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...it would have been handled by attorneys and concepts and framed in

legal work, and in my mind, you'd probably never get into real dialogue of

how people work and live on the land or their needs. It would be an

expert opinion here and an expert opinion there and a decree here. So you

don't have a dialogue. As a consequence none of the issues of what really

happens on the ground or the concerns or the commonalities of concerns,

never come forward. So this type of process, the fact that these people see

each other every day, they're able to sort of do shared learning (P20 Clark

Fork 88).

All of the planners in this study recognized that to some degree, goals were either
not identified or not agreed upon by various stakeholders. One planner explained how
difficult being a team member was in a situation where goals were contested. Several
planners with the Clark Fork process explained that the collaborative process showed that
stakeholders could maintain goals and not negotiate them away, that opposing groups

could function and not "torpedo" the project and that shared learning could take place

even though stakeholders held differing goals.

Working Proposition 7: Systemic-level Problems

Working Proposition 7 states: A planner who perceives problems as existing on a
systemic level is more likely to prefer models of planning other than synoptic. The
majority of planners (92.9%) feel that problems exist on a systemic level. The
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z test was not significant and thus, there is no evidence to suggest
that planners who feel that problems exist on a systemic level are more likely to prefer
models of planning other than synoptic. Examples are provided below of both planners

who feel that problems exist on a systemic level and the one planner who does not.
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This first and only example of a planner who does not perceive problems to exist

on a systemic level explains that the delays with the Final EIS are not a result of

systemic-level problems, but rather because planners "have a lot on their agenda.”

Q. What frustrations have you had working internally within the agency?

A. Going through the process of review, making the necessary changes. and
dealing with the folks in the Director's office, who essentially, you know.
they have a lot on their agenda. Their plates are full and this is not a
priority as I would like to see it be. So from that aspect, with these delays I
think we really look like we're bumbling bureaucrats that are unable to get a
job accomplished, when in reality I think the team, the EIS team and the
other members have worked very hard. We've done our work, but it's
outside of our hands (P14 Grizzly 17).

The following examples provide evidence of planners who feel that problems

exist on a systemic level. P12 explains that in the smaller communities surrounding the

grizzly bear recovery area, there exists xenophobia which has undermined a sense of

trust.

But what they're [residents of communities near the recovery area] seeing
now is that the things that they thought were beneficial, things like
exploitive timber harvest, are not happening any more, and the things that
are now happening [grizzly bear recovery] are things that they can't see as
beneficial at all. It's like wolf reintroduction and grizzly bear
reintroduction. It's to them being fostered by somebody who's not a
community member, and there's this xenophobia about anybody that's not
from Salmon and not from Challis, or not from Darby or Hamilton, is not
to be trusted. And they think we [local residents] should be making these
decisions on what happens around our community. There's a huge issue
there, and when we talk to these communities, we represent the federal
government, which to them is people from Maryland and Virginia who
have never seen a grizzly bear and never been to Idaho or Montana. And
they feel this is being inflicted on them and they've forgotten the issue,
that these are public lands, they're national forest lands. Many of these
people look at these lands as their personal lands (P12 Grizzly 187).

P6 states that the public is not interested in problems until they become a "crisis"

and explains that the public needs to become actively involved in natural resource issues.



The general public is usually not aware of or too interested in these things
until there's a crisis of some sort and many times the crisis for them comes
when you start talking about and publicizing management plans,
regulations, controls, limitations, and then people get excited and usually
that's what it takes. ...For the general public, I think it takes a crisis, either
in an individual or in general before they begin to really respond to these
things. ...I think most people are very busy, are very preoccupied with
their own personal problems, but I think here in this state and probably
many places, they take these things for granted, and it's a terrible shock to
them when all of a sudden, for whatever reason, the opportunities that
were there for them are no longer there, or are threatened. And then the
tomatoes hit the fan, big time. And they're going to blame somebody,
they're going to nail somebody for it, when it's really their own damn fault
because if it was that important to them to start with, they should be
interested enough to focus on it and learn about it and maybe disagree
violently about what the situation is or how to resolve it, the problem. But
they should be actively involved (P6 Blackfoot 77, 134, 273).

This next planner explains that the public does not have time because of all of the
problems in their daily lives and thus the political landscape is controlled by special

interests.

You know, I don't think the public has the time, quite frankly. We're one
agency. But, they [the public] are dealing with the county commission,
they're dealing with city government, they're dealing with the Forest
Service, they're dealing with the Corps of Engineers, Bonneville Power,
the Bureau of Rec, plus they've got their daily lives and problems with
their jobs and kids and everything. I don't think that you can spoon feed
the public anymore than we have. I really don't. I think to some degree
they've got to come to us when they've got a question, and they've got to
interact with us civilly. ...They don't have time to understand the depth of
what we're trying to do. I think that's a very important concept. People
just -- the majority -- don't have time. That's why Washington is run by
special interests. That's why Congressman and Senators get lobbied by
very narrowly defined special interests. ...One of the things you've got to
understand is, the public has limited time. They're going to deal with
sound bites (P2 Glacier 350, 379, 583).

P26 feels that the culture within the agency tends to be run by "control freaks"
and the people who question that authority are "chastised."

I think it's institutionalized. From what I saw in the [National Forest
namel], it's sort of culture. I mean it's a culture within the agency, and it is
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pretty much widespread and institutionalized. I look at the Regional
Office. I was there for a while. And it's the same thing. Same thing. A
bunch of folks that are control freaks and very happy to do the
paramilitary thing and people that step out of line are chastised and not
rewarded, and eventually pushed out of the system. But there are pockets
out there that were creative folks at districts and forest levels that try to do
things differently. If they're lucky enough to have a Forest Supervisor
that's a little more liberal and forward-thinking then you're allowed to do
good things (P26 Grizzly 251).

Problems are systemic in nature because, according to P16, information does not
come from the direct supervisors and decision-makers do not match scale with issues and
information.

Q. What do you mean that limits are engrained in the organization?

A. You have a Chief and then a Deputy Chief, and Regional Forester and
so on. Very few people get their information from the person they work
for. I mean, we live in a very fluid world in terms of information.
Secondarily, you often, for example with the Interior Columbia River
basin, will take an immense amount of information and try and use that to
make decisions at a scale which they should not be making decisions at.
It's a very broad basin ...Again, I'll use the Columbia River Basin as an
example. You have four or five Regional Foresters, a couple of State
Directors, debating whether a buffer along a stream should be 295 feet or
300 feet, and shouldn't they be arguing about the role of the Selway-
Bitterroot, the role of the Bob Marshall, the role of the greater
Yellowstone ecosystem, the conservation, the fauna for the Northern
Rockies. They're not doing it. So they're not matching scale with issue
and information. So until the organization changes in its thinking, I think
it will remain bogged down in a very slow and cumbersome process (P16
Grizzly 276, 286).

P1 explains that a problem with natural resource planning is that management and
planning is not performed at the "ecosystem" scale and there is little consultation and
coordination between public land agencies that share management responsibilities in
similar regions.

As far as science or total resource use, we said we wanted to do regional

planning. Or we said we wanted to do ecosystem management but there

are few examples of that and less concrete success stories. That is
something that is beyond the scope of a GMP but the critical issues, at



least for some species, particularly grizzly bears or other large carnivores
is going to be ecosystem-wide and we don't have a handle on that. You
could say you want to do that all you want, but if they build that gold mine
in southern B.C. it's going to have tremendous impact on grizzly bears:
more than if we built another wing on the hotel on Lake McDonald or
something like that. So you're talking about putting these threats in
perspective and there is one tendency to say, "I want to work on things
that I have under my control," but then there is a whole other tendency to
say, "we need to really solve the problem." ...In reality, whether that road
is repaired or not isn't going to address the bigger issues like wildlife
conservation or other issues like spread of noxious weeds, external threats
from pollution. And that is one of the frustrations that people on my staff
said, "this is all about the facilities, this isn't about everything else.” ...The
Forest Service, they'll consult with us on certain things, but there's no
overall plan. And they have a different mandate. They're managing for all
these different things and, they don't have any more control over private
land than we do, so that gets frustrating because there can't be a common
goal totally because we're a National Park and a National Forest, and that's
still a frustrating thing (P1 Glacier 188, 195, 237).

This last example of a planner who feels that problems exist on a systemic level 1s
illustrated by P15 who explains that the public must realize that "they too, in essence, are
government” and must become involved with government.

I wish the public would realize that they too, in essence, are government,

because government's created for the public, and the public seems to be

really quick to say, "jeez, the government, what are you guys doing?"

Well, we're doing what you guys have asked us to do. You've asked us to

provide a service for you so we're trying to move forward to provide that

service for you, but yet then you're very critical of that service we provide

(P15 Blackfoot 153).

Systemic-level problems, according to the majority of planners, exist to varying
degrees and are affecting or impeding the planning process. Planners explained that these
systemic-level problems include the xenophobia that exists in rural communities, a lack
of public interest in natural resource issues, the institutional culture of land management

agencies acting with a specific agenda, a mismatch of scale with information and issue

and the lack of ecosystem-based management and interagency coordination and
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cooperation. Ultimately, according to one planner, the public must realize that "they too.

in essence, are government” (P15).

Summary of Working Propositions

Table 8 summarizes the results of the seven working propositions used in this
study. Working Propositions 2 and 5 are supported, Working Propositions 1 and 7 are
not supported and Working Propositions 3, 4 and 6 are not testable for various reasons.

Working Proposition 2 is supported and provides evidence to suggest that a
planner who perceives scientism as inadequate is more likely to prefer models of
planning other than synoptic. In addition, Working Proposition 5 is supported and
indicates that a planner who feels that public participation should be encouraged is more
likely to prefer models of planning other than synoptic.

With regard to Working Propositions 3 and 6, I determined that to varying
degrees, all of the planners (100%) perceived the planning environment as inflexible (WP
3) and recognized that goals were contested (WP 6) and thus the test statistic could not be
run because the variable was constant. For Working Proposition 4 (Innovation
Rewarded), the proposition was not relevant to certain planners that I interviewed
because these individuals were not involved in an institutional setting in which reward for
actions taken was a significant issue (i.e. landowners, members of NGO's). With many
of the remaining planners, it was not possible to discern whether they perceived the
planning environment as one that rewards innovation because of ambiguous or unclear
statements. Thus with a small sample size, the statistical test was not performed. The

tests for Working Propositions 1 and 7 were not significant because the distribution of



125
planners who perceive the planning environment as impeded by procedural obligations
and who perceive problems as existing on a systemic level was not commensurate with

the distribution of synoptic and transactive planners. Thus, these data did not present

convincing evidence to support the two working propositions.

Table 8. Summary of Working Propositions.
Working Proposition Result

WP 1: A planner who perceives the planning environment as impeded  Not Supported
by procedural obligations is more likely to prefer models of planning
other than synoptic.

WP 2: A planner who perceives scientism as inadequate is more likely ~ Supported
to prefer models of planning other than synoptic.

WP 3: A planner who perceives the planning environment as inflexible Not Testable
is more likely to prefer models of planning other than synoptic.

WP 4: A planner who perceives the planning environment as one that  Not Testable
rewards innovation is more likely to prefer models of planning other
than synoptic.

WP 5: A planner who feels that public participation should be Supported
encouraged is more likely to prefer models of planning other than
synoptic.

WP 6: A planner who recognizes that goals are contested is more likely Not Testable
to prefer models of planning other than synoptic.

WP 7. A planner who perceives problems as existing on a systemic Not Supported
level 1s more likely to prefer models of planning other than synoptic.




126

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

Findings

This research reveals that perceptions of the institutional environment of sampled
planners involved in several large-scale natural resource planning processes vary
according to the process in which planners operate and include themes relating to
mistrust, power, the practical utility of the final product (planning document), and
constraints relating to time and funding. Other more positive themes that emerged relate
to dialogue, creativity, trust, respect and learning. In particular, the majority of planners
in this study perceive the natural resource planning environment as one where procedural
obligations constrain the process (92.9%), goals are not identified or agreed upon
(100%), institutional arrangements are inflexible (100%) and where problems regarding
natural resource planning and management exist on a systemic level (92.9%).

I interviewed twenty-eight individuals involved with four natural resource
planning processes in the northern Rocky Mountains and found that several distinct
themes became evident from the examination of the data. The analysis of the study areas
focuses on the categorization of comments made by planners that relate to dominant
themes that emerged from each of the planning processes.

With regard to the Bitterroot Ecosystem Grizzly Bear Recovery Process, the
dominant themes relate to the perception that the working environment was impeded by
procedural obligations and that there existed problems associated with goal identification
or agreement. The process is based in a large geographic area possessing a great deal of
variety from both a social and biophysical standpoint. In addition, the process includes a

national interest that seemed to have added to the complexity and controversy. Only two



of the nine planners interviewed in the Grizzly process felt that the process was not
constrained by procedures. Several of the planners who felt that the process had been
constrained by procedural obligations explained that the mandatory public hearings were
not only unhelpful, but were in some cases dangerous because of threats of violence. In
addition, some planners explained that the content analysis process conducted after public
meetings, hearings and scoping sessions was problematic illustrating the difficulty of
quantifying value-based, qualitative information and introducing emotional information
into a synoptic planning process. Every planner with the Grizzly process felt that goals
had not been identified or agreed upon and thus, made for a contentious planning
environment. While the groups who worked together (ROOTS) in this process to submit
an alternative for grizzly bear recovery established that trust could be achieved by certain
stakeholders with seemingly dissimilar objectives and represents a positive step forward
in complex natural resource planning situations, a dominant theme regarding all of the
various stakeholders of the process is mistrust. Planners described the elements of
mistrust both at public gatherings required by the process and in non-work settings. Trust
presumably fomented as a result of the mandate of the ESA to recover bear populations
stressing the “how” rather than the "if." The inability to challenge the goals of the plan
(i.e. to focus on if bears should be reintroduced) was not an option after the Interagency
Grizzly Bear Committee endorsed the area for recovery in 1992 and presumably led to
the resulting mistrust.

The dominant themes of the Glacier National Park General Management Plan
include power, goal identification or agreement, the practical utility of the final product

and mistrust. As with the Grizzly process, the Glacier process is based in a large
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geographic area possessing a great deal of variety from both a social and biophysical
standpoint and includes a national interest that seemed to have added to the complexity
and controversy. Several of the planners in this process explained that they felt
controlled and expressed frustrations associated with working in an environment where
decisions would be made regardless of their input. Other planners discussed the notion of
wanting to control the process because the public doesn't "have time to understand the
depth of what we're trying to do" (P2). Power as a dominant theme was present only in
this process. The power held and used by these individuals produced a grievous working
environment and caused several of the planners to drop out of the planning process.
Correspondingly, planners who chose to exercise power and “temper” (P3) public
opinion with their management skills caused strife because of this air of omniscience.
Every planner in the Glacier process discussed the inability to identify or agree upon
goals as a constraining factor. Most notably, this was directed toward upper management
who some planners claim would dictate goals that were not widely held by planning team
members or would change the goals throughout the process. Several planners questioned
the utility of the General Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
that resulted from the Glacier process and whether the plan would just "rubber-stamp"
(P3) what has been or what will be done in the park. As with the Grizzly process,
mistrust was a significant issue that planners discussed regarding relationships with the
public and relationships with other planners on the park planning team.

Planners involved with the Steering Committee of the Upper Clark Fork River
Basin Management Plan discussed issues relating to dialogue, trust, respect, creativity

and learning. It appears that many of the outcomes are components that characterize the
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fundamental tenets of social capital. The Clark Fork process is spatially-based
(recognizing bioregional constraints) and focused explicitly on the riparian corridor of a
watershed. In addition, all interest groups reside within and are intimate with the
planning area. According to many of the planners, these interest groups were able to
share both experiential (indigenous) knowledge and technical (science-based)
information and more importantly over time, were accepting of both types of knowledge.
The process was inclusive and allowed for complete control by stakeholders in both the
methods and outcome of the plan. The Steering Committee produced a management plan
that was ratified by the 1995 Montana legislature and continues to meet to the present.
While the Steering Committee was not able to address the complex issues associated with
Superfund cleanup of the Upper Clark Fork River basin, members appear to have
developed trust and mutual respect that allowed for and promoted discussions of other
natural resource issues in the basin. Questions relating to the implications for the fish and
other biotic components related to the Upper Clark Fork River basin remain unanswered
since a drought has not occurred in the region and the leasing component of the
management plan has yet to be used. However, relationships cultivated during the
writing of the Upper Clark Fork River Basin Management Plan could translate into the
ability to initiate actions and collectively solve related natural resource problems in the
future.

Planners associated with the Blackfoot River Recreation Management Plan
identified issues relating to procedural obligations, inflexibility due to time and funding
constraints and goal identification or agreement. As with the Clark Fork process, the

Blackfoot process is focused on the riparian corridor of a watershed and includes all of
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the interest groups that reside within the planning area. All of the planners interviewed in
this study area commented that the process has been constrained to varying degrees by
procedural obligations. The adequacy of scoping meetings was discussed by several
planners both in questioning the agency's interpretation of issues that resulted from the
scoping meetings and the overall representation of the general public. Several planners
also discussed time and money constraints and the naivete in judging the funds necessary
to complete the project. All of the planners in this study area recognized that goals were
either not adequately identified or were not agreed upon and some expressed concern
over trying “to capture the essence of what was going on out there, and obviously that
was probably our perception, not necessarily the world's perception” (P15). Since the
process is on going at the time of this study, it is not possible to comment on the outcome
of the process. However, planners appear to have recognized the above-mentioned
constraints to planning and are taking specific actions to mitigate the issues early in the
process. For example, many of the planners in this study area agreed that the creation of
the Recreation Steering Committee provided an exceptional opportunity for involving all
interested stakeholders in a deliberative manner. In addition, many planners explained
that the Recreation Steering Committee would recognize many forms of knowledge and
diversity of opinion and thus would confront issues associated with goal identification or
agreement.

It is interesting to note that several of the dominant themes were common to
particular study areas. For instance, the common dominant theme of the Grizzly, Glacier
and Blackfoot processes was goal identification or agreement; the common dominant

theme of the Grizzly and Blackfoot processes was procedural obligations and; the
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common dominant theme of the Grizzly and Glacier processes was mistrust. Yet. these
themes were not dominant in the Clark Fork process. It is also interesting that several of
the dominant themes were exclusive to only one of the study areas as was the case of
power in the Glacier process and dialogue, trust, creativity, respect and learning in the
Clark Fork process. It appears that there exists some association with a process that
allows for two-way dialogue to take place and flourish as perhaps allowing for goal
identification or agreement to be discussed and resolved and promoting a sense of trust
among stakeholders. Similarly, if issues relating to procedural obligations were resolved,
then perhaps dialogue and the resulting characteristics of social capital could exist and
flourish. Another distinguishing characteristic of the Clark Fork process is the fact that
stakeholders initiated the process and were not subject to the rigid procedural obligations
that accompany the NEPA process. In the case of power issues present only in the
Glacier process, it is perhaps a function of the institutional structure of the National Park
Service (and not the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service or Montana Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks) in which the Park Superintendent and Division Chiefs control much
of the park decision-making process.

Another component of the results of this study are the relationships between the
numerous themes that emerged from these data. Regarding funding, several planners
commented that when goals are not agreed upon or identified early in the process, total
costs of the planning process can be greatly increased. In addition, several planners
explained that procedural obligations, such as the public hearing process mandated by
NEPA, can actually become a greater liability in terms of the total costs, the creation of

an exclusionary atmosphere and the potential for litigation. One planner commented that



funding could be related to trust in that stakeholders may be suspect of a process that 1s
funded by an agency that has a mandate. Another planner explained that total funding
was not a barrier to planning but rather the allocation of funds within the organization.

Dialogue or communication is another subject that is interrelated to different
themes is this study. Several planners discussed issues related to procedural obligations
affecting dialogue because the “documents are not intelligible to a lot of people” (P17).
These data also show that mistrust and power appear to either cause or become inflated
due to a lack of dialogue. In addition, inflexibility within the organization was discussed
as not allowing dialogue to take place on a regular basis. The last interrelated theme
includes the identification that time was necessary to allow for goal identification or
agreement because “you don’t really understand what you’re doing in a plan until you're
well, well into it” (P5). It appears that when dialogue is suppressed, goal identification or
agreement becomes a moot objective. Thus, the promotion of dialogue appears crucial
toward resolving “wicked” problems.

The resulting synthesis of the working propositions is a more conceptual way of
approaching a planner's perception of the planning environment. This research shows
that a planner who feels that public participation should be encouraged and a planner who
views scientism as inadequate is more likely to prefer models of planning other than
synoptic. Systemic-level problems associated with natural resource planning were
described by nearly every planner and include public apathy toward natural resource
issues, xenophobia that exists in rural communities, the current dysfunctionality of
ecosystem-scale management, poor interagency coordination and the structure of the

agency that does not match scale with issues and information. In addition, nearly every
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planner perceived the planning environment to be constrained by procedural obligations.
inflexible to innovative approaches, and contentious due to a lack of goal identification or
agreement. Since five of the seven working propositions were not supported, it can be
inferred that the worldview of the planner is not predictive of the type of planning model
preferred by the planners and tends to obscure the accurate characterization of a planner
as being strictly synoptic or transactive. Ironically, while most planners recognize that
they are constrained by various issues, they continue to apply synoptic models that are ill-
suited to dealing with "wicked" problems.

Recognizing that broad generalizations are often neither accurate nor legitimate in
inherently complex and heterogeneous natural resource planning processes,
interpretations are based on the group of individual planners involved in the particular
process within which they are operating. The interpretations are not meant to reflect the
entire population of natural resource planners or prevalent paradigms that exist in natural
resource planning. However, several comments and interpretations consistent between
the study areas may provide valuable insight into the intricacies of other planning
processes, therefore several broad generalizations will be made. In summary, most of the
sampled planners recognize the following:

1. The planning process tends to be constrained by various limitations
and impediments associated with procedural obligations,

2. The planning environment tends to be inflexible toward
accommodating innovative approaches,

3. The planning environment tends to be adversely affected by a lack

of goal identification or agreement,



4 Scientism, the belief that science is inherently capable of solving
almost all human problems, is not an appropriate foundation from
which to base natural resource decisions,

5. Many of the problems that adversely affect natural resource
planning exist on a systemic level,

More broadly, this research provides evidence that,

1. The recognition by planners that the planning environment is
impeded by procedural obligations, institutional inflexibility, goal
identification or agreement or systemic-level problems is not
necessarily predicative of the type of planning model espoused by
the planner (i.e. a planner's worldview is not indicative of behavior),

2. Synoptic planning models used in agency-led, landscape-scale
planning processes tend to contain many constraints and lead to a
contentious planning environment and,

3. A process that allows for two-way dialogue, the recognition of the
legitimacy of many forms of knowledge, a decision-making process
based on consensus, meetings that are regular and open to all
stakeholders and based on a bioregional approach (that incorporates
a community of place in contrast to a community of interest) will
tend to produce a planning environment that promotes trust, respect,

creativity and learning.
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Therefore, planners who recognize these themes are more likely to accommodate
a diversity of stakeholders and produce an outcome with less potential for dispute and
litigation.

The research exposed details regarding the planner’s perception of the situations
in which they operate by identifying the aforementioned themes. More tenuous,
however, is the understanding of the relationship between the perceptions of these
situations and the choice of planning model. While this research does suggest a
correlation between worldview and desired planning model in the case of the role of the
public and the use of science in natural resource planning, as exemplified by a lack of
support for the majority of the working propositions, a planner's perception of the
planning environment is not widely commensurate with his/her desired model of
planning. Thus, this research illustrates that there is no clear, linear, cause and effect
relationship between a planner’s desired model of planning and the planner’s worldview
and that an intricate and complex amalgam of variables are present regarding the
planner’s perception of the planning environment and the choice of planning model and
include power relations, systemic-level problems and the multiple legal, political,
institutional and social barriers that are perceived to exist in contemporary natural

resource planning.

Limitations
The limitations of this study concern the following three items; nomothetic-level

conclusions from the working propositions; tautological implications of comparing the
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variables regarding public participation and scientism with the desired planning model
and; the total number of sampled planners.

As mentioned in Chapter Two: Conceptual Framework, the testing of working
propositions provides for a limited understanding of these data. By classifying a planner
as only "transactive” or "synoptic," rich detail regarding the nuances and idiosyncrasies
of what it means to be "transactive" or "synoptic" are lost. Similarly, categorizing an
individual as wholly "encouraging public participation" diminishes and obscures richness
of detail regarding why an individual feels the public should be encouraged and what 1s
meant by "encourages." While generalizations can consequently be made regarding al/ of
the "transactive" or "synoptic" planners who feel that "public participation should be
encouraged,” these results tell us little about the substantive idiosyncrasies that are so
crucial in understanding the planner's paradigm toward natural resource planning. As
Patterson and Williams (in review) assert with regard to tests of hypothesis or
propositions, "(T)he fundamental tension underlying this methodological decision reflects
a tradeoff between relying on knowledge generated by prior research versus remaining
open to what is new, unique, or unexpected in the current research context. ...the cost is
that the potential insights from a given study are limited to the rigid boundaries defined
by the operational model or the hypotheses/propositions being tested." Thus, the
quantitative methodology that provides for a more statistically generalizable description
of natural resource planning has in this study been juxtaposed with a qualitative,
interpretivist approach to understanding the complex environment in which natural
resource planners operate. In this regard, I also recognize the limitations of this

qualitative approach but assert that what is impaired in the interpretation of data that are



not statistically generalizable, is made up for in conveying a message that represents a
range and diversity of viewpoints that carries with it richness of detail.

Second, there exist certain tautological implications associated with the testing of
several of the working propositions. This issue concerns Working Proposition 2
(Scientism Inadequate) and Working Proposition 5 (Public Participation Encouraged). |
After reviewing the literature more thoroughly, tautological implications with comparing
these two variables to the "Desired Model" variable were noted. For instance, a planner
who feels scientism is inadequate yet exhibits qualities of synoptic planning is
contradictory. Likewise, a planner who feels that the public should be encouraged
throughout the planning process is a quality of a transactive planner. In instances when
these contradictions became evident, a planner's desired model was categorized as
"Undetermined," thus decreasing the sample size.

Lastly, while the sample size of twenty-eight planners provided adequate
coverage of a diversity of opinion for the analysis of the study areas and working
propositions, a larger sample could provide even greater diversity of opinion and richness
of detail and could have contributed more evidence to generalize to the population of
natural resource planners. However, due to time constraints of this research, increasing

the sample size was not possible.

Implications and Recommendations
While there is little research that has specifically tested or analyzed planner's
perception of the planning environment, planners associated with these study areas and

planners operating in related natural resource planning processes could benefit from
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examining and applying these data when constructing a planning process or reforming a
process that is already in progress. Planners should be encouraged to learn from the
"mistakes" and "lessons" of others by incorporating the results from this research in the
following three ways.

First, realizing the issues that have constrained the natural resource planning
processes in this study, planners could avoid many of the frustrations and conflicts that
have preceded them by understanding issues that result in similar planning processes and
applying new techniques that encourage a deliberative and inclusive atmosphere with the
public. In addition, realizing the issues that have constrained other natural resource
planning processes could provide for greater communication and functionality with other
planners.

Second, planners could benefit from the results of this study by realizing that in
many cases, investing in additional time necessary to involve interested stakeholders
using deliberate and meaningful methods may actually lead to long-term financial
savings. In addition, procedural obligations such as those associated with FACA or
NEPA that simply "go-through-the-motions" of including stakeholders, can actually
increase the amount of money and time spent on a planning process or potential for
litigation. Planners should be cognizant that promoting public involvement could
advance a sense of community solidarity and social capital and lead to improved
environmental policy in the long-term.

Lastly, planners will still have to realize that since systemic-level problems
underlie the contemporary natural resource planning environment, a transactive planning

approach will not work in all natural resource planning processes under the present public



land management and planning system. Planners should realize that deficiencies and
constraints exist within the planning environment (such as those outlined in this
research), including the scale of various planning processes and the institutional
dysfunctionality of many contemporary planning processes. In addition, planners should
take deliberate steps toward improving the planning environment and promote more
functional methods that account for both the biotic and social components of natural
resource planning. Ultimately, all of the stakeholders involved in various natural
resource planning processes that exhibit "wickedness" will have to examine the current
paradigmatic assumptions that control the processes and the scale at which analyses are
conducted and decisions are made. Recognizing these three issues, I recommend the
following course of action.

First, federal, state and other public agencies involved in natural resource
planning should build mechanisms that promote learning into existing processes. This
learning should focus not on the compartmentalization of problems and issues but rather
on interdisciplinary and holistic understanding of social and biotic interactions and
involve systems-thinking that recognizes the interrelatedness of external forces and the
operationalization of issues as an interfunctional group. Cooperating agency agreements
should be sought that encourage interagency collaboration and mutual learning and
institutional structures should be designed that recognize and encourage innovation and
provide rewards and incentives to managers and planners who attempt innovative
approaches to natural resource planning, especially those that involve multiple
constraints. Financial support and effective utilization of funds at all levels of natural

resource planning should be sought and would only strengthen long-term planning,
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conservation and restoration efforts. The devolution of authority and decision-making
power to local communities in certain natural resource planning situations should be
attempted on a trial basis as "case studies” and "pilot projects” to gauge or illustrate the
effectiveness of new forms of planning including collaborative, consensus-based
approaches. More effective training of managers and citizens in citizenship techniques
should become a priority not only of civil servants working in the public interest but
should also begin early in childhood development and involve the entire citizenry. The
demarcation and reauthorization of public land administrative boundaries and
management districts based on a bioregional approach should be investigated as an
appropriate action toward more effective natural resource management. Lastly, the
definition of success should be more than simply the implementation of a plan. Success
can and should be defined as the ability to control the future in which setting goals and
achieving them are part of the same process and should include the increased potential for
social capital, trust and a sense of collective identity and solidarity. These issues are also
measures of success and should not be discounted.

Ultimately, changes will have to involve a convergence of both top-down reform
and grass-roots populism in order to address the more systemic-level issues that pervade
the foundations of western culture including the institutional structures that underlie
education, politics, economics and general social welfare in order to instill a sense of

civic responsibility, community solidarity and altruism among the populace.
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Future Research

Individuals involved in future research should recognize the inherent complexity
of natural resource planning and the unpredictability of cause and effect relationships
when attempting to analyze the perceptions that planners hold of the planning
environment in which they operate. Moreover, future research should favor and focus on
qualitative methods and interpretivist paradigms that are context-based and focus on the
holistic understanding of the phenomenon seeking to represent the diversity of
viewpoints in rich detail instead of utilizing a reductionistic or multivariate approach.
Since the data presented in this study show that there is not a predictable relationship
between the worldview (perceptions of procedural constraints, role of the public, etc.)
and the behavior (planning model chosen by the planner) of the planner, future
researchers should recognize that this phenomenon is far more complex than can be
represented by quantifiable variables that assume a stable, predictable and pre-determined
relationship between causes and effects.

Future research that could add to these findings include further analysis of natural
resource planning processes at various spatial and temporal scales and under diverse
decision-making arrangements. Most notably, future research could analyze a greater
diversity of natural resource planning situations (in both spatial and temporal scales) in
order to determine whether similar themes are present and the dimension and depth of the
similarities and differences. Analyzing additional study areas and comparing various '
planning scales including other terrestrial and riparian planning processes, could
strengthen the discussion presented in this study and expand an understanding of the

paradigms of natural resource planning. Further expansion of this type could include
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county-level planning, urban greenway planning, rural community problem-solving and
diverse recreation-related planning issues and would add to the paucity of research on
this subject. Further research regarding the recovery of endangered species at various
scales and using various planning models including a transactive approach could also
expand the discussion in this study.

Furthermore, questions and issues relating to the devolution of power and
decision-making authority for the people who are intricately linked to their proximal
environment will be paramount in the future. Further research into the emerging
literature and phenomenon regarding bioregionalism would strengthen the argument that
planning based on watersheds and other geographical characteristics tends to be more
inclusive of stakeholders and may reduce the potential for conflict.

Ultimately, future research must address the intricate relationship between spatial
and temporal scales of analysis and the social and biophysical context of the process
including questions relating to the scale at which natural resource decision-making is best
accomplished. Recognizing the dynamic, stochastic and often conflicting social and
biophysical processes inherent in most natural resource planning situations, fundamental
questions regarding the mechanisms that promote a more transactive approach in natural

resource planning appear to be most relevant in the future.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Guide

. Can you describe the process used to develop this plan thus far? How have you
arrived at the current situation?

. Can you review your role in this planning process? How long have you been
involved? Have you been involved since the beginning of the process?

. Was there general public acceptance about the goals at the start of the plan? What
kinds of people disagreed with the objectives of the plan? How much power did they
hold? To what extent did definitions of problems exist in the beginning of the
process? Did people generally agree on the definitions of these problems?

. In what capacity do you feel the public should be involved in the planning process?
What kind of information can they contribute? How do you know when there has
been enough public involvement? How does including the public affect the planning
process?

. Did issues come up during the planning process that you were not expecting? How
did you deal with these issues? Do you generally feel that you are constrained by
deadlines or money? How did these constraints affect the outcome?

. What should the role of science in planning be? Were there disagreements among
scientists (both within or outside the agency) about cause and effect relationships?
How did this affect the process?

. Can you describe what happens when you personally do something different,
unexpected or innovative during the process? Do you have incentives to try new or
innovative approaches during the planning process?

. Did regulatory or procedural issues affect this planning process? What aspects of
NEPA contributed to positive aspects of the process? What aspects of NEPA made
the process more difficult?

. How do you treat the issue of decisions made in the present on future generations?
How would you refine or correct issues relating to your planning situation if you
could?
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APPENDIX B
Acronyms
BE Bitterroot Ecosystem
BLM Bureau of Land Management
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CMC Citizen Management Committee
CIG Citizen Involvement Group
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement
DFWP Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
MT)
DSC Denver Service Center
EA Environmental Assessment
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
ESA Endangered Species Act
FACA Federal Advisory Committee Act
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement
GMP General Management Plan
GNP Glacier National Park
MCA Montana Code Annotated
MDFWP Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NFMA National Forest Management Act
NGO Non-Governmental Organization
NLI Northern Lights Institute
NPS National Park Service
P Planner
RecSteerCom Recreation Steering Committee
ROOTS Resource Organization on Timber Supply
USC Unites States Code
USFS United States Forest Service
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
VERP Visitor Experience Resource Protection

WP Working Proposition
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