Province washed its hands of all
aboriginal affairs and ignored the issue for over a hundred years. In justifying this stance, the Province appealed to the anachronistic legal doctrine
known as terra nullius: the idea that, for legal purposes at least, the land was
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unoccupied, and aboriginal title, therefore, did not exist. Despite the tenacity
of the B.C. government’s position throughout most of the twentieth century,
by the 1980s it became clear that things would have to change.
Unlike environmental groups, First Nations groups have difficulty using
public opinion as a resource to motivate policy-makers to address their concerns. Instead, their major political resource has proven to be the power of
law. Starting in the late 1960s, the courts began articulating the specific
rights of aboriginal peoples. As a result, First Nations found themselves in
an increasingly powerful position in the policy network. Because aboriginal
territorial claims encompass valuable forestry resources, an examination of
the legal history surrounding the question of aboriginal title in B.C. is critical
to understanding the effects of contemporary aboriginal policy on the
forestry sector.
The legal force behind a land claim is the recognition by governments and
the courts of aboriginal title. The first significant legal pronouncement on
the question of aboriginal title occurred in 1973 by the Supreme Court of
Canada in the Calder de~ision.~’
In a case involving the Nisga’a of Northern
B.C., the court ruled unanimously that aboriginal title did exist prior to British sovereignty. Thus, the legal idea of terra nullius used to justify B.C.‘s position was flatly rejected. But the court was divided evenly on whether or not
that title had since been extinguished. The Nisga‘a won a clear moral victory
despite the lack of a clear legal one. The Calder decision had a significant
impact on policy. As a direct result of the Supreme Court’s ruling, the federal government embarked on a limited land-claims negotiation process in
non-treaty areas, including the Nisga‘a territory. Despite the federal government’s limited recognition of aboriginal title, the provincial government
remained obstinate and ignored the ruling; the status-quo held firm and
B.C.’s policy towards First Nations remained unchanged.
However, the provincial government’s position became less tenable as a
result of the 1984 Supreme Court ruling in Guerin v. Regina. In this case, the
court ruled that aboriginal title extended not only to reserve lands but also
to “traditional tribal lands.”28First Nations were no longer restricted in their
claims to reserves, but rather they could now lay claim to huge areas of the
province. This possibility would soon be tested.
Shortly after the Guerin decision was announced, the Nuu-chah-nulth
began protesting MacMillan Bloedel’s plan to log Meares Island, located in
Clayoquot Sound, on the west coast of Vancouver Island. With significant
cooperation and support from environmentalists, First Nations protesters
erected a blockade preventing MacMillan Bloedel employees from proceeding with logging activity on Meares Island, which First Nations considered
part of their traditional territory. Both MacMillan Bloedel and First Nations
sought injunctions from the court to stop the activities of the other. The B.C.
Court of Appeal, armed with the recent jurisprudence of the Supreme Court
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of Canada, decided that the question of aboriginal title could not be rejected
and that until the issue of the land claim was resolved, no development
activity could take place on the disputed area (in this case, the whole of
Meares I~land).’~
The court, therefore, granted the injunction to the First
Nations.
The impact of this judgement on aboriginal politics in B.C. was monumental. For the first time, a court of law had suspended the province‘s
authority over a land-use decision. B.C.‘s First Nations suddenly found
themselves possessing the power of injunction - a considerable weapon in
their land-claims battle with the Province. Soon after the Meares decision,
aboriginal peoples around the province began blockading development
activity on claimed lands. In at least a half-dozen cases, similar injunctions
to those protecting Meares Island were granted by provincial courts.30The
turmoil that this situation created within government, and more importantly within the investment community, cannot be over-emphasized. The
provincial government now had a concrete interest in resolving aboriginal
claims.
Over the following five years, the newly elected Social Credit government
of Bill Vander Zalm began a slow process of revisitin the Province‘s aboriginal policy that had remained unchanged since 1871!’ An important part of
this policy review was the establishment of the British Columbia Claims
Task Force. The task force was asked to develop a series of recommendations
that would enable the three parties (the First Nations of B.C., the Govemment of British Columbia, and the Government of Canada) to begin negotiations and to articulate what those negotiations should in~lude.~’
The task
force’s final report was completed in June of 1991, and, in December of the
same year, both the federal and provincial governments announced the
adoption of all the task force’s recommendations. As stipulated in the task
force report, the governments of British Columbia, Canada, and First
Nations immediately initiated a negotiation process with the goal of resolving with certainty and finality the question of aboriginal land claims. To this
end, the British Columbia Treaty Commission (BCTC) was established and
given the task of managing the negotiations and ensuring the continued
enthusiastic participation of the three parties. The task force report is the
commission’s guiding document, and its recommendations are the fundamental principles that direct the commission’s operation^.^^ There are two
aspects of the report that are germane to our purposes here.
The first is the report‘s emphasis on and confirmation of the importance of
“land, sea, and resources” to the history and the future of aboriginal peoples
in B.C. The resolution of resource issues is therefore critical to the successful
completion of the project. Second, the report unequivocally calls for the
negotiation and establishment of interim measures agreements (IMAS).
These agreements are designed to protect the natural-resource interests of all
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parties in the claimed areas. It is quite obvious that as negotiations take
place, resource development cannot simultaneously proceed without the
agreement of all parties. Consequently, the report recommends that ,’the
parties negotiate interim measures agreements before or during the treaty
negotiations when an interest is being affected which could undermine the
process.”34The report defines what the IMAS should consider:
Interim measures agreements may affect the management and use of lands, sea, and
resources and the creation of new interests. They may facilitate the access to and
development of resources, often a useful means of dealing in a preliminary or experimental way with a contentious issue, or provide transition to implementation of the
treaty.35

The need for IMAS is of particular importance to First Nations, as the current
legislative framework does not protect aboriginal interests in any meaningful way.%Indeed, IMAS are crucial to the successful completion of land-claim
negotiations. In the absence of such agreements, resources and territory that
is under negotiation remains vulnerable to development and destruction. In
such circumstances, aboriginal peoples would be under severe pressure to
reach a speedy settlement in the hope of minimizing the damage to their
lands. As such, without IMAS in place, aboriginal peoples are left in a difficult negotiating p~sition.~’

In an age of industrial forestry, aboriginal self-determination, and increasing environmental consciousness,
Clayoquot Sound is a crucible of the larger conflicts and
dilemmas that face policy-makers in B.C. and Canada
Consistent with its acceptance of all the task force’s recommendations, the
Government of B.C. has negotiated and signed several IMAS since the treaty
process was initiated. As of June 1997, the provincial government, through
the ministries of Forests and of Environment, Lands and Parks, had signed
twenty-one IMAS that affect the Province’s management of forest resources,
several of which are in Clayoquot Sound (as described below). In addition,
the Province is negotiating another twenty-three agreements, all of which,
one way or another, affect its discretionary power over forest management.%
The most advanced treaty negotiation is the landmark Agreement-in-Principle with the Nisga’a. The agreement provides for the creation of a large area
of Nisga’a land. Forest resources on the Nisga‘a land will be managed by the
Nisga‘a themselves. Stumpage fees will be collected by the Nisga’a. Harvesting, however, must take place within the context of rules that meet or
exceed provincial standards (such as the Forest Practices Code). Between the
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time of the Agreement-in-Principle and the Final Agreement, the provincial
government is required to consult the Nisga’a on forest-management decisions and to negotiate allowable harvest levels with them.39
These new agreements reflect the emergence of a new aboriginal policy
regime in B.C., one that is far more concerned with addressing and settling
the historic claims of First Nations in the province. The regime change was
largely due to court decisions that clarified the rights of First Nations in disputed areas. The old idea of tetra nullius was rejected and replaced by the
recognition of aboriginal title and respect for aspirations for self-determination. The key institutional change was the willingness of the courts to issue
injunctions on resource development, creating incentives for both the
provincial government and resource companies to reduce uncertainty by
settling claims. As a result, these previously defiant actors were forced to
enter into negotiations with First Nations. As the Nisga’a agreement and the
Clayoquot Sound case study below illustrate, First Nations have begun a
process of sharing with the provincial government management responsibilities over resources.
In addition to the internal changes within the forest and aboriginal policy
regimes, various elements of the two regimes became increasingly entangled
with one another, such that in some instances they seemed indistinguishable. The interim resolution of aboriginal claims has involved the creation of
new institutions that share authority over resource development, including
forest policy, between First Nations and the provincial government.

The crucible of change: Clayoquot
Sound
Clayoquot Sound is a 262,000-hectare land-area comprising a complex
network of pristine watersheds, islands, waterways, fjords, and old-growth
forests located on the west coast of Vancouver Island. It is considered a spectacular example of a coastal temperate rain forest.40Unfortunately, it is one
of the few intact examples of a coastal temperate rain forest left on Vancouver Island. Three of the five remaining pristine Vancouver Island watersheds with an area greater than 5000 hectares are found in Clayoquot Sound.
Clayoquot Sound has long been recognized as a natural wonder. In fact,
prior to the recent land-use decision for the area, the federal government set
aside a portion of the sound to create Pacific Rim National Park, and the provincial government included some of the northeast portion of the sound in
Strathcona Provincial Park. Apart from its natural beauty, Clayoquot Sound
also represents considerable resource wealth: ninety-three per cent of the
area is forested, and almost seventy per cent of these forests are commercially productive. These forests are predominantly comprised of old-growth
forest, which represents a valuable commodity in the forestry economy.
In addition to its natural and commercial significance, Clayoquot Sound
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has long been home to the Nuuchah-nulth people, and they have long
demanded recognition of and jurisdiction over their traditional territory. In
an age of industrial forestry, aboriginal Self-determination, and increasing
environmental consciousness, Clayoquot Sound is a crucible of the larger
conflicts and dilemmas that face policy-makers in B.C. and Canada.
Shortly after the aforementioned Mearse Island decision, environmentalists became concerned with increased logging activity throughout the
greater Clayoquot area. The confrontation between environmentalists and
the forestry industry escalated throughout the later 1980s and early 1990s.
The government, therefore, decided to attempt new decision-making
processes based on multistakeholder negotiations and consensus decisionmaking in the area. The culmination of this process was the formation,
and eventual collapse, of the Clayoquot Sound Sustainable Development
Steering Committee. Because the committee was unable to resolve the landuse conflict, the final land-use decision for Clayoquot was made the old
fashioned way, by cabinet.41
The decision, announced in April 1993, increased the amount of protected
area in the sound from fifteen to thirty-three per cent and reduced the area
generally available for timber harvesting from eighty-one to forty-five per
cent (with an additional fifteen per cent of the area falling under the more
restricted rubric of “special management”). The annual-harvest level was
reduced from 900,000 to 600,000 cubic metres. Of Clayoquot Sound’s nine
major watersheds, four would be protected as wilderness areas.42
The fallout from the decision is well documented. Environmentalistswere
outraged and immediately launched a massive media and civil disobedience
campaign aimed at discrediting the government and its decision process.43
The Nuu-chah-nulth, on the other hand, pursued their concerns more
directly with government. They were upset that the government did not
engage in what they considered adequate consultations prior to the land-use
decision being announced. The provincial ombudsman took up the case,
and, in November 1993, issued a stinging report denouncing the government for its lack of consultation with affected First Nations.44By this time,
however, the government had already begun active negotiations on an
Interim Measures Agreement with the Nuu-chah-nulth.
The Clayoquot decision and subsequent policy initiatives clearly illustrate
the new political power of First Nations and the potential impact of this
power on forest policy throughout the province. As for the decision itself,
the government, in recognition of ongoing treaty negotiations, stated that in
no way would the plan prejudice these undertakings.* Furthermore, the
plan excluded Meares Island, which is still subject to litigation and thus
exempt from land-use decisions affecting the area:6 Apart from acknowledging the ongoing treaty deliberations, the Clayoquot land-use decisions
had, in and of themselves, little direct impact on aboriginal peoples. How-
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ever, the government made two subsequent announcements that dramatically affected the Nuu-chah-nulth and the forest policy regime governing
Clayoquot Sound.

Scientific panel report
First, in an attempt to defuse the severe criticism it received from environmentalists for its decision to allow further clearcutting in Clayoquot and in
response to recommendations by CORE commissioner Stephen Owen, the
Harcourt government appointed the Scientific Panel for Sustainable Forest
Practices in Clayoquot Sound (the Scientific Panel). The panel’s mandate
included
reviewing current forest management standards in Clayoquot Sound and [making]
recommendationsfor changes and improvements. The goal of the Scientific Panel is
to develop world-class standards for sustainable forest management by combining
traditional and scientific kn0wledge.4~

Included among the guiding principles of the panel was the specific statement that “the cultural, spiritual, social, and economic well-being of indigenous people [is essential to the] long-term ecological and economic
sustainability” of the area,48To this end, the government appointed four
Nuu-chah-nulth representatives to the panel: Dr. Richard Alteo (who served
as the panel’s co-chair), Ernest Lawrence Paul, Roy Haiyupis and Stanley
Sam. In the words of Premier Harcourt, the four Nuu-chah-nulth representatives served on the panel “to provide First Nations’ perspectives on the
value of forests to their way of
With the release of the final report, it was evident that the inclusion of
aboriginal peoples on the panel and their subsequent contribution to the
report’s recommendations was more than symbolic. The panel’s final report
promotes aboriginal peoples and aboriginal practices to the forefront of forest management in Clayoquot Sound and introduces unprecedented priorities to forest practices based on ecosystem management. The report makes
more than 120 recommendations, twenty-seven of which deal specifically
with aboriginal peoples. These twenty-seven recommendations are an
explicit attempt at bringing forestry procedures into conformance with traditional aboriginal practice. To begin with, the report recognizes ”traditional
ecological knowledge” (TEK) in forestry practices as being vital to the management of the area. The term TEK is used to describe the aboriginal peoples’
traditional and historical knowledge of specific ecosystems and the general
environment. Furthermore, the report supports the scientific validity of TEK
and believes it to be an “important source of information about species and
ecosystems that parallels and complements scientific knowledge.”50To this
end, recommendation number six of the report states that “standards for
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forest practices must incorporate traditional ecological knowledge. ... Inventory, monitoring, and research must also recognize and include T E K . " ~In~
order to ensure the continued use and relevance of TEK, recommendation
number twenty-six states that "research and inventory must be undertaken
to complement Nuu-chah-nulth traditional ecological knowledge and
e~perience."~'
The report also makes specific and tangible recommendations for the
inclusion and authority of aboriginal peoples in forest management and
forestry practices. The individual recommendations that come under these
headings are not generalities or platitudes that could be diluted through
liberal interpretation; they are specific and decisive in their language. For
instance, recommendation number seventeen, which is found under the
heading of "Operations," states the following:
All operations in Clayoquot Sound relating to ecosystem management, such as
environmental impact assessment, selection of silvicultural systems and harvesting
methods, proposed use of herbicides and pesticides, and road location, construction,
and deactivation, must be carried out in full consultation with the Nuu-chah-nulth of
Clayoquot Sound."

Another example of the rigorous and unambiguous language used in the
recommendations, which also highlights the aboriginal- and forestry-sector
synthesis occurring in this area, can be found in recommendation number
five:
All planning processes for forest and ecosystem use in Clayoquot Sound Decision
Area must be undertaken with full consultation and shared decision-making with
the Nuu-chah-nulthof Clayoquot Sound.%

The language and tone of these and most of the other twenty-five recommendations are clear as to the central role the Scientific Panel believes
aboriginal peoples should have in the stewardship and development of the
forests in Clayoquot Sound.
In addition to these mechanisms to integrate aboriginal concerns, the Scientific Panel recommended dramatic changes in forest practices to reflect the
principles of sustainable ecosystem management. Conventional clearcutting
would be replaced by a "variable retention silviculture system" that would
sigruficantly reduce the size of cutblocks and leave more trees standing.
Road-building would be more tightly regulated, and, in a watershed, roaded
areas would be limited to five per cent of the harvestable area. Most streams,
not just fish-bearing streams, would be protected by buffer strips. The techniques for removing downed trees would be changed to more environmentally benign ones, including certain types of "skyline yarding" and even
helicopter logging. Most fundamentally, the conceptual basis for planning
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and regulation would be shifted from a volume-based approach to an areabased one. In other words, the focus would change from complying with an
annual allowable cut-level to deriving a cut-level consistent with the maintenance of ecosystem integrity on a watershed-by-watershed basis. Annual
harvesting would be limited to one per cent of the productive forest area of a
watershed, after removing economically inaccessible areas and areas protected for wilderness and stream buffers.55
Of course, government reports are frequently delivered and then quickly
shelved. We have described this report in such detail because on 6 July 1995,
minister of forests Andrew Petter shocked the entire forest policy community, including members of the Scientific Panel, by summarily announcing
the government’s acceptance of all the panel’s recommendations. In addition, the government announced that “undisturbed watersheds will
not be open to logging until comprehensive ecological assessments are
completed.’856The Scientific Panel decision shows that rather than being
peripheral to the forest policy regime, in Clayoquot Sound, First Nations are
at the core. Aboriginal peoples have directly influenced the recommendations. Indigenous knowledge, perspectives and values will be part of forestry practice standards. The government’s recognition of indigenous
priorities signifies a remarkable departure from the days when aboriginal
voices could only be heard on the blockade or in court. Moreover, it provides
a compelling example of how the aboriginal policy sector has penetrated the
forestry sector.

Interim measures agreement
The second significant development in the wake of the explosion of controversy over the April 1993 Clayoquot decision was the government’s signing
on 19 March 1994 of an Interim Measures Agreement (IMA) with the Nuuchah-nulth. The IMA in Clayoquot Sound establishes a framework for a
“joint management process,“ designed to create a resource-management
partnership between government and First Na ti on^.^^ The “joint management process” is based on a government and First Nations cooperative,
consensus-based partnership. The ultimate goal of the agreement is to establish a process through which the Province and the Nuu-chah-nulth will
jointly manage “all land use and resource extraction in Clayoquot Sound.”58
A Central Region Board (CRB) has been established as the administrative
body charged with governing the management process as outlined in the
IMA. The CRB is made up of two co-chairs (one from the Nuu-chah-nulth and
one from the provincial government), five aboriginal representatives and
five representatives from the Province. Decision-making within the CRB is
accomplished by a double majority vote.
The CRB‘S primary purpose is to oversee the implementation of the agreement. Apart from its various “objectives,” the board has the responsibility of
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”reviewing ... plans and policy decisions relating to Clayoquot Sound.” The
“plans and policy decisions” named in the agreement include the following: land-use plans; local resource use plans; total resource plans; land and
resource-management plans; and ”other similar planning processes for
resource extraction.” Specifically,
[the board] must accept, propose modifications to, or recommend rejection of any
plan, application, permit, decision, report, or recommendation within 30 days of
receiving it. The originating Ministry, agency, or panel then has another 30 days to
implement the wishes of the Board.59

It is important to recognize that the agreement specifically states that the
board has the responsibility of “review.”60 The board may also “review”
decisions of any “ministry or agency empowered or authorized to undertake resource management and land use planning activities in the
[sound].”61At no point in the agreement is the board given ultimate authority. Indeed, the agreement specifically states that in the event of a dispute
between the board and a particular plan or permit, the matter “may be
referred to Cabinet,” thereby implying cabinet’s supremacy. To date, the
board has operated without cabinet interference.
Despite the supremacy of cabinet, the CRB sets an interesting administrative precedent for joint management of forest resources on claimed lands.
MacMillan Bloedel, the principal forest company affected by forest policy
in the Clayoquot area, has endorsed the new administrative arrangement:
“We are saying that many of the processes that have been established in
Clayoquot - such as the Interim Measures Agreement, the Central Region
Board and the Scientific Panel - are good and worthy things that should not
Furthermore, MacMillan Bloedel has reiterated
be damaged or negated.
its support of First Nations and their quest for resource-management
responsibilities: “First Nations should have a central decision-making role in
... resource development,” and “First Nations should share in the economic
benefits from resource development within traditional territ~ries.”~~
The new co-management arrangement has also sparked considerable tensions between aboriginal groups and environmental activists. In June 1996,
Greenpeace and the Friends of Clayoquot Sound initiated a blockade of a
road leading to one of the few active logging sites in the area. Nuu-chahnulth chiefs were angered by the renewed protests, particularly because the
activists had not sought the chiefs’ approval for the action on “their” territory, and demanded that the blockades be removed.bp In justifying their
breach of a protocol they had agreed to earlier, environmental activists noted
that ”the Nuuthah-nulth chiefs approved the logging we were protesting.”
“As with any government,” the activists continue, “we reserve the ri ht to
disagree with the decisions that cause irreparable ecological harm.”’ The
...‘I6’
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conflict was resolved, at least temporarily, as a result of a summit of stakeholders convened by the Nuu-chah-nulth themselves.66
As a further sign of shifting relations within the regime, MacMillan
Bloedel actually entered into a joint-venture forest company with the Nuuchah-nulth First Nations in April 1997. The new company will take over
MacMillan Bloedel's operation in the northern part of the sound (previously
known as the Estevan D i ~ i s i o n )Thus,
. ~ ~ First Nations in the region are not
only part of the government, they are also now in the forestry business.
Future timber harvesting in the region will have to be approved by First
Nations, and some of it will be conducted by First Nations. Thus, if environmentalists continue to oppose logging in Clayoquot Sound, their opponents
will have expanded beyond the provincial government and the timber
industry to include First Nations. The flashpoint of future controversy is
likely to be over whether the undeveloped watersheds left unprotected by
the 1993 land-use decision will be opened for logging after the scientific
assessments have been completed. The issue will pit environmentalists, who
have drawn a line in the sand around the undeveloped watersheds, and the
First Nations, who favour some logging there.
1AIs measured by reductions in timber harvesting, the

new regulations and governing arrangements have
resulted in significant policy changes
It is clear that the framework for a new cooperative administrative
resource management arrangement between government, First Nations, and
industry is being established in Clayoquot Sound. This new governing
arrangement represents an intersection of the forest and aboriginal policy
regimes in this region. Prior to the late 1980s, forest policy proceeded without much attention to aboriginal interests or claims, and First Nations
groups pursued their interests within a poorly developed aboriginal policy
regime highly resistant to their needs. By the mid-l990s, First Nations peoples have moved to the core of the forest policy regime. Their beliefs have
been incorporated in policies and procedures, and they have been given
new institutional authority - virtually on par with the Crown - to represent
and pursue their interests.

Policy impacts
The long-term significance of the Scientific Panel's regulations and the comanagement arrangement represented by the Central Region Board is
uncertain. The CRB is in operation, and, by the end of 1996, had reviewed
approximately seventeen cutting permits. While it has not recommended to
cabinet that any permit be rejected, it has asked for amendments in many
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Table 1. Changing Harvest Larels in Clayoquot Sound (in cubic metres)
MacMillan Bloedel

Interfor
~~

Allowable cut
pre-1993 decision
Allowable cut,
post-1993 decision
Estimated impact of
ScientificPanel
Actual harvest levels,
1996

Totnl
~~

600,000

180,Ooo

780,000

400,000

138,000

538,000

100,000

75,000

175,000

45,000

36,000

81,Ooo

cases, adding significantly to the cost and time involved in preparing the
requests for approval.@
Thus far, however, the adoption of the Scientific Panel’s forest regulations
has had a much greater impact on logging activities in Clayoquot Sound.
Table 1summarizes the trends in allowable and actual cut levels. Prior to the
government’s 1993 decision, MacMillan Bloedel’s allowable annual-harvest
level in the sound was 600,000 cubic metres. The 1993 decision reduced the
allowable level to 400,000 cubic metres, a thirty-three-per-cent reduction.
But the company estimates that the Scientific Panel’s new standards will
reduce actual harvest levels to about 100,000 cubic metres, a seventy-fiveper-cent reduction beyond that produced by the 1993 decision.69 In 1996, because
of the stringency of the Scientific Panel rules and the complexity of the new
planning process, the company was only able to harvest 45,000 cubic metres.
In a 30 December 1996 letter to area employees, the company stunned workers and local communitiesby announcing it would not harvest any timber at
all during 1997 and for part of 1998. Instead, the company states, it will try
to keep as many area workers as possible employed in silviculture, road
work, and planning for future harvesting. After that, the company hopes to
harvest about 50,000 cubic metres a year (in part through its new joint venture), less than half the volume it averaged from 1993-95.7’ A new allowable
annual cut will be established for Tree Farm Licence (TFL) No. 44 in 1997.
The other major corporation operating in Clayoquot Sound - Interfor,
which has cutting rights in TFL No. 54 - has also experienced significant
reductions in harvest levels as a result of the new policies. Prior to the 1993
Clayoquot Sound land-use decision, the allowable annual cut in TFL No. 54
was 180,000 cubic metres, and the actual harvest level in 1992 was 175,000
cubic metres. In the wake of the land-use decision, a temporary allowablecut level was established for the area in 1994 at 138,000 cubic metm, a
twenty-three-per-cent reduction. In December 1996, the Ministry of Forests
announced that it was reducing the allowable annual cut to 75,000 cubic
metres, a forty-six-per-cent decrease from the 1994 level and a fifty-eight-
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per-cent decrease from the pre-1993 level. However, the new regulations and
CRB process has made it impossible to cut that amount, and, in 1996, Interfor
harvested only 36,000 cubic metres, a reduction of eighty per cent below its
1992harvest level.71
Thus, as measured by reductions in timber harvesting, the new regulations and governing arrangements have resulted in significant policy
changes. It is unclear how durable change of this magnitude will be. Both
companies are hoping to increase harvest levels in the near future, as they
adjust to the new planning processes, and as the inventories and assessments of undeveloped watersheds are completed. Even with the potential
for such increases, however, harvest levels are certain to be much closer to
their 1996 levels than their pre-1993 levels.

Conclusions
British Columbia’s forest-resource economy is undergoing a profound transformation. What was once a relatively simple extractive and marketing
industry must now expand its priorities and values to include environmental sustainability. What makes B.C. particularly interesting is the simultaneous transformation taking place in the provincial regime governing
aboriginal peoples. Because land claims and the considerable resources
involved are the focus of the political changes occurring with First Nations,
a curious synthesis is taking place between these two formerly separate
policy areas. With the initiation of the treaty process by the governments of
B.C. and Canada, First Nations have gained considerable new powers; their
traditional land rights are now recognized by governments; IMAS have been
signed, and land-claim negotiations have begun. As a result, the regime governing First Nations has, in many cases, converged with the regime governing forest policy. Indeed, in Clayoquot Sound, one regime has become
almost indistinguishable from the other.

Implications beyond Clayoquot Sound
In many ways, Clayoquot Sound is a unique political situation, and the solutions to the vexing dilemma of mediating industrial, community, environmental, and aborginal interests that have emerged there reflect the particular
political context confronted by provincial policy-makers. However, the precedents set there, both for the role of First Nations in governing resource
management and the environmental standards applied, may nonetheless be
influential beyond Clayoquot Sound. In both cases, activists in other areas
can hold up the developments in Clayoquot Sound as a model to be applied
elsewhere. Sensitive to this dynamic, the Province has pursued a strategy of
containment, focused on preventing the Clayoquot model from spreading to
other areas of the province.
In principle, there is no reason why the co-management arrangement
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embodied in the Clayoquot Sound IMA could not be applied to other parts of
the province where similar conditions exist. While the Ministry of Forests
has negotiated a number of IMAS that relate to forestry:* none involves giving direct resource-management responsibility to aboriginal groups in the
way that the Clayoquot Sound agreement has. In fact, since the Clayoquot
agreement, the Province has pursued a consistent policy in its negotiations
to oppose the creation of any similar co-management structures, either
through interim measures or the ultimate treaties. Political considerations
may ultimately lead to the adoption of similar structures elsewhere, but the
Province's negotiation position is clearly opposed.n
The environmental developments in Clayoquot Sound may have an
impact on the way forestry practices are conducted in claimed areas and
possibly throughout the province. One of the government's initiatives in its
restructuring of the provincial forest policy regime is a new set of regulations, the Forest Practices Code, governing the way forests are harvested. In
the words of forests minister Andrew Petter, "the code is designed to sustain
all the values in British Columbia's forests and their diverse
The code was developed to ensure that B.C. forestry practices are among the
most progressive and environmentally responsible in the world.
As we discussed earlier, the government has also adopted all the recommendations from the Scientific Panel for Sustainable Forest Practices in
Clayoquot Sound. The panel's recommendations are considerably more radical than those found in the code. As one ministry official explained, the
code strengthens those rules governing conventional forest practices and
demands greater accountability from forestry managers, whereas the Scientific Panel's recommendations represent an entirely new forestry philosophy
and completely new harvesting principle^.^^ While the panel's recommendations apply only to Clayoquot Sound, they establish new ecological standards and articulate an entirely new philosophy for environmentally
sensitive forestry practices. As a consequence, they establish a new benchmark for environmentally sensitive forestry, and environmentalists persistently hold them up as a model to be applied elsewhere. This forces
government and industry to justify their departures from the new standard.
However, as in the case of co-management, as of fall 1997, the provincial
government has been very successful in containing these remarkable innovations to the Clayoquot Sound region.

Implications for policy regimes
The intersection of the forest and aboriginal policy regimes in Clayoquot
Sound has produced significant changes in the actors and institutions relevant to forest policy. As the old regimes governing the previously separate
sectors of forestry and aboriginal policy dissolve and are replaced by new
institutions and ideas, the various interests participating in these policy
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areas must reorganize themselves and adjust to the new political environment. Traditional alliances and rivalries that have shaped policy in the past
have disintegrated and are being replaced by new and often surprising coalitions. In the pitched battles of the 1980s and early 1990s,environmentalists
sought to ally themselves with the First Nations, using arguments about
aboriginal title to buttress the legitimacy of their environmental claims. With
its IMAS in Clayoquot Sound, the Province skilfully drove a wedge between
the two elements of that coalition, embracing aboriginals and setting environmentalists adrift. Now First Nations have become part of the govemment and of industrial structures engaged in the harvesting of ancient
forests so opposed by Greenpeace and its allies. Industry groups find themselves in a position where they have the incentive to cooperate with First
Nations; indeed, they are compelled to by governing arrangements.

Squeezed between theforce of public opinion (and market
pressures) supporting environmentalists and the force
of injunctions supporting First Nations, the B.C.
government had precious little room in which to
manoeuvre
Sector intersection also results in significant institutional change as well.
As one sector overlaps another sector, the institutions governing the individ-

ual sectors will have to change in order to accommodate the new governing
environment. Thus, in the Clayoquot Sound case, we see the creation of new
institutions, such as the Central Region Board and the Scientific Panel for
Sustainable Forest Practices in Clayoquot Sound, that attempt to accommodate the new political reality. It would have been very difficult to absorb
First Nations within the established forest policy regime, considering industry's privileged position and the government's critical discretionary powers
under the previous framework. New institutions had to be created so that
First Nations would become significant participants in forest management.
The fact that in some areas aboriginal peoples have moved from the margin
of the policy community to become partners with the government in the
management of a resource is an extraordinary policy development. Of
course, how significant and how much power will actually be held by the
First Nations, once the treaty process is complete, remains to be seen.

Implications for policy studies
Clayoquot Sound is a dramatic example of policy change resulting from sector intersection. In developing the concept of sector intersection in the introduction, we noted three distinct dimensions of intersection: the portion of
the relevant policy domain; geographical scope; and duration. As a result of
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the co-management arrangements in Clayoquot Sound, the entire domain
of forest policy has been merged with aboriginal policy. All aspects of forest
policy in the region are covered by the Central Region Board. However, not
all of the aboriginal policy domain has merged with forest policy. While forests are an exceptionally important resource to aboriginal peoples, there are
other concerns, such as fisheries, tourism and mining, that are at least partly
distinct from forest policy. Regarding geographic scope, this study has
focused on the Clayoquot Sound region where the phenomenon of intersection has been quite extensive. Elsewhere in the province, the penetration
of aboriginal concerns into forestry has not been as far-reaching (with the
exception of the Nisga'a Agreement-in-Principle), but the forest policy
regime throughout the province has felt dramatically increased pressure to
accommodate First Nations concerns, especially in claimed areas. The durability of these new arrangements is uncertain. As the negotiations proceed
from the IMA to Agreement-in-Principle and, finally, treaty, it is highly likely
that First Nations will be granted some significant role in governing forests
in the region. As a result, the extent of intersection witnessed here seems
likely to endure.
In the introduction we speculated that there might be two possible
sources of sector intersection: socio-economic disruption and the strategic
behaviour by actors. In this case, the intersection has been brought about by
the strategic behaviour of various actors under certain broader systemic constraints. The catalysts for change were the actions by environmentalists and
aboriginal groups. In their efforts to reduce the environmental impacts of
foresty, B.C. environmental groups worked in and on the B.C. forest policy
regime. They also sought alliances with aboriginal groups and to re-define
forest policy as a question of aboriginal title. In doing so, they sought to
wrest control of forest policy from the government-industry nexus and to
place it in an institutional forum that they believed to be more favourable
to their views. They achieved considerable success in reshaping the forest
policy regime, but the extent of change was limited, so long as aboriginal
concerns could be treated as separate by government.
Operating within the nascent aboriginal policy regime, First Nations have
long understood the importance of forest resources to self-determination.
Their dogged quest for aboriginal title focused on deploying their only
political resource - the force of legal argument - through the judicial route.
When it began to yield success in terms of injunctions preventing resource
developments until lands claims were resolved, First Nations succeeded in
reshaping the incentives of both corporate and govenment actors, forcing
them to address their concerns.
Squeezed between the force of public opinion (and market pressures)
supporting environmentalists and the force of injunctions supporting First
Nations, the B.C. government had precious little room in which to manoeu-
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vre. When their 1993 attempt to forge a compromise in Clayoquot Sound
failed to gamer legitimacy, they sought to break the political vise by playing
aboriginal peoples off against environmentalists through IMAS. To some
extent, their strategy was successful, but the gain in legitimacy was made
only with dramatic policy concessions to both environmentalists and First
Nations. Environmentalists obtained ecologically sensitive forestry regulations that substantially reduce expected harvest levels in the sound. First
Nations were awarded co-management over forest resources. Meanwhile,
MacMillan Bloedel, once the political giant of the region, has to carefully
negotiate its cutting permits with two sovereigns, leaving many to wonder
what incentive it has to continue its presence in the region at all.
This case study demonstrates that the intersection of policy sectors can be
an important cause of policy change. Further research is necessary to determine how extensive the phenomenon of sector intersection is and under
what conditions it is likely to occur. In recognizing this phenomenon, scholars of public policy need to take a page from the book of ecologists who
have long bemoaned the modem tendency of concentrating on specifics
while ignoring the bigger picture. Essentially, this article argues that the
study of public policy is also burdened by its emphasis on the specific. The
sector-specific tendency of policy analysis is no longer adequate for understanding the evolution of governing in some significant areas.
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